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Should Strategic Studies Survive? 

Richard K. Betts 

A specter is haunting strategic studies - the specter of peace. This sounds 
odd so long after the burst of euphoria at  the end of the cold war, 
which dissipated into so many nasty little wars. Political science, 

however, has been less interested in war per se than in cataclysmic war among 
great powers, war that can visit not just benighted people far away, but 
people like us. Half a century of world war and cold war provided that 
impetus for strategic studies. After the cold war, however, universities face 
other demands as resources shrink. Has the warrant for feeding this field 
expired? Certainly not. 

First, one interest alone fully justifies keeping the flame burning: to have 
expertise on the shelf in case great-power conflict arises again, which is 
more likely to happen than not. For whatever reason, the United States 
finds itself in a war or crisis in almost every generation. 

Second, confusion continues about what US. foreign policy should expect 
military power to do for less vital interests. What force can accomplish in a 
specific situation does not follow directly from standard international rela- 
tions theories or rational choice models; the answer depends on military tech- 
nology, organization, and doctrine, and how they fit with local political and 
geographic circumstances. After the cold war, liberals, on the one hand, who 
spent the last thirty years trying to reduce American military power, demanded 
that Washington "do something" with the armed forces to suppress atrocities, 
promote democracy, and keep peace in places like Bosnia, Somalia, and Haiti. 
Conservatives, on the other hand, insisted on buying hefty forces but not using 
them. Vague notions that military power can impose political solutions at a 
reasonable cost, or that outside military power is useless for doing so, were 
subjected to little analytical discipline after 1990. If capacity for informed 
strategic analysis - integrating political, economic, and military judgment - is 
not preserved and applied, decisions on the use of force will be uninformed 
and, therefore, irresponsible. 

Third, the size and composition of the U.S. defense budget are crucial, 
affecting fiscal and social policy as well as foreign affairs. Who can rationally 
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recommend whether the budget should be higher or lower, or what it should 
buy, without any expertise on the nature of military forces and what combin- 
ations of them are necessary to achieve objectives set by elected officials? If 
civilian strategists are not to decide along with the professional military, either 
ignorant civilians will do it, disjoining political and military logic, or the mili- 
tary will do it alone. 

Fourth, U.S. civil-military relations are problematic. The armed forces were 
reformed and rejuvenated over the same time that political leadership loos- 
ened oversight. Reagan's romantic nationalism made for laissez-faire civilian 
control, and Clinton's impaired moral authority, owing to his own draft eva- 
sion, precluded vigorous guidance as commander in chief. After Vietnam, the 
military became more popular with the mass public as the elite distanced itself 
from it. Fewer civilian policymakers have experienced military service them- 
selves, while the military institution as it shrinks is growing apart from society 
after a half century of closeness enforced by the mass mobilization of world 
war and cold war. There is no danger of direct insubordination, but a larger 
proportion of military officers now feels more competent and more moral 
than the rest of their country and less respectful of their government. Edu- 
cation in strategy will not solve problems in civil-military relations and might 
even aggravate conflict if it emboldens civilians to question military judg- 
ments. But if checks and balances matter, it can only help. 

Strategic studies is both necessary and contested because it focuses on the 
essential Clausewitzian problem: how to make force a rational instrument of 
policy rather than mindless murder - how to integrate politics and war. This 
requires the interdisciplinary joining of military grammar and political logic, 
in Clausewitz's terms, a marriage that gets lip service in principle but is often 
subverted in practice by those who identify more with one half of the union 
than the other. Soldiers often object to politics permeating war because it gives 
civilians the right to meddle in operations, while many intellectuals object to 
dignifying war as an instrument of policy or an academic priority. For all these 
reasons, political science became the main academic home for the field, and 
the place of military affairs within it is periodically challenged. 

Within a field of international relations constantly riven by sectarian 
debates about overarching frameworks like realism, liberalism, and their 
"neo" variants, the murky boundaries of strategy fuel controversy. To clar- 
ify where strategic studies should fit, think of a subfield of three concentric 
circles: at the core is military science (how technology, organization, and 
tactics combine to win battles); the outer, most inclusive ring is security 
studies (everything that bears on the safety of a polity); and in the middle 
lies strategic studies (how political ends and military means interact under 
social, economic, and other constraints). 

The distinctions are relevant in principle, because they illustrate why 
strategic studies should be the most important part of the subfield - broader 
in scope than strictly military problems, but more focused than security stud- 
ies, which is potentially boundless. In practice, however, the distinctions solve 
few ~roblems because the dividing lines between strategic studies and the 
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other two layers can never be clear, and the distinctions are not recognized 
institutionally. Only security studies has academic standing, so the place o f  
strategic studies emerges through debates about defining security. Most 
scholars of security identify it with strategic studies, but much of what they 
do strikes some in other subfields as too close to military science for com- 
fort. Critics then argue for reorienting the security subfield to so many other 
issues that the military core may become a pea lost in an  amorphous ball 
of wax. The intellectual coherence of strategic studies increases with linkage 
to the military core, but institutional status and legitimacy grow with dis- 
tance from it. 

One danger in strategic studies is missing the political forest for the mili- 
tary trees. That danger was greater during the cold war than now. The oppos- 
ite danger - that defining security broadly will squeeze out work on the 
military aspects - is greater now. There is no consensus that attention to mili- 
tary matters remains an important responsibility for social science, or even 
that knowledge of military systems is as vital for studying security as know- 
ledge of economic systems is for studying political economy. 

The Case for Scientific Strategy 

The case for strategic studies had to be made a half century ago as well. 
Bernard Brodie's 1949 article, "Strategy as Science," was a brief for develop- 
ing strategy as a systematic field of analysis because it was "not receiving the 
scientific treatment it deserveld] either in the armed services or, certainly, out- 
side of them."' The only scholars who had paid much attention to the sub- 
ject up to that point were historians. The methodological model that Brodie 
endorsed was the one represented by the discipline of economics. 

Perhaps Brodie should have heeded the warning to be careful what yo~i  - 
wish for, lest you get it. Much of what he recommended came to pass, but with 
results that did not entirely please him or critics who had little use for his aim 
from the beginning. Brodie had in mind an instrumental science for solving 
practical problems. This evoked skepticism on two fronts. Although the serv- 
ices sometimes welcomed analysis by civilian scholars, many military profes- 
sionals regarded outsiders' work on strategy as impertinent interference. 
Although scholars of strategy established lodgments in universities and think 
tanks, many intellectuals saw them as unprofessional or immoral, considering 
instrumental science inferior to loftier theoretical work, or, when applied to 
managing violence, the work of the devil. 

Most scholars of international relations recognize that war is an important 
problem but are interested only in the before and after, not in war itself - in 
war's causes and consequences, but not its conduct, which is considered some- 
how epiphenomena1 or intellectually puerile. Strategic studies is concerned 
with all three phases of war because they are interdependent; conduct becomes 
cause, as mechanisms of violence shape decisions about its political appli- 
cation. It is impossible to understand impulses and choices in the political 
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dimension of war or peace without understanding constraints and opportun- 
ities in the military dimension. Options for how to make war affect whether 
war is made, who wins or would win, and thereby the shape of the postwar 
world (or the peacetime world, if anticipated results of combat affect diplo- 
matic deals). For example, it is not possible to understand how Germany man- 
aged to rule Europe for half of the 1940s without understanding how it 
overcame the opposing might of France and Britain as it had not been able to 
do in 1914. This cannot be explained by indices of power (GNP, population, 
the size of armed forces) that are accessible to nonspecialists but only by grasp- 
ing innovations in the process of combat - how the Wehrmacht adapted the 
technology and doctrine of armored warfare to revolutionize operations. Simi- 
larly, one cannot understand why Germany ultimately failed by looking at 
military science, but only by looking to wider dimensions of strategy - the ideo- 
logical and psychological reasons for Hitler's miscalculations in invading the 
Soviet Union and declaring war on the United States. 

Intellectual support for strategic studies parallels cycles of international 
conflict and calm. When the danger of war obtrudes in the real world, 
the study of war prospers, because the academy considers it unavoidable. 
When danger slackens, academic interest or tolerance falter. Two decades after 
"Strategy as a Science" was published, as Vietnam was destroying the cold 
war consensus, Hedley Bull noted that the professional strategist's status was 
tenuous due to controversy over the legitimacy of the very question at issue: 
"What shall the state do with its military force? ... [Tlhere will not be general 
agreement about the worth and utility of students of strategy, in the way that 
there is ... about that of students of medicine, architecture, or  economic^."^ 
Nearly half a century after Brodie's article, in the happy wake of the cold war, 
David Baldwin argued that "perhaps the time has come to abolish the subfield 
of security studies." ' 

The intellectual advances Brodie sought in 1949 did not solve all the 
problems he saw, and created some new ones. In the enthusiasm for science, 
strategic studies developed a scientistic strain and overreached. Nevertheless, 
with later leavening of the scientism by better comparative historical analysis 
in the second half of the cold war, Brodie's brief yielded progress. If Baldwin's 
advice prevails, the problems that motivated Brodie - the superficial quality 
of analysis available to support public decisions about war and peace, and 
the absence of civilian analytical checks on preferences of the professional 
military - will grow again. 

Brodie spoke as the Clemenceau of the academy: strategy was too import- 
ant to be left to the generals. As one who knew military history and moved 
among those in uniform as a wartime officer and peacetime consultant, he was 
frankly cynical about the cultural and organizational constraints that inhibited 
serious strategic analysis by soldiers themselves. He considered professional 
officers unattuned to strategy because the complexity of military operations 
made them preoccupied with tactics and technology. He believed that regular 
officers view strategy in terms of the hallowed "Principles of War" (maxims 
about "the objective," "economy of force," "unity of command," and so forth 
that appear in manuals of most Western armies), that they have difficulty 
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grasping the real meaning of Clausewitz's insight on the relation between 
war and politics, and that anti-intellectualism and hierarchy prevent tren- 
chant thought. In Brodie's view, "political scientists . . . are concerned with the 
context of military operations," whereas "to the military, the means avail- 
able, rather than the object, are what determine the character of a war" 
(pp. 467-68,473, 486).4 

Since military authors are tied to their services, it is hard for anyone but a 
civilian to proffer analysis independent of service doctrine. (There are excep- 
tions. Perry Smith published an unflattering account of his service's strategic 
planning, yet survived, through the support of a patron, and reached two- 
star rank himself. Andrew Krepinevich savaged his service's doctrine in the 
Vietnam War, but finished his career as a lieutenant colonel working in the 
civilian reaches of the Pentagon.' Most officers who challenge their services 
wait until retirement.) Moreover, the nuclear revolution put the dominant 
level of warfare beyond experience, which is the main teacher in the military 
ethos. Thus when strategic studies burgeoned in the 1950s, most of the writ- 
ing was by civilians. 

As Brodie noted in 1949, "The military profession is by no means alone 
in its frequent recourse to the slogan as a substitute for analysis - certain 
scholarly disciplines, not excluding political science, have been more than a 
little untidy in this regard" (p. 471). He saw economics, the most developed 
social science, as the model because strategy is about "problems involving 
economy of means, i.e., the most efficient utilization of potential and available 
resources" (p. 475). Choices in weapon procurement, for example, should not 
be governed by slogan-like concepts like "balanced force," but by marginal 
utility (pp. 478-81). 

All of this anticipated currents that would dominate the development of 
strategic studies in the first half of the cold war. Brodie wrote his article while 
at Yale, but at  the same time that he was beginning his affiliation with the 
fledgling RAND Corporation. Established by the Air Force, RAND became 
a magnet for those who wrestled intellectually with the strategic challenge of 
the nuclear revolution. Some like Brodie, William Kaufmann, and Alexander 
George were political scientists versed in history, but most were mathem- 
aticians, physicists, or economists like Albert Wohlstetter, Herman Kahn, 
Thomas Schelling, James Schlesinger, Andrew Marshall, Henry Rowen, 
Malcolm Hoag, Carl Kaysen, and Daniel Ellsberg. This group spawned much 
of the theoretical corpus that undergirded academic study of strategy during 
the cold war.h 

The First Cycle of Cold War Strategic Studies 

The year after Brodie's article appeared the Korean War confirmed the mili- 
tarization of the East-West conflict, U.S. defense spending tripled, NATO 
became the centerpiece of foreign policy, and strategy became big business. In 
universities, realist theory and security policy took over the field of inter- 
national relations, eclipsing the subfields of international law and organization 
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that had dominated in the interwar years. In the 1950s and 1960s the Social 
Science Research Council's (SSRC) Committee on National Security Re- 
search under William T.R. Fox built a network of academics. University pro- 
grams sprang up at: Princeton's Center of International Studies, where Klaus 
Knorr theorized about war potential, economic mobilization, and NATO 
strategy, and which produced works on deterrence by Glenn Snyder, 
William Kaufmann, and Herman Kahn; Columbia's Institute of War and Peace 
Studies, which sponsored research by Kenneth Waltz, Samuel Huntington, 
Paul Hammond, Warner Schilling, and others on causes of war and defense 
policy-making; Ohio State's Mershon Center, which supported not only main- 
stream research on security, but critics as well, such as Philip Green; Harvard's 
Center for International Affairs, where Henry Kissinger continued to make his 
mark after the publication of his Woodrow Wilson Award-winning book on 
nuclear strategy for the Council on Foreign Relations; and MIT's Center 
of International Studies (and later its Defense and Arms Control Studies 
Program). In London, the International Institute for Strategic Studies was 
established and has since provided a steady stream of analytical publications 
and unclassified data compilations.' 

Professors jumped into policy prescription, beginning with The Absolute 
Weapon, edited by B r ~ d i e . ~  Strategy might not have developed academically 
outside of military history if not for the nuclear revolution. Nuclear war 
spurred theorizing because it was inherently more theoretical than empirical: 
none had ever occurred. Except for Hiroshima and Nagasaki, where there 
was no question of retaliation, there was no messy store of historical evidence 
to complicate elegant abstractions. Available empirical data were technical - 
the physics of fission, fusion, and ballistics - and the implications appeared 
simple: for the first time, great powers would have the option to annihilate 
enemy societies overnight. Since no one had experience, intellectuals felt less 
inhibited by military expertise. Alain Enthoven, the prototypical Pentagon 
"whiz kid," was notorious for his arrogant comment in a dispute over stra- 
tegic plans: "General, I have fought just as many nuclear wars as you have."9 

With scant empirical grounds for testing propositions, nuclear strategy and 
deterrence seemed ~erfectly suited to deductive logic and game theory. A few 
simple ideas, based on a small number of assumptions and variables, seemed 
extremely powerful. By the 1960s theorists had highly developed ideas about 
how to organize nuclear capabilities to stabilize U.S.-Soviet deterrence. Ar- 
guments among strategists from the ivory tower about logical effects of 
"invulnerable second strike capability," "reciprocal fear of surprise attack," 
"counterforce options," "mutual assured destruction," "graduated escalation," 
and "crisis stability" had a profound influence on civilian leaders." 

As long as nuclear weapons remained leashed and strategy seemed suc- 
cessful, strategic studies prospered. At the opposite end of the spectrum 
from nuclear war, however, strategy did not prosper. After the Cuban mis- 
sile crisis, the focus of East-West competition shifted to the Third World. 
Many strategists turned their attention to problems of counterinsurgency. 
In this realm, in contrast to nuclear abstraction, theories weve mercilessly 
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subjected to testing. Most nonspecialists saw Vietnam (rather than success- 
ful cases of counterinsurgency in Greece, Malaya, and the Philippines) 
as the test and as evidence that theories failed when applied. Most of the 
work on counterinsurgency by professional analysts, however, was case- 
study research, and most of the theories came from practitioners." The- 
oretical breakthroughs in the first cycle of strategic studies had been more 
about deterrence, nuclear strategy, and escalation than about revolution, 
intervention, and subconventional war. Apart from whatever credit it might 
claim for helping to prevent World War 111, the field's weakness in the first 
cycle was the overwhelming attention given to the least likely type of war 
and the late consideration of the most likely. Given the utilitarian rationales 
for the field, it is hardly surprising that critics saw the Vietnam disaster as 
a reflection on it. 

The other area in which analysts became influential in policy was defense 
program management. RAND provided not only deterrence theorists but cost- 
effectiveness experts to McNamara's Pentagon. Along with the unprecedented 
supervision of military operations in the air war over Vietnam, the managerial 
revolution was a prime precipitant of civil-military friction. To some, the mili- 
tary reaction to the civilian analysts evinced the anti-intellectualism that 
Brodie complained about in 1949, with military vested interests resisting dis- 
possession as new players sought to rationalize the allocation of marginal 
resources.12 In other respects, proponents of cost-effectiveness criteria over- 
played their hand, blithely overruled traditional military judgment, and re- 
vealed the limits of economic analysis as a basis for military decision." 

In the 1960s Brodie made a midcourse correction. He rethought his en- 
thusiasm for economic conceptualization of strategy, worrying that the 
approaches he had recommended in 1949 had been taken much farther than 
he had expected, and that tools that were useful for limited purposes had 
been abused to answer questions beyond their applicability. Leaving RAND 
for UCLA in 1966, he was appalled by the "astonishing lack of political 
sense" and the ignorance of diplonlatic and military history that he saw 
among economists who had become eminent strategists. "It is not that they 
have no  time for history but rather that the devotees of any highly developed 
science .. . tend to develop a certain disdain and even arrogance concerning 
other fields." In 1949 he had seen professional soldiers as too limited by soft 
intuition and folklore; in the 1960s he believed economics could do  no bet- 
ter without incorporating more of the knowledge that scientists often con- 
sider soft.I4 By the 1970s, however, he need not have worried. Having played 
a central role in development of deterrence theory, economists were by then 
found hardly anywhere in the academic study of military affairs. RAND had 
also evolved into a bureaucratized contract research organization as much as 
a think tank and was no longer the hothouse of theoretical ferment it had 
been in the 1950s. 

For a time no one took up the slack. Vietnam poisoned the academic 
well, and ditente removed the urgency about deterrence. For a decade after 
the late 1960s, little serious work on military affairs was undertaken in 
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universities, apart from arms control studies. The 1970s produced ample 
work on U.S.-Soviet negotiations, much of it a valuable extension of ideas de- 
veloped earlier," but most of which was technical and ahistorical. The Ford 
Foundation established research centers that concentrated on arms control at 
Harvard, Stanford, MIT, and Cornell. Systems analytic techniques were 
applied to defense program issues in monographs put out by the Brookings 
Institution, which influenced Washington policy debates of the 1970s but 
were not designed to advance theoretical debates (subsequent Brookings 
studies moved in that direction).16 Later, the MacArthur Foundation dis- 
pensed numerous grants but emphasized nonmilitary subjects. 

There was also a counteroffensive against the dominance of strategic 
studies over the field of international relations. Scholars advocated shifting 
the focus to  interdependence and political economy because the importance 
of states and the utility of force had declined." By the end of the 1970s, 
however, the tide turned. Klaus Knorr - an early colleague of Brodie, editor 
of World Politics, one of the few economists who kept working on ques- 
tions of national security after the 1960s, and one of the few strategists to  
integrate political, military, and economic analysis - had been among the 
first to argue the declining utility of force. Like Brodie, however, Knorr 
became alarmed by those who took his argument too far and within a decade 
was publishing re~ons idera t ions .~~  Within a few years of publishing Power 
and Interdependence, moreover, Joseph Nye turned his own interests toward 
security issues. 

The S e c o n d  Cycle a n d  After 

The hiatus in strategic studies ended with the revival of the cold war at the 
close of the Carter administration. The logistical base for the field grew. 
In the first cycle, World Politics was the main outlet for academic articles 
on strategy. In the second cycle, specialized journals came to the fore, espe- 
cially International Security.19 In the first cycle, ideas revolved around basic 
concepts (deterrence, stability, credibility). In the second cycle, debate was 
about the elaboration of concepts, variations on old themes, and how spe- 
cific configurations of capability would buttress or  undermine peace.20 In 
the second cycle, the most novel research and theoretical development took 
an empirical turn. 

One area that opened up at the end of the 1970s was strategic intelligence. 
A few excellent works on the subject had appeared early in the cold war 
because political pressure to account for disasters eased restrictions on infor- 
mation about a few cases. Roberta Wohlstetter's classic book, Pearl Harbor, 
was based on thirty-nine volumes of congressional hearings, and Klaus Knorr's 
article, "Failures in National Intelligence Estimates," drew on his involve- 
ment in the postmortem of the Cuban missile crisis by the intelligence com- 
munity's Board of National  estimate^.^' Declassification surged in the 1970s. 
The revelation of secrets from World War I1 (such as "Ultra" code breaking) 
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produced a spate of historical studies." More theoretical works capitalized 
on these and on information about cold war intelligence activities that started 
to become available with the congressional investigations of 1975-76, as well 
as on ideas from psychology and organizational sociology." The subject sus- 
tained two new journals: Intelligence and National Security and The 
Internatzonal Journal of Intelligence and Counter-intelligence. 

The bulk of research in the second cycle remained preoccupied with how 
to prevent World War 111. (Lessons were often sought by revisiting World 
War I.)24 New empiricism corrected prevalent assumptions about policy that 
had been inferred from deductive theories of deterrence. Scholars who bur- 
rowed into declassified documents and interviews revealed that much conven- 
tional wisdom among civilians about nuclear targeting did not in fact reflect 
strategy in practice - the doctrine embodied in the military's Single Integrated 
Operational Plan for nuclear war. ("Counterforce" targeting, which main- 
stream theory and political leaders' rhetoric had rejected as destabilizing, had 
never been a b a n d ~ n e d . ) ~ '  Others showed that much of the fundamental logic 
of canonical theories about nuclear "stability" that academics and civilian pol- 
icymakers had come to take for granted was utterly confounded by the realis- 
tic operational limits of command and control systems.26 

The other main strand of empirical work was in conventional strategy. 
This shift in attention was prompted entirely by the nuclear impasse. None 
of the convoluted theorizing about how to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons had managed to discover a consistently rational solution to the con- 
tradiction between the aims of stabilizing mutual nuclear deterrence between 
the superpowers and deterring a Soviet conventional attack against NATO. 
The former required that any nuclear first strike would be suicidal and there- 
fore unthinkable; the latter required that an attack by enemy conventional 
forces could be blocked without nuclear escalation. Conventional wisdom 
in the West held that NATO's nonnuclear defenses were too weak and re- 
quired reliance on the threat of nuclear first use - which meant that it must 
not be unthinkable. This in turn prevented Washington and Moscow from 
accepting any hint of inferiority in their respective nuclear forces. If nuclear 
competition was to be dampened, more confidence in conventional alterna- 
tives would be the price. 

A new generation of analysts focused on assessing whether, why, and 
how NATO could achieve more such confidence, by examining in detail the 
data and assumptions behind standard estimates of the balance of forces and 
strategic alternatives in Europe. Questioning official assumptions, models, 
and calculations, and applying new conceptual frameworks, they took up 
where McNamara's whiz kids had left off in the mid-1960s but approached 
the problem in more depth. Theoretically, they transposed the concepts and 
categories of nuclear deterrence theory, whereby particular configurations of 
forces and emphases in operational doctrine were alleged to foster stability." 

This wave of attention to conventional forces brought new emphasis 
on comparative analysis of historical cases. Writing primarily in Inter- 
national Security and Studies in Security Affairs, a series published by Cornell 
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University Press, scholars sought additional analytic leverage on questions 
of relative capability to supplement debates about quantitative models of 
the military balance. New literature investigated political, economic, social, 
technological, organizational, and doctrinal issues that determined military ef- 
fectiveness, and thereby focused the academic consideration of the essence of 
strategy: how to integrate political ends and military means.28 A Clausewitz 
revival ensued in the same period, beginning with a new translation of 
O n  War (to which Brodie contributed a commentary). The classic Makers of 
Modern Strategy was also updated.29 

Scholars who did this work prospered in the 1980s. Political science 
departments that had grown blast about strategy in the period of dttente 
scrambled to build their staffs again as superpower competition reheated, the 
Vietnam hangover dissipated, and realist conceptions of world politics re- 
bounded. Opposition to identifying security with strategic studies existed all 
along,30 but the identification prevailed in academic hiring in this period. 
A generous supply of fellowships (especially through Harvard's Olin Institute 
and Center for Science and International Affairs, the Brookings Institution, 
and arms control centers sponsored by the Ford Foundation) keit up the corps 
of researchers in politico-military affairs. This renaissance lasted as long as 
avoiding World War 111 remained at the top of the real-world agenda.jl 

The end of the cold war turned security studies back to basics: questions 
about causes of war and peace, effects of the general distribution of power 
in international relations, economic and ideological influences on patterns of 
conflict and cooperation, nationalism, and so forth. Academic research on 
the operational and technical questions that dominated the 1980s stopped 
almost completely, but more general work on military institutions, history, 
and strategic issues thrived." In what we may call either the third cycle of 
post-World War I1 strategic studies or the first post-cold war phase, research 
is advancing on civil-military relations, organization theory, arms control, 
strategic culture, coercion, grand strategy, and other subjects."' In contrast to 
the cold war, when analysis revolved around deterrence and the East-West 
military balance, no one policy problem dominates the agenda. This makes 
the enterprise richer than ever. But without the danger of apocalyptic war at 
the center, the force of the claim to relevance that overrode intellectual skep- 
ticism about the field during the cold war has weakened. 

Where should strategic studies go? The current trajectory, on which a 
wider array of research topics rides than during the first two cycles, is a good 
one. Weak spots in the earlier cycles could still stand more work today: the 
political dimension of internal or civil war, and the operational dimension of 
irregular or subconventional war. Since 1945 scholars focused most on inter- 
state war and nuclear or conventional strategy, but most of the conflicts that 
actually occur are of the other sorts. The comparative politics field in political 
science attends to internal conflict, and there is plenty of atheoretical policy lit- 
erature on "low intensity" conflict, but not yet enough academic attention 
within international relations and strategic studies.34 Another topic that merits 
special attention is the evolution of Chinese forces, doctrine, and strategy, and 
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whether China's military development can match its economic surge. The 
cold war spawned an impressive corps of analysts of the Soviet military 
(Christopher Donnelly, John Erickson, Mary Fitzgerald, Raymond Garthoff, 
David Holloway, Arnold Horelick, Roman Kolkowicz, Stephen Meyer, 
Michael MccGwire, William Odom, Thomas Wolfe, and many others); there 
are counterparts on China (such as June Dreyer, Paul Godwin, John Lewis, 
Jonathan Pollack, David Sharnbaugh, and Arthur Waldron), but the list is 
shorter. 

Despite the widening ambit after the cold war, skeptics who never liked 
the ascendancy of strategic studies see less reason to indulge it and demand 
that "security" studies be broadened.ji The effect of accepting these argu- 
ments would be to slash attention to military strategy in universities. The best 
solution to intellectual controversy is to let a hundred flowers bloom, but 
departments do not have a hundred flower pots. Few, as it is, have found 
room for more than one expert on military affairs, and some have none. 
Broad definitions of security would allow departments to hire specialists in 
areas far afield from war and strategy and still claim that they cover the 
security slot. 

The Missing Discipline 

As Thomas Schelling argued in 1960, strategy's theoretical development 
has been retarded because "the military services, in contrast to almost any 
other sizable and respectable profession, have no identifiable academic coun- 
terpart." jh Strategic studies has piggybacked on other disciplines - mainly his- 
tory and political science - instead of securing an autonomous institutional 
home. There are no departments of strategy or war studies in U.S. universities 
(in contrast to Britain). This in itself is not damning; not all interdisciplinary 
fields have departmental status. But there is still a disjunction between intel- 
lectual and institutional logics. The essence of strategy should be the integra- 
tion of two disciplines - military science and political science - but one of 
them is missing. Interdisciplinary strategy suffers from the lack of an estab- 
lished academic discipline of military science to anchor it. 

First, there is no institutional redoubt to fall back on when support for 
interdisciplinary work declines. To understand the causes, conduct, and con- 
sequences of war, one should know something of politics, economics, psych- 
ology, sociology, geography, technology, force structure, and tactics. When 
world developments favor strategic studies, the interdisciplinary character is 
an advantage, since it exploits strengths of several fields. Otherwise it is a vul- 
nerability, since enthusiasm for interdisciplinary research falters when mak- 
ing room for it encroaches on one's own department. 

Second, specialists in strategy are spread thinner. Unlike political scientists 
in international political economy (IPE), they have no analogue to economics 
as an allied field to draw on. They must develop the military science aspects 
of their work themselves, as autodidacts. (Then they smuggle military science 
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into political science, where colleagues sometimes wonder whether what they 
are doing belongs there.) IPE does not focus on the technical functioning 
of markets but can assume that serious students have at least taken a basic 
course in economics. Strategists must cram the relevant military science into 
their own teaching, since students do not get it anywhere else. Economics is 
assumed to be fundamental for education in international affairs, but elem- 
entary military science is not. (In my own university's master's program, all 
students must take three economics courses; none but the few specializing in 
security policy are required to take any course on military matters.) In a 
world of limited resources that keeps many claims at bay, none of this means 
that military science should be a full fledged discipline in the arts and sci- 
ences. But without an institutionally established discipline at the core, strat- 
egy must either be welcomed into other disciplines as a sideline or exiled from 
universities. 

Academic work on strategy is sponsored elsewhere, primarily the service 
war colleges and the National Defense University. In "Strategy as a Science," 
Brodie wrote, "We need to make of our war colleges genuine graduate 
schools" (p. 487). This aim has been best approximated in the Naval War 
College, which has a strategy department dominated by civilian historians. 
These islands within military organizations, however, will never sustain stra- 
tegic studies on their own, nor should they. Understanding of military affairs 
should not become a closed system, where none outside the uniformed estab- 
lishment can claim expertise. If serious strategic studies is to survive, it needs 
a niche in real universities. Given the interdisciplinary and policy-oriented 
nature of strategic studies, graduate schools of public policy and international 
affairs should be a logical locus. But although such schools now give Ph.D.3, 
they do  not have an autonomous underpinning. Scholars staffing them still 
come mostly from the arts and sciences, which is where a viable academic 
enterprise must have roots. 

Most social sciences have dealt with military subjects. For example, sociolo- 
gists such as Morris Janowitz and Charles Moskos built the Inter-University 
Seminar on Armed Forces and Society and its journal Armed Forces and 
Society. Few of the social sciences, however, have generated a critical mass of 
scholars fully conversant with strategy. Economists got involved in strategic 
work as consultants, or by moving to RAND or Washington, not by estab- 
lishing it as a field within their parent discipline. In practice, history and polit- 
ical science are the homes for strategic studies. 

Military history is essential knowledge for anyone prescribing strategy, but 
it does not fare well within the history profession. Few major departments 
beyond Yale, Duke, and Ohio State have kept even a single military historian 
on their rosters. Strategic studies has been more welcome in political science. 
In part this is because political science has been an eclectic and permissive 
discipline, without a rigidly autonomous agenda, method, or qualifications. 
(Several major ~olitical science departments even appointed faculty with other 
degrees to cover strategy - mathematician Albert Wohlstetter at the University 
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of Chicago, chemist George Rathjens at MIT, and economist Robert Powell 
at Berkeley. It is hard to imagine departments in any of those other disciplines 
hiring a political scientist for anything.) Most researchers in international rela- 
tions exploit other disciplines for much of their work. Empirically oriented 
ones look to history, those interested in deductive theory look to economics 
and philosophy. The most zealous social scientists, however, see methodolog- 
ical eclecticism as flabby indiscipline. Strategy will not fare well if scientistic 
impulses achieve hegemony in the political science guild. Strategic studies can 
and should be as rigorous as any discipline, but it has a natural interest in a 
permissive writ for political science, if that discipline is to be its main home.j7 

Lack of a military science discipline also limits institutional links between 
military and academic cultures. Both camps have come a long way since 
"Strategy as a Science." Officers have become civilianized, getting M.B.A.'s 
or social science Ph.D.'s, complementing the traditional military orientation 
to engineering; and civilians have become militarized, serving in the Defense 
Department or getting more rounded educational backgrounds in military 
operations than McNamara's systems analysts had. Blurry boundaries among 
the realms of policy, strategy, and operations, however, keep the proper bal- 
ance of civil-military power uncertain. Most accord civilians the right to make 
policy, and the military the right to run operations, but strategy is what links 
the two. Pulled in two directions, strategic choices are inevitably seen by some 
as primarily political and civilian and by others as primarily operational and 
military.38 

Brodie did not consider the professional military equipped to accom- 
plish the integration of policy and operations that is the essence of strategy, 
but American society would really not have it otherwise. Strategy sucks the 
military into high politics. Professional soldiers usually prefer a division of 
labor, segregating policy and operations into neat compartments, assuming 
that strategy will be their own mechanistic translation of policy guidance 
into military programs and plans that they can execute to the stipulated 
ends. Civilian strategists worry that military tunnel vision may yield danger- 
ous and unrecognized political consequences - for example, building incen- 
tives for preemptive attack into the configuration of capabilities. 

I f  strategy is to integrate policy and operations, it must be devised not 
just by politically sensitive soldiers but by militarily sensitive civilians. Either 
of these types makes third parties in politics or academia uncomfortable. 
Ironically, many academics who endorse strong civilian control of the mili- 
tary prove reluctant to support it by promoting civilian strategic studies. 
Amateurs should not control what they do not understand, especially in a 
business that puts legions of lives at stake. Yet many academic critics share 
military skepticism (albeit for different reasons) about intellectual attention 
to details of military operations. 

The main problem is not the pacifist or radical fringes of the academic 
world, despite the distaste they evince for a field they associate with sup- 
port for U.S. policy. Neither group has as much clout in political science as 
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elsewhere in academia. The problem is that many in the liberal mainstream 
concede that strategic studies is legitimate, but when major war appears to 
recede as a prospect in the real world - as it did in the 1970s and again after 
the cold war - they resist ranking the subject highly when their own fields' 
priorities are at stake. Seen as legitimate in principle, strategic studies faces 
marginalization in practice when departments see it as a second-rate claim 
on their discipline. 

Strategic Studies and Security Studies 

The intellectual and institutional status of strategy is confused by persistent 
lack of consensus on how much attention military aspects of security should 
get and where lines should be drawn between narrow military science, inte- 
grative strategic studies, and all-encompassing security studies. In "Strategy 
as a Science" Brodie noted that military strategy was subordinate to the 
larger problem of how 

to increase one's advantage without unduly jeopardizing the maintenance 
of peace or the pursuit of other values. This broader enterprise, which 
might be called "security policy," can be construed to cover the total 
preparation for war as well as the waging of it. It would thus deal ... with 
political, social, and economic as well as military matters in both domes- 
tic and foreign contexts. (p. 477) 

Brodie s "security policy" was closer to what I have called strategic studies, as 
his discussion of "strategy" was closer to  military science, perhaps because 
he did not foresee vigorous arguments that security involves far more than 
preparation for war. His later frustration with economists' approach to strat- 
egy was their inattention to factors he lumped with "security" in 1949. Today 
it is fair to distinguish strategic and security studies in order to recognize that 
security includes things besides military concerns, as long as no doubt is left 
that security policy requires careful attention to war and strategy. Security 
studies today embraces many related topics such as diplomacy, policy forma- 
tion, social and economic mobilization, scientific innovation, arms control, 
and terrorism." Some, however, regard even this breadth as inadequate. 

As semantic commentary on the term "security," arguments that security 
studies should consider problems ranging from economic performance to 
environmental damage are quite fair. They do not help to organize the field 
of international relations, however, because they do not delimit a subfield. 
A subfield must be broad enough to encompass a significant range of prob- 
lems, but narrow enough to be a coherent area of inquiry, distinguishable 
from other subfields and the parent field. Expansive definitions of security 
quickly become synonymous with "interest" or "well-being," do not exclude 
anything in international relations or foreign policy, and thus become indis- 
tinguishable from those fields or other subfields. Recognition of this boundary 
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problem led Baldwin to suggest that security studies be abolished as a subfield 
and "reintegrated" into international relations. If the point was to reverse 
fragmentation and encourage the reintegration of all specializations, this argu- 
ment would be reasonable, but he denies that the other main subfield of inter- 
national relations, IPE, should be reintegrated as well. 

First, Baldwin argues, no other subfield but security is "defined in terms 
of techniques of ~tatecraft ."~" Even if this is true, the difference is less sig- 
nificant than the similarities. IPE is as much or as little about economic phe- 
nomena as security studies is about military phenomena. Both trade and 
war involve conflict and cooperation, negotiation, and ultimate media of 
exchange and settlement (cash payment and combat). Both combat and com- 
merce are modes of interaction in which purposes, constraints, instruments, 
and procedural dynamics produce outcomes and overlap with other realms 
of interaction. 

Second, Baldwin suggests, "the rationale for subfields is to ensure that 
important subtopics are not negle~ted,"~'  and security topics are established 
at the core of the parent field of international relations where realism is 
the dominant p a r a d i p .  Specialization, however, is at least as much for deep- 
ening knowledge on important subjects as for guarding against neglect. 
Moreover, it has been twenty years since one could worry that IPE might be 
neglected, and realism has been on the defensive again since the cold war 
ended. Considering that international relations has more or less broken down 
into two main subfields, it hardly seems necessary to drop to one. If anything, 
more subfields should be strengthened (for example, environmental studies, 
which covers subjects ultimately as important as the regnant subfields and is 
more neglected than either security or IPE). 

Clarity and claims might best be served by renaming the security subfield 
"IPM" (international politico-military studies). This would confirm the 
focus on strategic integration of ends and means, highlight the parallel to 
IPE, and circumvent the dispute over "security" that mixes legitimate seman- 
tic claims with objectionable attacks on strategic studies. The deal would con- 
cede the case for identifying the scope of security with international relations 
in general, in exchange for recognition of an "IPM" subfield (strategic studies) 
on a par with any other. Practically, however, there is no constituency on either 
side for such recategorization, so strategy's academic status will continue to be 
set through arguments about security studies. 

As consensus on standards remains elusive, students of strategy regu- 
larly encounter criticisms of the field's quality, occasionally in print but 
most often in professional badinage. One objection is that mainstream stra- 
tegic work is theoretically weak or has not advanced since the deterrence 
theory of the early cold wars4' John Ruggie laments failures to consider pos- 
sible transformations of international politics: "the worst offender by far 
is the American field of security studies," because "no epochal thought has 
been expressed by any serious specialist in that field since 1957, when John 
Herz published 'Rise and Demise of the Territorial State."'4i This confuses dis- 
agreement with closed minds: there is no evidence that those who disbelieve in 
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transformation have refused to consider it, any more than that those Ruggie 
admires have refused to consider the case for continuity. 

Have other subfields done much better in producing knowledge? Not 
by standards of cumulation or cross-fertilization. Work on deterrence and 
arms control represented as much cumulation as found in most of political 
science. Indeed, if work in the later cold war amounted to refinements of 
earlier breakthroughs rather than new ones, this represented progress based 
on cumulation. Debates on war causation and civil-military relations have 
filtered into other subfields via levels-of-analysis and bureaucratic politics 
arguments, and security studies adapted cognitive theory and organization 
theory before IPE did.44 

Even if it were true that theoretical innovation in strategic studies has 
been less paradigm-shattering than in other fields, this would not ips0 facto 
demonstrate weakness rather than strength. Critics would have to demon- 
strate that more recent and numerous theories in other fields are better the- 
ories - more useful for understanding the world - than the fewer and older 
ones of strategy. Theories may endure because they prove durable, or may 
change constantly because each new one proves wanting. One Clausewitz 
is still worth a busload of most other theorists. 

Are technical discussions about weaponry or operational doctrine evidence 
of strategists' atheoretical fixation on particulars? Such criticism has some 
merit in regard to technically denominated literature of the cold war (though 
most of it was not in political science) and is understandable when pro- 
voked by hardware fetishists often taken for representatives of strategic 
studies. Otherwise, it is no more reasonable than it would be to denigrate 
political economy for attention to specific commodities, financial instruments, 
or trade agreements. 

Some critics such as rational choice theorists who deride traditional empir- 
ical work as "just telling stories," or quantitative researchers who criticize 
it as "anecdotal," see emphasis on comparative case studies as generically 
weak compared to deductive theorizing or "large-N" studies. These other 
approaches thrive and compete effectively in universities with mainstream 
strategic studies as ~racticed in Brodie's tradition. Such work appears mainly 
in The Journal of Conflict Resolution, American Political Science Review, and 
international Studies Q~arterly.~" 

Distaste for military studies sometimes comes from moral suspicions 
that it embraces war rather than attending to how to abolish it. American 
strategic research, however, is mainly about how to avoid war. Most work 
in strategic studies is profoundly conservative, in the literal sense, because 
it is concerned with stability, a value that privileges peace over revisionism. 
In this respect, liberals interested in arms control have been the most con- 
servative. Few academic works promote schemes for using force to change 
the status quo. Rather, they focus on deterrence or defense, to discourage 
the resort to  violence to effect political change. 

Focusing intently on how to manipulate the threat of deadly force, for 
whatever benign purpose, strikes some as fatalistic, selling short the search 
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for cooperative strategies. Why waste time and foundation grants on finding 
better ways to do a bad thing when we might apply our talents to making it 
unnecessary? But accepting the occurrence of war and considering how to 
cope with it more effectively are no more fatalistic than accepting liberal 
capitalism, and considering how to optimize trade within it, would seem to 
a Marxist. Realist assumptions about group conflict that underlie most stra- 
tegic studies require no more and no less validation than those of optimists 
who believe in the obsolescence of war. Debate over these assumptions lies 
at the heart of political theory and has been recycled and unresolved for cen- 
turies. It would be foolhardy to bet that social science can resolve it and 
arrogant for either side to deny an academic place to the other.46 

Strategy for What? 

Are scholars of strategy too policy-oriented (not sufficiently theoretical) or too 
involved in government consulting to keep straight the conflicting demands 
of truth and power? (At different times, critics have given it both ways - den- 
igrating the field for being too relevant in the era when there were huge secur- 
ity problems and dismissing it now for not being relevant enough.) At high 
points of the cold war, analysis often did fixate on the U.S.-Soviet balance of 
military power and the relative merits of particular weapons programs. It is 
also true that few strategists apologize for wanting to affect prospects for war 
and peace in the outside world. Apart from aesthetic fascination with the ele- 
gance of theory itself - theory for theory's sake -the rationale for valuing the- 
oretical over policy analysis in the intellectual pecking order is that the former 
can subsume and inspire a wider range of analysis, and thus reveals more and 
lasts longer than work on a transient issue. This utilitarian rationale means 
that one good theory can illuminate many policy questions - but also that 
some link between theory and practice is ultimately the test of a theory's value. 
Neither theory nor policy can be optimzzed apart from each other. Central the- 
oretical insights often flow from grappling with concrete questions rather than 
a priori constructs. For example, Albert Wohlstetter drew basic precepts about 
strategic instability from his work on a RAND study of choices in bomber 
deployment patterns.47 

Two academic pathologies should raise the stock of policy studies. One is 
that the professional premium on theorizing tends to proliferate theories, pro- 
mote constant revision of theories, and encourage production of second-rate 
theories over first-rate applications. Albert Hirschman, with impeccable cre- 
dentials as a theorist, long ago indicted "the tendency toward compulsiue and 
mindless theorizing."48 One sure sign of intellectual degeneration in a field is - 
when the logical relationship between generalization and specification is 
inverted, theories threaten to outnumber their applications, and the shelf life 
of theoretical work turns out to be hardly longer than that of policy analysis. 
Some social scientists are untroubled that professional incentives encourage 
such imbalance, because never having had to meet a payroll in the policy 
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world, they overestimate the ease with which an effective application can 
be derived from a theoretical insight. Every intellectual would rather be an 
Einstein than an engineer, but useful knowledge is not advanced if the acad- 
emy generates a horde of would-be Einsteins but few competent engineers. 
Strategists are not just engineers, but they consider empiricism and applica- 
tion no less important than the theoretical part of their work. 

The other pathology is when theorization becomes a closed system, with 
no connection through which insights can be applied to the outside world - 
when theorists communicate effectively with no one but each other. When 
this happens, a theory may remain beautiful but it loses the claim to utility. 
It is the widespread perception in the outside world that theorization is a 
closed system that makes "academic" a pejorative adjective in normal parl- 
ance. A system can be closed in two senses: lack of feedback from policy 
application, or lack of interest in testing theories against evidence. Both 
problems are addressed in typical strategic studies research programs that 
proceed from policy issues, to theoretical formulation, to empirical testing, 
to  policy application. 

Intellectuals who spend much time in Washington sometimes worry that 
much theoretical work in contemporary political science reflects both patho- 
logies and has not proved much less ephemeral or more useful than good 
applications of old theory. Unless academics themselves become involved 
on the periphery of policy-making, the only way that their work can have 
effect outside the closed system in universities is if practitioners read it. Few 
high-level staff in the U.S. government read anything more academic than 
Foreign Affairs, and high-level policymakers seldom have time to read any 
unofficial material but op-ed pieces. One academic journal that is read 
occasionally in Washington is International Security, because it melds pol- 
icy analysis and theory. This is one reason it has had a circulation 50 to 80 
percent higher than its IPE counterpart international Organization and that 
academics in other fields sometimes denigrate its academic quality. 

Some academics may value the aesthetic qualities of theory as much as 
the utilitarian. Strategists can get as excited as anyone over the elegance of 
an idea, but see elegance without empirical confirmation and applicability 
as no more science than art. As Brodie suggested, any criterion for strategy 
but a utilitarian one is a contradiction in terms: "The question that matters 
in strategy is: Will the idea work? .. . Strategy is a field where truth is sought 
in the pursuit of viable  solution^."^^ 

In the first half of the cold war, academic strategists played a visible role in 
U.S. defense policy. There have been many officials with Ph.D.'s since. For bet- 
ter or worse, however, few practicing academics in strategic studies have been 
directly influential since the 1960s, except for Henry Kissinger. Most scholars 
who have held high national security offices have been generalists (McGeorge 
Bundy, Walt Rostow, Zbigniew Brzezinski) or ones from strategic studies 
who left academia early in their careers (Michael Armacost, Paul Wolfowitz, 
Arnold Kanter, Dennis Ross, Lynn Davis). Some academic strategists are con- 
sultants to foreign affairs agencies, but few are reputed to be powers behind 
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any throne. Ironically, in the past quarter century, policy experience has 
enriched academic research more than the reverse, since many prominent 
scholars of strategy spent brief periods early in their careers working at mid- 
dle levels in the government (usually thanks to fellowships from the Council 
on Foreign Relations). 

The direct effect of strategic studies on the outside world may be greater - 

than that of much other social science. It remains quite limited, however, 
perhaps because scholarship in the field became more academic after the first 
cycle. Thus the field is more like others than it is different, in the sense that 
the influence of education is hard to pinpoint. It percolates through students 
who go into the outside world, through the few policymakers who read 
research, or through other channels difficult to trace. In any case, to what- 
ever extent strategic studies is not a closed system, it is cause for celebration, 
not criticism. 

Brodie's disappointment with the first cycle reflected the failure of strat- 
egists then most prominent to integrate the analytic rigor of economics with 
the broader expertise in military science, politics, and history that he himself 
had. Strategic studies improved in those terms in the second cycle. Now the 
question is whether strategic studies, larded as it is with military science, will 
remain at the center of security studies or will wither as academic guilds drive 
the focus of research to other subjects. 

Strategy is not the whole of security and need not be anointed as the first 
priority of international relations. This defense of strategic studies is not a spe- 
cial pleading to return the field to a dominant position, but simply a case for 
keeping its status equal to any other subfield. Whatever resources are available 
for hiring, faculties should decide what to cover on the basis of long-term 
evidence of what has mattered in world politics rather than recent events, in- 
tellectual fads, or moral hopes. A department that can afford only one pro- 
fessor of international relations needs a generalist and cannot demand that she 
know much military science. A department that can hire in separate subfields, 
however, should ensure that coverage of "security" includes as much emphasis 
on strategic studies as if the slot were defined as in "IPM." 

War has always been an essential phenomenon in world politics. There is 
nothing wrong with asserting that it is waning as long as such propositions 
(which have been popularized and discredited three times before in the past 
century) are not allowed to strike the issue from the agenda of highest prior- 
ity problems. If war does become obsolete, the wasted intellectual effort in 
continuing to study it will have been a small price. If it does not, and if 
research ever has any useful impact at all, future generations may be glad that 
we kept our intellectual powder dry. 
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Identity and the Politics of Security 

Michael C. Williams 

A mong the myriad themes which have swept across the post-Cold War 
field of security studies, perhaps none has been so prominent as the 
renewed concern with questions of identity. Spurred by the rise in eth- 

nic and nationalist conflicts in the wake of the Cold War, and abetted by the 
notable 'return of culture and identity' (Lapid and Kratochwil, 1996) in 
International Relations scholarship as a whole,' 'identity' concerns have rap- 
idly become among the most discussed elements of the field.2 This article 
attempts to explore these controversies and to assess their implications for the 
broader Criticalprethinking' of security and security studies by developing a 
brief account of the largely unexamined historical background against which 
they take place. One of the major contributions of the 'critical' movement in 
International Relations has been to denaturalize the modern state as a start- 
ing point for analysis, and to initiate a serious examination of its historical 
genesis and evolution. Both the structure of the modern political order and 
that of the modern episteme have become areas of significant inquiry.4 I want 
here to examine briefly some of the ways in which the construction of the 
modern state and the construction of modern modes of knowledge were re- 
lated in recasting the nature of security. Indeed, the new conceptions of know- 
ledge which characterized this transformation were part of an explicit political 
agenda which had the problem of security at  its centre. 

Undertaking such an examination, however, requires a considerable re- 
casting of the way in which the relationship between security and identity is 
often portrayed within International Relations. To begin with, it requires 
challenging a consensus that has, ironically, frequently underlain competing 
positions on the issue - the widely held view that 'identity' was untheorized 
in previous forms of security studies and that the key questions involve 
uncovering why this was the case and assessing the implications of its 'return'. 
The premise of this consensus, I argue, is largely mistaken. 'Identity' con- 
cerns have never been missing from theorizing about International Relations 
and security. On the contrary, a specific conception of identity is in fact con- 
stitutive of, rather than missing from, prevailing theories of International 
Relations and security. 

Source: Elcropem lournal o f  International Relations, 4(2)  (1998): 204-2.5. 
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The background against which these debates over identity need to be seen 
can be traced to what I will call the emergence of the 'liberal sensibility' in 
thinking about the politics of security, an historical attempt to construct a new 
ensemble of 'knowledgeable practices' in response to turmoil and violence - 
the security concerns - of the early modern era. The apparent absence of a 
concern with identity in conceptions of security needs to be understood in fact 
as an historical legacy of a conscious attempt to exclude identity concerns 
from the political realm, or as what might be called a negative identity prac- 
tice that is a central element in the liberal sensibility and in its construction of 
the place of identity in understanding the politics of security.5 The progenitors 
of this liberal sensibility were all too conscious of the importance of strongly 
held values and identities. But they saw them as perhaps the primary source 
of violence and insecurity in the early modern era. What they sought to do 
in response was to confute these beliefs in theory, to marginalize them in 
practice, and to replace them with new forms of understanding and political 
a ~ t i o n , ~  and in so doing to transform fundamentally the politics of violence 
and the nature of security. 

This article does not seek explicitly either to defend or attack this liberal 
sensibility in any systematic fashion.' It does seek, however, to  demonstrate 
that contemporary security studies and International Relations need to con- 
sider this heritage more fully and, via such a consideration, to address ser- 
iously the entire question of the politics of security and the quintessentially 
political issues - both domestic and international - which are at stake in 
theorizing security.8 While I cannot develop these implications fully in this 
context, I argue that commonly accepted contrasts in the emerging debates 
between neorealist and critical theories of security obscure more than they 
reveal. In particular, the argument that neorealism rests upon an objectivist 
understanding of security (and materialist ontology and an empiricist epis- 
temology) which stands in stark opposition to  the 'constructivist' founda- 
tions of critical theories is significantly misleading. The (often obscured) 
historical lineage of neorealism lies in the liberal sensibility, in an attempt 
to construct a material and objective foundation for political practice. These 
debates should not, therefore, be structured as a contrast between object- 
ivist or 'positivist' theoretical foundations, but as historically located dis- 
putes about the politics of theorizing security and the practical implications 
of doing so in different ways. 

Identity and Security: Method and Politics 

Current debates between neorealists and critical theorists over the relation- 
ship between identity and security often begin from a shared consensus that 
identity concerns were largely missing from prevailing analyses of security 
studies. Their divergence, however, can be seen as emerging from different 
responses to two central questions - first, why has a concern with identity 
been so conspicuously missing in the study of security? And second, what 
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are the theoretical and practical implications of adopting an 'identity agenda' 
in the field of security studies? 

While they have not couched their analyses specifically in terms of a con- 
cern with 'identity', neorealist writers who have begun to focus seriously on 
questions of nationalism have often remarked upon the peculiar absence of a 
concern so seemingly central to the field. In setting out his 'Hypotheses on 
nationalism and war', for example, Stephen Van Evera notes that despite the 
apparent centrality of nationalism, scholars have 'said strikingly little about 
its effects, especially its effects on international politics. Most strikingly, the 
impact of nationalism on the risk of war has barely been explored' (1 994: 5).  
Similarly, Barry Posen begins his analysis of the role of nationalism in the con- 
struction of mass armies by pointing out the 'noteworthy' fact that even 
though nationalism was 'hardly quiescent' in the postwar period, 'students of 
strategy concerned themselves with the dynamics of superpower conflict and 
its effects on regional enmities more than with the dynamics of nationalist 
rivalries' (1993: 80). 

Yet having raised the question of the absence of identity concerns in secur- 
ity studies, and having noted its 'striking' or 'noteworthy' status, neorealist 
authors have chosen to leave the question of why this was the case largely 
unanswered. Instead, they tend to move directly to attempts to integrate a con- 
cern with identity into their overall theoretical framework. Both Van Evera's 
analysis of ethnic conflict and Posen's evaluation of the role of nationalism in 
the rise of mass armies, for example, attempt to show how identity concerns 
can be integrated into the traditional neorealist concern with the structural 
determinations of anarchy and the dynamics of the security dilemma. In 
Posen's portrayal, for example, the rise of nationalism is tied to the emergence 
of mass armies, a factor itself caused by the 'anarchical condition of the inter- 
national system' (1993: 82). The clear implication here is that even if identity 
concerns have not traditionally formed a part of neorealist analyses, they can 
be 'added in' in ways that are not only unproblematic for neorealist theory, 
but which actually strengthen its claims. 

These neorealist analyses of nationalist and ethnic conflicts have been 
subject to specific  criticism^.^ But for many critical theorists, the question of 
why a concern with identity was missing from traditional (neorealist) secur- 
ity studies is not a question which can be glossed over. Nor is it something 
which can simply be noted and then 'added in' to preexisting neorealist the- 
ories. O n  the contrary, they argue that the emergence of an identity agenda 
in International Relations calls for a 'detailed metatheoretical discussion of 
the promises, perils and stakes involved' (Lapid and Kratochwil, 1996: 106), 
a discussion that at the very least raises fundamental dilemmas for neoreal- 
ist theory and which may indeed point to the need for a broader restructur- 
ing of International Relations theory (Neufeld, 1995) and with it the study 
of security (Krause and Williams, 1996). We must, in short, take the absence 
of identity concerns in theories of International Relations seriously and, in 
Yosef Lapid's words, inquire into 'the historical context and scholarly prac- 
tices that have rendered them incompatible in the first place' (1996: 9). 
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A substantial body of analysis has developed in critical theory which finds 
this historical and scholarly context in the rise to dominance of a positivist 
methodology which, it is argued, has been part and parcel of the correspond- 
ing postwar ascendance of neorealist theory. Although the elements of this 
argument may differ, many critical theorists would generally subscribe to Jim 
George's argument that the core of neorealism lies in an 'orthodox consensus' 
dominated by the methodological 'power of the positivist/empiricist "meta- 
physic"' (1994: 18).1° This consensus is held to centre around two essential 
elements. The first involves neorealism's adoption of a materialist ontology. 
As George characterizes it, this involves a view of reality 'as existing "out 
there" and is articulated through the language and logic of immediacy. Reality, 
on this basis, is a world of tangible, palpable, perceptible things or objects. ... 
It is material and concrete' (1994: ll).ll The second involves neorealism's 
reliance upon an empiricist epistemology. Valid knowledge claims must refer 
to materially existing, observable objects. As George notes, this means that 
'general statements about the world that do not have their reference in inde- 
pendent, observable, atomized objects should not be afforded real knowledge - 

status. Objects, therefore, that are not referable to the senses cannot, by nom- 
inalist logic be assumed to exist outside of the senses' (1994: 51). 

The upshot of these criticisms is that neorealism's materialist ontology and 
empiricist epistemology render the ideational realm of social life opaque to its 
analyses. Ideas, norms, culture - the whole 'socially constructed' realm of 
social life - are inaccessible to an empiricist form of knowledge that takes 
material objects to be the foundational ground of inquiry. The implications 
of this foundation are myriad, but as regards the issue of identity they appear 
profound; indeed, neorealism's lack of attention to questions of identity and 
subjectivity has been traced directly to this positivist core. In Robert Cox's 
influential portrayal, the key to understanding the nature and limits of this 
positivist approach is that it 'denies the relevancy, for an understanding of the 
social world, of the inward and outward duality of human institutions and 
events ... historical events have to be converted into objects. ... Positivism 
requires data - i.e. externally observed "givens"' (1976: 178). In this view, 
neorealist theory, constituted by the materialist-empiricist synthesis, seems by 
its very foundation to exclude a concern with subjectivity and agency. If iden- 
tity is about self-understanding, and shared understandings concern the rela- 
tionship between selves and others, then the positivist limitation of legitimate 
theorizing to the analysis of material objects seems to render it incapable of 
addressing such questions. Treating the objects of inquiry as objects precludes 
coming to terms with nonmaterial, ideational phenomena such as identity. 
A materialist ontology renders inadmissible the very concern with structures 
of meaning and understanding which an identity agenda is held necessarily to 
embrace. In Mark Neufeld's words, 'positivist' neorealist analysis 'is funda- 
mentally unable to appreciate the constitutive and potentially transformative 
nature of human consciousness' (Neufeld, 1993: 53).12 

Developing a critique of neorealism as a part of a broader critique of 
'positivism' in the social science puts the question of neorealism's traditional 
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marginalization of identity concerns, and the adequacy of its current attempts 
to reintegrate them into its theoretical purview, in quite a different light. 
Here, the absence is no accident - it is a consequence of the foundations of 
neorealist theory. Furthermore, rectifying the absence involves more than a 
belated sensitivity to ideational issues: it actually represents a fundamental 
challenge to the theoretical foundations of neorealism as a whole. Neorealism 
cannot simply 'add in' a concern with identity questions without rendering its 
own objectkist claims to methodological authority profoundly problematic. 
And since these arguments about the status of legitimate knowledge claims 
have been at the core of neorealist criticisms of critical theory, a concern with 
identity issues can be seen as revealing a deep problem within neorealist the- 
ory as a whole. 

Approaching the question of theory, practice and identity in neorealism 
as part of a critique of 'positivism' or 'materialism' has in this form played 
a significant role in opening up the realm of 'metatheory' in International 
Relations, and in subjecting neorealist (and other) theories to foundational 
debate. And at the level of method narrowly considered its insights are sound, 
and its criticisms reveal serious - if not fatal - weaknesses in the methodo- 
logical authority frequently claimed by neorealism. But I want here to sound 
something of a dissenting note. An analysis of neorealism which takes the issue 
of 'positivism' (or method in general) as its core risks misunderstanding the 
deeper structure of the materialist position and the significance of the political 
issues embedded within that structure. In fact, adopting the view that what is 
at issue is a particular theory or method tied to the positivist tradition of social 
science risks misunderstanding neorealism's heritage and the issues at stake in 
adopting an identity agenda in security studies. Neither neorealism nor its crit- 
ics have generally been particularly acute in articulating this heritage or these 
issues, even though the themes involved provide a largely unspoken back- 
ground against which their debates have taken place. 

Security, Knowledge and the Rise of the Liberal Sensibility 

As Steven Toulmin (1990) has forcefully argued, the relationship between 
modern knowledge and security (or violence) is more intimate than is often 
acknowledged. Echoing the portraits of modernity painted by philosophers 
such as Richard Rorty (1979), Toulmin finds the core of modernity in a 
search for commitment to formal rationality, universality and, most particu- 
larly, a 'Quest for Certainty'.13 Unlike those who treat this transition in purely 
intellectual or philosophical terms, however, Toulmin finds the genesis of this 
Quest for Certainty in what could (with only slight violence to his ideas) be 
called a 'Quest for Security', an intellectual transformation spurred by the 
violent social conflicts of the time. In his words, 'The seventeenth century 
"Quest for Certainty" was no mere proposal to construct abstract and time- 
less intellectual schemas, dreamed up as objects of pure, detached intellectual 
study. Instead it was a timely response to a specific historical challenge - the 
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political, social, and theological chaos embodied in the Thirty Years' War' 
(1990: 70).14 

For Toulmin, the dominant account of the rise of the modernist vision of 
knowledge which portrays the process as an essentially intellectual endeavour 
presents a profoundly misleading account of the emergence of modernity. 
Rather than comprising a disembodied intellect, or a self-evident method opti- 
mistic in its ability to advance objective knowledge for its own sake, the mod- 
ernist vision emerged in a context of fear, violence and conflict. The modernist 
search for new foundations was more than a purely intellectual enterprise, 
because the articulation of an empiricist and materialist foundation for know- 
ledge was as tied up in the question of politics in the 17th century as it was 
with questions of science." This is not to say that this development can be 
reduced to politics, but it is to say that to see this broad epistemological pro- 
ject purely as the outcome of an intellectualist paradigm shift (the rise of em- 
piricism and 'positivism') is to misunderstand its genesis and structure. Rooted 
in the concrete dilemmas concerning the grounds of political belief, assent and 
order, the rise of the materialist-empiricist synthesis was located in a complex 
set of controversies which I shall attempt very briefly to trace by examining 
the issues of 'conscience' and 'enthusiasm'16 at the heart of 17th-century intel- 
lectual and political conflict. 

C o n s c i e n c e  and Conflict 

Questions of knowledge, assent, and consent were at the heart of the rela- 
tionship between conscience and conflict in the early modern era. As James 
Tully has pointed out, 'The religious wars that swept Europe were partly a 
response to  and partly the carrier of the rule of faith controversy. This was 
the great struggle over the "true" faith that rapidly deepened to an intellec- 
tual battle over the grounds for rational belief or assent in matters of faith. 
This was the most important question in a person's life not only because it 
involved eternal salvation or damnation, but also because the answer could 
bring persecution or the duty to  take up arms in this world' (1993: 182).17 
Even more importantly, as it seemed increasingly likely that theological dis- 
agreement was not only rampant but irresolvable, conscience became not 
only the ultimate (personal) arbiter of belief, but the object of belief itself. 
As Toulmin has argued, as the conflict became more and more brutal, 'For 
many of those involved, it ceased to be crucial what their theological beliefs 
were, or where they were rooted in experience, as 16th-century theologians 
would have demanded. All that mattered, by this stage, was for supporters 
of Religious Truth to believe, devoutly, in belief itself. For them, as for 
Tertullian long ago, the difficulty of squaring a doctrine with experience 
was just one more reason for accepting this doctrine that much the more 
strongly' (1990: 54). 

The elucidation of a materialist-empiricist foundation for knowledge rep- 
resented one response to this situation. By limiting discourse to the positive, 
phenomenal world (it was hoped and claimed), politics and society could be 
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freed from the conflict which emerged from non-empirical claims of individ- 
ual conviction and conscience beyond public demonstration and discussion. 
Claims of faith were separated from claims of knowledge and the latter were 
located in the phenomenal world, not in the realm of 'essence', the enthusi- 
astic consciousness of the believer, or the faith-derived authority of rulers. 
To take a notable example, Hobbes's materialism is driven - in part - by the 
concern that a belief in non-material entities is the high road to irrationalism 
and conflict. For Hobbes, mistaken knowledge foundations were a source of 
mistaken political beliefs and were at the heart of the conflict he saw around 
him. Reducing claims about reality, including claims concerning individuals, 
to material terms - to 'matter in motion' or 'unencumbered selves' (Sandel, 
1982) - was part of an attempt to liberate those selves from the violence 
which had come to attend a non-materialist, ontologically-driven politics. 
By rendering the soul either a material substance or a nonsensical conceit, for 
example, Hobbes sought to marginalize the political conflict which he saw as 
inevitable if action was guided by a concern with salvation and the criteria of 
salvation were purely a matter of personal conscience. 

Only by limiting knowledge claims (as opposed to private belief or faith) to 
the material realm could a public arena of discussion concerning the truth be 
secured. But more importantly, only in this way could a degree of liberty and 
security from the 'enthusiasm' of others be achieved. Hobbes's limitation of the 
grounds of knowledge is spurred by, if not reducible to, a concern with reli- 
gious toleration and a desire to remove the destructive conflict engendered by 
irresolvable questions of religious truth from the political realm.I8 Moreover, a 
purely 'material' understanding of the self (and self-understanding) would 
make possible a new set of political practices based on the (now rationally, 
not naturally) universal fear of pain and death which provided a basis for a 
legitimate theory of sovereignty (the social contract) and obedience to the sov- 
ereign and the laws of nature.I9 The transformation of theory was intimately 
linked to an attempt to transform practices. 

Despite their differences, Locke's political project shares Hobbes's con- 
cern with transformative knowledge practices, and also reflects the context - - 

of conflicts in which governmental propagation of the 'good life' had degen- 
erated into conflict as a result of conflicts over the definition of the 'good' 
itself. As such, it was also part of the broad movement that attempted to 
reformulate the ends of politics as a means of ending political ~onfl ic t .~"  For 
Locke, the enthusiastic consciousness which knew that it held the truth on 
the strength of conviction (and conviction of its own virtue) was sure to gen- 
erate conflict and intolerance. But despite his attempts to respond to this 
conflict through the construction of an empiricist theory of knowledge, 
Locke is no naive empiricist. His vision of knowledge acknowledges the 
problem of assent to knowledge claims, highlights the issue of judgement, 
and is inherently uncertain and probabilistic (Tully, 1993: 192-5). Locke was 
fully conscious of the impact of emotion and belief on the process of know- 
ledge; indeed, as Tully brilliantly demonstrates, he gradually came to believe 
that purely rational accounts of (and grounds for) assent to knowledge claims 
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could not be sustained. Judgements of truth are obscured by prevailing opin- 
ion, ill-education or personal passions. There is no direct access to the truth, 
nor any straightforward means of judging alternative accounts (Tully, 1993: 
199-201). 

Yet the recognition of the shortcomings of a purely empiricist conception 
of knowledge led Locke and others neither to dogmatic reassertion of the need 
for such knowledge, nor to despair. Rather, in combination with a new 'vol- 
untarist' theology it marked the emergence of a new 'constructive scepticism' 
(Rabb, 1975), which embraced the concept of probability and sought a prac- 
tical response to both scepticism and enthusiasm. Locke's empiricism, which 
devalued teleological or innatist theories of knowledge (that a person had an 
innate capacity or disposition to know what was true in face of competing 
opinions) and his commitment to voluntarism (that knowledge could only be 
probable, not certain, without limiting the creative power of God), meant that 
both traditional and enthusiastic claims to absolute knowledge were delegit- 
imized and that a space was constructed in which individual conscience and 
inquiry could take place without devolving into either accusations of nihilism 
or claims of enthusiasm. 

The acknowledgement that knowledge was always only probable meant 
that certainty was no longer the hallmark of truth, that scepticism no longer 
necessarily entailed nihilism, and that even the enthusiast had 'to regulate his 
assent by these criteria and so relinquish his certainty and admit "reasonable 
doubt"' (Tully, 1993: 196). Moreover, it became a basis for the construction 
of a new set of knowledgeable practices which acknowledged these founda- 
tions and yet attempted to build upon them, not toward certainty, but toward 
probable, practical and pragmatic uses2' The destruction of certainty was 
not seen as ending the quest for knowledge or rendering it senseless; on the 
contrary, it opened up a basis upon which modern science and knowledge 
claims could be constructed (Hooykaas, 1972). 

With the devaluation of certainty comes a focus on use and practice - on 
the construction of modes for judging knowledge claims (which understand 
themselves as constructions) and on a definition of science as a search for 
what is useful for (mediocre) human beings rather than an aspiration to 
(Divine) absolute knowledge. Empiricism thus emerges as a social practice 
conscious of its constructed nature and its limits; indeed its sense of limits 
is paradoxically one of its goals. A space for the individual pursuit of truth 
is only created by a limitation of truth - a transformation of the practices 
of knowledge provided the foundation for a practice of religious toleration 
and a political realm secured from theological strife and c ~ n t e s t a t i o n . ~ ~  

Jettisoning straightforward visions of truth, and devaluing teleological or 
innatist claims that individuals (or certain individuals) have access to absolute 
truth, became a foundation for tolerance and the platform for an attack upon 
innatist (ontological) visions of social hierarch and authority. These sceptical 
and voluntarist notions became key planks in the liberal platform against 
innatist justifications of social identity, political privilege and in the articula- 
tion of a liberal vision of equality and political right. It constitutes, in short, 
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a negative ontology, a reduction of individuals to purely atomistic individu- 
ality in the name of opposing innatist ontologies of privilege and traditional 
authority, and becomes an essential argument opposing the absolutist state in 
the name of universal citizenship and legal equality. In liberalism, the role of 
the state is not to proclaim an identity, but to disregard particular identities 
in favour of abstract universality. But this universality emerges not from a 
lack of understanding of the importance of identity but from a conscious 
exclusion of its significance from the political realm in light of the conflict it 
was seen to 

A transformation of epistemic practice was seen as a means of transform- 
ing social and political and ethical practices. Materialism and empiricism 
were intrinsic elements in an assault upon various forms of innatism and 
essentialism; in fact, it is probably not too much to say that materialism and 
empiricism can be considered epistemic ethical practices, justified not only 
in terms of knowledge but also in terms of their practical contributions and 
consequences. Liberalism sought and represented a transformation of know- 
ledgeable practices involving not simply a 'theoretical' innovation, or a naive 
vision of a natural evolution toward 'objective' knowledge, but was part and 
parcel of an attempt to construct a new set of political institutions and prac- 
tices within the state, a set of practices which had the question of 'security' in 
the broadest sense at their heart. The new knowledgeable practices of liber- 
alism sought to provide foundations within which political agreement could 
be obtained and social concord achieved. It sought, above all, to restore a 
foundation and provide stability to a culture wracked by political conflict and 
slaughter. 

The liberal vision of citizenship, the conception of individual security and 
liberty, and the constitutive political categories of the public and private 
realms in liberalism are in significant ways constituted by an unwillingness 
to ask the question of identity. Historically speaking, this unwillingness was 
a consczous choice, reflecting a practical political stance, and emerging out 
of the historical context of the early modern era where a concern for the 
dangers and potential conflict which raising such issues had become para- 
mount. For example, reducing political identity to abstract individuality 
got rid not only of ascriptive hierarchies of class (the most common liberal 
focus) but also ascriptive identities which were intrinsically implicated in the 
structure of violence. The liberal assault ranged from an attack on dogmat- 
ically theological politics to the militaristic ideologies and identities of the 
aristocracy. Just as conflicts within societies were to be avoided by this strat- 
egy, so were those between them. As Tully has noted, 'the practice of toler- 
ation was intended, inter alia, to undercut the religious motive for warfare', 
but the 'emptying' of the liberal self also allowed an attack upon a second 
cause of conflict, the 'Renaissance humanists' glorification of warfare and 
the identification of military achievements with heroic virtue' (1993: 239).24 
Stripping away this conception of an heroic identity was part of an assault 
on militaristic aristocratic identities. Moreover, since a person's identity no 
longer resided in their physical being (no longer literally was their being, 



34 Debating Security and Strategy and the Impact of 9-1 1 

ontologically speaking), their simple physical existence was no longer by its 
very existence a threat.25 Thus the individual body could be secured and con- 
flicts of belief placed within the realm of personal conscience which became 
public in the non-physically violent realm of politics. 

In these ways, political violence was to be removed from the private or 
personal realm, and the public or political realm was to be insulated from 
personal acts of violence.26 The categorical structure of violence was also 
universalized - private physical violence, either wielded by one individual 
over another, by one class over another, or exercised by a class which defined 
itself in part by its right to  exercise private violence - duelling, for example 
(Kiernan, 1988) - was delegitimized and its elimination from the public realm 
was undertaken. Citizens were to be formally equal, and violence became (in 
principle and, to significant if varying degrees, in practice) institutionalized, 
rule-bound and centralized. The shift to abstract visions of the person (separ- 
able in principle from their religious, ethnic or class 'identities' or 'commu- 
nities'), was a move toward pacification. The liberal focus on rules and rights 
as opposed to 'the good' and values emerge not primarily (if at all) from an 
uncritical certainty concerning the universality of individual 'interests' or a 
naive assumption of atomistic egoism.27 On the contrary, the stress on rules 
and rights as opposed to substantive visions of justice and community reflects 
a deep and abiding fear of what happens when ethics of 'absolute ends' leave 
the realm of personal conscience and enter the field of politics and the con- 
testation for state power.28 

Threats became threats to the rule-bound (and bounded) political struc- 
ture, a structure articulated in terms of contractual sovereignly. 'Domestic' 
security threats came to be articulated in terms of a threat to the state, threats 
which were defined in terms of material actions. What citizens thought (their 
political beliefs) and what they said (in the realm of public political discourse) 
did not make them threats subject to violence either at the hands of the state 
or zealous pa t r i~ ts .~ '  Defining threats in material terms (like all other phe- 
nomena) was held to allow a reasoned discourse surrounding them. To place 
the discourse of war and peace within the bounds of physical threat and the 
capacity for it was a pacifying move. It sought to remove a central source of 
social conflict and thus to secure individuals and the political order from civil 
violence arising from the 'enthusiasm' of different groups or individuals. 

Similarly, in the international realm, other polities could in  principle be 
threats - something more likely if they were not libera130 - but they were not 
necessarily so. Whether they were or not in this view became an empirical 
question - an issue of material military capabilities. The stress on instrumen- 
tal reason and material capabilities (strategy, as it has come to be narrowly 
defined in modern terms) represented a new political practice. No other sov- 
ereignty was in  essence or by its very (ontological) nature a threat or challenge 
(consider the difference between this and the logic of religious conflict in the 
Thirty Years War). Whether they were or not was held to  be an empirical ques- 
tion susceptible to the newly defined form of reasoned discourse in a public 
realm and capable, in principle, of practical coordination between states.31 
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Transforming the relationship between knowledge, identity and practice 
in these terms was part of a broader transformation in the ordering of polit- 
ical practice throughout the early modern period. As Jens Bartelson (1995) 
has brilliantly shown, it was entwined in the operation of a new form of polit- 
ical 'technology' that he has usefully termed 'mathesis', the transformation of 
social life into objects of knowledge, control and management. While the 
foundations of this transformation were extremely broad, on one source of its 
impetus - as Bartelson notes, and Toulmin stresses - was an attempt to man- 
age the violence of identity-driven politics. Seen in these terms, the Classical 
mathesis of security politics - underlain intellectually by a commitment to 
materialism and empiricism exemplified in security politics by the 'balance of 
power' - represents not the triumph of an intellectualist movement called 
'positivism', but a profound transformation in the political practices that 
played a central role in the constitution of modern states and societies. 

Contemporary Security Studies: Some Implications 

Treating contemporary debates in security studies against the background 
of the liberal sensibility provides a significantly different perspective on their 
structure and significance. Indeed, understanding this historical context as 
marking the emergence of a new set of knowledgeable practices tied directly 
to questions of the politics of security - as opposed to a set of scholarly prac- 
tices centred around questions of abstract method - means that difficult ques- 
tions regarding the relationship of the analysis of security and the politics of 
security must necessarily be confronted by those engaged in discussing the 
future agenda of security studies and its political consequences. To conclude, 
I would like briefly to sketch two of these implications for debates in security 
studies between neorealist and critical perspectives. 

First, taking seriously the place of the liberal sensibility in the genealogy of 
security calls into question the basic (methodological) oppositions within 
which the debates between neorealist and critical theories of security have 
increasingly been conducted. A fundamental source of the materialist and 
empiricist predispositions of an objectivist stance toward security (of which 
neorealism is simply one expression) is to be found not in its methodological 
genealogy, but in its political one. The key issues lie not just in the impact of 
positivist method, but in the enduring influence of the liberal sensibility. 
'Objectivity' in traditional security studies needs to be understood neither in 
the context of a naive epistemology (positivism), an unreflective ontology 
(materialism) or a set of unexamined political presuppositions (statecen- 
trism). There is no doubt that such a vision of security has, all too frequently, 
been uncritically adopted on any or all of these bases. But seen in terms of  
its broader historical and political location - as an attempt to construct a 
realm of 'objectivity' for reasons directly related to questions of the politics 
of security - the desires for, and claims to, objectivity become considerably 
more substantial, complex and understandable. 
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Somewhat more narrowly, the opposition of neorealist theory to the con- 
structivist claims of critical theories on the grounds that the latter fail to meet 
the unproblematic (abstract, ahistorical) criteria of 'objective' methodological 
rigour, cannot itself be understood and sustained as a debate over knowledge 
in itself. As I hope to have shown, claims to objective knowledge in the materi- 
alist and empiricist sense represented by neorealism mark not a set of theor- 
etically secure tenets from which alternatives can be unproblematically judged, 
but a set of historical, social and political practices concerned with (among 
other things) the politics of security. Neorealism is not the heir to a neutral, 
non-political orientation toward the world, but the (frequently unconscious) 
result of an attempt to  transform theory in order to transform practice. 
Assaults on critical theories as representing illegitimate attempts to  intro- 
duce a 'political' agenda into security studies misconstrue the issue. The 
'objective' understanding of security is political through and through, from 
its methodological precepts to  its practical political orientations. The issues 
which this raises are certainly complex, but our understanding of them will 
only be furthered by attempting to deal with them in their complexity, not by 
retaining a set of rhetorical oppositions that obscure their serious discussion. 

Seen from this perspective, the critique of neorealism must also deal with 
difficult questions well beyond those of method. At a deep level, often unac- 
knowledged by both its proponents and its critics, neorealism does not lack 
a grasp of identity practices, it is an identity practice. And neorealism's 
metatheoretical stances do not reflect a simple disregard for the questions of 
the relationship between interpretation, identity and practice; on the con- 
trary, they emerged as a conscious response to such questions. The question 
should not be limited to whether neorealism can 'have' an identity agenda 
(Lapid and Kratochwil, 1996: Ch. 6), or whether adopting such an agenda 
involves a fundamental challenge to neorealist theory. The apparent absence 
of identity concerns in neorealist theory again leads to a misleading formu- 
lation of this problem. Viewed in its relationship to  the liberal sensibility, the 
heart of the neorealist case regarding the theorization of security emerges 
from the fact that it is an identity agenda. 

The methodological stance of neorealism needs itself to be understood as 
the consequence of a transformation in political practices, not as an objective 
reflection upon those practices. Critical approaches to security must, there- 
fore, engage with the complex questions raised by understanding objectivist 
theory as a practice, rather than seeing it as opposed to practice. Seen histor- 
ically, the absence of identity in thinking about security can be seen not as an 
oversight or a blindness, but as a principle. It reflects not a denial of the realm 
of norms, ethics and values in security relations, but an attempt to deal with 
some of the difficult questions raised by these issues. The adequacy and impli- 
cations of these attempts - and of the liberal sensibility as a whole - is in 
many ways at the heart of modern politics, and extends far beyond the rela- 
tively narrow purview of security studies.32 Whether in terms of debates over 
the ethical implications of new understandings of security - from the ques- 
tion of 'emancipation' to the issues raised by attempts to understand broader 
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realms of security, such as 'societal security'" - critical approaches push the 
field into areas from which it has long apparently been absent. Yet here, too, 
it is necessary to be conscious of the nature of the absence, of the connection 
between traditional conceptions of security and their treatment of the politics 
of identity, and to attend carefully to the difficult political issues which it may 
actually enfold.j4 

The absence of identity in theories of security can be understood as a 
result of the clear realization that theories about the world, and about secur- 
ity, were integral elements in the political practices constituting that world. 
As the heated 'moral' debates which have sometimes surfaced around them 
clearly ind i~a te , '~  these issues remain at the heart of contemporary debates 
over what is at stake in theorizing security. A true 'renaissance' of security 
studies should involve an increasingly serious engagement with such issues, 
not a casting of them back within well-worn (and, I hope I have shown, his- 
torically obtuse) shibboleths concerning the perils of relativism and irra- 
tionalism, or salvation through the subordination of politics to the authority 
of science (whether objectivist or constructivist). If nothing else, a greater 
engagement with the liberal sensibility should warn against the tendency to 
treat these questions as issues of method alone, to turn them into yet another 
set of aseptic debates about the nature of 'social science' in its narrowest 
terms. By taking more seriously the legacy of its past, security studies may 
be able to confront more cogently the challenges of the future. 
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I. See also, for example, Mercer (1995), Neumann (1996), Weldes (1996), Wendt (1992). 
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(1995: 75) grouping of the diverse strands of 'critical' theorists on the grounds that they 
emphasize the 'constructed' nature of social reality. 
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Derian (1995); Dillon (1995); Latham (1995, 1996). For a superb, overarching analysis, see 
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5. My argument here has affinities to Daniel Deudney's (1 995) analysis of republicanism 
as a negative practice of ordering which opposes both hierarchy and anarchy, embodying a 
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stance Deudney calls 'negarchy'. Just as International Relations theory has tended to overlook 
this negative practice in the ordering practices of republicanism, 1 argue it has overlooked it in 
identity as well. 

6. Characterized by historians, in different ways, as the growth of 'discipline'. For alter- 
native readings of this process, see Foucault (1979, 1980), Tully (1993) and Oestreich (1982). 
See also Shklar (1989). 

7. Nor can I deal with questions surrounding the rise of nationalism which, while intim- 
ately connected to  this background, comprise an issue beyond the scope of thls treatment. 

8. In this regard, the position exemplified by Richard Ashley's (1 987) approach to realism 
is perhaps closest to my concerns. This theme is also consistently articulated in different forms 
by R.B.J. Walker (1993); for its application to the question of security, see Walker (1997). 

9. O n  the work of Mearsheimer and Posen, see Lapid and Kratochwil (1996: 110-16); on 
that of Van Evera and Posen, see Krause and Williams (1996: 239-42). 

10. See, for example, Cox (1976: 178-81), Hollis and Smith (1990: 12), Neufeld (1993), 
Sjolander and Cox (1994). 

11. In a similar vein, Alexander Wendt considers materialism to be the 'essence' of realism 
(Wendt, 1994: 393). A similar point is made in Jepperson eta / .  (1996: 33, 38). This agreement 
should not be taken as constituting a consensus regarding alternative epistemological stances 
within critical theory. As Wendt notes (1995: 75), there are fundamental differences between 
modernist and postmodernist critical theorists in this regard and to conflate them obscures 
important issues. 

12. Or, as Kratochwil and Ruggie (1986) argued in regime theory, an empiricist epistemology 
stands in contradiction to an intersubjective norm-oriented ontology. See also the qualified, 
though generally approving, restatement of this theme in Price (1994). 

13. For a recent exploration in International Relations, see Saurette (1996); more gener- 
ally, see Rengger (1995) and Touraine (1995). 

14. A powerful analysis of this shift has also been developed by Reinhart Koselleck (1988). 
However, since coming to terms with the broad claims underlying Koselleck's evaluation of this 
process would take this article even further afield, I will leave his analysis aside in this context. 

15. For a fascinating treatment see Shapin (1995). Clearly, the materialist-empiricist syn- 
thesis was neither a simple, nor the only, avenue pursued. As Toulmin's emphasis on Descartes 
and Oesterich's 119821 analvsis of the rise of neostoicism demonstrate. the search for solutions , , 
was wide ranging and often interrelated. My treatment here will also overlook significant 
counter-currents and inevitably involves a (sometimes high) degree of oversimplification and 
distortion. I hope, however, that a clarification of the general thrust of liberal modernity in the 
field of security studies justifies such distortions and omissions. 

16. As Tullv has noted. 'enthusiasm'. the assertion of the absolute authority of the indi- 
vidual conscience (characteristic, for example, of radical Protestantism) was 'used in a pejora- 
tive sense, and a massive attack was waged on all its forms, especially after 1660' (1993: 187).  

17. In what follows, 1 shall rely heavily on Tully's superb analysis, but see also Baker (1952) 
and Rabb (1975). On Locke, see also Dunn (1969, 1990, Chapters 2 and 3 especially), and 
Ashcraft (1985). 

18. The role of the 'independency crisis' concerning the relations between church and state 
in Hobbes's thought has been highlighted by Tuck (1989). See also Johnston (1986). 

19. For a reading of Hobbes's view of International Relations which stresses some of these 
aspects, see Williams (1996). 

20. As Tully succ~nctly puts it, 'the answer, from Lipsius to Locke, was that the objective 
of government is preservation of life, not religion' (1993: 182). 

21. Tully stresses the way in which the development of new visions of scientific knowledge 
based upon 'evidence', 'proof', 'probability' and 'testimony' was not sui generis but actually 
drew upon developed judicial procedures that 'were gradually constructed in the context of the 
spread of the inquisitorial methods o f  justice throughout Europe from the condemnation of the 
trial by battle of 1215 to the great codification in the French ordinance of 1670' (1993: 197). 
Shapin (1995) stresses the way these new knowledge practices were bound up with and drew 
upon existing social conventions, particularly 'gentility' and 'civility'. 
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22. For a fuller analysis of the important transformations of practice at the heart of this 
project, which 1 cannot enter into more fully here, see Tully ( 1  993: pussrm). 

23. Perhaps most sign~ficantly, new understandings of 'property' and the market, and their 
role in the construction of new polit~cal relations, were advanced. As numerous studies on the 
emergence of 'possessive individualism' in the 17th and 18th centuries have argued, the centrality 
of 'property' had less to do with the ideolog~cal justification of an emerging market society than 
with an attempt to discern and construct principles of political order and obhgation, rights and 
practices, in response to turmoil and change. Property, as a 'juridical concept of self-ownership' 
was 'moral, polit~cal and military, not economic. It is not concerned with the alienation of labour 
power but with pohtical power (the power of self-defence). The individual as well as the state are 
concerned with preservation not consumption' (Tully, 1993: 82). On this theme see also Pocock 
( 1985: chapters 3, 6 and 11 especially) and Hirschman (1977). 

24. For an interestmg account of the confrontation between liberalism and ' romant~c mili- 
tarism', see Rosenblum (1987: Chapter 1). 

25. For example, the passage of the Toleration Act in 1689 - in the wake of theological 
conflict - meant that, as Barlow (1962: 24)  notes, 'Henceforth, a man might be a citizen o f  
England w ~ t h o u t  being a member of the English Church'. 

26. As Carole Pateman (1988), among others, has shown, early liberalism's attitude 
toward women in these arrangements raises serious challenges to its adequacy as a whole (see 
also Benhabib, 1992). Again, however, this is an issue I cannot pursue in t h ~ s  context. 

27. Contrast to George (1995). 
28. Here lies one of the forms of historical mediation whereby the concerns of the liberal 

tradit~on feed into the development of neorealism. Two crucial figures in this regard are Max 
Weber and Carl Schmitt. For an important reading of Weber in terms of liberalism, see Bellamy 
(1992: Chapter 4,  especially). 

29. Here, of course, there is an abiding conflict In liberalism over whether ideas or specif~c 
actions constitute a threat, a problem related to the familiar dilemmas of determining inten- 
tions from canabilities that is so familiar in d~scussions of IR. While I wdl return brieflv to t h ~ s  
theme In the conclusion, it is again my goal here to  explicate these liberal foundations rather 
than subject them to sustained critical evaluation. 

30. And less, if they were not, reflecting in no small part the shared epzstemrc and ontologicd 
principles of liberal states. Here is an opening for further research into the democratic peace. 

3 1. Or, to put it another way, it mvolved a fundamental restrucrurlng of the politics o f  
security. While a crit~cal analysis of this development is not my intention here, it is important 
to note how a grasp of these foundations is central to such an appraisal. Abstract citizenship, 
hedonist~c calculation, probabilistic reasoning, were all part of the rationalization of violence 
character~stic of the modern state and the way in which violence becomes deployed m trans- 
formed and potentially catastrophic ways. For a variety of perspectives, see Baumann (2989), 
Pick (1993). 

32. For only a few different perspectives, see Koselleck (1988), Holmes ( 1993) and D~geser 
(1995). 

33. On security and emanc~pation see, for example, Booth (1991), and his recent exchange 
with Wallace (1996), Booth (1997). On the debates over the moral and practical implications 
of the concept of 'societal security': McSweeny (1996) and the 'Copenhagen School' repre- 
sented hy Buzan and Wzver (1997). See also Huysmans (1995). 

34. Speculations. for example, about an emerging clash of civilizations as the future of 
international politics being only the most drastic of these potential implications. 

3.5. See, for example, the exchange on moral responsibility between Alexander Wendt 
(1995) and John Mearsheimer (199.5: 92). 
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Revisiting Copenhagen: Or, on the Creative 
Development of a Security Studies Agenda in Europe 

Jef Huysmans 

Egbert Jahn, Pierre Lemaitre and Ole Wzver, Copenhagen Papers 1. 
European Security - Problems of Research on Non-military Aspects. 
(Copenhagen: Centre for Peace and Conflict Research, 1987.) 

Ole Wzver, Pierre Lemaitre and Elzbieta Tromer, eds, European 
Polyphony: Perspectives beyond East-West Confrontation. (London: 
Macmillan, 1989.) 

Barry Buzan, Morten Kelstrup, Pierre Lemaitre, Elzbieta Tromer and Ole 
Wzver, The European Security Order Recast. Scenarios for the Post- 
Cold War Era. (London: Pinter, 1990.) 

Ole Wzver, Barry Buzan, Morten Kelstrup and Pierre Lemaitre, Identity, 
Migration and the New Security Agenda in Europe. (London: Pinter, 
1993.) 

Barry Buzan, Ole Wzver and Jaap de Wilde, Security: A New Framework 
for Analysis. (Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1998.) 

I n 1985 a Centre for Peace and Conflict Research was established in 
Copenhagen - now Conflict and Peace Research Institute (COPRI). One 
of its research projects developed under the title 'Non-military Aspects of 

European Security'. Notwithstanding a coming and going of researchers in 
the past 13 years, the project has succeeded in establishing a rich body of 
work with a sufficient degree of coherence and continuity to warrant the label 
'School' (McSweeney, 1996) or 'coterie' (Neumann, 1996). To build that level 
of coherence, Copenhagen relied on a minimal continuity of people involved, 
especially for the conceptual dimension of the project. Ole Wasver has par- 
ticipated since the very beginning, and Barry Buzan has been project director 
since 1988. The first book which bears the latter's mark as director is European 
Security Order Recast. But even before he was Director, his work on security 

Source: European Journal o f  lnternatmtal Relatrons, 4(4)  ( 1998): 479-505. 
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had a significant impact on the Copenhagen project. The many references to 
his work in the 1987 working paper indicate this. The Copenhagen group 
also explicitly developed its successive pieces of research through a critical 
engagement with the previous work of the group. It also explains why the 
project retains an image of continuity despite some radical changes. 

The five publications under review define a specific research agenda in 
security studies. They constitute possibly the most thorough and continuous 
exploration of the significance and the implications of a widening security 
agenda for security studies. In its travelogue, the Copenhagen School has 
also set to work innovative concepts and insights such as 'securitization', 
'societal security' and 'regional security complex' with the aim of grasping a 
European security problematic in flux. Moreover, without wanting to intro- 
duce a radical split between European and other, especially American, secur- 
ity studies the Copenhagen project has emerged within a typically European 
security landscape which has given its work an explicitly European flavour. 

This review essay is based on the assumption that all five texts are crucial 
for understanding the Copenhagen School. I will also treat the project as a 
collective enterprise, which implies that I will not single out any particular 
member of the group. In that sense, this review differs from Bill McSweeney's 
in the Review of International Studies, which concentrated on one text - 
Identity, Migration and the N e w  Security Agenda in Europe - and singled out 
one particular person - Barry Buzan. 

The review takes off with a brief reflection on how to interpret an author's 
or a school's oeuvre, in the process clarifying what it means to approach the 
work of the Copenhagen group as a creative development. After this I will 
look more closely at how the group has ploughed its furrows in security 
studies, including a reflection on the School's European nature. The bulk of 
the essay consists of a review of how the group developed some of its key 
ideas along three thematic axes - security sectors, the meaning of security 
and regional security dynamics. It concludes with a proposal of how their 
understanding of security could be extended further and make it more sensi- 
tive to its cultural and historical situatedness. 

The Creative Development of a School 

'Books about thinkers require a kind of unity that their thought may not pos- 
sess' (Morson and Emerson, 1990: 1). This is the opening line of an impres- 
sive book by Garry Morson and Caryl Emerson on Mikhail Bakhtin's work. 
Although this review article focuses on a School instead of on an individual 
scholar, the general problem is the same. Reviewing a body of work requires 
that one looks for that which unifies it as a School; but by concentrating on 
the identity of the School one runs the risk of overlooking the creative devel- 
opment of its ideas. A School develops through an intensive discussion with 
previous work and challengers against a background of societal developments. 
This allows their ideas to grow and to change. To give room to this aspect of 
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creativity in the review of a School, I will follow a somewhat watered-down 
version of Morson and Emerson's approach, based on Bakhtin's understand- 
ing of the process of writing - and life itself - as one of real becoming. In- 
terpreting a School in this way focuses on key ideas of the School but allows 
for shifting and shuffling in the way they are developed. Approaching a body 
of work in terms of its creative development differs from a structuralist inter- 
pretation, for example, which would represent a School as a series of vari- 
ations on a theme which are surface transformations of an unchanging deep 
structure. It also differs from understanding a work as a continuous variation 
of an initial idea which is present at the beginning of a career and which un- 
folds rather than develops in the School's 'life'. This embryonic model has also 
a teleological variant, which interprets a work as a process leading to a final 
outcome which functions as a resting point that is authoritative for under- 
standing everything coming before. Unlike these approaches, interpreting a 
work in terms of its real becoming should open the construction of a School 
for a real creativity, for intensive shifting and shuffling in its process of for- 
mulating ideas, thus managing the tension between a request of unity and a 
request of creativity in the review (Morson and Emerson, 1990: 4-10).' 

This approach implies a sympathetic interpretation of a work, at least in 
the first instance. The interpreter stresses how the School has struggled with 
problems, has changed and reformulated ideas, has introduced new themes 
in an  attempt to explain concepts, to clarify social developments, etc. In 
that sense, it differs from a more antithetical interpretation. In its most rad- 
ical form the antithetical approach is not concerned with developments in 
and of the School but freezes the School's work into an 'image' which is 
directly opposite to the one the reviewer wants to promote. One could 
argue that postmodern authors in IR have constructed neorealism in that 
way and vice versa, or that supporters of Realism freeze an Idealist School 
in order to posit their own view. It is primarily concerned with formulating 
ideas which are located outside the body of work under review, using a rep- 
resentation of the latter to strengthen the power of one's own interpret- 
ation. In my view, McSweeney's review of the Copenhagen School comes 
close to this model (McSweeney, 1996). A sympathetic interpretation does 
not prevent criticism but it requires that the critical remarks 'emerge' pri- 
marily from within the process of the School's real becoming. Within this 
process one can detect weaknesses and shortcomings; but not all tensions 
or even contradictions are necessarily weaknesses since they may very well 
be key issues which the School has tried to grasp and develop. 

Copenhagen - A European Security Studies Agenda? 

It is always an artificial enterprise to reduce an activity to a few furrows 
ploughed in a particular landscape. Nevertheless I think we can grasp some of 
the elements unifying the Copenhagen School and still be open to its creative 
development by having a closer look at where and how it has ploughed its 
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main interventions. A quick glance at the titles of the books under review is 
sufficient to see that they plough in the landscape of security studies. How has 
the School developed its security studies agenda in this landscape? Where do 
its contributions to security studies lie? 

A good entrance point is a question the Copenhagen group has struggled 
with since its initiation in 1985 -how to move security studies beyond a nar- 
row agenda which focuses on military relations between states while avoid- 
ing ending up with an all-embracing, inflated concept dealing with all kinds 
of threats to the existence, well-being or development of individuals, social 
groups, nations and mankind? A double motivation drives their interest 
in widening the security studies agenda. First, since the mid-1980s security 
agendas in Europe have increasingly shown a tendency to expand security 
questions beyond the more narrow military issues. This sparked an interest 
in developing conceptual tools in order to interpret this political widening of 
the security debate (Jahn et al., 1987: 1 ,5;  Wzver et al., 1993: ix). However, 
the Copenhagen group has not been motivated by this empirically driven 
interest alone. They also have a more scholarly interest in formulating an 
original contribution to the theoretical debates in security studies. What 
does this theoretical contribution consist of? What is typical about how they 
intervene in the more conceptual discussion on security? 

It is not easy to pin this down on a page or two. The widening problem 
itself is not specifically their question, although they have produced what is 
probably the most systematic and continuous exploration of its implications 
for security studies and policies. Also, the key concepts which characterize 
the Copenhagen approach are not primarily developed within the School. 
While the constructivist approach to security or the idea of security sectors 
and security complex have been developed by members of the School, they 
have done so in their individual work rather than in the collective projects 
(Buzan, 1983; Wzver, 1989). In that sense, one could argue that these con- 
cepts are brought into the collective dynamic of the School from the outside. 
The original aspect of the group consists in the way they have developed 
these concepts and set them to work in an empirical andlor theoretical con- 
text. One of the additional characteristics is that the concepts have been sub- 
jected to a collective dynamic. The group has brought people together who 
in their individual work develop rather different interpretations of inter- 
national relations. Thus, for example, in this group Buzan's more or less neo- 
realist oriented approach encounters Wzver's social constructivist perspective, 
which is primarily informed by poststructuralism and classical realism. As a 
result, the concepts introduced by the authors have evolved dynamically. For 
example, the security sector concept has certainly changed - and in my opin- 
ion been strengthened - in the Copenhagen environment. The discussion on 
the societal security concept below will illustrate this. 

Another characteristic is that the Copenhagen School is a European school 
of security studies. What does this mean? One way of arguing for its European 
nature would be to say that the Copenhagen group consists of Europeans. 
However, this would be a rather banal statement and would be completely 
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irrelevant if their discourse is not different from what others - especially 
security studies developed in the US - have produced. Another way of de- 
fining it would be to establish a difference on the basis of the general concepts 
the project builds on, such as security sector, security complex, securitiza- 
tion. Although one could establish a difference with other research agendas 
in security studies on this basis, I doubt if it would make sense to refer to it 
as a European difference. For example, the School's latest book articulates 
a social constructivist security discourse which differs considerably from 
the social constructivism developed in Katzenstein's volume The Culture of 
National Security (1996); nevertheless, there is no reason in terms of the gen- 
eral concepts upon which the discourse rests why one would characterize their 
constructivism as particularly European. Or, should we call it European sim- 
ply because the group has developed its social constructivism in Copenhagen? 
That would again be rather banal. If we want to establish the difference as 
European we have to argue how this social constructivism articulates an 
inherently European substance and/or form. If 'European' is to connote a 
relevant difference it has to refer to differences in the content or form of the 
discourse. 

One such difference is that the School's work seems to be fundamentally 
anchored in European security dynamics. With the exception of the latest 
book, its texts articulate an internal relation between the empirical develop- 
ments in the European security problematic and its conceptual work - which 
consists of elaborating categories developed from a more universal position. 
What I mean here is that the School theorizes from specific European secur- 
ity experiences and/or questions. For example, the 1989 book studies security 
concepts and interests in Eastern and Western European states. It recognizes 
that the security dynamic is not just driven by the two superpowers but has 
also a more internal European character. The approach partly reflects how 
the European peace movement and the German Ostpolitik approached the 
East-West divide. Another example is the societal security concept. It relates to 
European security experiences in the late 1980s and the early 1990s, especially 
the intensifying politicization of migration from a security perspective, and 
the negative reaction to the European integration process in some countries 
after the Maastricht Treaty. When Ole Waever presented the concept at the 
first conference of the ECPR Standing Group on International Relations in 
Heidelberg (1992), he explained that he had experienced difficulties getting 
the message across in the US. It was apparently not always simple to argue the 
relevance of the ethnic-cultural identity theme which is central to the concept 
and which builds upon a European historical-cultural understanding of the 
nation. (I will return to the significance of this European empirical basis in 
more detail in the following sections.) 

One could object to this view that European security questions have 
always figured high on the security studies agenda. That, however, is not the 
issue. The question is how one integrates European security experiences in 
the research agenda and how this may constitute a bias. While US security 
studies link their analysis back to US foreign and national security policy, the 
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Copenhagen School is primarily interested in European security for the sake 
of European security. The policy relevance of the studies is not defined from 
an American perspective, and this changes how the security questions are 
raised; it changes how the European security dynamic enters into the picture. 
It explains, for example, why societal security questions play such a promin- 
ent role in the Copenhagen security agenda. Moreover, by emphasizing how 
developments in international politics have an impact on European security 
dynamics, the Copenhagen group stresses a collective security problematic 
instead of a national security one. Rather than concentrating on the protection 
of a particular state, they are concerned with the possibility of creating peace- 
ful relations between the states and peoples of Europe. 

Another interesting issue here is how the research agenda integrates 
empirical findings and the theoretical issues. For example, when reading art- 
icles in International Security, which have an explicit theoretical focus, the 
empirical material and the theoretical issues are presented as belonging to 
separate realms. The empirical material (the discourse on social, political and 
economic developments) seems either to illustrate the theoretical statements 
or to corroborate or falsify them. Theory and fact are kept separate. The the- 
ory develops in a discussion with other theories which results in hypotheses 
about the real world. These hypotheses are then tested by comparing them to 
empirical findings. The political security dynamic informs the theory when 
the research question is formulated and after the theoretical framework has 
been developed, that is when the truth-value of the deduced statements is 
tested. In the texts of the Copenhagen School the empirical developments do 
not seem to be separated this radically from the theoretical enterprise. Rather, 
they articulate a mix in which political developments 'speak' to the theor- 
etical concepts and vice versa. The facts do not corroborate or falsify; they 
are not externally but internally related to the theoretical enterpri~e.~ 

This line of argument raises some interesting questions. Does this more 
hermeneutic approach of theory/fact interaction make it possible to escape 
theories which have been obviously constructed from American experiences? 
If one develops statements within a particular theoretical corpus which is 
indebted to a particular position, and the political dynamic enters the picture 
only to corroborate or falsify the hypotheses, does this imply that the political 
perspective remains unquestioned? Thus, to what extent does the deductive, 
hypothesis-testing approach protect the security studies agenda from the 
effects of non-American security experiences? Does a more interpretative . . 

approach, in which experience-near concepts and experience-distant concepts3 
continuously inform one another (as in the hermeneutic circle) make it pos- 
sible to  use theoretical concepts of the American agenda but make them vul- 
nerable to changes of meaning by putting them in an imaginary dialogue 
with a non-American political and social context? 

A second dimension which gives the Copenhagen project a European 
flavour is its linkage to European peace research. The Copenhagen School 
has straddled the boundary between peace research and security studies. 
Although one could argue that the peace research perspective has been moved 
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to the background since 1990, it is worth emphasizing that the Copenhagen 
project has articulated some interesting aspects of the relation between 
peace research and security studies. In 1989 the Copenhagen group definitely 
referred to themselves as peace researchers (Wzver et al., 1989: 2), while the 
working paper of 1987 comprises a most interesting section on the relation- 
ship between the concepts of peace and security (Jahn et al., 1987: 39ff.). 
With the 1990 book the focus seemed to have turned more exclusively to a 
security approach. This may partly explain, for example, why social move- 
ments and the grass roots have been given less attention after 1989.4 But 
even after they opted to make security their focal point rather than to keep 
the tension between 'peace' and 'security' open, the linkage to peace research 
has not fully disappeared. Concepts like non-violent conflict culture and the 
continuing concern with the conservatism of mainstream security agendas, . - 

for example, refer back to its peace research roots. Although I cannot here 
go into the influence that peace research has had on the development of 
European perspectives in IR (especially in Germany and Scandinavia), it is 
a question which deserves to be looked at in greater detail if one wants to 
pursue the idea of a European International Relations perspective. For ex- 
ample, international regime theory in Germany emerged explicitly within a 
peace research and conflict analysis agenda, while the American approach 
has largely developed in the context of international political economy (e.g. 
Kohler-Koch, 1989). 

So far, I have indicated two general characteristics of the School's work. 
However, this does not tell us very much about the specific ideas it has 
developed. What is the substance of this European security agenda which 
has emerged through a collective dynamic? The rest of the article will show 
how the Copenhagen School creatively developed its agenda. As a way of 
organizing it, I have constructed three thematic axes along which a big pro- 
portion of the group's work has developed: 

the understanding of security sectors; 
the interpretation of the meaning of security; 
the conceptualization of regional security dynamics. 

The axes as such are not characteristic only of the Copenhagen texts. Re- 
searchers outside the Copenhagen group also focus on these themes; and, as 
already indicated, often key concepts such as security sector or securitization 
have been brought in from outside the group. 

The fact that I have selected three thematic axes does not imply that one 
could not organize the Copenhagen School slightly differently. For example, 
one could easily introduce a fourth axis which concentrates on how the 
relationship between politics and security has been interpreted, or one could 
amalgamate the first and second axes. I have no special preference for the 
number 'three', but given the space available these three thematic axes 
seemed to offer a convenient way of presenting some of the main traces the 
Copenhagen School has left in the field of security studies. 
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Multiple Security Sectors 

In the first working paper, European Security - Problems of Research on  Non- 
military Aspects, Jahn et al. formulate the framework of the Copenhagen 
research project on 'Non-military aspects of European security'. They position 
it in a field which is torn apart by the opposition between a mainstream and 
an alternative interpretation of security, which clearly has its roots in peace 
research. For the mainstream, security relates to the state's monopoly over the 
legitimate use of violence by armed forces in the domestic and international 
environment of the state. Security refers primarily to military aspects of secur- 
ity and to questions of law and order. As a consequence, security policy con- 
sists of the use of armed forces - the military and the police - to free the state 
and its citizens from threats. To define a wider and more general concept of 
security challenges the specific focus of this mainstream conception. Intro- 
ducing non-military threats and questioning the state-centric focus by defining 
the well-being and development of a wide variety of units (individuals, social 
groups, states, mankind, etc.) as possible endangered referent objects, opens 
the security studies agenda to a variety of questions that do not emerge in 
the mainstream approach. Instead of being a policy of protection of the state 
against (possible) enemies, security policy addresses the general question of 
the protection of individuals and of progressively securing a better social 
order in Europe (1987: 11-12)."or the alternative approach, security policy 
thus refers to a general question of social order rather than to a specific ques- 
tion of national security. 

Jahn et al. were not convinced about the value of the alternative approach, 
which interprets virtually all aspects of human life from a security perspec- 
tive and which equalizes security largely with the general question of social 
order; but neither did they want to stick to the narrow military concept. The 
niche in which they define their project thus consists of the need to define 
a wider security concept but without expanding the research focus to the 
general question of social order; or in other words, widening security studies 
while retaining a specific meaning of security which distinguishes security 
policy from non-security policies. 

One of the key questions for such a project is, of course, how to counter 
the conceptual pressure for an ever widening security concept once one 
has introduced non-military aspects. Instead of abstractly speculating about 
which threats could possibly constitute a European security problem, the 
Copenhagen project limited the range of threats and units to those articu- 
lated in an ongoing political debate about European security in a particular 
historical context: 

For analytical and for practical peace-political purposes, it is useful to con- 
centrate attention on those specific and rather clearly discernible threats 
and problems that have provoked a political and scientific debate on 
European security in a specific historical situation, as opposed to other 
ongoing debates and thoughts about security. (1987: 12) 
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The School thus makes the questions explicitly dependent on current security 
debates in European politics, thereby embedding its project firmly in the 
empirical world. In part, this could explain why the Copenhagen project has 
been very sensitive to changing security agendas in Europe. The book on soci- 
etal security (1993), for example, is a clear effort to integrate a key change of 
security policies in post-Cold War Europe into a general framework which 
looks at the relation between societal and state dynamics of security. The 
School has thus mainly employed an empirical strategy to limit the risk of 
fragmentation of security studies resulting from a widening security concept. 
As will be shown in the next section, it is only in the new book (1998) that 
they explicitly propose a conceptual solution to this problem. 

Another key question for a research project looking at non-military 
aspects of security is how to define the distinction between military and non- 
military aspects of security. At first sight, Jahn et al. seem to use the dichotomy 
simply to categorize different kinds of factors affecting security (or, different 
causes of war); but the way they develop the distinction (pp. 17ff.) suggests 
that more is at stake. They also construct a hierarchy by arguing that the 
political aspects of security are the most important ones. They assume that 
all factors, including military ones such as developments in arms technol- 
ogy, have to be transformed into a political question in order to have an 
impact on security. While technological and military developments are import- 
ant, they do not determine the likelihood of war. It is the way in which they 
are politicized which is crucial. Hence, the political aspect does not just 
refer to a causal factor located in a specific functional sector of society sim- 
ilar to  the military, the social or the economic sector, but it also concerns a 
process to which all factors have to be subjected, independent of the func- 
tional sector in which they are embedded. The political dimension of secur- 
ity is about defining the relevance of particular factors or developments for 
European security (e.g. 1987: 18).h 

The political aspects thus have a somewhat ambiguous status in the 
Copenhagen project - on the one hand they refer to a specific kind of factor 
affecting security, but on the other hand they also refer to the process of def- 
inition of security questions, both military and non-military. This implicit 
ambiguity in their early work also suggests that the discussion about the 
widening of the security studies agenda involves - or at least could involve - 
more than just a question of adding factors to the military one. It also poses 
an important question about how to conceptualize the relation between 
the different categories of factors - that is, in the language used later, between 
the different sectors of security. This question, together with the issue of the 
double status of the political, has had to wait ten years - that is until the 
publication of Security: A New Framework for Analysis - to receive a more 
systematic reflection in the Copenhagen group, and more surprisingly, in 
the literature on widening security in general. 

In The European Security Order Recast, the group refines the dichotomy 
of militarylnon-military aspects of security. Buzan's concept (1983, 1991) 
of security sectors is introduced to articulate that 'the security of human 
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collectivities is affected by factors in five sectors' (Buzan et al., 1990: 4 )  - 
the military, the economic, the political, the societal and the environmental. 
It refines the previous understanding of non-military aspects by identifying 
four kinds of non-military factors which influence security; but, by reduc- 
ing the political aspect to one of the five sectors, it also takes away some of 
the interesting fragrance which surrounded the political dimension in the 
previous work. Essentially these five sectors function as analytical cate- 
gories supporting the research of non-military aspects and thus help to set 
military factors in the broader European security context (1990: 4-5).' 

In the next book, Identity, Migration and the N e w  Security Agenda in  
Europe, the group moves beyond treating 'sectors' merely as tools to categor- 
ize different factors affecting European security. At first sight, it may look as 
if this book just singles out one specific sector - societal security - in order 
to study it more thoroughly. But such a reading misses the key point. In this 
book, the Copenhagen Group does not just refine the non-military aspects 
by spelling out one non-military sector in greater detail; it also considerably 
qualifies the meaning of the sector concept itself. It transforms it from an 
organizational device which classifies factors of security into an interpretation 
of a transformation of the security dynamic in post-Cold War Europe (eg. 
1993: 20-1). In Identity, Migration and the N e w  Security Agenda in  Europe, 
the concept of societal security does not identify a sector which is defined by 
specific kinds of threats and vulnerabilities; rather, it interprets a specific inter- 
play between these threats and vulnerabilities, on the one hand, and the con- 
stitution of society and cultural identity as a referent object (that which is 
threatened), on the other hand (1993: 23). As a consequence, the problem of 
the relationship between (the dynamics of) state and (civil) society also appears 
in the heart of the security studies agenda, which to a certain extent links the 
Copenhagen School back to peace research, which has always been more sen- 
sitive to state-society relations than have strategic and security studies. 

While changing the sector concept into a more embracing concept which 
identifies a distinct security dynamic has made Identity, Migration and the  
N e w  Security Agenda in  Europe a really innovative book in security studies 
(which is increasingly recogni~ed) ,~ this is also the source of one of the 
main critiques of the Copenhagen School. Although the book introduces the 
question of how threat definitions have an impact on the identification or 
constitution of society, it to a considerable extent freezes the dynamic of 
identification itself by positing an objectified, deeply sedimented understand- 
ing of the identity of society in Europe, namely society as the nation thereby 
bracketing the process of political and societal identification itself as it 
emerges within security p r a~ t i ce s .~  

In Security: A N e w  Framework for Analysis (1998), the five sectors ap- 
pear again. As in Identity, Migration and the N e w  Security Agenda i n  
Europe, a sector refers to a specific security dynamic rather than to a collec- 
tion of particular kinds of threats. The School further refines its interpretation 
of the dynamic by adding two conceptual elements. A sectoral security dy- 
namic does not involve only a referent object which is threatened and spe- 
cific kinds of threats and vulnerabilities. It also consists of (a)  securitizing 
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agents (e.g. governments) which act in the name of the referent object (e.g. the 
state) and define the security problem; and (b)  functional agents who affect the 
security dynamic in a sector but without defining the security problem (e.g. 
firms polluting rivers in the environmental sector) (1998: 35ff). 

But despite defining sectors as specific security dynamics, in Security: 
A New Framework for Analysts the sectors nevertheless function largely as 
an organizational tool (e.g. 1998: 168).  While the societal security concept 
interpreted or  theorized a specific transformation of the security dynamics 
in Europe, in the new book the sectors are universally applied to  classify 
a possible diversity of security problems. Rather than being integrated into 
an effort of explaining specific security dynamics, the concepts seem to  be 
imposed upon (regional) social practices. Previous work of the Copenhagen 
group always 'grounded' its conceptual innovations in interpretations of spe- 
cific developments of the European security dynamic. The new book largely 
lacks this characteristic and concentrates on spelling out a conceptual frame- 
work for security analysis which is then used as a universal tool to categorize 
different security dynamics in different regions. 

This more exclusively conceptual orientation certainly dilutes the inter- 
esting flavour of the work of the Copenhagen School. But, on the other 
hand, one has to  recognize that it also allows them to  spell out some ana- 
lytical issues more sharply. For the sector concept, the central question of 
the book is how to  re-connect sectoral dynamics. In reality a security prob- 
lematic is not necessarily sector bound. Most often it will involve dynamics 
criss-crossing different sectors. In such cases the problem is how to  reinte- 
grate sectoral analyses into a more holistic understanding of security (1998: 
167ff., 189ff). According to  the Copenhagen group, the relevance of this 
question depends on the purpose of the analysis. It is only a major issue i f  
one is interested in understanding contemporary security constellations. 
The sectoral dynamics are then synthesized by looking a t  the interrelated 
practices of the units (1998: 189ff.). This of course raises the question of 
how to  identify the relevant units. For the Copenhagen group this is a com- 
plex question because they can no longer assume that one specific unit, e.g. 
the state, is the key player and referent point in all security constellations. 
In the 1998 book they argue strongly that different kinds of units can play 
a role in security dynamics, sometimes depending on the sector in which 
the dynamic develops. In the end, it once again becomes an empirical ques- 
tion. Here they differ from a more normative orientation in security studies, 
which stresses that the choice of the units of security in security analysis - 
the answer to  the question 'whose security?' - has ethico-political implica- 
tions and is therefore never merely an empirical issue (e.g. Booth, 1991a, 
1991b; Dalby, 1992, 1997; McSweeney, 1996; Walker, 1990). 

The Meaning of Security 

The question 'what is security?' is closely related to  a widening of the secur- 
ity studies agenda. Once scholars let go of the idea that security is about 
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specific referent objects (such as states) andlor about a specific kind of threat 
(such as military), the question of what makes a problem a security prob- 
lem moves to centre stage. If everything can in principle become an item on 
a security agenda, defining what determines the difference between a secur- 
ity question and a non-security question becomes controversial. If this dif- 
ference cannot be established, security will be a trivial concept; it will be 
everywhere. It is in the 1998 book that this question is most pressing for the 
Copenhagen group, because they conceptually widen the agenda radically 
without embedding it in a specific empirical security dynamic. But the ques- 
tion regarding the meaning of security - about what is specific about secur- 
ity problems - also featured strongly in the Working Paper of 1987. 

For Jahn et al. security questions refer to threats which challenge the 
capacity of the political actor to control developments: 

The concept of security is linked to essential threats which alter the prem- 
ises for all other questions. Security problems have to do with forced 
developments which exceed the capacity for self-rule or at least self- 
management of problems. (1987: 9 )  

In that sense, security problems pose an extreme challenge to political actors. 
If actors do not successfully neutralize these threats, they lose their political 
character, that is their capacity to rule (see also 1989: 300). Consequently, 
security problems have priority over other questions and will enter the 
political sphere as extremely urgent issues. 

In the Working Paper, a threat involves two dimensions - as subjective and 
objective (1987: 14-15). Following Wolfers's (1962: 150) distinction between 
threats to acquired values and fears that such values will be attacked, Jahn 
et al. distinguish between a real threat and a perceived threat. Since they 
assume that security is primarily a political issue (see the previous section), 
the second dimension is the most important one. To be relevant a threat has 
to enter the political scene. In the objectivelsubjective scheme this implies that 
a threat has to be perceived. It can be perceived wrongly but it has to be 
defined by actors to be of relevance to the political debate. 'Political behaviour 
is determined first of all by the perception or non-perception of threats and 
not by real threats as long as they do not materialise in actual aggression' 
(1987: 34). The 1989 book is probably the most explicit recognition of this 
approach. It analyses how different political actors in Europe define security 
problems. Similarly, the more structurally oriented books of 1990 and 1993 
also develop their arguments largely within a framework based on Wolfers's 
distinction between objective and subjective security. 

In Security: A N e w  Framework for Analysis, the Copenhagen group 
breaks with this interpretation of security. That does not mean that every 
aspect of the 1987 approach has been scuttled; however, rather than defin- 
ing security in terms of threat perception, it is now conceived of as a rhet- 
orical structure. 
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Following Wzver's securitization approach (199.5), security changes from 
a perception into a speech act. Security is no longer a perception referring 
to something real which exists independently of this perception. As in the 
case of promising or baptizing, calling something 'security' makes it into a 
security problem (1998: 26). When successfully performed, it changes the 
situation; it transforms an issue from, e.g. being an economic question, into 
being a security In this view, security becomes a self-referential prac- 
tice ( 1998: 26). In distinction to a threat perception, which is a perception of 
something externally given, a speech act only refers to itself, that is, the very 
act of uttering 'security' - a threat is only a threat because of a threat being 
evoked by saying 'I threaten ...' or 'I am threatened ...' 

Obviously, it is not just the uttering of 'threat' or 'security' as such which 
is involved. The use of the term introduces a particular (rhetorical) struc- 
ture - a logic or a grammar - which organizes dispositions, texts, social 
relations, etc. in terms of security (1998: 55).  It is this aspect which is hinted 
at  in the conceptual chapter of the 1993 book: 

Whenever security is defined via individual security there is a high risk 
that the core of the classical security problematique which one is allegedly 
trying to redefine, not forget, will be missed. A new agenda may be set 
successfully only at  the price of losing one's grip on something which is 
also very real: the specific type of intevplay among human collectivities 
which follows the logic of security. (1993: 24; emphasis added) 

But this element is not really developed further in the 1993 book. Although 
the book comes close to a more social constructivist interpretation of secur- 
ity, it remains very much embedded in a project which stresses security per- 
ceptions and structural dynamics. It is as if the Copenhagen group at that 
point could not make up its mind about how far it should go in a social con- 
structivist direction. 

Interestingly, it is actually the 1987 working paper which most exten- 
sively formulates the security logic which characterizes the rhetorical struc- 
ture. The key dimension of the security logic is defined in the passage quoted 
earlier, in which they emphasize that security is about threats that exceed the 
capacity of control by the actors (1987: 9-10).1° The 1998 book to a large 
extent repeats this while systematizing it in the form of a rhetorical structure 
constituting the speech act of security consisting of three key components - 
'existential threats, emergency action, and effects on inter-unit relations by 
breaking free of rules' (1998: 26). 

The construction of a security problem by means of the speech act of secur- 
ity - i.e. securitization - is not in the hands of an individual actor. Neither is 
the logic of security a cognitive structure located in the individual actor's 
mind. If this would be the case, the speech act would not differ much from 
a subjective interpretation of security. Perception could be easily exchanged 
for speech or speech could be added to perception as another variable, and 
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that would be it. Wolfers's dichotomy objectivelsubjective would remain 
largely intact. The key element which constitutes the break with the previous 
work is the intersubjective character of securitization - 'security (as all politics) 
ultimately rests neither with the objects nor with the subjects, but among the 
subjects' (1998: 31). Both the successful performance of the speech act and 
the logic of security are ultimately internal to the interplay of social practices. 

Thus, in the 1998 book the Copenhagen School goes social constructivist - 
'security ultimately is a specific form of social praxis'; (1998: 204). But, as 
they state themselves, their constructivism is not uniformly distributed. While 
their understanding of security is radically constructivist - there is no reference 
made to real existential threats existing independently of the definitional prac- 
tices - their interpretation of social relations in general is not (1998: 203ff.). 
Once an ontological constructivism has been accepted which assumes that 
social relations are not a product of nature but of human action and there- 
fore potentially always open to change, one can argue that not all social 
practices are equally malleable. Some practices are deeply sedimented and 
therefore not really a matter of choice (1998: 204-5). One could amend 
the realist understanding of anarchy in that way and still pursue a largely 
realist analysis - anarchy is then not an ahistorical structure but an histor- 
ically sedimented deep structure. This interpretation of social constructivism 
allows one to keep particular identities (societies, states) and structures (an- 
archy, international society) fixed while one concentrates on analysing how 
particular agents representing these identities in these structures manipulate 
definitions of security as a political tactic or strategy to reach particular 
goals. 

Although one might justify this approach as a methodological choice, 
there is something odd about it. In particular, the suggestion that one is rad- 
ical constructivist in one sense and only basically constructivist in another 
sense, indicates ontological gerrymandering - a concept coined by Woolgar 
and Pawluch (1985):" 

... this sort of analysis depends upon the 'objective' statement about the 
constancy of the condition under consideration in order to justify claims 
about the shifting definitional process. ... [Tlhis selective 'objectivism' 
represents a theoretical inconsistency in the definitional approach since 
it manipulates an analytic boundary to make certain phenomena prob- 
lematic while leaving others unquestioned. (Miller and Holstein [1993: 61 
referring to Woolgar and Pawluch) 

Even if one accepts that some form of ontological gerrymandering may be 
inherent in any social constructivist project, this does not mean that the par- 
ticular gerrymandering one develops is without implications. For example, 
in the Copenhagen School's project the dualistic constructivism leads to a 
downplaying of the internal relationship between a process of securitization 
and a process of identification of both agents (the self-understanding of 
state or society) and system (the specific organization of the relationship 
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between these agents).12 Securitizing migration or Europeanization simultan- 
eously constructs the identity of the referent object (society, nation) and the 
agents speaking for that object (governments, bureaucrats, social move- 
ments, etc.). 

Introducing this mutually constitutive dynamic between identity and secur- 
ity into the Copenhagen project could lead to  interesting analyses of con- 
temporary European security dynamics, especially in the realm of societal 
security, but also in the more traditional field of military interstate security. 
It could also more explicitly introduce normative questions concerning the 
constructions the Copenhagen School's own writing involves. As argued 
elsewhere, bracketing the power of identification of securitization increases 
the risk that the societal security concept, for example, confirms the objec- 
tification of cultural communities as they are articulated in the securitiza- 
tion processes researched (Huysmans, 1995; McSweeney, 1996).  It raises 
the more general question about how to  d o  security analysis -which is per- 
forming the speech act security - without contributing to  a securitization of 
the migration question, for example; in other words, how to  write and speak 
security critically (Huysmans, 1998).  

Regional Security Dynamic 

In the Working Paper of 1987, the Copenhagen group argued that there are 
two perspectives from which security can be interpreted. The first looks a t  the 
understanding of security by the actors. The second focuses on the nature and 
dynamics of the situation, without concentrating on the concepts employed 
in the actors' thinking (1987: 9) .  

The actor-level research requires that one defines the relevant actors 
whose security concepts matter. The Copenhagen group emphasized that 
one should not limit the research to  governmental bodies but one should 
also include the grass roots: 

... how specific political actors from the governmental to  the grass-roots 
levels have been historically capable and are probably able in the future 
to  represent short-, middle- and long-range security and peace interests. 
(1987: 63) 

In European Polyphony (1989), they use the actor-oriented approach to  
research differences in the definition of security interests among govern- 
mental actors, opposition parties, and grass roots - in particular, the peace 
movements - in a wide range of East and West European countries. After 
1989, the actor-perspective moved to  the background. The research of 1990 
and 1993 was more structurally oriented, concentrating on the security dy- 
namic, that is, patterns of threats and vulnerabilities which articulate secur- 
ity interdependencies between units (1 990: 3). Also the new book does not 
reincorporate an explicit actor-based analysis similar to the one in European 
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Polyphony (1989). It would nevertheless be interesting to bring the actor- 
oriented approach again into the project for at least two reasons. First, 
redoing the 1989 book in the present post-Cold War European context would 
be a real contribution to the security literature. It would offer a bottom-up 
understanding of the post-Cold War, indicating how the definition of secur- 
ity interests has changed, both in the governments and the grass roots. 
Second, it would also be interesting for more theoretical reasons. As the 
Copenhagen group recognized in 1987, the problem with an actor-oriented 
approach is that it tends to fragment the security dynamic into individu- 
alized perspectives. The structural dimension of the dynamic disappears 
under a multitude of individualized practices and perspectives. Linking the 
1989 approach more explicitly to their more structural research projects 
would reintroduce this theoretical puzzle. As long as one treats the agent- 
structure problem as a question of two different perspectives which one 
employs separately, the puzzle about how to incorporate the complex rela- 
tion between agent and structure in the research of European security can- 
not really surface. 

In the Working Paper, the Copenhagen group used Elias's concept of figu- 
ration to open up their research project to  a study of the overall security 
dynamic (1987: 10).13 A security figuration is a 'hardened' security dynamic 
consisting of an institutionalized pattern of threats and vulnerabilities and an 
organization of the positions of the units in this pattern. As a sedimented 
dynamic it considerably structures the possible options for future devel- 
opments of the security dynamic. Since it limits the range of changes that are 
possible, a good understanding of a security figuration can be used to suggest 
realistic options for peace and security within the contours of the figuration.14 
The use of scenarios of possible developments in post-Cold War Europe, as 
formulated very explicitly in The European Security Order Recast: Scenarios 
for the Post-Cold War Era, are a good example of this view. 

A key concept the School has used to develop the idea of a security figura- 
tion is Buzan's 'security complex'.1s Although the concept was already present 
in the 1989 book, it has occupied a central position in the School's work since 
1990. The concept has a somewhat specific connotation because it is expli- 
citly linked to the question of regional security dynamics (e.g. 1998: 201). 
Given that the Copenhagen project wanted to  interpret European security 
dynamics, the question of how to identify security regions has been central 
to the project from the very beginning. Buzan developed the idea of a secur- 
ity complex precisely to reintroduce the regional level into security studies. 
The security complex approach assumes that a relatively autonomous secur- 
ity dynamic can exist between units of a region. It articulates a security 
interdependence of such an internal intensity that it forms a sub-system secur- 
ity pattern which can be separated from its environment: 

All the states in the system are to some extent enmeshed in a global web 
of security interdependence. But because insecurity is often associated 
with proximity, this interdependence is far from uniform. Anarchy plus 
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geographical diversity yields a pattern of regionally based clusters, within 
which security interdependence is markedly more intense between the 
states inside such complexes, than it is between states inside die complex 
and those outside it. (1990: 14)  

The Copenhagen School uses the security complex to formulate an inter- 
esting interpretation of the significance of the end of the Cold War for a trans- 
formation in the regional security dynamic in Europe. The general argument 
states that the end of the Cold War has re-established a European security 
complex, or in other words, Europe is experiencing a new Europeanization 
of its security dynamic. 

After World War I1 the European security complex of the 19th century 
ceased to exist. The superpowers' interests dominated Europe so heavily 
that local patterns of security relations virtually ceased to exist, thus cre- 
ating a condition of superpower overlay (1990: 15).  The question about a 
Europeanization of Europe was limited to whether the European states could 
develop a more autonomous European dynamic under the condition of over- 
lay (1987: 25-6): How could Europe define itself more from the inside (1989: 
1 ,26)?  Since the breakdown of the Iron Curtain and the collapse of the Soviet 
Union the question has changed. The Europeanization of Europe has no 
longer been about compentional moves under conditions of overlay but has 
referred to a process of redefining Europe from the inside (1993: 63). 

The key dynamic that the Copenhagen group identifies within this process 
of redefinition is a dialectic of fragmentation and integration. In 1990 inte- 
gration and fragmentation featured as two of three possible scenarios for the 
redefinition of Europe after the end of the Cold War (the third being a new 
Cold War). The 1993 book pushed this a bit further to the interesting thesis 
that the Europeanization of Europe is now characterized by a self-feeding 
dialectical interplay of the dynamics of fragmentation and integration: 

. .. for now we are confronted with a dialectic of integration and frag- 
mentation, where each drives the other. Since each becomes a motive for 
the other, we get more of both, and it is impossible to determine any firm 
direction. Integration and fragmentation logics have entered a kind of loop 
where each swing to the one side generates its opposite. (1 993: 7) 

In more concrete terms this dialectic works as follows: 

It is widely assumed that the only viable way to counter and contain frag- 
mentation in Eastern Europe is to strengthen European integration. This 
in turn generates opposition and resistance among peoples (like Danes 
and Britons) in Western Europe, and this in turn leads to new initiatives 
for integration with a hard core, and so forth ... (1993: 7) 

The sectoral widening of security dynamics and the social constructivist 
turn of the Copenhagen School challenged the original understanding of the 
security complex. Initially, security complex theory introduced a sensitivity 
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to  regional dynamics in a relatively traditional understanding of security. 
Political and military questions combined with a state-centric interpretation 
of security dynamics defined a security complex. The definition of a socie- 
tal security dynamic in Identity, Migration and the New Security Agenda in 
Europe challenged security complex theory by introducing a dynamic which 
could not be grasped through politico-military interstate dynamics. As a 
result the question became pertinent whether the security complex is to  be 
defined within a sector (e.g. as a societal security complex) or whether it is 
a holistic concept identifying the interdependence between the sectoral 
dynamics. If the latter is the case it does not make sense to speak of a soci- 
etal security complex, for example, because the complex is defined by the 
interplay of security dynamics independent of the sector in which they are 
located. This question about how to identify a regional security dynamic in a 
situation in which the security agendas contain a variety of sectoral dynamics 
is a key problem in Security: A New Framework for Analysis (1998: e.g. 
16-17). The main answer is that the sectors in a complex are synthesized 
through the patterns of interaction between the security units (1998: 167ff). 

Although what this means concretely is nicely illustrated through a read- 
ing of the European Union, I do not find the answer fully satisfactory, possibly 
because a major tension remains largely untouched - the tension between the 
territorial connotations of the security complex and the more fluid, exchange- 
oriented understanding of the sectoral security dynamic. A security complex is 
largely conceptualized in territorial terms as a geographically located regional 
security system within which the security practices are more interdependent 
with each other than with the security practices of external actors. The sec- 
tor concept, on the other hand, refers to specific security exchanges which dif- 
fer in terms of the kind of units and threats they involve and which therefore 
are not necessarily territorially delimited. 

It would also be interesting to see how the project combines the territor- 
ial perspective on security patterns (the security complex) with an exchange- 
oriented interpretation of sectoral dynamics when the somewhat general 
conceptual reflections in Security: A New Framework for Analysis are oper- 
ationalized in more thorough empirical research of multi-sectoral securitiza- 
tion in a less straightforward case than the European Union, such as the 
Mediterranean area. How do the multi-sectoral securitizations possibly con- 
stitute the Mediterranean area as a regional security complex? In other 
words, we are in a sense back to the old question - how does one define a 
region or a regional dynamic?16 

Besides the widening of the security agenda, the turn to a social con- 
structivist understanding of security also required a change in security com- 
plex theory. As a result of the intersubjective perspective, they had to amend 
the idea that the complex results from the agents' perceptions and objective 
interdependencies resulting from territorial proximity, for example. Inter- 
weaving processes of securitization moved centre stage in the definition o f  
the security complex. 
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The new book nicely summarizes this by putting the old definition next 
to a new definition. The old definition said: 

A security complex is defined as a set of states whose major security per- 
ceptions and concerns are so interlinked that their national security prob- 
lems cannot reasonably be analyzed or resolved apart from one another. 
(1998: 198) 

The new one amended this sentence as follows: 

A security complex is defined as a set of units whose major processes of 
securitization, desecuritization, or both are so interlinked that their secur- 
ity problems cannot reasonably be analyzed or resolved apart from one 
another. (1998: 201) 

The new security complex theory substituted the more general concept 'units' 
for the state and moved from interdependence of security interests to inter- 
dependence of processes of securitization. This amendment of classical secur- 
ity complex theory brings it closer to Elias's concept of figuration. It pushes 
the theory somewhat away from a Waltzian inspired structuralist project 
(most explicit in 1990) to a more structurationist one in which the structuring 
effects of the practices of agents and the simultaneously empowering and 
constraining nature of the structure are emphasized. As a result the agent- 
structure puzzle is reintroduced in the Copenhagen project, at least as a con- 
ceptual question. Although the security complex concept seems to favour a 
territorial understanding of security figurations (or constellation), the linkage 
to Elias's concept of figuration could easily open it to a more sociological 
understanding of institutionalized patterns of interaction without having to 
think of them primarily in territorial terms. Such a move would probably 
ease somewhat the tension (mentioned earlier) between the territorial and 
exchange-oriented concepts in the Copenhagen framework. Territorial dy- 
namics would enter the picture as one of the factors possibly involved in the 
process of institutionalizing security complexes. 

Conclusion: The  Double Europeanness of the  Copenhagen School  

The work of the Copenhagen School, reflecting the turbulent developments 
of security questions since the mid-1980s, defines an interesting and complex 
research agenda for security studies. Their work constitutes (one of) the most 
extensive and systematic interpretations of the implications of widening the 
security studies agenda. This does not mean that their reformulation of secur- 
ity studies is without problems or contradictions; but the Copenhagen School 
takes the reader through the many complexities a widening security land- 
scape poses for our understanding of security in international relations. The 
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deepening of the sector concept via the societal security question, which puts 
state-society relations at the heart of security analysis, together with their 
recent constructivist turn which defines security as a specific speech act imply- 
ing a particular rhetorical structure, are two major contributions to the con- 
temporary debates in security studies. 

The research agenda of the Copenhagen School has deep European roots 
in a double sense. First, as has been argued in the second section of this art- 
icle, the School's theorizations and reformulations have emerged from inside 
turbulent European security dynamics. In other words, its interpretation of 
security is strongly embedded in the shifts and continuities of European 
security questions. The School's strength to a considerable extent relies on suc- 
cessfully anchoring conceptual reflections in experiences of European securi- 
tization processes and vice versa. In that sense, I would argue that the last 
book is somewhat atypical for the Copenhagen School because it separates 
the conceptual questions from the empirical research agenda of the School. 
Buzan, Waever and de Wilde justify this turn to the conceptual issues because 
it would allow them 'to resolve misunderstandings about the general do- 
main of security'. Although this is to a certain extent the case, the book also 
incorporates a tendency to present grand synthetic security interpretations in 
which the security dynamics in (the regions of) the world are dealt with in a 
generalizing swoop. If the Copenhagen School continued with this universal- 
izing synthetic-macro approach, their Europeanness, at least in the sense it 
is defined in the second section of this article, would largely disappear. 

The Copenhagen School is also Euro-centric in another sense, one not 
yet discussed. By way of conclusion, I want to pay some attention to this 
and highlight how it limits the Copenhagen project. This second Euro-centric 
dimension of the Copenhagen School refers to the fact that its understanding 
of security is based on a particular Euro-American tradition of international 
relations and security. This is rendered very visible in their latest book, in 
which they have explicitly moved towards a social constructivist interpret- 
ation of security. They stabilize their research agenda by means of a particu- 
lar interpretation of the meaning of security; the rhetorical structure upon 
which the intelligibility of security depends is the fixed point - the threats, 
the units, the agents fluctuate but the signification of security remains the 
same. Understanding security as a particular rhetorical structure thus allows 
the group to widen the agenda to a myriad of threats and referent objects 
without losing its coherence. 

For an issue to be a security issue it has to articulate that specific rhetorical 
structure, that is, the security logic. As a consequence, once defined this struc- 
ture or logic itself is no longer an object of research. The research consists 
of 'discovering' social practices structured according to this security logic - 
i.e. practices of securitization. This is reflected in the advice the Copenhagen 
group formulates for those who want to pursue empirical research on the basis 
of their newest book - researchers should not start from cutting up the secur- 
ity problematic into five sectors independent of the empirical dynamic, but 
they should start from identifying processes of securitization as a specific 
practice (1998: 168-9). 
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As a result of fixing the rhetorical structure of security, the Copenhagen 
agenda moves the question of changes or rearticulations of the security logic 
itself to the background. As it now stands, their research agenda has diffi- 
culties in including social challenges to their understanding of the logic of 
security itself. For example, recent developments in industrialized societies 
seem to produce an inflation of risks - global, local, regional risks, health 
risks, environmental risks, etc. There is an  increased sensitivity to these 
risks which correlates with a decrease in the capacity to manage them. This 
puts the insurance model guaranteeing protection against any risk under 
severe pressure. Ulrich Beck (1992, 1996) identifies these developments as 
a shift from a class-based, industrial society to a risk society. It could be 
argued that such developments question the logic of security. For example, 
in a society overwhelmed by a myriad of risks making insurance against 
them impossible, it could be argued that securitization loses its element of 
prioritizing and hierarchizing risks in societies. If societies experience an 
explosion of risks which undermines their capacity to differentiate between 
existential and ordinary risks, security questions are suddenly to be found 
everywhere. Since the security logic, as it is defined by the Copenhagen 
group, implies that particular risks are singled out as existential ones, an 
equalization of risks would challenge the security logic itself. This could be 
developed further, for example, by spelling out how the logic of security 
relies heavily on the insurance model and how developments towards a risk 
society fundamentally challenge the viability of insurance, thereby probably 
considerably amending what security means - the rationality of security - in 
such a society." 

This does not imply that the Copenhagen School has to let go of its 
understanding of security as a rhetorical structure; on the contrary. But it 
may be useful for the School to find a way to open its agenda to changes in 
the logic of security so that the logic itself becomes an object of research in 
the empirical study of security dynamics. If interpretations like Beck's are 
correct, it may well be a necessary move if the School does not want to 
blind itself to key developments in the European security problematique. 

Moreover, such a move would also considerably reduce what could be 
called the risk of a constructivist ethnocentrism. Briefly stated, this means 
that by fixing the logic of security one risks investing a particular under- 
standing of security in historical and cultural contexts where security does 
not imply this particular rhetorical structure. For example, anthropological 
research on war-like practices (e.g. Riches, 1986; Fried, 1968) has shown that 
the social significance of war and the way war-like practices are organized can 
differ considerably from the Clausewitzian understanding of war. Walker's 
argument about how the significance of security is bound up with the devel- 
opment of cultural modernity also indicates that the logic of security is based 
on specific cultural and historical experiences (Walker, 1986, 1990; see also 
Shapiro, 1992). A cultural-historical interpretation of the rhetorical structure 
would reduce a tendency to universalize a specific logic of security. 

There is no internal limitation in the Copenhagen agenda which would pre- 
vent an introduction of this question of the cultural specificity of the rhetorical 
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structure. Delving deeper into the specific characteristics of the logic of secur- 
ity, e.g. by means of genealogy of security practices or a comparative anthro- 
pology, would be a major contribution to security studies. 

The way the Copenhagen School interprets security questions has con- 
tributed considerably to making it possible for these questions to be raised 
in security studies. In that sense one could argue that the question unfolds 
within, and partly because of, the kind of discourse the Copenhagen group 
has developed. In other words, taking up that challenge would be a way of 
pushing the project further from inside its own conceptual space. 

N o t e s  

I would like to thank Barry Buzan and Ole Waxer for helpful comments and information. It 
goes without saying that the responsibility for the end product lies with me. 

1. In their reply to McSweeney's review article of the Copenhagen School, Buzan and 
Waever reproach him for not allowing a School to  develop its ideas because he gives changes 
a negative connotation by reducing them to inconsistencies (Buzan and Waever, 1997: 250). 

2. This epistemological position is of course not typical of the Copenhagen School alone, 
but it makes it possible for European security experiences to define a theoretical difference at  
the heart of the agenda. 

3. Experience-near concepts articulate ordinary, immediate meaning while experience-distant 
concepts formulate in more abstract terms a foreknowledge an author has of the whole (borrowed 
from Geertz 11987: 134-51 who borrowed it from H. Kohut). 

4. They have been reintroduced conceptually in the 1997 book via the category of agents of 
security. In a sense also the 1993 book on societal security keeps an opening for social movements 
as agents of security. But, keeping a conceptual place for them is not the same as giving them a 
central place in the analysis of European security dynamics, as, for example, in the 1989 book. 
Moreover, it seems that the reintroduction of social movements required a move away from the 
military sector and interstate security relations, which it did not in 1987 and 1989. 

5. Some forms of critical security studies, such as Ken Booth's argument for emancipatory 
security studies (Booth, 1991a, 1991b), clearly refer back to this alternative approach of security 
inspired by the peace research agenda. 

6 .  On the old question whether military and technological factors or  politics are primary 
determinants of war (see e.g. Buzan, 1987), the Copenhagen group positions itself firmly on 
the side of those who argue that politics is what matters. 

7. The five sectors are borrowed from Barry Buzan's work (1983, 1991). For him a sector 
is a lens through which one looks and which highlights a specific dimension of a holistic reality 
-sectors 'are views of the whole system through some selective lens that highlights one particu- 
lar aspect of the relationship and interaction among all of its constituent units' (Buzan et al., 
1993: 30-1). 

8. See for example Krause and Williams' overview of recent developments in security studies: 
Krause and Williams, 1996: 243ff. 

9. This is what McSweeney (1996: 82-4) argues when he criticizes the Copenhagen School 
for using a Durkheimean concept of society. For a similar criticism see Huysmans (1995: 55-7) 
and Albert (1998: 25). In addition, Neumann recently argued for introducing the relation 
between violence and identity in the Copenhagen School (Neumann, 1998). 

10. Compare 1998: 'What is essential is the designation of an existential threat requiring 
emergency action or  special measures and the acceptance of that designation by a significant 
audience' (1998: 27). 

11. Although he did not use the concept ontological gerrymandering, some of Bill 
McSweeney's (1996) most critical comments on the Copenhagen School rely on a similar idea. 
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12. They do not ignore - as McSweeney (1996) seems to argue - the linkage between the 
two processes, but it is not really a substantial element of their research. They h ~ n t  at the link- 
age by suggesting that threat definition has an impact on the identity of what is threatened, 
but this general remark is not further developed and the issue disappears almost completely in 
the case studies (the 1993 book is a very good example). 

13. On Elias's concept see e.g. Elias (1983: 1-34). 
14. Sometimes they also used the word 'securlty constellation' (see 1997: 191, n. 3, 201). 
15. The most extensive development of the original concept is to be found in Barry Buzan's 

People States 6 Fear (1991: Ch. 5) .  
16. For this last point I am indebted to a discussion I had with Richard Whitman. 
17. See also Huysmans (1998). 
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After Pax Americana: Benign Power, 
Regional Integration, and the Sources of 

a Stable Multipolarity 

Charles A. Kupchan 

A n era of unprecedented peace appears to be at hand as the twenty-first 
century draws near. The world's major powers enjoy cooperative 
relations, democracy is taking root in many countries that have long 

suffered under authoritarian rule, and the world economy is becoming 
increasingly liberalized and integrated. Contrary to the dire predictions of 
a return to a Hobbesian world, the end of the Cold War has not been accom- 
panied by the fragmentation of international order and the emergence of 
rivalry among atomistic national units.' 

A sobering reality, however, must temper optimism about the emerging 
international landscape. The peace and prosperity of the current era rely too 
heavily on a single ingredient: American power. The United States serves as a 
critical extraregional balancer in Europe and East Asia, is the catalyst behind 
multilateral efforts to combat aggression and peacefully resolve long-standing 
disputes, and is the engine behind the liberalization of the world economy. 
But America's preponderance and its will to underwrite international order 
will not last indefinitely. Even if the U.S. economy grows at a healthy rate, 
America's share of world product and its global influence will decline as other 
large countries develop and become less enamored of following America's 
lead.' Furthermore, the American electorate will tire of a foreign policy that 
saddles the United States with such a disproportionate share of the burden of 
managing the international system. America's unipolar moment will not last 
long. To assume that international order can indefinitely rest on American 
hegemony is both illusory and dangerous. 

How should the prospect of waning American power affect the conduct of 
American grand strategy?"everal prominent schools of thought suggest that 
the decline of American hegemony need not be cause for concern; peace will 
outlast American preponderance. The optimists contend that democracy, glob- 
alization, the spread of international institutions, and changes in the sources 

Source: international Security, 23(2) (1998): 40-79. 
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of state power are eroding national boundaries and making warfare an obso- 
lete tool of ~tatecraft .~ The end of the twentieth century, however, is not the 
first time in history that students of international politics have proclaimed 
an end to war. In the years leading up to World War I and again during the 
interwar period, scholars and diplomats alike argued that economic inter- 
dependence, technological innovation, and societal aversion to the horrors 
of war were making armed conflict a historical artifact."f today's optimists 
prove to  be as wrong as yesterday's, there is good reason to be worried about 
the potential consequences of a relative decline in U.S. powere6 

Even if the optimists are right that international politics have entered a 
more peaceful era, the waning of American hegemony still provides cause 
for alarm. Although scholars disagree about whether bipolar or multipolar 
systems are more stable, most agree that both are less stable than unipolar 
systems.' The end of America's unipolar moment and the return to multi- 
polarity thus threaten to trigger structural sources of competition that may 
well override other sources of peace. Indeed, the ongoing debate between 
realists and institutionalists of various stripes essentially revolves around 
pitting structural sources of competition against ideational and institutional 
sources of c~ope ra t i on .~  

Structure, however, may be the solution, not an endemic source of rivalry 
that must be overcome by antidotes such as democracy, globalization, and 
international institutions. If order devolved from structure itself, rather than 
from efforts to tame systemic forces, that order would be more durable and 
self-sustaining. The prospect of the end of American hegemony thus raises a 
crucial question: Is it possible to construct a stable multipolarity? 

I argue that the United States should prepare for the inevitable decline of its 
~ r e~onde rance  by encouraging the emergence of regional unipolarity in each 
of the world's three areas of industrial and military power - North America, 
Europe, and East Asia. Unipolarity at the regional level will offset through 
structural forces the fragmentation and rivalry that otherwise would likely 
accompany the decline of American hegemony. Because even global wars start 
at the regional level, securing peace within regions is an essential first step 
toward securing peace globally. 

I introduce the notion of "benign unipolarityn to map out the logic upon 
which my analysis rests. Benign unipolarity refers to a hierarchical structure 
in which a preponderant geographic core establishes a hub-spoke pattern of 
influence over a weaker periphery. As in an empire, the core exerts a power- 
ful centripetal force over the periphery by virtue of its uncontested prepon- 
derance and the size and scope of its economy. In contrast to a classical empire, 
however, regional order emerges from a consensual bargain between core and 
periphery, not from coercion. The core engages in self-restraint and agrees to 
subject the exercise of its preponderant power to a set of rules and norms 
arrived at through multilateral negotiation. In return, the periphery enters 
willingly into the core's zone of influence. Regional spheres of influence again 
become the main ordering formations in the international system, but these 
spheres are based on voluntary, not forced, participation. Furthermore, order 
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emerges precisely because of the withholding and moderation of power, not 
its unfettered exercise. Benign unipolarity thus holds promise for dampening 
competition among regions as well as within them. 

I argue that consensual unipolar formations are already emerging in 
North America, Europe, and (to a lesser degree) East Asia, but that scholars 
and policymakers need to understand more fully their attributes and take ex- 
plicit steps to encourage their further development. The challenges ahead 
vary considerably across these three regions. 

North America has long been unipolar. Unipolarity came about through 
a willful act of structural transformation - the amalgamation of the United 
States into a unitary state. Since America's rise as a great power, its prepon- 
derance has been a key factor in preventing major interstate war in the region. 
Because the uncontested power of the United States now endows North 
America with a natural unipolarity, the key challenge is taming the unilat- 
eralism made possible by preponderance and deepening the consensual char- 
acter of America's relationship with its neighbors. 

Europe has long been multipolar - and suffered the consequences. Since the 
close of World War 11, however, Western Europe has pursued an ambitious 
experiment aimed at eliminating the ill effects of multipolarity by transform- . . 
ing its structure to unipolarity. The vehicle for doing so has been European 
integration and the construction of the European Union (EU), a process that 
has succeeded in establishing a preponderant Franco-German core at the cen- 
ter of a consensual regional formation. With the help of America's protective 
guarantees, Europe's core engages in strategic restraint and exercises its power 
in a benign manner. In return, Europe's smaller powers have willingly entered 
the regional formation. Not only has interstate rivalry been all but eliminated, 
but the core exerts a powerful magnetic attraction over the periphery, creating 
an effective hub-spoke pattern of governance. Indeed, the continent's new 
democracies are now clamoring at the gate to become part of Europe's unipo- 
lar construction. The key challenges ahead are to ensure the integrity of the 
Franco-German coalition and Europe's unipolarity even as American power 
wanes and Europe's border moves eastward. 

East Asia has long been, and remains, multipolar. America's military pres- 
ence continues to hold in abeyance the competitive jockeying that would 
otherwise emerge. Unlike Europe, however, East Asia has not taken advan- 
tage of the luxury provided by an extraregional balancer to proceed with its 
own political integration. Postwar Germany integrated into Europe even as 
Europe integrated into the West. In contrast, postwar Japan was deeply inte- 
grated into the community of capitalist democracies, but its integration into 
East Asia has been shallow and only economic in form. The region's major 
states have strong political ties to the United States, but not to one another. 
In this sense, America's presence, although it keeps the peace for now, also 
stands in the way of the intraregional integration needed to ensure stability 
in the aftermath of American hegemony. East Asia has a long way to go if it 
is to construct a consensual regional formation capable of overcoming its 
dangerous multipolarity. 
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An effort to bridge realist and idealist approaches to the preservation of 
peace guides this exploration into the construction of a new international 
order. I recognize the pervasive role that power will continue to play in inter- 
national affairs and the extent to which power asymmetries will serve as 
inescapable determinants of order. It is no accident that empires have been the 
most pervasive provider of order throughout history. At the same time, pro- 
found material and ideational changes over the course of the twentieth century 
have made classical empires obsolete, established consensual politics as an 
international norm, and removed many of the traditional incentives to coer- 
cive and predatory behavior. The notion of benign unipolarity rests not on 
the denial of power realities, but on the opportunity to channel through will- 
ful agency the manner in which, and the ends to which, power is exercised. 
In addition, I am seeking to help break down the barriers between security 
studies and international political economy by bringing geopolitics back into 
the study of regionalism. In the pages that follow, I explore the strategic impli- 
cations of an international landscape increasingly shaped by flows of trade 
and capital and the economic implications of an international structure in- 
creasingly characterized by regional concentrations of power.9 

I begin by laying out the logic of benign unipolarity. I then discuss the 
descriptive and prescriptive implications of the notion for North America, 
Europe, and East Asia. In the final section, I theorize about the dynamics that 
would characterize international politics in a world of benign unipolar regions, 
exploring how to effect their internal cohesion as well as cooperative rela- 
tions among them. 

The Logic of Benign Unipolarity 

The promotion of intraregional peace is the logical starting point of efforts 
to  construct a stable international order to follow American hegemony.1° 
If neighbors are at peace with each other, they are likely to be at peace with 
states further afield. If neighbors are at war with each other, states further 
afield are likely to become involved, both to contain the war and to prevent 
the emergence of a powerful victor with extraregional ambition. 

Regional unipolarity provides order and stability through power asym- 
metry and the structural hierarchy that follows from it. The preponderance of 
the leading regional state discourages others from balancing against it and 
enables the leader to underwrite the institutions and norms of regional order. 
Whereas roughly equivalent power produces balancing and contestation over 
leadership, asymmetry produces hierarchy and a core-periphery pattern of 
relations. Asymmetry by itself does not prevent balancing, however. The char- 
acter of the leading state and the manner in which it wields its power also 
determine how other states react to preponderance. Cores that engage in self- 
binding and exercise their power in a benign manner are unlikely to trigger 
balancing." Indeed, the benign exercise of power gives rise to the trust, shared 
interests and identities, and international institutions essential to escaping 
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anarchy and fostering a community of states within which the rules of self- 
help competition no longer apply." In contrast, states that exercise unfettered 
power and that engage in predatory and exploitative behavior are likely to 
trigger balancing coalitions and strategic rivalry. Locking in regional peace 
means getting right both the structure and the character of power.' ' 

~ ~ 

Benign unipolarity represents a means of combining the right structure 
with the right character. The structural hierarchy that accompanies power 
asymmetry is a potent peace-causing agent. Hierarchy alone is not enough, 
however; the emergence of a stable order also depends on the benign char- 
acter of the core and its willingness to forge a consensual bargain with the 
periphery. The core agrees to engage in self-binding. In return, the periphery 
bandwagons and agrees to enter into the core's sphere of influence. This 
bargain provides the core with what it wants - a regional order to its liking 
at  low cost. It also provides the periphery with what it wants - the taming 
of the core's power by exposing it to the moderating influences of a multi- 
lateral framework. Power asymmetries create hierarchy, but order emerges 
because power is withheld at  the same time that it is exercised. This bargain 
also sets in motion a gradual process through which individual states come 
to equate their own interests and identity with the interests and identity of 
the region as a whole. Regional cohesion then rests not only on a coincidence 
of separate national interests, but also on a nascent social character and 
sense of community.14 

Daniel Deudney's concept of "negarchy" provides further insight into the 
logic of benign unipolarity. '~onsensual regional formations provide order 
by mixing traditional hierarchy with elements of negarchy - order that 
emerges through self-binding, through the constraint and moderation of 
power rather than its unfettered exercise. Like the U.S. Constitution, which 
uses "particular configurations of negatives" and an "elaborate system of power- 
constraint devices" to establish domestic order, benign unipolarity relies on a 
system of negotiated checks and balances to establish international order. It 
is this notion of mixing empowerment with disempowerment, of hierarchy 
with mechanisms that check the advantages of preponderance, that is at  the 
heart of benign unipolarity and the conception of regional order that fol- 
lows from it.'" 

The power-constraint devices that work together with asymmetry to 
produce benign unipolarity take two forms. First, core states erect internal 
rules and institutions that check their external power. Societal norms against 
coercive intervention, checks and balances among branches of government, - - 

and constitutional limits on the use of force are examples. Second, core states 
erect external rules and institutions that bind themselves to other states." 
For example, the institutions that govern the Franco-German coalition, and 
the EU more generally, check the power of individual states, establish mech- 
anisms for collective decisionmaking and initiative, and promote the spread 
of region-wide interests and identities.lX 

These power-checking devices endow contemporary unipolar formations 
with quite different attributes than their historical antecedents - empires. 
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Today's cores will exercise influence over their peripheries through more 
subtle and less coercive means than in previous eras. Multilateral institutions 
and the indirect influence of markets, capital flows, and information have 
replaced the direct intrusions of colonial rule. In addition, cores will rely 
more on the spread of shared values and identities to facilitate governance 
and engender cohesion.19 Furthermore, both core and periphery will be more 
cost-sensitive than in the past. Consensual participation means that the per- 
iphery can exit if it is no longer reaping benefits or deems that the core is not 
honoring its commitment to self-binding. Core states too will be more cost- 
sensitive than during previous eras, tending to see foreign commitments as 
liabilities rather than as assets.20 This strategic stinginess means that contem- 
porary unipolar formations will not fall prey to overextension, as did many 
classical empires.21 On the contrary, they will be exclusive groupings of the 
wealthy and soon-to-be wealthy. Whereas imperial cores used to extend their 
reach over far-flung possessions of little economic or strategic value, today's 
have-nots are likely simply to be ignored. 

Constructing Polarity a n d  t h e  S o u r c e s  of  Strategic  Restraint 

The notion of benign unipolarity requires two conceptual amendments to 
conventional accounts of polarity and structure. The first stems from the claim 
that polarity can be willfully constructed rather than being an immutable 
product of the distribution of power among nation-states.22 To call for the 
construction of regional unipolarity assumes that agents have considerable 
control over structure. This claim does not represent as radical a departure as 
it initially appears. History provides many examples of willful processes of 
integration and amalgamation that transformed structure. The United States 
once consisted of separate and competitive state units. It became a single 
pole through federation. About one hundred years later, Germany overcame 
its multipolarity through its own process of unification. Europe is now in the 
midst of a similar transformation. It is not becoming a single pole, but the EU 
is endowing Europe with a unipolar structure through the establishment of a 
preponderant Franco-German coalition - what I call a "pluralistic core" - that 
governs in a hub-spoke pattern over its periphery.23 These instances of geopol- 
itical engineering take time, but they have succeeded in producing structural 
transformation. 

The second conceptual amendment stems from the claim that poles have 
character and that the manner in which they exercise their power shapes rela- 
tions with their smaller neighbors as well as with other poles. The attributes 
of international structure are determined by polarity, but also by the character 
of the poles. Self-regarding and competitive behavior is not endemic. Indeed, 
my analysis rests on the claim that strategic restraint and the withholding of 
power are becoming embedded features of contemporary international polit- 
ics. Because a core's willingness to engage in self-binding, not just its prepon- 
derance, is central to the peace-causing effects of benign unipolarity, justifying 
this claim is necessary to complete the logical foundation of my argument. 
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Core states are exercising their power in a more benign fashion than in pre- 
vious historical eras for five main reasons.24 First, changes in the sources of 
state power have diminished the returns to predatory behavior. Technology, 
information, and productivity have replaced land and labor as the key deter- 
minants of wealth, making trade and investment far more effective tools of 
statecraft than territorial conq~es t .~ '  Nuclear weapons and the proliferation 
of sophisticated conventional weapons also make conquest more difficult. Lib- 
erating wealth creation from questions of territorial control enables core and 
periphery to pursue joint gains through cooperative strategies more regularly 
than during previous eras. In addition, economic and technological transform- 
ation gives core states considerable influence over their smaller neighbors.26 
In sum, core states can get what they want and think they deserve without 
resorting to overt forms of coercion. 

Second, changes in prevailing international norms encourage benign be- 
havior. Were a regional power to attempt to coerce its neighbors into a hier- 
archical order, both its victims and extraregional states would resist. So too 
might its own population oppose such coercive behavior. Order that emerges 
through consensus is thus likely to be cheaper and more durable than order 
that emerges through coercion. Accordingly, cores face normative - and, con- 
sequently, instrumental - incentives to self-bind even when preponderance 
provides them the option of resorting to coercive behavior. 

Third, the spread of democracy makes more likely the benign exercise of 
power. Cores ruled by democratic regimes tend to pursue moderate foreign 
policies toward other democracies for both institutional and normative rea- 
sons. On the institutional side, the checks and balances associated with 
democracy constrain the conduct of foreign policy and limit the resources that 
the state allocates to foreign engagement. Open debate also tends to produce 
centrist policies. On the normative side, democracies develop a mutual respect 
based on their shared commitment to the rule of law and consensual politics. 
Conflicts of interest between them are therefore settled through peaceful 
means.27 In addition, common domestic norms nurture a shared sense of com- 
munity, helping to forge a transnational space in which the rules of self-help 
competition no longer apply. 

Fourth, ongoing processes of integration are normalizing and institution- 
alizing self-binding practices. For example, pluralistic cores (cores that consist 
of more than one state) produce an intrinsic binding effect that extends into 
the core's relationship with its periphery. Sustaining the coherence of the 
Franco-German coalition requires bargaining and self-limitation on behalf of 
both parties, which in turn moderate the influence that the coalition wields 
over the periphery. The EU as a whole, because it institutionalizes power- 
constraint devices internationally just as a constitution does so domestically, 
and because it promotes regionwide interests and identities, reinforces self- 
binding practices. 

Fifth, many of the world's leading regional powers have undergone mod- 
erating social transformations. The political and social legacy of World War I1 
reinforces self-binding in Germany and Japan. Societal aversion to war and a 
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commitment to wielding influence through other than military means continue 
to limit the scope of external ambition in both c o u n t r i e ~ . ~ ~  Even in the United 
States, whose territory has not been subjected to the devastation of war since 
the nineteenth century, aversion to the use of force and the potential loss of life 
runs strong.29 

Relations b e t w e e n  Benign P o l e s  

Even if benign unipolarity promotes regional order in the manner outlined 
above, the formation of unipolar regions would be undesirable if the resultant 
blocs ended up in a security competition with one another. My prescription 
would then constitute a recipe for triggering conflict among regional behe- 
moths, not for securing global stability. For four reasons, however, benign 
unipolarity would make for more peaceful relations not just within regions, 
but also between them. 

First, precisely because benign unipolar formations are instruments for 
managing rather than accumulating power, they would dampen, not stimu- 
late, interregional rivalry. The self-binding and consensual bargaining that 
constrain the exercise of power within regions would also operate between 
regions; power that is checked at  the regional level will he similarly checked at 
the extraregional level. Benign regional formations by their very nature turn 
their energies inward rather than outward, seeking to hold power at bay, not 
to project it. The European Union provides an excellent illustration. The EU 
is often criticized for its failure to forge a common defense policy and its 
unwillingness to assume a greater defense role beyond its boundaries, but the 
purpose of the EU is to manage power within, not outside, Europe. Accord- 
ingly, it has been designed with a host of checks and balances that moderate 
competitive behavior among its members and that constrain its ability to proj- 
ect power externally. That the EU is inwardly focused is evidence that its 
experiment in geopolitical engineering is working well. Consensual unipolar 
formations are - and would be seen by actors in other regions as - providers 
of security and stability, not blocs with predatory intent.30 

Second, interregional relations would benefit from the deeper intrare- 
gional integration associated with benign unipolarity. Relations between 
regions would be moderated because relations within them would be coopera- 
tive and consensual. Consider the cases of Europe and East Asia. European 
integration has to some extent come at the expense of Europe's external 
ties,31 but the internal peace and stability that integration has engendered 
have contributed to Europe's ability to sustain cooperative relations with 
outside powers. As a result, Europe is set to enjoy internal stability and 
hence cordial external relations even as the United States retracts the protect- 
ive umbrella that initially made possible European integration. In contrast, 
East Asia has been well integrated into the global economy, but in a way that 
has stunted its own political integration. Ongoing intraregional rivalries and 
competitive jockeying complicate its relations with outside powers. Absent 
America's protective umbrella, these rivalries would likely intensify, embroiling 
East Asia in conflict and jeopardizing its engagement with other regions. 
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Putting regional integration before global integration will help construct 
benign unipolarity in each of the world's three main areas of military and 
industrial power, in turn laying the groundwork for peaceful interregional 
relations.32 

Third, the constraints on political centralization inherent in a unipolar 
regional formation would check the concentration of power under a single 
authority, decreasing the likelihood that it would evolve into a unitary regional 
behemoth. Benign regional formations are more than groupings of national 
states each of which retains the traditional prerogatives of sovereignty, but 
less than federations that centralize governance and sublimate the autonomy 
of their constituent units. And although these formations have a nascent social 
character that is rooted in a sense of community and shared identity, this 
identity coexists with distinct cultural and linguistic differences that serve as 
barriers to centralization and the transfer of political loyalties to an authority 
beyond the nation-state." Even as regions evolve into unipolar structures, 
they are not likely to amalgamate into single poles of power under a central 
authority.z4 

Finally, consensual regional formations are unlikely to evolve into preda- 
tory behemoths because they would unravel from within if they sought to do 
so. For reasons just outlined, the separate national units in regional formations 
will retain a significant degree of autonomy and will not amalgamate into a 
unitary federal structure. Accordingly, if a core state were to develop preda- 
tory ambition and pursue aggressive behavior, its immediate neighbors would 
be the most threatened. The pursuit of such ambition and the explicit amass- 
ing of power it would entail would thus constitute a violation of the consen- 
sual bargain at the heart of benign unipolarity. Were France, for example, to 
act upon its rhetoric and seek to turn the EU into a global imperial power, 
Germany itself and France's smaller neighbors would be the first to resist. 
The return of geopolitical ambition to Europe would therefore be far more 
likely to trigger intra-European balancing and the end of the Franco-German 
coalition than it would the emergence of the EU as a global power. Regional 
multipolarity, not an aggressive regional unipole, would be the result. 

T h e  Rise of  Benign Unipolarity in North America, 
Europe, a n d  East Asia 

My aim in this section is to demonstrate that benign unipolarity is not just 
a theoretical construct, but a geopolitical formation that holds considerable 
promise of becoming a reality. I provide evidence that benign unipolar regions 
are in fact taking shape and are having a powerful impact on the emerging 
international order. 

North America 

North America has enjoyed a relatively peaceful century and has been spared 
the great hegemonic wars that cost so many lives in Europe and East Asia. 
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The reason is straightforward: North America has been unipolar. Its major 
states have not fought for supremacy because American preponderance nat- 
urally establishes a regional hierarchy. The United States has throughout the 
century enjoyed an uncontested advantage in economic and military power. 
Today U.S. gross domestic product (GDP) is eight times that of Canada and 
Mexico combined, while U.S. military expenditure is twenty-seven times 
that of its two  neighbor^.^^ Mexico and Canada send some 70 percent of 
their exports to the United States, while the United States sends in return 
only 25 percent of its exports.36 The power of the U.S. market and the threat 
or reality of military intervention have long ensured that North America, 
Central America, and the Caribbean fall within America's sphere of military 
and economic d~minance .~ '  

That unipolarity comes so easily to North America has in fact worked 
against the establishment of more formal institutions of regional gover- 
nance. Instead, U.S. preponderance creates a de facto core and a surround- 
ing periphery. A hub-spoke pattern of intraregional relations has evolved 
largely through the operation of the market and America's unilateral efforts - 
including direct and indirect military intervention - to  create a security envir- 
onment to its liking.38 

Since the mid-1980s, order based on de facto power asymmetries has given 
way to a regional formation exhibiting the de jure characteristics of benign 
~n ipo l a r i t y .~~  The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) institu- 
tionalized a regional order based on consensual bargaining between core and 
periphery and a new American willingness to subject the exercise of its power 
to a multilateral f r a m e ~ o r k . ~ ~  The original idea for, and impetus behind, the 
agreement came from Canada and Mexico. Both countries could do nothing 
to change the asymmetries in their relationship with the United States, but they 
could make a deal to subject U.S. policy to the constraints of a multilateral 
framework. As Stephan Haggard and Albert Fishlow put it, NAFTA reflected 
"the efforts by weaker countries to bind the United States to clear rules."41 
The agreement in many respects represents the periphery's decision to struc- 
ture and control de facto power asymmetries by design, rather than to let them 
operate by de f a~ l t . ~ "  

The United States was attracted to the deal in part for economic reasons: 
to gain market access and cheaper labor and to use the threat of hemi- 
spheric regionalism to encourage Japan and Europe to  move forward on the 
Uruguay Round trade negotiations.4"ashington also used NAFTA to pur- 
sue a host of order-related objectives. NAFTA was to  lock in political and 
economic reforms in Mexico, strengthen liberal political forces by widening 
the middle class, and attract foreign capital to Mexico, which would bol- 
ster the economy and promote political stability.44 Economic growth and 
political reform would in turn help stem the tide of illegal immigration and 
facilitate efforts to limit drug trafficking. The agreement also contains meas- 
ures for environmental cleanup and protection. 

The United States was thus using a host of subtle forms of penetration 
to promote stability in its periphery.45 Looking outward from the core, NAFTA 
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represented much more than a trade agreement and was to a considerable 
extent a vehicle for recasting Mexico's political economy in America's 
image. As Andrew Hurrell remarks, institutionalized regionalism in North 
America is "part of a broader rethinking of relations ... which has import- 
ant strategic and geopolitical implications."4h In effect, NAFTA resulted 
from a deal struck between a periphery looking to tame and moderate the 
behavior of the core and a core looking to enhance its ability to shape 
regional order.47 And despite the core's reluctance to extend this bargain 
further south - Congress denied President Bill Clinton fast-track negotiat- 
ing authority in 1997 - other states in the Americas are pressing for entry 
into the club. 

Europe 

Europe has long suffered the effects of multipolarity. The Napoleonic Wars, 
the Crimean War, the wars of German unification, and the two world wars 
are all testimony to the destructive potential of rivalry among proximate 
poles of power. Since 1945 Europe has pursued a novel solution to its struc- 
tural instability: replacing multipolarity with unipolarity. Most Europeans 
would object to the notion that the EU is an instrument for endowing Europe 
with unipolarity; conventional wisdom holds that integration is meant to 
banish power politics from the continent, not recast it. Nevertheless, European 
integration has from the outset had potent geopolitical objectives. In the 
words of Robert Schuman, a founding father of European integration, "Be- 
cause Europe was not united, we have had war. . . . The action to be taken 
must first of all concern France and Germany. This proposal [for a coal and 
steel community] will create the first concrete foundation for a European fed- 
eration which is so indispensable for the preservation of peace."48 Europe's 
smaller powers came to welcome this effort to render benign the continent's 
power center, even if participation in Europe meant entering a regional order 
crafted principally by the Franco-German coalition. 

The United States played a central role in enabling Europe to pursue 
unipolarity. America's military presence essentially took security issues off 
the European agenda, buying time for economic and political integration to 
proceed.49 The process of integration has produced an effective unipolarity 
that has succeeded not only in eliminating competitive balancing among 
Europe's major powers; the EU also exerts a powerful centripetal force 
across the continent, with most current members eager to participate in the 
inner circle of monetary union and many of Europe's new democracies wait- 
ing impatiently for admission to the club. 

Constructed, as opposed to natural, unipolarity, and a pluralistic rather 
than an amalgamated core, endow Europe with a center that has quite dif- 
ferent attributes than that of North America. Although more unwieldy than 
an amalgamated core, a pluralistic core encourages consensual forms of 
politics because the pulling and hauling of coalition management act as 
an internal check and make negotiation and compromise a central feature 
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of governance. Compromise within the core encourages compromise be- 
tween the core and the periphery. Core self-binding is also far more deeply 
ingrained in societal attitudes in Germany than it is in the United States. 
Germany is as averse to unilateral action as the United States is fond of it. 
A large part of the reason is the extent to which Germany has come to 
equate its own interests and identity with those of a broader European con- 
struction. In the words of Peter Katzenstein, German "interests, pursued 
through power and bargaining, were fundamentally shaped by the institu- 
tional context of Europe and the Europeanization of the identity of the 
German state."s0 

The power asymmetry between core and periphery in Europe is also less 
stark than it is in North America. The GDP of the Franco-German coalition 
is about 80 percent of the GDP of all other EU members combined. Franco- 
German defense spending represents roughly 85 percent of that of all other 
EU members combined." Furthermore, asymmetries in defense capability are 
tempered by Germany's continued reluctance to assume defense responsibili- 
ties commensurate with its size because of the legacy of World War I1 and 
because America's presence in Europe obviates the need for a greater German 
role. Again, less stark asymmetry works to the advantage of regional cohe- 
sion. The core does not have sufficient preponderance to rely on unilateral ini- 
tiative and thus depends more heavily on compromise with the periphery, in 
turn reinforcing the consensual bargain at the heart of Europe's constructed 
unipolarity. 

Europe's unipolar structure is reflected in its patterns of governance. 
Despite formal institutions that seek to diffuse authority across member 
states, most decisions within the EU arise from agreements struck between 
France and Germany. The union's major initiatives - the single market, mon- 
etary union, and enlargement - have emanated primarily from Paris and Bonn, 
not from other European capitals or from the EU bureaucracy in B r ~ s s e l s . ~ ~  
This core draws the periphery toward the center through both inducement 
(the rewards of inclusion) and threat (the punishment of exclusion). 

The prospect of material gain has ostensibly been the EU's driving force, 
but geopolitical objectives lie just beneath the surface. Indeed, the evolution 
of the EU is to a large extent the story of consensual bargaining among mem- 
ber states over the construction of benign unipolarity. Constitutionalized 
self-binding in Germany, the checks and balances intrinsic to the Franco- 
German coalition, the institutional diffusion of power across member states - 
these are all mechanisms that serve to  mix empowerment and disempower- 
ment, to create order through power asymmetry, but also through the core's 
willingness to reduce the benefits of preponderance and engage in consen- 
sual bargaining. 

European monetary union (EMU) is only the most recent example. 
Germany will voluntarily bind its power by handing over control of its mon- 
etary policy to a supranational authority that governs through consensus 
and that is politically inde~endent:~Wther European states will have greater 
input into monetary issues, and the euro, not the deutsche mark, will be 
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Europe's dominant currency. At the same time, however, Germany is effect- 
ively exporting its own monetary policy to its neighbors; ultimately, the EU 
will have a political economy crafted in Germany's image. Moreover, the pri- 
mary impetus behind EMU came not from ministries of finance or firms 
doing business in Europe, but from politicians concerned about the geopo- 
litical structure of Europe. EMU is first and foremost about embedding the 
German state inside a broader Europe and preventing the return of national 
rivalries, not about wealth creation. As Chancellor Helmut Kohl has stated, 
"In reality, the policy of European integration comes down to  the question 
of whether we have war or peace in the twenty-first century."j4 Although the 
economic benefits to  smaller powers remain unclear, they play along because 
the deal deepens a unipolar structure that moderates and renders more benign 
the behavior of Europe's power center." - .  

Europe exhibits many of the attributes of a benign unipolar formation. The 
core's influence over the periphery operates through formal institutions as well 
as a host of subtle mechanisms - the market, the allure of entry into Europe's 
dominant political formation, and the propagation of a sense of community 
and common identity.jh At the same time, linguistic and cultural differences 
constitute natural barriers to centralization and political amalgamation, leav- 
ing the EU straddling the national and supranational realms. Europe's core 
also exhibits the cost sensitivity and strategic restraint that are characteristic 
of benign unipolarity. The EU's inability to make progress in forging a com- 
mon foreign and security policy and its failed efforts to  address on its own the 
war in Bosnia illustrate that the union suffers more from the underprovision 
of external engagement than from the overprovision and overcommitment 
characteristic of previous eras." Finally, the EU promises to  remain a club for 
the wealthy and soon-to-be-wealthy, excluding the poorer states to  Europe's 
south and east.'$ 

ast Asia 

East Asia today resembles Europe prior to  its successful experiment with 
constructed ~nipolar i ty . '~  Suspicion and political cleavage still characterize 
relations among the area's major powers. Many East Asian states are in the 
midst of rapid political and economic change, producing differences in do- 
mestic structure and wide disparities in growth rates across the region - the 
same volatile mix that triggered war in Europe twice this century.60 A key 
difference, however, distinguishes today's East Asia from yesterday's Europe: 
a peacetime American presence. Whereas Europe fell prey to  destructive ri- 
valry during its era of multipolarity, America's role as an extraregional bal- 
ancer keeps in check the competitive jockeying that might otherwise trigger 
war in East Asia. 

Although America's presence in East Asia is indispensable, the particular 
nature of U.S. engagement also has high costs: it impedes the intraregional in- 
tegration essential to  long-term stability. American might and diplomacy pre- 
vent conflict, but they do so by keeping apart the parties that must ultimately 
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learn to live comfortably alongside each other if regional stability is to en- 
dure. A comparison with Europe is again instructive. Throughout the Cold 
War, Europe took advantage of the security provided by America's protect- 
ive umbrella to  redress the instability intrinsic to its multipolar structure. 
Germany addressed its darker past and sought reconciliation with its neigh- 
bors. Europe integrated itself internally at the same time that it was inte- 
grated into the Atlantic community. 

In contrast, Asia has not taken advantage of the peace afforded by 
America's presence to pursue its own political integrati~n.~'  Individual coun- 
tries have bilateral security alliances with the United States, but not with each 
other.62 Indeed, Washington has generally discouraged regional forums that 
do not include the United States. Furthermore, Japan's unwillingness to con- 
front its behavior during World War I1 and to seek reconciliation with its 
former adversaries continues to stand in the way of more cooperative intrare- 
gional relations. The Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation forum has formal- 
ized an agenda for economic integration in the Asia Pacific region, but the 
driving force behind APEC is the United States, again making order in East 
Asia dependent on an extraregional actor. This arrangement may be good for 
the international economy because it encourages open trade across the Pacific. 
It may also be good for the United States because it enhances American influ- 
ence in the Pacific region. It is bad for East Asia in the long run, however, 
because it impedes the consolidation of a hierarchical regional order capable 
of providing stability in the aftermath of American hegemony.63 

If the benign unipolarity that has brought peace to North America and 
Europe is to emerge in East Asia, the region must focus on its own internal 
integration, not on its integration into an American-led global order. The first 
step would be the consolidation of a Sino-Japanese coalition. Were a Sino- 
Japanese power center to cohere, it would enjoy uncontested preponderance 
in East Asia. The combined GDP of China and Japan is today close to three 
times that of all other East Asian states. Defense expenditures in Japan and 
China amount to 1.4 times what other regional states combined spend on 
defense.64 These asymmetries will only increase in coming years as Chinese 
economic and military growth continues. Although a distant prospect, the 
formation of a pluralistic power center of China and Japan is the essential 
starting point for constructing a stable regional h i e r a r ~ h y . ~ ~  As long as bal- 
ancing rather than consensual bargaining characterizes the relationship be- 
tween East Asia's two most powerful states, a cooperative regional order will 
remain out of reach.66 

Inasmuch as economic integration laid the foundation for Europe's pol- 
itical integration, East Asia is beginning to head in the right direction. In- 
traregional economic integration increased dramatically after the marked 
appreciation of the yen in the mid-1980s, giving rise to a hub-spoke pattern 
of trade and capital flows with Japan at the center.67 Unlike in Europe, how- 
ever, political integration has not followed from deeper economic integration. 
Increasing trade and investment within East Asia were driven principally 
by the market and proximity; a multilateral system of management (APEC) 
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followed from, rather than preceded, de facto i n t e g r a t i ~ n . ~ ~  Some members 
of APEC have attempted to institutionalize the forum and to expand the 
scope of its dialogue beyond trade liberalization to include political and secur- 
ity  issue^,^' but efforts to put security matters on its agenda have thus far 
been futile. The Association of Southeast Asian Nations and the ASEAN 
Regional Forum (ARF) have had more success in addressing security  issue^.'^ 
They have, however, focused primarily on resolving disputes among Asia's 
smaller states and on pursuing confidence-building measures, not on forg- 
ing a cooperative security regime for the region as a whole. And the recent 
economic turmoil in East Asia has distracted attention from the security 
agenda. 

The main obstacle to deeper political integration is that balancing con- 
tinues to predominate over bandwagoning, thus preventing both intracore 
and core-periphery cohesion. It is the quality of power, not the quantity, that 
is the problem. The asymmetries necessary to construct a hierarchical order 
exist, but states in the region are not yet confident that power asymmetries 
will manifest themselves in a benign manner and that a regional order, if one 
were to emerge, would be consensual. America's presence holds more overt 
forms of balancing and competition in abeyance, but it does not repair polit- 
ical and ideological cleavages - a task only regional states themselves can 
perform. For now, historical memories and the absence of reconciliation con- 
tinue to fuel fear of a more assertive Japan. In addition, China's repressive 
regime and confrontational rhetoric raise appropriate questions about the 
purposes to which it will put its increasing power. Indeed, ASEAN countries 
resisted the establishment of APEC and continue to oppose its institutional- 
ization precisely because of fear that it could become a vehicle for East Asia's 
dominant powers to impose a regional order of their own making." 

P e a c e  within Benign Unipolar Regions 

Benign unipolarity is in the midst of taking shape in North America and 
Europe. It is a more distant vision in East Asia. If regional unipolarity is to 
develop and serve as a source of structural stability as American hegemony 
wanes, policymakers and scholars alike need to think through how to encour- 
age the construction and maintenance of consensual regional formations. 
What variables will affect their internal cohesion and determine whether they 
prosper and deepen or lose momentum and unravel? 

T h e  Character a n d  Coherence  of  Regional  Cores  

The trajectory of regional cores will be the most important determinant of 
the evolution of regional formations. Regional cores must exercise power 
and leadership sufficient to sustain unipolarity. At the same time, they must 
engage in self-binding and withhold power to ensure that asymmetry pro- 
duces bandwagoning rather than balancing. 
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The power centers of North America, Europe, and East Asia each face a 
different set of challenges. That North America's core consists of a prepon- 
derant, unitary state both enhances and impedes cohesion. North America 
enjoys natural unipolarity and the stability that accompanies it. In addition, 
the United States provides a level of consistent leadership that a pluralistic 
core cannot. But the scope of American preponderance means that the core 
will be less inclined to govern through deal-making; stark asymmetries dimin- 
ish the need for negotiated outcomes. Moreover, peripheral states, precisely 
because they fear exposure to the core's unchecked power, still face incen- 
tives to balance against rather than bandwagon with the United States. In 
this sense, the unitary nature of American power and purpose paradoxically 
stands in the way of consensual integration in North America, and may ultim- 
ately leave the region with more fragile and less developed institutions of gov- 
ernance than those in Europe and East Asia.72 Especially because the United 
States lacks the societal commitment to self-binding present in Germany and 
Japan, its elected leaders must consciously resist the unilateralist option made 
possible by American preponderance and rely on consensual bargaining to 
deepen regional order. 

The main challenge facing Europe's core is preserving the Franco-German 
coalition even as the Cold War recedes into the past and France and Germany 
confront a host of domestic challenges. The most immediate problem stems 
from lagging economic performance. As the austerity accompanying prepar- 
ation for monetary union continues and as high unemployment persists, 
debate over structural adjustment and reform of the welfare system will inten- 
sify, and French and German elites will be tempted to blame Europe and each 
other for the dislocation. Unless both sides resist this temptation, not only the 
single currency, but also the integrity of the Franco-German coalition, will be 
pat at risk.73 

Generational change will also pose increasing problems for the Franco- 
German coupling. For younger Germans and French, who have lived through 
neither the horrors of World War I1 nor the formidable task of patching 
together a Europe at peace, escaping the past will no longer serve to legit- 
imate the European enterpri~e. '~ Europe's current leaders must therefore 
generate new arguments to ensure that the next generation retains an abid- 
ing appreciation of the Franco-German coalition. The adaptation to global 
economic change, the inclusion in Europe of the continent's emerging dem- 
ocracies, and the construction of a new political space that allows the na- 
tional state to exist comfortably alongside a supranational union must now 
provide the impetus behind integration. But the Germans and the French 
also need to arrive at a common vision of where the EU is headed, a process 
that will be more difficult than it appears. 

French and German leaders in fact hold incompatible conceptions of the 
ultimate objectives and character of the union. For Germany, Europe is a 
construct for moderating and managing power - for ensuring that the con- 
tinent never again falls prey to the destructive forces of national rivalry. For 
France, the EU is more about amassing and projecting power, aggregating 
the union's military and economic resources so that it can assert itself as a 
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global player. The EU is to do for Europe what the national state is no longer 
strong enough to do for France. 

Melding these competing visions of Europe will require compromise by 
both parties. The Germans will need to assume greater defense responsibil- 
ities within Europe, and the French will have to realize that their vision of 
the EU is not only politically unattainable, but also strategically undesir- 
able. Pressing the EU to focus on projecting power externally rather than 
managing power internally risks triggering both discord within Europe and 
competition between Europe and other regions. Paris should instead seek to 
strengthen the ability of the Franco-German core to manage security in Europe 
as America's role on the continent gradually diminishes." 

Effecting the coherence of a pluralistic core in East Asia is a far more for- 
midable task than in E ~ r o p e . ' ~  China and Japan have yet to engage in a sub- 
stantive bilateral dialogue that could serve as a basis for reconciliation and 
partnership; both prefer to deal with the United States rather than with each 
other." The key challenge ahead is to nurture a new coalition between China 
and Japan that enables them to construct and manage collectively a hierarch- 
ical regional order in East Asia.78 If the European experience is any indication, 
this task will require decades of deliberate effort to overcome the past and con- 
struct the habits and institutions of partnership. 

APEC provides a useful starting point, but only that; America's role is too 
prominent. Instead, Washington should explicitly seek to facilitate a more 
substantive Sino-Japanese dialogue. Even if it comes at the expense of trade 
flows across the Pacific or of American influence in East Asia, the formation 
of a Sino-Japanese coalition is essential if regional integration is to advance 
beyond the economic realm. The United States should stay engaged militar- 
ily to  buy time for this regional power center to cohere, but Washington 
must ensure that it no longer opposes or stands in the way of direct contact 
between East Asia's two main powers. Furthermore, Washington should wel- 
come China's call for a pan-regional forum that does not include the United 
States - as long as the body serves as a vehicle for regional integration, not 
balancing against U.S. power." 

Two factors will play particularly important roles in shaping Sino-Japanese 
relations. The first concerns Japan's willingness to confront its past in order 
to close the enormous gap that remains between Japanese behavior and re- 
gional perceptions of Japanese intentions. Although Japan's constitution 
restricts the use of force to self-defense missions and Tokyo actively shuns 
international leadership and diplomatic unilateralism, neighboring states 
remain distrustful of Japan.80 This gap between behavior and perception is 
largely the result of Japan's failure to address its wartime actions and to 
pursue reconciliation with the victims of its aggre~sion.~ '  The benign effects 
of Japan's self-binding will continue to be diluted until the Japanese are 
ready to hold themselves accountable for their behavior. So too will recent 
talkof an "Asian way" and the emergence of a regional identity mean little 
until the Japanese are prepared to acknowledge that their last attempt at 
community-building - the Greater East Asia Coprosperity Sphere - was part 
of a darker and predatory past.8' 
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The second key determinant of whether a pluralistic core coheres in East 
Asia is the manner in which China exercises its increasing power. Chinese 
behavior will to some extent be shaped by its external environment. As China's 
power rises, its neighbors should seek to strike the same deal that EU mem- 
bers struck with Germany: a greater say for China in shaping the terms of 
regional order in return for self-binding and China's willingness to play by the 
rules of multilateralism. Drawing China into the core of a hierarchical regional 
order, even if Beijing's intentions are still somewhat uncertain, promises to 
expose China to  the same processes of moderation and liberalization that 
other developing economies face as they enter the global market. The gradual 
and cautious embrace of China in a multilateral system of regional governance 
will by no means ensure that China exercises its growing power in a benign 
manner. It will, however, encourage self-binding by giving China a voice com- 
mensurate with its power. It will also facilitate economic openness, strengthen 
liberalizing coalitions, and nurture a moderating middle class - all of which 
make more likely China's peaceful ascendance and the gradual formation of a 
Sino-Japanese pa r tne r~h ip .~~  

Sustaining the Bargain between Core and Periphery 

Benign unipolar formations rely on a sustained consensus between core and 
periphery, not just on an initial bargain. Each side must hold up its end of this 
bargain and remain satisfied with the other's performance. Core, periphery, 
or both can otherwise exit. Existing literature on regionalism underscores the 
extent to which economic incentive and sustained growth often facilitate inte- 
gration and regional cohesion.84 In this respect, the recent economic downturn 
in East Asia represents a substantial setback.85 What are the other main chal- 
lenges to the cohesion of unipolar formations? 

The Durability of Self-binding 

Unlike classical empires, which often foundered as a result of revolts from a 
periphery seeking greater autonomy, benign unipolar formations are far more 
likely to fall prey to revolts from the core. It is now the core that accepts limits 
on its behavior by exercising strategic restraint and subjecting itself to the 
constraints of a multilateral framework. Self-binding can therefore go only so 
far before core states will calculate that the gains of sustaining benign unipo- 
larity no longer outweigh the costs of diminished autonomy. This insight calls 
into question the conventional wisdom that integration must keep moving 
forward if regional formations are not to unravel.86 

It is hard to imagine, for example, that France and Germany would as a 
matter of course submit to the will of their smaller partners in the EU should 
Paris and Bonn regularly be outvoted on matters of central concern. In North 
America, taming the unilateralist urges of the United States is a far greater 
challenge to regional integration than is encouraging the participation of the 
periphery. Indeed, in Europe and North America alike, an expectant periphery 
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presses for entry while core states equivocate, fearful of new obligations and 
constraints. And China's willingness to moderate the scope and character of 
its regional ambition is the single most important determinant of whether a 
consensual hierarchy evolves in East Asia. As policymakers shape regional 
structures of governance, they should seek an equilibrium point along the 
spectrum of integration - one sufficient to commit the core to engage in self- 
binding, but not so ambitious that it induces the core to renege on the bargain 

that underpins regional order. 

Security 

During past eras, core states often fell prey to their excessive concern about 
security in their peripheries. In contrast, today's major states are more likely 
to exhibit insufficient concern about security in the periphery.x7 Whether con- 
temporary unipolar formations face unraveling because of the underprovision 
of security depends primarily on the evolution of strategic thinking within 
respective cores. Three main pathways exist through which core states could, 
over time, adopt a more expansive definition of their security interests. 

First, economic interdependence between core and periphery could reach 
levels sufficient to induce cores to make deeper sacrifices in meeting strategic 
challenges in the periphery. During the 1994-95 economic turmoil in Mexico 
and the 1997-98 turmoil in East Asia, for example, the international commu- 
nity pursued extraordinary measures to prevent a more widespread financial 
crisis. In this respect, it is not unimaginable that economic interests would be 
strong enough to warrant military intervention in the periphery should finan- 
cial stability be threatened by revolt or internal chaos. Increasing levels of 
international trade and investment as well as considerable sensitivity among 
the globe's main financial markets will put pressure on core states to run the 
risks associated with maintaining economic stability in their respective zones 
of influence. 

Second, as contemporary regional formations mature and core states sink 
further costs into their development, order-related interests may come to 
play a more dominant role in motivating core behavior. If regional forma- 
tions continue to evolve into order-providing unipolar structures, their lead- 
ing members will have a greater interest in making the sacrifices necessary to 
maintain them.88 

Finally, the process of community-building could lead to a sense of shared 
identity sufficient to contribute to core-periphery cohesion and broaden con- 
cepts of self-interest. The history of classical empires is replete with examples 
of the ability of socialization and ideational convergence to undergird imper- 
ial management.8Y So too have shared identity elements been strong enough 
to induce states to come to one another's assistance for emotive rather than 
strategic reasons.y0 Elites and publics in contemporary regional formations 
might develop similar extraterritorial allegiances, endowing these groupings 
with more cohesion and durability than would be predicted by a narrow 
calculation of material costs and benefits. 
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Peace  among  Benign Unipolar Regions 

My analysis should not be interpreted as a call for the end of American hegem- 
ony and the deliberate devolution of the international system from unipolarity 
to tripolarity. Instead, I take the eventual waning of American hegemony to be 
inevitable, making it unavoidable that the international community will have 
to choose between striving for a benign tripolarity by design or settling for a 
competitive multipolarity by default." The case for benign tripolarity rests in 
part on the arguments, outlined above, as to why the formation of three 
regional blocs would not trigger the security competition traditionally ascribed 
to tripolarity: the three regional formations would be instruments for manag- 
ing power, not amassing it; interregional relations would benefit from intra- 
regional peace; cultural and linguistic barriers would inhibit the political 
centralization needed to project power externally; and regions would unravel 
from within if their core states developed predatory intent.92 At the same time, 
the management o f  interregional relations would rise in importance and neces- 
sitate the following amendments to the policy agenda. 

Regionalism versus Global Multilateralism 

Current U.S. policy is guided by the conventional wisdom that global multi- 
lateralism should take precedence over regionalism. The more open regions 
are to one another, the better relations will be among them. Regional trade 
arrangements are therefore desirable only if they do not come at the expense 
of global trade.y3 My analysis challenges head-on this conventional wisdom: 
according to the logic of benign unipolarity, regionalism should take prece- 
dence over global multilateralism. Economic and political integration at 
the regional level are essential building blocks of global integration. Global 
multilateralism is therefore desirable only if it does not come at the expense 
of regional integration and the construction of stable regional orders. APEC 
might ensure vibrant trans-Pacific trade, but it does not serve the interests of 
international stability if putting America at the center of East Asia's only 
inclusive multilateral structure impedes the consolidation of a self-sustaining 
regional order. The same logic applies in reverse to the EU. The EU's protect- 
ive tariffs may create an irritant in transatlantic relations, but they are well 
worth this cost if they contribute to the coherence of a stable unipolarity 
in Europe. Contemporary regional formations are geopolitical structures, not 
mere trade groupings. The obsession of policymakers with global multilateral- 
ism should accordingly give way to a new emphasis on regionalism.94 

Interregional Institutions 

As policymakers and scholars devote increasing attention to deepening 
and managing regional formations, they will also need to recast institutions 
for governing relations among regional blocs. Bodies such as the Group of 
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Seven (G-7), the UN Security Council, and the World Trade Organization 
provide potential forums for addressing an interregional agenda, but they tend 
to focus on resolving short-term disputes rather than on facilitating long- 
term cooperation. Accordingly, a directorate of core countries should be 
established to develop a set of "rules of the road" and a common vision of 
how regional groupings will fit into global structures. This directorate, which 
might replace the G-7, would consist of the United States, France, Germany 
Japan, China, and perhaps Russia (for reasons discussed below). The body 
would serve as a global concert of major powers, monitoring and coordin- 
ating relations both within and among regional groupings. 

Economic Strains an 

As regional formations deepen and their political saliency in member states 
rises, the risk increases that economic shock or prolonged periods of lagging 
performance will lead to protectionism and interregional rivalry. When pol- 
itical leaders turn to protectionism to cordon off their national economies 
from market disturbances and find a short-term fix to lagging performance, 
they are likely to favor intraregional over interregional ties, especially if they 
have already codified regional trade agreements, have high levels of interde- 
pendence with their neighbors, and have sunk costs in the maintenance of 
intraregional cohesion." Precisely because the logic of my argument privileges 
regional over global trade arrangements, members of consensual regional for- 
mations will have to take special precautions to guard against retreat into pro- 
tected trade blocs. A directorate of core countries could accordingly be tasked 
with monitoring interregional tariffs and flows of trade and investment. 

eopolitics of Exc 

A major weakness of an international order based on benign unipolarity in 
North America, Europe, and East Asia is its effect on excluded actors. Con- 
temporary regional formations are clubs for successful states, not failed or 
poor ones. As a result, they exclude those areas of the globe that are most 
in need of integration into global markets and councils. The proliferation 
of weapons technology is also raising the stakes of instability in developing 
regions. The recent nuclear tests in India and Pakistan underscore the poten- 
tial for dangerous arms racing among developing states. And assuming that 
relations among the world's major powers remain cooperative, revisionist 
states in the developing world, especially those armed with weapons of mass 
destruction and those whose size and population make them locally dominant 
powers, will emerge as the principal challengers to the status quo.y6 

Cordoning off privileged regional formations from instability in the 
developing world, from rogue states, and from the effects of collapsing states 
will be ineffective and may well backfire. Exclusion tends only to  make mat- 
ters worse by exacerbating economic duress and by breeding resentment and 
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insecurity. It also reinforces the sense of isolation that fuels revisionist regimes 
and their claims of encir~lement.~' Instead, regional formations should seek 
to include such states in their respective zones of influence, seeking to draw 
them into the international community through the same centripetal force 
that pulls the periphery toward the center.y8 A regional division of labor 
makes the most sense over the long term, with North American states focus- 
ing on Central and South America, European countries concentrating on the 
Middle East, Africa, and Southwest Asia, and East Asian states focusing on 
South and Southeast Asia. 

The potentially negative consequences of exclusion also apply to Russia, 
which is falling into a geopolitical no-man's-land between a rising East Asia 
and a Europe that is expanding toward Russia's borders. Two courses of 
action deserve consideration. First, Russia could be encouraged to reconstruct 
its own regional formation by deepening the Commonwealth of Independent 
States. The key problem is that this formation may prove to be coercive rather 
than consensual in character. If excluded from preponderant formations to its 
east and west, Russia may well construct a union aimed at power accretion 
rather than power management. The preferable alternative is for the EU and 
NATO to open their doors to Russia and seek to incorporate the former Soviet 
Union into a broader European con~truction.'~ At present, neither the EU nor 
NATO is keen to extend its reach beyond Central Europe. Both institutions 
fear the dilution and diminishing effectiveness that accompany large member- 
ship.loO Nevertheless, ensuring that Russia is included in Europe should be a 
central item on the agenda as core states seek to address and redress the geopol- 
itics of exclusion. 

Conclusion 

America at present arguably has more influence over international politics 
than any other great power in history. Accordingly, it may seem paradox- 
ical to call upon the United States to begin preparing for the demise of Pax 
Americana. However, it is precisely because of its preponderant power and the 
stability it affords that the United States has the ability and the luxury to look 
beyond the horizon. Preparing for the future entails neither the retrenchment 
nor the disengagement of American power. On the contrary, the United States 
should sustain global hegemony for as long as it can. But in the meantime, it 
should follow three guidelines to ensure that American unipolarity, when its 
time comes, peacefully gives way to a benign tripolarity. 

First, the United States must deepen its commitment to self-binding and 
ensure that it exercises its preponderant power with restraint and moder- 
ation. Doing so means strengthening multilateral institutions and reliance 
on consensual forms of international governance. As the leading state in the 
world, the United States, through the benign exercise of its power, will both 
enable and encourage through emulation others to do the same. More 
important, the United States needs to buy more time for unipolar regional 
formations to develop. Behavior that induces balancing against U.S. power 
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would lead to the untimely demise of American unipolarity, in turn inter- 
rupting the processes of regional integration made possible by America's 
benign leadership. The United States must therefore avoid unilateralism and 
overbearing behavior, which promise only to squander American prepon- 
derance and precipitate premature return to a competitive multipolarity."" 

Second, the United States should make the consolidation of pluralistic 
cores in Europe and East Asia a top priority. Even if Washington loses some 
of its leverage abroad as a result, it is in America's long-term interest to fos- 
ter benign centers of power in both regions. The United States should help 
strengthen Europe's core by dealing with France and Germany collectively 
rather than individually. A Paris-Bonn-Washington dialogue could be for- 
malized through regular ministerial meetings.Io2 The United States should 
also encourage initiatives such as the joint visit to Moscow in March 1998 
of German Chancellor Helmut Kohl and French President Jacques Chirac. 
And to the extent possible, Washington should encourage greater Franco- 
German cooperation and activism in managing European security. 

Moving China and Japan toward partnership is a far more complicated 
task. The United States must begin simply by making clear that it supports a 
much more dense and independent bilateral relationship between Beijing and 
Tokyo. The United States needs to remain engaged to reassure both parties, 
but must no longer stand in the way of a Sino-Japanese rapprochement. In this 
respect, the United States should make clear to Japan that its strategic depend- 
ence on American power is not a viable solution to its security needs over the 
long term. To help pave the way for a regional alternative, Washington should 
encourage Japan to address openly its wartime behavior, the only lasting 
antidote to the historical memories that continue to poison Sino-Japanese 
relations. The United States should simultaneously press hard to initiate a 
meaningful security dialogue between Beijing and Tokyo. The agenda should 
include regular sharing of information, exchange of military personnel and 
politicians, and joint exercises, as well as discussion of territorial disputes, 
theater missile defense, and disposal of chemical weapons. The United States 
should also facilitate increasing economic cooperation between China and 
Japan, particularly in the areas of transportation and energy infrastructure. 
Again, the United States should serve as a catalyst for bilateral programs that 
then proceed under their own steam. 

Third, the United States needs to give regionalism precedence over 
global multilateralism - even at the expense of global trade flows - and pay 
greater heed to  the geopolitical implications of regional integration. The 
success of U.S. policies in the Americas, Europe, and East Asia should be 
measured not by their ability to maximize American influence, but by their 
ability to promote self-sustaining and peaceful regional orders. President 
Clinton is right that America is the world's "indispensable nation." But the 
United States must use that unique station to make itself dispensable and to 
erect regional structures of order capable of withstanding the demise of 
American preponderance. The days of Pax Americana are numbered. Now 
is the time to ensure that the global stability and prosperity it has fostered 
are not. 
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Notes 

1. See, for example, John J. Mearsheimer, "Back to the Future: Instability in Europe after 
the Cold War," International Securrty, Vol. 15, No. 1 (Summer 1990), pp. 5-56. 

2. For general analysis of the secular processes through which the locus of preponderant 
power changes over time, see Robert Gilpin, War a z d  Change in World Politics (Cambridge, 
U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1981). During the second half of the twentieth century, U.S. 
economic output has fallen from roughly one-half to  one-quarter of gross world product. See 
Jeffrey Frankel, Regional Trading Blocs in the World Economrc System (Washington, D.C.: 
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States of Insecurity: Plutonium and Post-Cold War 
Anxiety in New Mexico, 1992-96 

Joseph Masco 

A lthough it is a historic arena of anthropological inquiry, New Mexico 
is not often thought of as an important site in which to study global 
(in)security, or, for that matter, to  assess the local costs and conse- 

quences of the Cold War. Within security studies, after all, the continental 
United States has traditionally been imagined to be the one stable entity in 
an anarchy-filled world, the one territorial space that can remain untheorized 
in the face of a volatile and dangerous international order (see Campbell, 
1992). The end of the Cold War has made this conceptual lacuna visible, how- 
ever, just as the dissolution of the Soviet Union has powerfully demonstrated 
the fragility of even "superpowered" nation-states. With this in mind, it is 
important to examine how the end of the Cold War has affected visions of 
"security" in the West, and within the United States in particular; for the 
1990s revealed that the global, dual-structured, oppositional nation building 
of the Cold War did not transmute insurgent regional identifications or 
ethnonationalist desires as perhaps once thought.' Local ethnic and regional 
identities were not necessarily unified or superseded by Soviet - or, as I would 
like to argue here, U.S. - Cold War policies but were complexly and asym- 
metrically harnessed to them (see Litzinger, this volume). The end of the 
Cold War, then, not only has necessitated a radical rethinking of the terms 
of scholarly inquiry into the nature of global order, but also has left a com- 
plicated political and cultural legacy as communities express identities, am- 
bitions, and fears once rendered invisible or subsumed under the Cold War 
dialectics of the nuclear age. 

The end of the Cold War is of particular importance in New Mexico, 
as it was there that the first atomic bomb, as well as the majority of nuclear 
weapons in the U.S. stockpile, were designed. In significant ways, New 
Mexico's nuclear weapons laboratories might even be said to have coaut- 
hored the Cold War with their scientific counterparts in the Soviet Union. 

Source: Jutta Weldes, Mark Laffey, Hugh Gusterson and Raymond Duvall (eds), Cultures o f  
Insecurity: States, Communitres, and the Production of Danger (Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press, 1999), pp. 203-31. 



ltild;~ o States of Insecurity 103 

Consequently, this essay investigates how reorganizations in global political 
and economic structures at the end of the Cold War are influencing regional 
articulations of self and nation in New Mexico, America's own ethnic border- 
lands. It does so by examining how the activities of the U.S. nuclear weapons 
complex are experienced by communities in New Mexico, by examining how, 
in fact, diverse racial, (ethno)national, and political groups that usually fall 
under the rubric "U.S. citizens" define and experience "U.S. national security" 
at home. Thus, this essay explores the social imaginaries where concepts of 
"national security" meet practices of "national sacrifice," where the interests 
of the sole remaining global superpower collide with those of marginalized 
indigenous nations, and where U.S. national identity is complexly negotiated 
and challenged in the everyday life practices of local citizenry. By looking at 
how neighboring communities alternately experience the "national security" 
offered by the U.S. nuclear complex in New Mexico, this essay reveals that the 
nuclear standoff of the Cold War precluded attention to another set of 
(inter)national relations internal to the United States; it also shows how the 
end of the Cold War has made visible new spectrums of insecurity that both 
exceed, and are produced by, U.S. national security policy in the Southwest. 

The essay develops in three parts: first, I (re)introduce New Mexico as a 
subaltern international space, whose populations were complexly harnessed to 
a Cold War nation-building enterprise through the U.S. nuclear weapons com- 
plex; second, I examine how the quintessential commodity of the Cold War - 
plutonium - continues to generate widespread insecurity in New Mexico; and, 
in a concluding section, I draw on the New Mexico context to explore the 
value of expanding, and significantly decentering, concepts of "security" in the 
post-Cold War era. 

Rethinking (1nter)national Relations in t h e  U.S. Southwest  

To investigate "national security" in New Mexico requires engaging the com- 
plex histories and competing national identities that inform everyday life in 
the U.S. Southwest, which is among the most politically contested regions In 
North America. Consider for a moment the diverse claims now made in New 
Mexico on historical presence, territorial identity, and legal status. The U.S. 
Southwest is a geographic area first inhabited by the scores of Native American 
nations that have maintained a territorial sovereignty there "from time imme- 
morial."' The Southwest, it should be remembered, was an (ethno)national 
borderlands long before the arrival of Europeans, and from an indigenous per- 
spective alone remains a remarkably complex cultural region. Today, seven 
indigenous languages are spoken by twenty-two tribes in New Mexico. And 
in just the one hundred-mile stretch of the Rio Grande River roughly bounded 
by Los Alamos National Laboratory (Los Alamos, New Mexico) to the north 
and Sandia National Laboratory (Albuquerque, New Mexico) to the south, . . 

sixteen pueblos maintain territorial sovereignties manifested in their own 
tribal governments, police forces, courts, and legal codes. 
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This indigenous reality is complicated by the fact that when the U.S. 
Declaration of Independence was signed in 1776, much of the Southwest (and 
notably what is today New Mexico) had already been an established part of 
the Spanish Empire for nearly two hundred years. After the war of independ- 
ence with Spain in 1821, the Southwest became the northern half of the United 
States of Mexico, before falling twenty-seven years later to the United States 
of America in the Mexican-American War. With the Treaty of Guadalupe 
Hidalgo in 1848, the United States gained more than a million square miles, 
nearly doubling its total territory and thereby securing its control of North 
America (see del Castillo, 1990; Meinig, 1993). Most important for local com- 
munities, the U.S. Southwest was taken in a war of conquest with Mexico, 
providing ethnic groups in New Mexico, both indigenous and European, with 
a visceral experience, and an ongoing negotiation, of U.S. colonization. Today, 
the extensive land grants given by the Spanish and Mexican governments to 
their citizens, which were reaffirmed by the U.S. government in the Treaty of 
Guadalupe Hidalgo, remain in legal dispute in the area and are a perennial 
source of regional tension."or much of the Nuevomexicano (or Spanish- 
speaking) population, New Mexico is alternately a Hispano homeland, a 
unique enclave of Spanish cultural identity, or "Aztl6n," the sacred homeland 
of the Aztec empire, and thus the geographic center of an indigenous Chicano 
n a t i ~ n . ~  A consistent theme within both contemporary Native American and 
Nuevomexicano experience is, therefore, the battle to  overcome the historical 
amnesia in American political life and to communicate the continuing social 
impacts of being forcibly incorporated into the United States." 

Remarkably, the same area of the north-central Rio Grande Valley that 
has been the epicenter of cultural resistance movements in New Mexico from 
the Pueblo Revolt of 1680 through the Hispano land-grant battles of the 
1890s and the Chicano activism of the 1960s, has also been subject to U.S. 
government appropriations of land under "national security" guidelines since 
the atomic bomb project came to Los Alamos in 1943 (Rothman, 1992). 
Today, New Mexico, like much of the Southwest, remains a U.S. military 
colony: it is the center of the U.S. nuclear weapons complex, where the first 
atomic bomb was developed and tested, home to two of the three U.S. 
nuclear weapons laboratories (Los Alamos and Sandia), the only permanent 
repository for U.S. military nuclear waste (the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant), 
the largest above-ground missile-testing range in the United States (the White 
Sands Missile Range), and other military  installation^.^ In the post-Cold War 
period, New Mexico's military role has only expanded in importance, with 
increasing evidence that the twenty-first-century U.S. nuclear weapons com- 
~ l e x  might be consolidated along the Rio Grande (U.S. Department of 
Energy, Secretary of Energy Advisory Board Task Force, 1995). 

Each of these "national imaginings" - Native American, Nuevomexicano, 
and U.S. military-industrial - evokes a different sense of territorial identity as 
well as a different approach to "national security" (Anderson, 1991; cf. 
Ballinger, this volume). I want to argue here that traditional approaches to 
U.S. national security policy quickly become problematic if one acknowledges 
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the complicated, ~ower-laden, and historically suppressed international polit- 
ics that surround national security institutions in the U.S. Southwest. A close 
analysis of how "security" issues are elaborated in contested regional spaces 
such as New Mexico, in fact, demonstrates that the universalistic approaches 
to "sovereignty," "security," and "citizenship" that have typified Cold War 
security studies render invisible the political tensions and human experiences 
that structure everyday life in much of the world. For example, what concep- 
tual space is there in Cold War security studies or international relations the- 
ory for the national security of a "domestic, dependent nation" (the official 
legal definition of Native American territories in the United States)? The 
ambiguous international legal standing of nations that are "domestic" and/or 
"dependent" has enabled ongoing violence throughout the Americas toward 
indigenous populations, yet these kinds of conflicts have rarely entered into 
the formal debates about foreign policy, international relations, or national 
security. Similarly, how should we now talk about the "security" of the trad- 
itional Spanish-speaking populations in New Mexico, who have periodically 
taken to armed protest against the U.S. government to assert their ownership 
of land and to affirm cultural rights validated by the Treaty of Cuadalupe 
Hidalgo (e.g., see Gardner, 1970; Rosenbaum, 1981; Pulido, 1996)' It is 
within this ambiguous legal and national context that the U.S. nuclear 
weapons complex operates in New Mexico, folding the logics of "U.S. 
national security" back on themselves and requiring a more expansive con- 
ceptual approach to the production of (in)security. Today, in fact, New 
Mexico might best be approached as a multinational, multicultural state, an 
arena of proliferating and contradictory visions of national identity, where the 
U.S. government is merely the most dominant legal entity. 

But how should we approach a territorial space this complex, where the 
Cold War rhetorics of "communist containment" become eerily resonant with 
the reservation system in the United States, or where Nuevomexicano resi- 
dents will sometimes self-identify more with downtrodden Palestinians than 
with other "U.S. citizens," or where living next to a nuclear facility may pres- 
ent more immediate threats to personal health and safety than the thermonu- 
clear arsenals of countries overseas? In this essay, my approach has been to 
"decenter" security studies, to explore how neighboring communities alter- 
natively experience danger and risk, and to investigate how they express that 
danger in relation to one another. More specifically, my method has been to 
look at how local populations mobilize strategically to forward ethnonational 
identifications and/or U.S. citizenship in their engagements with federal au- 
thorities and with each other, and to search out those areas where contesting 
"national imaginaries" collide (see Anderson, 1991). This essay stands, then, 
as a kind of case study, an example of how, by looking at the engagement of 
cross-cultural/international logics in their local complexity, one can see arenas 
of insecurity once rendered invisible, or as emerging out of the Cold War. By 
recognizing indigenous sovereignty rights, investigating subaltern legal for- 
mations, and placing cultural logics in a comparative perspective, we can not 
only discover how these diverse national-cultural imaginings in New Mexico 
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are mutually dependent and interconnected, but also realize how people occu- 
pying the same territorial space can nevertheless live in radically different 
worlds. To make this case, I follow the path of plutonium as it circulates 
between communities in northern New Mexico, for to do so allows us to 
locate viscerally and to identify precisely the complex articulations of security 
and insecurity that now structure everyday life in the U.S. Southwest. 

The Plutonium Economy: Insecurities in Post-Cold War New Mexico 

Plutonium is not an arbitrary choice for an analysis of (in)security; it is a 
materiai that has been crucial to definitions of U.S. national security since 
World War I1 and has been equally instrumental in defining areas of "national 
sacrifice" within nuclear states (see Kuletz, 1998). In fact, one might argue 
that the unique capabilities of plutonium enabled the Cold War to take the 
shape that it did (see Rhodes, 1986, 1995). Plutonium remains instrumental 
in structuring global relations of power in the post-Cold War era, and will be 
an ever-increasing presence in New Mexico as the U.S. nuclear complex slowly 
collapses back to its point of origin and the decades of Cold War nuclear 
research exact their environmental toll. In fact, by tracing how plutonium, as 
a material commodity, moves in and out of different "commodity phases" 
and national "regimes of value" in the Rio Grande Valley, one can identify 
how competing "national insecurities" are articulated there and begin to ap- 
preciate how the legacies of the Cold War will continue to generate insecurity 
for generations to come (Appadurai, 1986a; see also Beck, 1992). 

Consider the social contradictions plutonium evokes: First, plutonium is a 
material that rarely, if ever, has existed in nature, yet because of its quarter- 
million-year life span and the effects of atmospheric nuclear testing, it is now, 
for all practical purposes, a permanent aspect of the global ecosystem. Second, 
as one of the world's deadlier poisons, it is a material whose military pro- 
duction (from uranium mining to weapon testing to  nuclear waste storage) 
has inevitably produced ecological devastation, but it has, nonetheless, been 
the basis for definitions of "national security" since 1945.' Put differently, in 
the name of protecting territorial borders from attack, nuclear powers have 
practiced an internal cannibalism in the form of multiplying "national sacri- 
fice zones" - areas that are too contaminated for human habitation. Indeed, 
nuclear states have pursued the "security" offered by plutonium production 
to the point of bankruptcy, mutual annihilation, and at an unforeseeable cost 
to future generations.8 This complex articulation of national identity through 
plutonium has also always hidden a colonial dynamic, for lost in the polariz- 
ing logics of the Cold War were the most direct victims of nuclear prolifera- 
tion, the indigenous nations around the globe who have predominantly borne 
the physical consequences of radioactive material production, weapons test- 
ing, and waste storage in their ~ommunit ies .~ 

This reality was implicitly acknowledged in New Mexico in 1992. As 
officials at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) watched with some 
incredulity as the Soviet Union fell apart, they turned their attention toward 
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the nations within. After a half century of silence and in the context of grow- 
ing public concerns about local cancer rates and environmental damage, LANL 
set up formal government to government relations with four neighboring 
Pueblo nations who by default have been intricately involved in the plutonium 
economy right from the very beginning of the nuclear age. The Pueblos of San 
Ildefonso, Santa Clara, Jemez, and Cochiti (who have lived with the sound of 
explosions echoing off canyon walls and wondered about the toxicity of the 
clouds that drift over their territories from Los Alamos since 1943) achieved 
a new, post-Cold War, legal recognition of their sovereign status solely by 
virtue of their forced entry into the plutonium economy. This was not simply 
an altruistic move by LANL, however, as new environmental laws suddenly 
put these Pueblo nations in the legal position to set environmental standards 
for the air, water, and land they share with the laboratory. Although this is an 
ongoing process, the United States' premier nuclear weapons facility is now 
responsible to the environmental regulations of four sovereign Pueblo nations. 
This has contributed to an entirely new political dynamic in New Mexico, one 
providing new legal power to some indigenous communities, while energizing 
others, particularly Nuevomexicano and antinuclear groups, to mobilize in an 
unprecedented manner formally to engage the national security mission of Los 
Alamos National Laboratory. 

Military-Industrial Insecurities: Los Alamos National Laboratory 

The plutonium economy in northern New Mexico begins, of course, with the 
U.S. nuclear weapons complex and specifically at  LANL, an institution with 
a complicated administrative structure. LANL is owned by the Department 
of Energy in Washington, D.C., but is managed by the University of California 
from Oakland; it is funded by Congress, yet it has written its own mission 
statement since the end of World War 11. With its regulatory structures on 
both coasts, LANL has, until very recently, enjoyed a remarkable autonomy 
in New Mexico. Perched at  7,200 feet on the Pajarito Plateau above the Rio 
Grande Valley, LANL's central mission has been to pursue scientific answers 
to U.S. national security questions. The unique explosive capabilities of plu- 
tonium have been the laboratory's raison d'ttre. National security at  Los 
Alamos has meant primarily deterring the Soviet nuclear threat through new 
and improved nuclear weapons. Thus, national security at  LANL has trad- 
itionally been something that began first overseas; by the 1980s, for example, 
a Soviet thermonuclear missile could reach the United States with less than ten 
minutes' warning. Consequently, Los Alamos scientists developed a uniquely 
global plutonium-mediated vision: national security issues were everywhere, 
but the ones of most concern were outside the U.S. territorial borders and far 
away from New Mexico, requiring a global surveillance system and a militar- 
izing of earth, sea, and sky. 

The traditional mission of the laboratory, however, dissolved alongside 
the Soviet Union. Like any culture that has experienced the loss of a cosmol- 
ogy, elder nuclear bomb designers in the 1990s were worried about how to 
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preserve their cultural knowledge in the face of a rapidly changing world. 
Some at the laboratory began to describe designing nuclear weapons as a "folk 
art." Unable to perform underground nuclear tests since 1991, and with a 
significant weapons dismantlement project under way around the country, 
weaponeers began archiving their nuclear weapons "folk" knowledge while 
pursuing a new set of high-tech facilities that would allow them to continue 
work on nuclear weapons without ever actually exploding one. Increasingly, 
nuclear weapon scientists will be working in the virtual worlds of computer 
simulation and not in the hard world of physical experimentation, an import- 
ant cultural shift that many see as an end to the nuclear weapons complex of 
the twentieth century and the beginning of the twenty-first (cf. Saco, this vol- 
ume). Simultaneously, the U.S. nuclear weapons complex is slowly collapsing 
back into New Mexico, with LANL increasingly positioned to become the 
United States' centralized design and production facility. In the U.S. nuclear 
stockpile of the mid-1990s, five of the seven nuclear weapon systems were 
LANL designs and the laboratory had begun, for the first time since the late 
1940s, to produce the plutonium "pits" that are the core components in 
nuclear weapons. By 1995, national security in Los Alamos was defined less 
through actual deterrence - who exactly was there to deter? - and more 
through maintaining the ability to resume nuclear weapons production should 
a new Cold War arise. LANUs official post-Cold War mission was redefined 
to "Reduce the Global Nuclear Danger" (Los Alamos National Laboratory, 
1995), an expansive mission that recentered the institution on nuclear weapons 
and materials on a global scale, even though no new weapons are officially 
being designed, and money for cleanup of Cold War military production sites 
in the United States has been repeatedly cut back. 

This new mission, however, has still not provided the laboratory with 
a clear-cut task or identity. Weapons scientists say privately that "reducing 
the global nuclear danger" could mean anything and therefore is an in- 
adequate mission statement, except for those few working directly on the 
nonproliferation of nuclear materials and technologies (see U.S. General 
Accounting Office, 1995). They yearn for a giant organizing structure, a 
scientific project on the scale of the Manhattan Project, the Strategic 
Defense Initiative (SDI), or the technical and strategic targeting problems of 
the Cold War. These projects presented real technological challenges and 
required unprecedented financial backing. The Brookings Institute, for exam- 
ple, has estimated the total Cold War costs of the U.S. nuclear weapons arse- 
nal (including development, delivery systems, and cleanup) at more than $4 
trillion - roughly the total U.S. national debt in 1995 (S. Schwartz, 1995). 
Security expenditures on this scale were a reaction to the perception of a 
massive exterior threat to the nation. What could fill this void in the 
post-Cold War era? In the immediate scramble to justify the laboratory's con- 
tinued presence, the Soviet nuclear threat was soon replaced in Los Alamos 
by talk of giant killer space asteroids that might need to be pulverized with 
thermonuclear weapons to protect the Earth from the kind of catastrophe 
that ended the dinosaur age. This was, however, merely a transitional effort 
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in oppositional mission building, for the Persian Gulf War soon provided a 
more terrestrial threat, that of the now ubiquitous "rogue" or "terrorist" 
state. This conceptual innovation has proven to be a remarkably successful 
tactic, effectively institutionalizing Cold War-level military expenditures in 
the United States (Klare, 1995). 

One nuclear weapons scientist described the Post-Cold War challenges 
to the laboratory to me in this way: 

The problem is we've overdesigned our weapons for safety reasons. It's 
part of the craziness surrounding nuclear weapons and there is a lot of that. 
For example, we were ordered to take beryllium out of nuclear weapons 
because it's a poison. Now think about it, you're worried about the health 
effects of a bomb that's in the megaton range! Today you could shoot a 
bullet through a weapon, light it on fire, drop it out of a plane, and it 
still won't go off or release its nuclear components. We developed a form 
of high explosive that will just barely go off as well. We also worried 
about how to prevent a weapon falling into the wrong hands - so we 
designed elaborate security systems and codes on each device that pre- 
vent that. Today these weapons will just barely detonate they're so com- 
plicated. Since the end of the Cold War we have had what you call a 
paradigm shift. We used to think that all the weapons being designed 
were as complicated as ours - so you would want to track specific nuclear 
materials associated with those designs. Now we realize that if you aren't 
concerned about the safety of your troops or about containing nuclear 
fallout, and if you just want one bomb, you can do it very quickly. Now 
some of us have been thinking about how someone might use fertilizer 
to set off an atomic yield. We've seen what could be done with that in 
Oklahoma City. We now realize that it's much easier to build a single 
bomb than we ever thought before. So the question we are asking about 
proliferation today is: Do you monitor materials or people? I say people 
because there is too much nuclear material floating around out there to 
ever effectively monitor it. You've got to track the people with the 
know-how. 

Thus, Los Alamos, a technoscientific community that prides itself on having 
saved the "Free World" from both fascism and communism, and believes it 
prevented a third world war by implementing a global targeting system for 
mutually assured destruction, has been reduced, of late, to trying to figure out 
just who might have the technical knowledge to set off an atomic bomb with 
fertilizer. This is a far cry from the heady days of the Strategic Defense In- 
itiative in the 1980s when, quite literally, weapon designers were working on 
a geoplanetary scale (see Gusterson, 1996; Broad, 1992; Rosenthal, 1990). 

Although the laboratory has developed skills suited to global nuclear 
threats - those presented by governments with huge military capabilities, 
or needed to track the spread of nuclear materials and weapons compon- 
ents - it has stumbled in dealing with the concerns of local populations in 



1 10 Debating Security and Strategy and the Impact of 9-1 1 

New Mexico, for local populations do not fit any of the categories developed 
during the Cold War for international relations. Local populations include 
indigenous nations that have no standing army, fewer than a thousand citi- 
zens, whose political leadership changes every year, and that have a sudden 
ability directly to influence research activities at the laboratory. Similarly, the 
laboratory has struggled to negotiate the activities of local nongovernmental 
organizations that are part of a global antinuclear and peace movement, and 
are thus not only unwilling to accept LANUs vision of "security" at face value, 
but also quite interested in focusing international attention and applying legal 
pressure on LANL activities. Thus, whereas laboratory officials justify the 
institution's purpose to Congress by talking about intercontinental threats, 
this kind of "national security" discourse does not necessarily elicit the sup- 
port of local communities, who, in some cases, are either diametrically op- 
posed to the laboratory's interests andlor find themselves to be only marginal 
U.S. citizens. 

Indigenous Insecurities: The  Nations of  S a n  l ldefonso a n d  Pojoaque 

A thousand feet below Los Alamos at San Ildefonso Pueblo, national security 
is a much more immediate business than on "the hill," and of foremost con- 
cern is protection against the social and environmental impacts of Los Alamos 
National Laboratory.1° Government officials at San Ildefonso Pueblo self- 
identify as the only Native American nation whose recognized territory bor- 
ders directly on a Department of Energy site. The Pueblo also has had an 
aboriginal land claim standing in the courts since 1967 for return of the 
entire Pajarito Plateau, which Los Alamos has occupied since 1943. For San 
Ildefonso, national security is a brutally local affair: in addition to the per- 
ceived health effects of living next to a nuclear facility and recovering the 
land lost to the Manhattan Project in 1943, national security for the pueblo 
involves protecting the local ecosystem as well as the thousands of archaeo- 
logical and religious sites on the plateau from ongoing laboratory activities. 
It means engaging the present with a long-term view of the future. Having 
already outlived the Spanish and Mexican territorial governments, Pueblo 
leaders assume that their nation will also outlive the United States, and today 
must wonder about the environmental damage they will inherit when the lab- 
oratory closes down. In the future, the most serious environmental impacts 
may derive from the nuclear waste dump that the laboratory has installed 
on a plateau directly above the Pueblo. The accumulation of radioactive 
waste buried in shafts and pits at what is known as "Area G" has made it a 
"national sacrifice zone": an important unresolved question, however, is, for 
whose nation? San Ildefonso's forced entry into the plutonium economy now 
presents a "national security" problem of indefinite longevity for the pueblo. 
Pueblo leaders are responding to these millennia1 problems by working to 
train a new generation of Pueblo youth as environmental scientists. The 
future of the pueblo will increasingly involve monitoring LANL activities and 
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mobilizing environmental laws to protect the physical, spiritual, and financial 
security of the tribe from the local effects of U.S. national security policy. 

The unique legal status of Pueblo Nations in North America infuses such 
negotiations with a complicated international context. Pueblo communities 
were incorporated into the United States in the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo 
in 1848. Unlike many indigenous nations, they did not enter into individual 
treaties with the U.S. government but were incorporated as "Mexican citi- 
zens." Their aboriginal status, however, was debated for the next sixty years 
during which many Pueblo communities lost much of their land base before 
the U.S. government took up formal trust responsibility in 1913 (Simmons, 
1979: 213-15; Ortiz, 1980). Although the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo the- 
oretically made all citizens of Mexico in the ceded territories U.S. citizens in 
1848, and the U.S. Congress theoretically granted all Native Americans full 
citizenship in 1924, Pueblo members did not actually achieve the right to vote 
in either state or federal elections until 1948 (Sando, 1992: 102). Moreover, 
Native American nations in the United States are legally designated as 
"domestic, dependent nations," an ambiguous status that allows state and 
federal bureaucracies to redefine indigenous sovereignty rights on an issue- 
by-issue basis (see Cohen, 1941). This relegates Native American commu- 
nities to the paradoxical position of being, as John Borneman (199.5) has 
insightfully pointed out, entities that are "simultaneously domestic and for- 
eign" to the United States. Today, Pueblo members maintain a dual citizen- 
ship with the United States and their respective pueblos. 

It is important to acknowledge that the people who arguably paid the most 
immediate price for the Manhattan Project in the 1940s did not at the time 
even have the right to vote in New Mexican or federal elections." Many of 
the shrines and pilgrimage sites that Pueblo members identify as having been 
spiritually important "since time immemorial" were destroyed by laboratory 
installations, roads, weapons tests, and the town of Los Alamos.12 Moreover, 
revelations about LANUs environmental impacts and the amount of nuclear 
materials on the highways have alerted Pueblo leaders to the frightening fact 
that one nuclear accident on the highways crossing Pueblo land could poten- 
tially destroy their entire nation. I asked one Pueblo member about the envi- 
ronmental justice implications of nuclear weapons work at  LANL: 

What your people have done here is more than racism or environmental 
racism. It's genocide against my people. It's part of the system of apartheid 
in America. South Africa is not the only place with apartheid, you know. 
It's part of a system where Europeans came to this area and because we 
didn't have a written system, a written title, took the land and placed us 
on reservations. Little areas of land that restrict our movement and cul- 
ture. I thought in the 1940s we were fighting against Nazi experiments on 
humans and the creation of a Nazi "superman." That's why we helped the 
government at  Los Alamos. But now with all the revelations about human 
experimentation here, the U.S. government was doing the same things. 
There's no difference. 
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The reference to human experimentation is a pointed one. Many in northern 
New Mexico fear that the laboratory has poisoned the land and the people. 
This concern is exacerbated by the fact that current epidemiological models 
are unable to evaluate statistically the cancer rates in the small-scale com- 
munities of northern New Mexico, leaving such fears on an ambiguous sci- 
entific terrain. LANL's techno-scientific approach also falters when confronted 
with Pueblo cultural and religious concerns. In response to Pueblo demands 
to protect the undisturbed religious sites on the forty-three square miles of 
what is now laboratory territory, LANL officials offered to map these sites 
and design future construction projects around them. However, the strict 
prohibitions within Pueblo societies about speaking to the non-initiated 
about religious matters - a tactic developed to fight the missionary zeal of 
seventeenth-century Spanish officials and reinforced by the aggressive ethno- 
graphic collecting of early twentieth-century anthropologists - makes such an 
approach impossible. Thus, Pueblo negotiations with LANL and Department 
of Energy officials have historically faltered over two very crucial national 
security issues: the health and religious rights of Pueblo nations. In the end, 
Pueblo governments who believe their health, territorial borders, and spiri- 
tual security have been compromised by U.S. national security work at Los 
Alamos must face the reality of fighting an institution with a $1 billion 
annual budget (which is vital to the national security of the world's sole 
remaining superpower) and of doing so in U.S. courts.13 

If we follow the plutonium economy one community further to the east in 
the New Mexico landscape, to Pojoaque Pueblo, which lies immediately adja- 
cent to San Ildefonso and fifteen miles north of Santa Fe, we find a very dif- 
ferent articulation of a plutonium-mediated national security. Pojoaque is 
a pueblo with a difficult history. It has, as its governor says, "died twice" 
because of epidemics in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and was only 
reconstituted in the 1930s. Pojoaque entered the plutonium economy in 1994 
with a public announcement that it was going to pursue nuclear waste storage 
as a form of economic development. By 1995, Pojoaque had taken only the 
first steps in this process, a series of conceptual studies, but its national secur- 
ity strategy shows how mediated by nuclear issues indigenous politics in New 
Mexico has become. In the late 1980s, the Department of Energy began a 
process of soliciting all indigenous nations about nuclear waste storage proj- 
ects on tribal lands (Hanson, 1997; Stoffle and Evans, 1988). This was, and 
is, an explicit attempt to break the gridlock around nuclear waste caused by 
middle-American fear of living near nuclear materials. For many tribes, new 
recognition as a "sovereign nation" is quickly followed by invitations from 
federal bureaucracies and corporations for lucrative nuclear waste storage 
projects. By 1995, the initial outlines of a transnational Native American 
nuclear waste storage economy were beginning to take shape in New Mexico: 
the Mescalaro Apache began building a short-term nuclear waste storage 
facility in southern New Mexico and signed agreements with an association 
of northern Canadian Cree nations for permanent storage of U.S. nuclear 
waste. The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) explicitly 
marked radioactive waste as a nontariff item, paving the way for this 
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kind of transnational indigenous nuclear waste infrastructure (see Hanson, 
1994, 1997). 

Pojoaque's nuclear waste storage project was, however, also a political tac- 
tic designed to underscore what was at stake for the pueblo in debates over 
casino gaming. National security for the few hundred people that make up 
Pojoaque Pueblo today means economic independence. The government at 
Pojoaque Pueblo has been among the most vocal supporters of Indian gaming 
in New Mexico, and today the pueblo has one of the most successful casinos 
in the state. Its "City of Gold" casino plays off the ancient myth of the seven 
golden cities of Cibola that energized the Spanish conquest of the Southwest, 
and today it extracts money, with almost surgical irony, from the mostly 
Spanish-speaking counties of northern New Mexico. In 1995, the legality of 
Pueblo gaming operations in U.S. courts remained in doubt, even though com- 
pacts had been signed by the governor of New Mexico and approved by the 
U.S. secretary of the interior. The consequences of these negotiations could not 
be more serious; as there are few industries more profitable than casino gam- 
ing or nuclear waste, quite literally, millions, and possibly billions, are at stake 
in these decisions. It is hardly surprising, then, that in response to a steady 
stream of new legal roadblocks on gaming from state and federal officials, a 
coalition of nine Pueblo nations in the mid-1990s repeatedly threatened to 
shut down the highways in northern New Mexico (all of which cross Pueblo 
lands) if the gaming compacts were not honored.14 

In their public announcement, Pojoaque representatives specifically stated 
that they were interested in storing plutonium from dismantled U.S. nuclear 
weapons, precisely the weapons that were designed a few miles up the road at 
LANL. The plutonium economy has come back to Los Alamos and the role 
of nuclear materials in defining national security. Pojoaque's leadership played 
off of fears of nuclear waste in Santa Fe to press claims about tribal gaming. 
Pojoaque Pueblo's tactical consideration of placing a nuclear waste site on 
tribal lands, however, not only is an example of the high-stakes international 
politics that have taken place around nuclear materials in New Mexico since 
1943, but also suggests a strategy that privileges an economic-based national 
security over all other concerns. Thus, as the national security of San Ildefonso 
is compromised by the environmental and social costs of the laboratory's 
nuclear waste dump, neighboring Pojoaque, a community that has already 
"died twice" in its history, can still forward nuclear waste storage as the ultim- 
ate means of achieving its own national security. Pojoaque's strategy is, how- 
ever, a direct consequence of the interior colonial dynamic between Native 
American communities and the United States. Thus, although no indigenous 
nation currently produces nuclear waste, all are potential candidates for the 
disposal of the nuclear materials produced by the U.S. nuclear complex." 

Postcolonial Insecurities: Nuevomexicanos and the Tri-Ethnic Trap 

If we follow our plutonium economy ten miles north from Pojoaque along 
Highway 68 to the town of Espaiiola, a different, but equally charged, set of 
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security issues is evoked. Espafiola is a majority Spanish-speaking community. 
Many Espaiiola residents are direct descendants of the first Spanish settlers 
in the region in 1598, and can self-identify as "twentieth-generation New 
Mexicans." LANL is the area's largest single employer, accounting for roughly 
half of the jobs in greater Rio Arriba County. Before Los Alamos was built in 
the 1940s, most Nuevomexicano families in the area lived on small-scale 
farms and spoke primarily Spanish (Weigle, 1975; Forrest, 1989). Many had 
to work as migrant laborers all across the Southwest to support their families. 
Currently, there are three generations of men and women from the tiny vil- 
lages of northern New Mexico who have worked almost exclusively at the 
laboratory. Traditionally they have been the security guards, laborers, and 
support staff. Although more Nuevomexicanos are working in technical fields 
at the laboratory, in the early 1990s very few had careers as scientists or proj- 
ect managers. Thus, an extreme cultural and economic, as well as geographic, 
divide separates Los Alamos from "the valley." According to the U.S. Census, 
Los Alamos County is 94 percent white, with the highest number of Ph.D.s 
per capita in the nation. Rio Arriba County is 75 percent "Hispanic" (al- 
though few in New Mexico recognize this term), with only 10 percent of the 
population having completed college degrees. The average income in Los 
Alamos is three times that of Rio Arriba County. Unemployment is 2 percent 
on "the hill," but more than 27 percent in "the valley." In other words, for 
most people in Rio Arriba County who desire a middle-class lifestyle, Los 
Alamos National Laboratory is the only game in town. 

One Hispano, who recently retired from a thirty-five-year career as a 
construction foreman at LANL, put it this way, jabbing his finger into my 
chest for emphasis: 

I'll tell you what to write in your book - you write that the lab saved 
everybody in this valley! Without Los Alamos, all these little Spanish vil- 
lages wouldn't exist. Everybody tries t o  work at the lab - because its 
good, steady work. Before the lab, all the men in the valley had to go all 
over the country trying to find work - they would see their families only 
once or twice a year. With the lab, we have good jobs that allow us to 
stay with our families. People drive from all over New Mexico to work 
at the lab - from Albuquerque, from Tierra Amarilla - because it's such 
good work. People from the valley built Los Alamos and there are always 
big construction projects there, there's always work. 

This narrative of an endless economic security broke down in 1995, however, 
as the laboratory (for the first time ever) laid off more than a thousand peo- 
ple, predominantly Nuevomexicanos from the valley, and forecast more 
post-Cold War layoffs to come. Within this political context, Nuevomexicanos 
began expressing long-standing concerns that LANL holds northern New 
Mexico hostage economically, that it is more responsible to officials in 
Washington, D.C., than to local communities. Employees began to talk 
openly about racism at the laboratory, about a "glass ceiling" in promotions, 
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and about how Nuevomexicanos do most of the dangerous and dirty work. 
Outside the laboratory, residents of the valley discussed the long-term effects 
on Nuevomexicano culture of having to speak English at the laboratory, and, 
as always, note when LANL employees began pronouncing their Spanish sur- 
names with an English accent. Without the security of employment provided 
by an endlessly expanding national laboratory, the public sphere surrounding 
LANL in northern New Mexico in the mid-1990s was being radicalized and 
racialized, with an increasingly public portrayal of LANL as a colonial insti- 
tution. The laboratory's layoffs in the fall of 1995, for example, were imme- 
diately interpreted by some in Espafiola and neighboring communities as a 
federal declaration of war on northern New Mexico. 

It is important to understand the historical context of such a conclusion. 
From the Nuevomexicano point of view, the 1848 Treaty of Guadalupe 
Hidalgo has never been honored by the United States (Chavez, 1984; Acuna, 
1988). Explicit provisions in that treaty for the protection of the culture and 
land of Mexican citizens incorporated into the United States were negoti- 
ated and then stricken by Congress at the last moment. The Mexican gov- 
ernment demanded, and received, further assurances that its citizens' land 
rights would be protected in the United States (del Castillo, 1990). The land 
grants that were the basis for both Spanish and Mexican social and eco- 
nomic organizations were, however, quickly broken apart by U.S. territorial 
judges, who affirmed legal ownership of small plots of land to individuals, 
but not the large collective landholdings that had traditionally been used for 
cattle grazing and that were the basis for communal life. Only a fraction 
of Nuevomexicano land claims were upheld by the U.S. courts in the late 
nineteenth century, and many were stolen outright by a corrupt legal sys- 
tem. Literally millions of acres changed hands, leaving almost every Nuev- 
omexicano family in northern New Mexico with a story about how the U.S. 
government or someone manipulating the U.S. legal system took part of 
their land and impoverished their communities (see Briggs and Van Ness, 
1987; Ebright, 1994). Consequently, much of the U.S. national forest land 
in New Mexico remains hotly contested to this day and is a perennial source 
of regional tension. In a discussion about California's recently passed Prop- 
osition 2 87, which denied public services (including hospitals and schools) 
to undocumented Mexican immigrants in California, one Hispano activist 
summed it up with a casual shrug: "The United States and Mexico never 
signed the same treaty in 1848 - they are still at war." 

For many Nuevomexicanos, and those who do not work at  the labora- 
tory in particular, there is bitter irony in the fact that New Mexico is now 
the center of the U.S. nuclear weapons complex. Indeed, the U.S. govern- 
ment saturates everyday life in northern New Mexico, monitoring land and 
water use through the U.S. Forest Service and the State Engineers Office, 
housing and welfare through Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
and other agencies, and regulating employment through Los Alamos Na- 
tional Laboratory. Thus, although the U.S. nuclear weapons complex pro- 
vides an important job base in New Mexico, (the third poorest state in the 
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United States), federal and state officials nonetheless practice a historical 
amnesia about treaty obligations and the long-standing land claims of Nuevo- 
mexicano residents. As one Chicano land-grant activist put it: 

The real problem is dealing with white politicians, most of whom came to 
New Mexico very recently. You go to a public hearing and talk about land 
grants and the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo and they look at you like 
you're from another planet - they don't know what you are talking about. 
They treat you like you just got off the boat from Juarez and they want to 
see your green card. We've been here for hundreds of years. The real 
immigrants are all those people from New York, Boston, and California 
that come to live here and know nothing about us. 

This political dynamic is what anthropologist John Bodine has called a "tri- 
ethnic trap" (1968), a situation in which the legal and cultural position of 
Nuevomexicanos is doubly marginalized by white structures of power and 
by the cultural status of Native Americans as the "first Americans." Thus, 
although Pueblos as sovereign governments have gained a new post-Cold War 
legal discourse with the laboratory, equally impacted Nuevomexicano com- 
munities have gained no such legal voice. In this context, Nuevomexicano con- 
cerns about the economic and environmental impacts of the laboratory can be 
dismissed, as they were by the LANL leadership following the 1995 layoffs, as 
an expression of a "welfare state mentality" and not of legitimate political 
concern (Santa Fe New Mexican, September 12, 1995). Nuevomexicano par- 
ticipation in the plutonium economy is therefore double-edged: it has allowed 
many access to a middle-class life, but it has also meant participating in an 
ongoing consolidation of northern New Mexico to Anglo-American and U.S. 
governmental interests. It is with new post-Cold War anxiety, then, that many 
Nuevomexicanos continue to look to LANL as the future of northern New 
Mexico. Others, however, underscore their resistance by referring to the labo- 
ratory and town site simply as "Los Alamos, D.C.," acknowledging that, 
more than five decades into the Manhattan Project, Los Alamos remains, in 
their eyes, more properly a suburb of Washington, D.C., than a legitimate part 
of New Mexico (Romero, 1995). 

Nongovernmental Insecurities: Antinuclear Organizations and the New 
Transnational Imaginary 

Our exploration of the plutonium economy concludes in Santa Fe, which is 
twenty miles equidistant from Espaiiola and Los Alamos and is home to sev- 
eral antinuclear nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), which have been 
instrumental in organizing community debates about the laboratory in the 
post-Cold War era. The membership of these NGOs, notably the Los 
Alamos Study Group and Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, is mostly 
Anglo, first-generation New Mexican, and self-identifies as citizens of the 
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United States. These antinuclear NGOs have become extremely adept at uti- 
lizing environmental laws to gain a voice in nuclear weapons policy at LANL. 
In 1995, for example, they halted construction of the Duel Axis Radiographic 
Hydrodynamic Test Facility (DARHT), which the Department of Energy has 
identified as the premier post-Cold War facility for ensuring the safety and 
reliability of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile (US. Department of Energy, 
199513). They did so by forcing LANL, through U.S. courts, to do an  environ- 

mental impact study of DARHT and to justify publicly the need for the proj- 
ect. In the 1990s, these NGOs have provided the first consistent, technically 
and legally informed, public critique of U.S. nuclear weapons work at LANL. 
They have also sought to provide technical information about the laboratory 
and its environmental impacts to a fragile coalition of diverse Pueblo, Nuevo- 
mexicano, and Anglo interests. 

For many in these organizations, the real achievement of the Manhattan 
Project was not the atomic bomb but the institutionalization of a system of 
government secrecy, and with it the curtailing of democratic process when it 
comes to U.S. national security policy. They view their work as combating the 
secrecy and public manipulation of an insurgent military-industrial complex 
and, more specifically, as exposing the environmental, social, and global secu- 
rity impacts of nuclear weapons work at LANL. As one Anglo peace activist 
put it: "Everything having to do with nuclear weapons is born secret in the 
United States - and the division between what is secret and what is not se- 
cret is also secret." Thus, for antinuclear activists, U.S. citizens are eliminated 
from the decision-making process because federal authorities can argue that, 
by definition, citizens never have the information necessary to make informed 
statements about U.S. national security policy.16 Consequently, antinuclear 
NGOs in Santa Fe initiated a new project in 1995, that of lobbying the World 
Court to outlaw nuclear weapons globally." By appealing directly to a global 
legal body, NGOs not only call into question the legality of U.S. national 
security policy in New Mexico, but also dramatically demonstrate that the 
federal government does not represent their national security interests. This 
act not only underscores a profound distrust of the United States when it 
comes to nuclear weapons policy, but also exemplifies how the local is now 
intersecting with the global, how individuals are beginning to imagine their 
community as part of a post-nation-state world order. Through such actions, 
NGOs publicly challenge and reject the state's right to define authoritatively 
the meaning of "security" and "danger" for their communities. 

For members of these groups who fear environmental contamination 
from the laboratory and/or identify nuclear weapons of any kind as the great- 
est threat to their personal security, the U.S. government remains the most 
immediate danger in the region. For many, LANL is both the symbol for, 
and the realization of, a society in love with violence. As another Anglo 
Santa Fe peace activist put it, the central question is: 

How are we going to put an end to this monstrous development of 
weapons? How are we going to put an end to an institution which so far 
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has existed, as far as I can see, primarily as an institution developing means 
of threat, an institution which works to instill fear in people, an institution 
basically which has devoted itself for over fifty years now to violence? 
We're all very aware of the violence that we have around us. What is it like 
for young people to grow up in this city and to look out and see those lights 
every night and know what's going on up there, that [LANL] is an institu- 
tion devoted to violence . . . that Los Alamos is a place of death? 

Antinuclear NGOs critique LANL, therefore, on moral and ethical as well 
as environmental grounds. They point out that the majority of the nuclear 
weapons in the current U.S. stockpile were designed after the United States 
signed the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty in 1968, in which government 
leaders promised to "achieve at the earliest possible date the cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and to undertake effective measures in the direction of 
nuclear disarmament" (Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 
1968: 1). In the mid-1990s, even as a comprehensive test ban was being 
negotiated by the Clinton administration, activists feared that the arms race 
was simply going into a new phase, emphasizing the design and testing of 
nuclear weapons in virtual reality. This is a major structural change in the 
nuclear complex, one that will generate few environmental impacts, thus 
eliminating one of the primary legal tools that NGOs have for influencing 
U.S. nuclear weapons policy. These are not unfounded concerns, for U.S. 
weapons laboratories will receive more than $40 billion in new facilities for 
their "science based stockpile stewardship programs" from 1996 to 2006 
(Zerriffi and Makhijani, 1996). The DOE has proclaimed these facilities nec- 
essary to ensure the "safety and reliability" of nuclear weapons in a world 
without underground nuclear testing, but these programs will also provide a 
"state-of-the-art" complex (with the world's fastest computers, as well as 
numerous new aboveground testing facilities) equally capable of designing 
new nuclear weapons as testing old ones (see Zerriffi and Makhijani, 1995; 
Gusterson, 1995). Thus, the post-Cold War period has produced unexpected, 
and new, forms of insecurity for local antinuclear NGOs as the United States 
has ignored the opportunities for large-scale disarmament, renewed its com- 
mitment to a plutonium-mediated national security, and begun retooling for 
a new generation of nuclear weapons work. 

Conclusion: Doing Anthropology in a n  Insecure S ta te  

I have tried to demonstrate in this essay that "national security" in New 
Mexico is not sin~ply a question of how to defend the territorial borders of 
the United States; it evokes the contradictory and competing worldviews 
currently attached to military-industrial, aboriginal, postcolonial, and anti- 
nuclear subject-positions in North America. Moreover, each of these ideo- 
logical positions involves a specific constellation of racial, ethnic, national, 
and territorial identities, while maintaining distinct internal politics as well. 
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Communities in New Mexico are mobilizing historical identities, and pur- 
suing new forms of subaltern nation building, by challenging U.S. national 
security policy in international forums, in U.S. courts, and in the everyday 
context of living next to a major nuclear facility. What does this political 
fragmentation surrounding the plutonium economy in New Mexico tell us 
about the new global context or insecurities in the post-Cold War era? 

The end of the Cold War inaugurated a reorganization of global political 
and economic structures, generating new internal and external pressures for 
some regional populations. New Mexico, for example, is now part of a trans- 
national economic arena in which the sovereignty of Native American nations 
has become an attractive means through which corporations can manipulate 
legal restrictions on dangerous substances such as nuclear waste. Current 
DOE regulations for burying nuclear waste, for example, require that perma- 
nent storage facilities have a ten-thousand-year operative plan, an unprece- 
dented legal requirement that is still just a momentary blip in the social life 
of plutonium. Here, the dilemma of the "national sacrifice zone" is finally 
revealed: that of designating which nations - past, present, and future - must 
bear the costs of the Cold War nuclear economy. I have argued here that the 
Cold War reliance on a plutonium-mediated national security has already sur- 
passed the ability of the United States to control its mutating effects, unleash- 
ing materials and social logics that will be generating diverse insecurities for 
generations to come. Concurrently, the post-Cold War effort in Congress to do 
away with unifying national programs and policies in favor of individual state 
programs - what might be called a national unbuilding project - promises to 
put poor states, such as New Mexico, which rely on federal dollars for basic 
services, at evergreater risk. This dynamic is exacerbated by the marginalizing 
of local ethnic groups in New Mexico, many of which were instrumental in 
fighting the Cold War and which are now being targeted by corporate and 
U.S. national interests. U.S. national security policy has, therefore, produced a 
wide range of effects in the Southwest over the last half century, leaving many 
in the post-Cold War era to search out their own forms of security. 

To understand these realities, we might consider the advantages of a 
"decentered" approach to the production of (in)security. Decentered means 
moving beyond the nation-state to nation-state dynamic that has in different 
ways dominated both security studies and anthropology, to pursue projects 
that investigate multiple subject-positions and that explore how specific ex- 
periences of place are constructed in the tension between the global and the 
local. As I have tried to demonstrate in this essay, approaching the produc- 
tion of insecurity with universalistic definitions of sovereignty, security, or 
citizenship means erasing the cultural and political complexity of many geo- 
graphic spaces in the world, such as northern New Mexico, and rendering 
invisible areas of ongoing, and potential, conflict. This has been amply 
demonstrated in the immediate post-Cold War period. Only a few years ago, 
for example, it was still possible to describe the former Yugoslavia as an 
example of a working multiethnic, pluralistic society. And who could have 
predicted that the most significant struggle in recent North American history 
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would erupt among indigenous communities in Chiapas over the terms of 
the 1994 North American Free Trade Agreement? In both of these situa- 
tions, the relationship of memory to land, race, and ethnicity has combined 
with historical shifts in geopolitical relations to produce regional volatilities 
that challenge Cold War assumptions about the foundational bases of secur- 
ity and even national stability. 

To understand cross-cultural anxiety and (inter)national conflict in the 
post-Cold War era, we need to move beyond a model of security studies 
based primarily on alignments of weapons and armies to include investiga- 
tions of how people experience insecurity across a broader sphere of rela- 
tionships, from those of economic exploitation, to environmental degradation, 
to racial conflict and geopolitical marginalization. This poses several dis- 
tinct disciplinary challenges. For anthropology it means moving beyond the 
implicit Cold War emphasis on using one's home nation-state as the ultim- 
ate point of reference for identifying difference. As John Borneman has 
pointed out (1995), anthropology has always been involved in a subtle 
form of foreign policy, in that, by exploring the boundaries of "otherness," 
anthropologists have also been implicitly reenforcing national borders. This 
is most clearly evidenced in the traditional requirement for entry into the 
field of anthropology as a profession: the completion of an ethnographic 
project that takes place outside the territorial borders of one's own nation- 
state. From this perspective, anthropology has been involved, however ob- 
liquely, in a particular state and nation-building project right from the very 
beginning. Consequently, it may well be that in the future we will look back 
on the anthropology of the Cold War as a distinctive global project (see 
Nader, 1997). Recent interest in examining global processes from an ethno- 
graphic point of view has produced a number of innovative efforts to ex- 
pand the possibilities for ethnographic research (e.g., see Appadurai, 1991; 
Friedman, 1994; Marcus, 1995a). Because the Cold War provided much of 
the energy and funding for the development of area studies programs, how- 
ever, the challenge that remains is to articulate a compelling new under- 
standing of the value of cross-cultural research, one that is not tied to the 
kind of state and nation-building projects that characterized the Cold War, 
but one that also does not abandon programs that are, in fact, producing 
both cross-cultural and international understanding.I8 

Decentering security studies is a more ~ ro found  challenge, given that it is 
largely a creation of the Cold War, and because of the close interactions that 
many security scholars maintain with government policymakers. As this 
essay purports to be a case study, we might locate one conceptual blind spot 
in Cold War security studies by reviewing institutional responses to the 
"national security" debates in New Mexico. With few exceptions, security 
studies agencies in the mid-1990s found the security issues raised in this 
essay to be simply unrecognizable." Two issues seem to inform readings that 
positioned the regional debates about Los Alamos outside the purview of 
security studies: (1) the ambiguous legal standing of indigenous nations 
within international relations theory, and (2) the absence of an area studies 
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category devoted to investigating security issues internal to the United States. 
These conversations at  times provoked curious results. For example, I was 
informed by one security studies agency that if I could demonstrate that the 
political context around Los Alamos had international implications - some- 
thing that might affect arms-control agreements, for instance - then this 
project might be considered a contribution to security studies. Then, while 
readily acknowledging the territorial sovereignty of Pueblo nations in New 
Mexico, and thus seemingly an international context, that agency concluded 
that because the Pueblos were unlikely to "break away" from the United 
States, the regional context surrounding LANL lacked the criteria to be rel- 
evant to security studies. A paradoxical vision of sovereignty was revealed in 
these exchanges, one defined by an ability to threaten the United States 
within this paradigm. Because Pueblo nations do  not have standing armies, 
and cannot militarily challenge the United States, there are no legitimate 
security concerns in the region. Consequently, indigenous nations can only 
enter the world of security studies by taking military action, and even then 
they can enter it only as a threat to U.S. national security, not as national 
entities with security concerns unique and valid unto themselves. The broader 
security implications of building (and, after the Cold War, potentially con- 
solidating) the U.S. nuclear weapons complex in an area of New Mexico 
that is territorially contested (with sixteen indigenous nations and numerous 
land-grant controversies), racially and ethnically unique (a majority Nuev- 
omexicano and Native American region), and poor (one in three people 
around Los Alamos live below the poverty line) were rendered invisible, in 
this case, by devotion to a specific Cold War-era internationalism. 

A vigorous interdisciplinary debate is now taking place over the conceptual 
and institutional outlines of a post-Cold War global studies. Undoubtedly, the 
twenty-first century will witness new parameters both for what counts as 
security as well as for the more ominous issue of whose insecurity it is impor- 
tant to understand. One test of the institutional ability to disengage from Cold 
War structures, I suggest, is whether North America, and the United States in 
particular, is included within a revised security studies topography. Certainly, 
the kinds of issues being debated in New Mexico - which involve state and 
quasi-state entities, asymmetrical legal structures, territorial memory, alter- 
native definitions of citizenship, and fundamental questions of environmental 
justice - argue for a move away from a strict focus on state-to-state inter- 
actions to enable investigations into how people actually experience insecurity 
in everyday life. Given the embedded cultural and institutional legacies of the 
Cold War, however, it may well be that in order to study insecurity at the dawn 
of the twenty-first century, we may have to embrace it as well. 

Notes 

Earlier versions of this essay were presented a t  the 1995 Annual Meeting of the American 
Anthropological Association on  a panel organized by Adriana Petryna and Mariana Ferreira, 
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and to the Peace Studies Program at  Cornell University. I am very grateful for the commentary 
and discussion received in each of these forums. I would also like to thank Michael Meeker, 
John Borneman, and Stefan Senders for valued support and criticism. Shawn Smith has been 
a generous reader and critic of this work. 

1. For an analysis of the dual-structured, oppositional nation building in the Cold War 
Berlins, see Borneman (1992). 

2. "From time immemorial" is a legal phrase used in land- and water-rights cases in the 
United States to designate that Native American claims are prior to any other (see Cohen, 1941). 

3. O n  the history of conflict surbunding Spanish and Mexican land grants in New 
Mexico, see Br~ggs and Van Ness (1987); Ebright (1994); Rosenbauni (1981); Gardner (1970); 
Nostrand (1992); Ortiz (1980); and Pulido (1996). 

4. O n  the concept of New Mexico as a Hispano homeland, see Nostrand (1992). O n  
"Aztlan" see Anaya and Lmmeli (1989); Barrera (1988); and Chavez (1984). This split within the 
Spanish-speaking community in New Mexico over whether to forward Spanish or Native 
American ancestry in terms of contemporary identity politics is demonstrated in the conflict over 
naming in northern New Mexico. In the Spanish-speaking villages of northern New Mexico 
residents are likely to refer to each other as "Mexicanola," hut probably use "Hispanola," or 
"Chicanola" when speak~ng in English or to outsiders. "Chicanola" is more commonly used by 
Spanish speakers in the larger urban areas, but current usage varies considerably and is politi- 
cized. In this essay I use the collective term Nuevomexicano to refer to all Spanish-speaking peo- 
ple in northern New Mexico; and I use Hispano or Chicano only when people self-identified to 
me that way in conversation. 

5. For example, see Ortiz (1980); Jaimes (1992); Churchill (1993); Acuna (1988); Chavez 
(1984); and Pulldo (1996). For detailed studies of the relationship of U.S. nation building to  
race and territory in the ninteenth and early twentieth centuries, see Drinnon (1990) and 
Horsman (1981). 

6. In fact, the state of New Mexico is eclipsed only by Maryland and Virginia in per capita 
federal dollars. In 1995, this included $2.7 billion from the Department of Energy (DOE) and 
more than $650 million from the Deparment of Defense (DOD) (see the Santa Fe New 
Mexican, June 18, 1996). Overall, one out of every four workers in New Mexico is employed 
by the federal government (Albuquerque Journal, July 1, 1992), and the DOE is directly 
responsible for 13  percent of the total economy of the state (see Lansford et al., 1995). 

7. 1 am speaking here specifically about plutonium-239, which was developed for use in 
nuclear weapons. See International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War and the 
Institute for Energy and Environmental Research (IPPNW and IEER) (1992) on the physics 
and health risks of plutonium, and IPPNW and IEER (1991) on the cumulative health and 
environmental effects of nuclear weapons tests. 

8. The DOE has estimated that it will cost $230 billion over the next seventy-five years to 
clean up those nuclear production sites that can be cleaned up and simply to stabilize the most 
serious sites, which remain beyond our capabilities to remediate (see U.S. Department of 
Energy, 199Sh, 1 9 9 5 ~ ) .  

9. During the Cold War, all nuclear weapons tests by the acknowledged nuclear powers 
(the United States, Britain, France, China, and the former Soviet Union) took place on  con- 
tested indigenous lands (see Nietschman and Le Bon, 1987; also Hanson, 1997; LaDuke and 
Churchill, 1985; and Kuletz, 1998). 

10. The Pueblo nations surrounding Los Alamos explicitly articulate their security concerns 
within a discourse of territorial sovereignty. The difficulty many U.S. officials and security 
scholars have in accepting this discourse as presented, or in translating the ambiguities around 
Native Amer~can sovereignty into a more familiar discourse of national security, is precisely one 
of the problems facing indigenous communities in New Mexico, and throughout the Americas. 

11. I do not mean to suggest that having the vote would have influenced the Manhattan 
Project in any way, as it was a top-secret project on  which even Vice President Harry Truman 
was not briefed until after he had been sworn in as president (Rhodes, 1986: 617). I am sim- 
ply pointing out the legal disparities at  work in New Mexico that were instrumental in the 
development of Los Alamos. 
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12, On the importance of shrines and pilgrimage sites in Tewa cosmology, see Ortiz (1969). 
13, Pueblo governments do have the option of trying to mobil~ze mternational opinion and 

law on  their behalf, as several tribes in the Southwest have, in fact, attempted to do. However, 
there are inherent difficult~es in finding international allies that are willing to challenge the 
United States over internal nuclear weapons policy. Because the United States can evoke the 
"supreme national interest" clause in any international treaty or agreement to protect the nuclear 
weapons complex from suit, local Pueblo nations face an uphill battle simply locating an inter- 
nattonal forum willing to consider their case. 

14. Pojoaque Pueblo did, in fact, shut down U.S. highway 84128.5, lust north of Santa Fe, 
on March 21, 1996, to protest the lack of progress on gaming issue\ in the state. 

15. See Randy Hanson's pathbreaking analysis of the economics and geopolitical forces 
behind the Mescalaro Apache's decision to initiate a nuclear waste storage project (1994, 
1997). On nuclear politics and environmental justice, see Kuletz (1998); LaDuke and Churchill 
(1985); Eichstaedt (1994); Grinde and Johansen (1995); Stoffle and Evans (1988). On con- 
cepts of environmental justice, see Bryant (1995); Bullard (1993); and Pulido (1996). 

16. For example, the DARHT lawsuit was ultimately settled in favor of the DOEILANL 
only after the DOE provided a classified supplement to the federal judge adjudicating the case. 
NGOs argued that they should he able to f ~ n d  a representative with a securlty clearance to 
revlew the classified documentation In order to mount an adequate rebuttal, but they were 
denied that option. Ultimately, NGOs In Santa Fe succeeded in delaying the DARHT project 
for sixteen months, and put LANL on notice for the first time that the public could signifi- 
cantly influence nuclear weapons projects at  the laboratory. 

17. In 1996, the World Court in the Hague did rule that using nuclear weapons in a first- 
strike capacity was against ~nternational law; however, judges left room in their decision for a 
"defensive" use of nuclear weapons. 

18. My intent here IS only to  point out the structural role that the Cold War played in 
shaping the development of area stud~es; it 1s not to make any claim on what ind~v~dual  schol- 
ars d ~ d  w~thin those area studies categories (see Rafael, 1994; Lewontin et al., 1997). 

19. The notable exception was the MacArthur Foundation, which supported the conver- 
satlon leading to this collection o f  essays. 



Human Security and the Interests of States 

Astri Suhrke 

Introduction 

'H uman security' is being promoted by the Canadian and Norwegian 
governments as a new leitmotif in foreign policy. The idea was 
launched during a bilateral meeting in Norway of foreign min- 

isters Lloyd Axworthy and Knut Vollebzk in May 1998, and reaffirmed in 
a larger forum in May this year. Nine other foreign ministers were invited 
to this last meeting - a varied group consisting of Austria, Chile, Ireland, 
Jordan, the Netherlands, Slovenia, South Africa, Switzerland and Thailand - 
and the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Sadako Ogata, gave the 
keynote address. Given the evident ambition invested in what has come to 
be known as the Lysaen process - named after the place where the meetings 
were held - it is appropriate to ask what 'human security' might mean, 
which interests it serves, and whether it is more than just a positive-sounding 
slogan. 

Serving Which Interests? 

To ask which interests the promotion of 'human security' serves signals in 
itself a neorealist perspective on international relations. In this analytical 
tradition, norms or ideas are understood as mere ideology: they mask, sus- 
tain or advance the power-oriented interests of states. The Norwegian- 
Canadian support for 'human security' can to some extent be explained in 
this perspective. 

The concept evokes 'progressive values' that are integral to the foreign 
policy identity of both countries. The specific content has changed over time 
and context. In the 1960s, Norwegian-Canadian cooperation on UN peace- 
keeping issues gave rise to what was termed 'the Oslo-Ottawa axis'. In the 
1970s and 1980s, both countries participated in the informal grouping of 

Source: Security Dialogue, 30(3) (1999): 265-76. 
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states called the 'like-minded'. The group saw itself as a friendly intermediary 
that could help developing countries negotiate their terms of dependence on 
the Bretton Woods institutions, the United States and the multinational cor- 
porations, and make the burden less onerous. In Ottawa, this ideological 
position underpins efforts to create a space and international role for Canada 
as a 'middle power', above all in distinction to the United States. In Oslo, a 
similar line of thinking is reflected in the understanding that, for a very small 
country like Norway, international 'power' lies above all in the promotion of 
powerful ideas. 

Insofar as the Canadian and Norwegian governments have defined the 
concept of 'human security', it is associated with the pre-eminent progres- 
sive values of the 1990s: human rights, international humanitarian law, and 
socio-economic development based on equity. Both governments have used 
the term as an umbrella concept to cover a humanitarian agenda that in- 
cludes support for the International Criminal Court, the ban on landmines, 
regulation of light arms trade, and prohibition on child soldiers. 

Clearly, the Lys~en  process follows a well-established policy trajectory 
for both countries. In addition to these historical determinants, there are 
contingent factors. An interest-based interpretation that takes the nation- 
state as its unit of analysis again seems persuasive. 

As a new member on the UN Security Council (UNSC) this year, Canada 
has used the idea of 'human security' to distinguish itself as a progressive 
middle power. For instance, when holding the UNSC presidency in February 
1999, Canada put the issue of 'human security' on the agenda in the form 
of a general discussion about transgressions against civilians during violent 
conflict. The UNSC had earlier addressed the topic with respect to particular 
conflicts, but this was a rare, general discussion of humanitarian principles 
in relation to international peace and security.' It suggested a widening of 
the jurisdiction of the Council, from international peace and security in a 
conventional sense as matters pertaining to the security of states, to include 
the security of individual persons as well. 

The UNSC initiative was part of a general Canadian strategy in the 1990s 
to elevate humanitarian issues to the sphere of 'high politics'. In this respect, 
the Rwandan genocide in 1994 was an important motivating f a ~ t o r . ~  Canada 
had long been a major donor to Rwanda, and the head of the ill-fated UN 
peacekeeping force, UNAMIR, was a Canadian (General Romeo Dallaire). 
The Rwanda experience accentuated Canadian concerns to see the UN func- 
tion proactively to prevent humanitarian crises (eg. through early warning), 
establish a mechanism of rapid intervention (some form of a rapid reaction 
force), and strengthen socio-economic structures that could prevent conflict 
as well as repair societies after war. Leading Canadians were promoted as 
candidates for key positions in the UN system, including Louise Frkchette 
as Deputy Secretary-General, and Louise Arbor as prosecutor in the UN- 
appointed International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia. 

Idiosyncratic factors also shaped policy. Foreign Minister Axworthy - 
once a political scientist and university professor - was an early advocate of 
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'soft power'. As a member of the opposition in the Parliament, he had 
favored using economic sanctions rather than military force against Saddam 
Hussein in the 1990 Gulf conflict. Later, as foreign minister, he called for 
brutal cuts in the defense budget amounting to a one-third reduction." 

On  the Norwegian side, contingent factors reinforced the historical tra- 
jectory towards humanitarianism as well. The coalition government that 
hosted the first Lysnen meetings is led by the Christian Democrats, who 
have a long tradition of supporting foreign aid and missionary work. Like 
its Labour predecessor, the government is lobbying for a Norwegian seat on 
the UNSC for the 2001-2003 period. In this connection, 'human security' 
has the ring of an entry ticket. 

More generally, as the only Nordic country apart from Iceland to remain 
outside the European Union, Norway faced potential isolation in the inter- 
national arena in the 1990s. The traditional Nordic caucus no longer oper- 
ated as before in the United Nations. NATO and OSCE remained important 
foreign policy fora, but could hardly serve as a caucus of progressive states. 
By contrast, the concept of 'human security' could be a vehicle for creating 
a broad but thematically focused international coalition on humanitarian 
issues - a 1990s version of the 'like-minded'. By initiating a global coalition 
of states on 'human security issues', Norway could take a step towards what 
a former foreign affairs official grandly described as 'humanitarian large 
power ~ t a t u s ' . ~  

Embedded Humanitarianism 

An interest-based approach thus goes some way towards explaining why 
countries like Norway and Canada might find promoting a concept like 
'human security' useful to enhance their own status and influence in the inter- 
national arena. However, as critics of neorealism have made abundantly clear, 
the approach has its limitations. In particular, the neorealist perspective 
does not explain why some ideas rise to prominence while others do not. Why 
did Canada and Norway select 'human security' as a standard bearer rather 
than, for instance, a view of 'state security' as a guarantor of human rights 
and humanitarian benefits?" 

Critics argue that neorealists do not - indeed cannot - answer this ques- 
tion because they deny the power of ideas in a fundamental sense. We can 
give a fuller explanation of state behavior if we assume that ideas have, or 
acquire, a power of their own which cannot be accounted for simply by 
showing that they are expedient vehicles for promoting national power. As 
formulated by the most recent critics of neorealism, we must start with the 
prior question of why states define their interests in certain ways6 Norms 
shape the interests of states in at least two ways: by influencing the defin- 
ition of interests, and by influencing their order of priority. Following this 
line of analysis, it is easier to understand why promoting 'human security' 
has become a joint foreign policy initiative of Canada and Norway. 
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However defined in detail, the idea of 'human security' springs from the 
same values that during the second half of the 20th century led to the 
greater articulation of norms for securing human rights, civilizing the con- 
duct of war, and protecting the vulnerable. A distinguishing feature of the 
1990s is that the structure of international relations created more room for 
these ideas to come to the fore and be institutionalized. Grouped under the 
label 'humanitarian', such issues became more visible and acquired the sta- 
tus of 'high politics', for several reasons. 

The fundamental transition in the international system marked by the 
end of the Cold War brought in its wake numerous local conflicts. At the 
same time, the change in international relations made it easier for the UN 
to intervene and address the humanitarian consequences of violent conflict. 
The growing humanitarian role of the UN was strengthened as early as 
in 1992, with the establishment of a Department of Humanitarian Affairs 
within the Secretariat. The unit was reorganized in 1997 as the Office for 
the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA). In the same year, Kofi 
Annan designated humanitarian affairs as one of the four principal work 
areas of the UN.' Moreover, the higher risk of polico-military approaches 
to conflicts, and the reduced incentives to do  so in areas that, after the 
demise of the Soviet Union, held little strategic interest for the West, made 
humanitarian assistance seem a useful substitute strategy. This tendency 
was recognized early on in both Bosnia and Rwandax  

These structural changes set the stage for efforts to strengthen and ex- 
pand existing international regimes for promoting human rights, protecting 
refugees and providing humanitarian assistance. New global institutions 
were established (such as the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights) 
and resources were magnified (note the spiraling budget of the High Com- 
missioner for Refugees). The growth of private sector humanitarianism by 
NGOs was boosted by the ideological shift brought about by the collapse 
of state socialism, which reinforced the appeal of p i v a t i ~ a t i o n . ~  Greatly 
aided by the media, these agencies and organizations formed a powerful 
set of institutions dedicated to promoting the principles and practices of 
humanitarianism. 

Thus, a combined interest-and-institutional perspective can help to ex- 
plain the power of particular ideas at  a particular historical conjun~ture . '~ '  
As the 20th century draws to a close, humanitarian ideas have become a 
principal normative reference for states and organizations to clarify their 
international obligations, or against which to hold others responsible. True, 
the stock of relevant ideas has remained diffuse and manifold, with numer- 
ous internal contradictions as well. Foremost among these has been the con- 
tradiction between the right of sovereignty and the right of intervention to 
uphold human rights. Actions undertaken in the name of humanitarian 
principles, moreover, have often had mixed motives and un-humanitarian 
results, whether intended or not. It may be useful to think of the structure 
as an 'embedded humanitarianism', similar to the notion of 'embedded lib- 
eralism' that analysts used to characterize the Western world after 194.5." 
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In both cases, the term 'embedded' suggests that the norms are diffuse, often 
permitting non-articulated compromises, yet generally understood in a con- 
sensual way and invested with much legitimacy. 

The idea of 'human security' has been extracted from this embedded 
stock of ideas. As a 'social construct' the term permits many interpretations, 
and those who promote it are still struggling to formulate an authoritative 
and consensual definition. But the idea clearly has roots in the central prin- 
ciple of international humanitarian law - to civilize warfare and to aid its 
victims. In the modern European tradition, the central rights and duties of 
the parties concerned in this regard were first codified in the late 19th cen- 
tury, and have since been progressively elaborated in international human- 
itarian law and by the Red Cross movement. The term 'human security' is 
readily suggested by this heritage of seeking to save lives and reduce the suf- 
fering of individuals during armed conflict. 

A more immediate origin of the term is found in the 1994 report of 
the UN Development Programme (UNDP). 'Human security' appears here 
as part of a vision for a 'people-oriented economic development'. While 
offering an imprecise and controversial definition, the starting point for the 
UNDP was poverty rather than war - but 'security' suggested an escape from 
both.I2 

Both physical and economic security are incorporated in the definition 
offered by the Canadian government to the joint policy initiative. At the 
1999 meeting (Lyssen 11), Axworthy declared that '[iln essence, human secur- 
ity means safety for people from both violent and non-violent threats. It is 
a condition or state of being characterized by freedom from pervasive threats 
to people's rights, their safety or even their lives.'13 He further emphasized 
that the purpose was not to identify a policy agenda. Rather, '[flrom a for- 
eign policy perspective, human security is perhaps best understood as a shift 
in perspective or orientation. It is an alternative way of seeing the world, 
taking people as its point of reference, rather than focusing exclusively on the 
security of territory or governments.' 

If the objective is to marshal a broad coalition of states around various 
humanitarian causes, then it makes sense to emphasize a common approach 
rather than a common doctrine. The Canadian-Norwegian initiative has 
so far sidestepped the trickiest questions which the concept of 'human secur- 
ity' raises: Who is going to provide the security? Specifically, what are the 
limits of humanitarian intervention? How is security to  be provided? Specif- 
ically, how can assistance or sanctions be operationalized so as to minimize 
rather than increase human suffering? When objectives conflict, which inter- 
ests are to be served? Those of the states promoting the idea, or those of the 
presumed individual beneficiaries? 

These questions have no easy answers. Trying to provide them is tanta- 
mount to developing a foreign policy doctrine. But even a relatively modest 
entrepreneurship to promote norms requires that the ideas have a coherence 
that can identify key issues and mobilize supporters. Does the concept 'human 
security' have this potential? 



S~~ihrltrt Human Security and the Interests of States 129 

Common Uses  of the  Term 

There are two possible starting points for exploring the substantive core 
of 'human security'. One is in relation to the security of states, the other in 
relation to human development. Since contemporary discussion on human 
security mostly takes the 1994 UNDP report as its starting point, we will 
follow this latter practice. 

The UNDP report examines 'human security' in relation to 'human de- 
velopment', drawing on notions of justice that appeared in the development 
literature in the early 1970s. At that time, 'human development' served as a 
counterpoint to economistic and growth-oriented concepts of development, 
where the objective was to produce material goods and humans were viewed 
mainly as inputs of labor. Critics argued that development must be assessed 
in terms of its implications for people (hence emphasizing basic human 
needs, equity and non-exploitative growth). Equally, they held, the develop- 
ment process must be determined by popular participation and autonomous 
definition of needs and wants (e.g. so that 'thirst' is not defined as 'the need 
for a Coke', as Ivan Illich wrote in his classic 1970 essay).14 During the sec- 
ond half of the 1970s, this criticism branched into two main directions: 
a 'small is beautiful' perspective, and a more theoretically rigorous neo- 
Marxist criticism of neoclassical paradigms. 

By the late 1990s, only the non-Marxist tradition of 'human develop- 
ment' had survived. It was in part a rather wooly notion of 'human-centered 
development','"n part quasi-quantitative, especially as developed with 
UNDP's human development indicators. The common core was an emphasis 
on equity and the need to reduce the number of losers in the development 
process. 

The major contribution of the 1994 UNDP report to this literature was 
its attempt to  define human security and human development, and sort out 
their relationship. The result, however, was confusingly circular. 'Human 
security' was presented both as an end-state of affairs - 'safety from such 
chronic threats as hunger, disease and repression' - and as a process in the 
sense of 'protection from sudden and hurtful disruptions in the patterns of 
daily life'. As an end-state, human security was further broken down with 
respect to sectors such as employment, health, education, and the environ- 
ment. Human security was seen as essential for human development; without 
minimal stability and security in daily life, there could be no development - 
human or otherwise. But the obverse was true as well. Long-term development 
that improves social and economic life would produce human security, the 
UNDP report concluded. In this reasoning, there is no difference between 
human development and human security, or between process and the end- 
state. Clearly, greater differentiation is needed. 

The most critical distinction, it seems, is between (human) development 
and (human) security. One useful starting point here is the difference between 
long-term structural change, and sudden crisis-like disruptions. Let us say that 
certain long-term, structural changes amount to a process of development. 
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From a policy perspective, this process involves a vast and complex array of 
objectives and means that are already familiar. They are quite different from 
the policy challenges that arise in times of crisis and threaten security in an 
immediate way. Similarly, from an individual perspective, coping with a situ- 
ation of long-term socio-economic change is indeed different from being con- 
fronted with a sudden crisis or life-threatening violence. 

The two situations may shade into each other, but are not identical. 
Recall the picture drawn by R. H. Tawney when describing rural China in 
1931: 'There are districts in which the position of the rural population is 
that of a man standing permanently up to  the neck in water, so that even 
a ripple is sufficient to drown him.'16 James Scott used this simple insight 
to  elaborate a view of the moral economy of the peasant; it also suggests a 
policy-relevant distinction between development and security: To provide 
human security in situations of this kind means protecting that person stand- 
ing neck-deep in the river from the ripple, either by taking immediate pre- 
ventive measures to flatten the ripple before it reaches him, or by throwing 
out a life buoy. Human development, by contrast, is a long-term process 
designed to get the man out of the river, or to lower the water level or under- 
take equivalent structural change. 

Vulnerability a s  a Defining Characteristic 

The defining characteristic of persons who find themselves in mid-river like 
Tawney's peasant is their vulnerability. Whether the threat is economic or 
physical violence, immediate protective measures are necessary if longer- 
term investments to improve conditions can be relevant at all. It follows 
that the core of human insecurity can be seen as extreme vulnerability. The 
central task of a policy inspired by human security concerns would there- 
fore be to protect those who are most vulnerable. 

Arguably, the vulnerability concept satisfies some of the requirements 
for the development of public-policy norms. It helps to identify beneficiaries 
and suggest policy strategies. Obligations can be derived with reference 
to a structure of vulnerability, as normative political theorists have done. 
Exploring the implications of vulnerability in this way might lift the concept 
of 'human security' above the level of a handy slogan, making it a powerful 
tool of foreign policy. As such, it would lend conceptual coherence and con- 
sequent legitimacy to a range of policy initiatives. Individual policies would 
not appear as items on a rag-tag menu but would spring from the single and 
compelling moral thought of protecting the vulnerable. An indication of what 
this exploration would involve is set out below. 

Contemporary moral philosophers have looked into the reasons why we 
are obligated to protect the vulnerable. For scholars like Robert Goodin, 
the rationale lies in our own responsibility for the misfortune of others, and 
the ultimately weak distinction between negative and positive duties (i.e. to 
refrain from doing something harmful, or to do something beneficial)." 
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The philosophers do  not tell us precisely who the vulnerable are, but it is self- 
evident that those exposed to immediate physical threats to life or depriv- 
ation of life-sustaining resources are extremely vulnerable - neck-deep in 
water like Tawney's peasant. They are indirectly identified by human rights 
law, international humanitarian law, and international refugee law. Other 
persons can be placed in equally life-threatening positions for reasons of 
deep poverty or natural disasters. This gives us three categories of extremely 
vulnerable persons: 

victims of war and internal conflict; 
those who live close to the subsistence level and thus are structurally pos- 
itioned at  the edge of socio-economic disaster; and 
victims of natural disasters. 

In this schema, the condition of abject poverty or powerlessness is not quali- 
tatively different from vulnerability to physical violence during conflict. 
Indeed, it recalls the concept of 'structural violence' developed in the 1970s 
by Johan Galtung.I8 The three categories are linked in other ways as well. 
Man-made and nature-made violence often combine to produce so-called 
complex humanitarian emergencies. In addition, those already living at  the 
margins are often most vulnerable in wars and natural disasters. 

As defined above, 'the extremely vulnerable' are most likely to be found 
in areas experiencing war, poverty or natural disasters. Today the incidence 
of all these appears high in parts of Africa, Asia and Latin America, as well 
as the Balkans and some regions of the former Soviet Union. Violence and 
deprivation - whether caused by man or nature - is not exclusively a phe- 
nomenon of the South. There are all kinds of vulnerable groups and individ- 
uals also in the North; there are mutual vulnerabilities between and among 
regions; and common economic and environmental vulnerabilities may well 
become more severe in the future if globalization continues apace. This 
being said, we must recognize that the extreme forms of 'human insecurity' 
that affect large groups of society rather than individuals are most severe or 
widespread in the regions mentioned above. 

A 'Human Security Regime' to  Protect the Vulnerable 

If the essence of human security is reduced vulnerability, policies to this end 
could be aggregated into a 'human security regime' designed to protect cat- 
egories of extremely vulnerable persons. Some parts of such a regime are 
already in place. O f  these, the international systems developed to aid the vic- 
tims of armed conflict and natural disasters are probably most developed, 
although incomplete. With respect to armed conflict, for instance, the inter- 
national community has been much readier to give material assistance than 
to establish mechanisms to protect the victims of violence. The emphasis on 
providing relief has sometimes become a substitute for other strategies for 
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dealing with the problem. To return to Tawney's metaphor, throwing out the 
life buoy has often been seen as easier than flattening the ripples. 

The present international regime to protect and assist victims of war and 
internal conflict has largely developed since World War 11. There is both an 
international refugee regime (institutionally centered on UNHCR and nor- 
matively on the 1951 Convention), and an international humanitarian regime 
(institutionally centered on the UN humanitarian agencies and the ICRC, 
and normatively on the 1949 Geneva Conventions and the 1977 Additional 
Protocols). Recent years have seen an explosive growth in NGOs and other 
institutions to help both refugees and victims of internal conflicts in situ. 

Strategies for further strengthening the international humanitarian regime 
to protect victims of conflict involve three distinct elements: 

developing norms; 
strengthening institutions (national and international); and 
operationalizing and implementing strategies. 

Considerable efforts have been made to develop norms in the name of 
'human security', and more could be done. For instance, 

prohibiting anti-personnel landmines and regulating the trade in light 
arms; 
sustaining current efforts in the UN Commission on Human Rights to 
formulate basic humanitarian standards. Holding non-state actors 
accountable for their violations of humanitarian standards is one import- 
ant area where little progress has yet been made; 
sustaining efforts to  protect children in, and from, conflict; and 
securing 'humanitarian space' for protection and assistance of civilians 
in the midst of armed conflict. 

The most difficult task is operationalizing strategies to assist and protect 
persons against physical violence, whether under conditions of civil war or 
in the case of government abuse against its citizens. The problems involved 
are legion. First, there is likely to be resistance by authorities or other forces 
in the target area. This increases the costs and risks of protective interven- 
tion. Second, intervention may be driven by political interests that under- 
mine the professed humanitarian objective. Third, intervention may have 
unforeseen or unintended negative effects. A spate of recent literature has 
emphasized the unintended negative consequences of humanitarian action 
with respect to the provision of material assistance.19 Similar problems may 
arise when the intervention is intended to provide physical protection, as 
the Kosovo conflict has demonstrated. 

Developing a human security regime for the victims of natural or man- 
made disasters is one thing, doing the same for those who live permanently 
on the edge of a socio-economic disaster is another. If the state authorities 
in question are working to improve the conditions of their most vulnerable 
groups, the task is of course made easier. On the international side, there have 
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been growing efforts to incorporate some basic standards of socio-economic 
conditions in aid policy. The World Bank, for instance, has specified standards 
to compensate certain categories of persons who are displaced or who other- 
wise incur direct losses due to development projects. The policy is a de facto 
recognition of the need to protect the most vulnerable: those living at  the 
margins have a right to be protected from particular shocks that could push 
them over the brink to disaster. 

These and similar standards form a sort of human security regime for 
those on the edge of socio-economic disaster. Building an internationally 
supported 'human security regime' for those neck-deep in water may there- 
fore not be as impossible as it seems at first glance. Further norm develop- 
ment might entail: 

the elaboration and codification of rights, as well as standards for com- 
pensations that apply to particularly vulnerable people who are nega- 
tively affected by development projects; 
the clarification of rights and establishment of safety nets for those most 
hurt and least able to compensate for losses incurred by structural ad- 
justment policies;20 and 
similar safety nets for 'the very vulnerable' whose income or assets are 
arbitrarily confiscated by state or local authorities. 

'Vulnerability' may be a useful starting point for developing 'human secur- 
ity' as a meaningful policy concept. It remains to be demonstrated if this is 
the best or the only starting point. What is clear is that 'human security' 
requires conceptual clarification if it is to be taken seriously as a vision or 
an instrument of foreign policy. Political leaders who are asked to  back up 
a slogan will want to know what it entails. The concerned public will won- 
der if it is more than a slogan. Analysts inside and outside government need 
to assess which interests are being served, and what the likkly consequences 
are - whether intended or not. Failing this, the alternative is the minimalist 
approach sketched by Axworthy at  Lysaen 11, where he affirmed that it 
means 'taking people as [the] point of reference' in international relations. 
This is a laudable intention - but it hardly amounts to either a vision or an 
instrument. 
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The Lonely Superpower 

Samuel P. Huntington 

The New Dimension of Power 

D uring the past decade global politics has changed fundamentally in 
two ways. First, it has been substantially reconfigured along cul- 
tural and civilizational lines, as I have highlighted in the pages of 

this journal and documented at length in The Clash of Civilizations and the 
Remaking of World Order. Second, as argued in that book, global politics 
is also always about power and the struggle for power, and today inter- 
national relations is changing along that crucial dimension. The global struc- 
ture of power in the Cold War was basically bipolar; the emerging structure 
is very different. 

There is now only one superpower. But that does not mean that the world 
is unipolar. A unipolar system would have one superpower, no significant 
major powers, and many minor powers. As a result, the superpower could 
effectively resolve important international issues alone, and no combination 
of other states would have the power to prevent it from doing so. For several 
centuries the classical world under Rome, and at times East Asia under 
China, approximated this model. A bipolar system like the Cold War has two 
superpowers, and the relations between them are central to international pol- 
itics. Each superpower dominates a coalition of allied states and competes 
with the other superpower for influence among nonaligned countries. A multi- 
polar system has several major powers of comparable strength that cooperate 
and compete with each other in shifting patterns. A coalition of major states 
is necessary to resolve important international issues. European politics ap- 
proximated this model for several centuries. 

Contemporary international politics does not fit any of these three models. 
It is instead a strange hybrid, a uni-multipolar system with one superpower 
and several major powers. The settlement of key international issues requires 

Source: Foreign Affazrs, 78(2) 
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action by the single superpower but always with some combination of other 
major states; the single superpower can, however, veto action on key issues 
by combinations of other states. The United States, of course, is the sole 
state with preeminence in every domain of power - economic, military, dip- 
lomatic, ideological, technological, and cultural - with the reach and cap- 
abilities to promote its interests in virtually every part of the world. At a 
second level are major regional powers that are preeminent in areas of the 
world without being able to extend their interests and capabilities as glob- 
ally as the United States. They include the German-French condominium in 
Europe, Russia in Eurasia, China and potentially Japan in East Asia, India 
in South Asia, Iran in Southwest Asia, Brazil in Latin America, and South 
Africa and Nigeria in Africa. At a third level are secondary regional powers 
whose interests often conflict with the more powerful regional states. These 
include Britain in relation to the German-French combination, Ukraine in 
relation to Russia, Japan in relation to China, South Korea in relation to 
Japan, Pakistan in relation to India, Saudi Arabia in relation to Iran, and 
Argentina in relation to Brazil. 

The superpower or hegemon in a unipolar system, lacking any major 
powers challenging it, is normally able to maintain its dominance over minor 
states for a long time until it is weakened by internal decay or by forces 
from outside the system, both of which happened to fifth-century Rome and 
nineteenth-century China. In a multipolar system, each state might prefer a 
unipolar system with itself as the single dominant power but the other major 
states will act to prevent that from happening, as was often the case in 
European politics. In the Cold War, each superpower quite explicitly preferred 
a unipolar system under its hegemony. However, the dynamics of the com- 
petition and their early awareness that an effort to create a unipolar system 
by armed force would be disastrous for both enabled bipolarity to endure for 
four decades until one state no longer could sustain the rivalry. 

In each of these systems, the most powerful actors had an interest in main- 
taining the system. In a uni-multipolar system, this is less true. The United 
States would clearly prefer a unipolar system in which it would be the hege- 
mon and often acts as if such a system existed. The major powers, on the other 
hand, would prefer a multipolar system in which they could pursue their 
interests, unilaterally and collectively, without being subject to constraints, coer- 
cion, and pressure by the stronger superpower. They feel threatened by what 
they see as the American pursuit of global hegemony. American officials feel 
frustrated by their failure to achieve that hegemony. None of the principal 
power-wielders in world affairs is happy with the status quo. 

The superpower's efforts to create a unipolar system stimulate greater 
effort by the major powers to move toward a multipolar one. Virtually all 
major regional powers are increasingly asserting themselves to promote 
their own distinct interests, which often conflict with those of the United 
States. Global ~ol i t ics  has thus moved from the bipolar system of the Cold 
War through a unipolar moment - highlighted by the Gulf War - and is now 
passing through one or two uni-multipolar decades before it enters a truly 
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multipolar 21st century. The United States, as Zbigniew Brzezinski has said, 
will be the first, last, and only global superpower. 

Not So Benign 

American officials quite naturally tend to act as if the world were unipolar. 
They boast of American power and American virtue, hailing the United States 
as a benevolent hegemon. They lecture other countries on the universal valid- 
ity of American principles, practices, and institutions. At the 1997 G-7 sum- 
mit in Denver, President Clinton boasted about the success of the American 
economy as a model for others. Secretary of State Madeleine K. Albright has 
called the United States "the indispensable nation" and said that "we stand 
tall and hence see further than other nations." This statement is true in the 
narrow sense that the United States is an indispensable participant in any 
effort to tackle major global problems. It is false in also implying that other 
nations are dispensable - the United States needs the cooperation of some 
major countries in handling any issue - and that American indispensability is 
the source of wisdom. 

Addressing the problem of foreign perceptions of American "hegemonism," 
Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott set forth this rationale: "In a fashion 
and to an extent that is unique in the history of Great Powers, the United 
States defines its strength - indeed, its very greatness - not in terms of its 
ability to achieve or maintain dominance over others, but in terms of its 
ability to work with others in the interests of the international community 
as a whole. ... American foreign policy is consciously intended to advance 
universal values [his italics]." The most concise statement of the "benign he- 
gemon" syndrome was made by Deputy Secretary of the Treasury Lawrence 
H. Summers when he called the United States the "first nonimperialist super- 
power" - a claim that manages in three words to exalt American uniqueness, 
American virtue, and American power. 

American foreign policy is in considerable measure driven by such beliefs. 
In the past few years the United States has, among other things, attempted 
or been perceived as attempting more or less unilaterally to do the follow- 
ing: pressure other countries to adopt American values and practices regard- 
ing human rights and democracy; prevent other countries from acquiring 
military capabilities that could counter American conventional superiority; 
enforce American law extraterritorially in other societies; grade countries 
according to their adherence to American standards on human rights, drugs, 
terrorism, nuclear proliferation, missile proliferation, and now religious free- 
dom; apply sanctions against countries that do not meet American standards 
on these issues; promote American corporate interests under the slogans of 
free trade and open markets; shape World Bank and International Monet- 
ary Fund policies to serve those same corporate interests; intervene in local 
conflicts in which it has relatively little direct interest; bludgeon other coun- 
tries to adopt economic policies and social policies that will benefit American 
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economic interests; promote American arms sales abroad while attempting 
to prevent comparable sales by other countries; force out one U.N. secretary- 
general and dictate the appointment of his successor; expand NATO initially 
to include Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic and no one else; under- 
take military action against Iraq and later maintain harsh economic sanc- 
tions against the regime; and categorize certain countries as "rogue states," 
excluding them from global institutions because they refuse to kowtow to 
American wishes. 

In the unipolar moment at the end of the Cold War and the collapse of 
the Soviet Union, the United States was often able to impose its will on other 
countries. That moment has passed. The two principal tools of coercion that 
the United States now attempts to use are economic sanctions and military 
intervention. Sanctions work, however, only when other countries also sup- 
port them, and that is decreasingly the case. Hence, the United States either 
applies them unilaterally to the detriment of its economic interests and its rela- 
tions with its allies, or it does not enforce them, in which case they become 
symbols of American weakness. 

At relatively low cost the United States can launch bombing or cruise 
missile attacks against its enemies. By themselves, however, such actions 
achieve little. More serious military interventions have to meet three condi- 
tions: They have to be legitimated through some international organization, 
such as the United Nations where they are subject to Russian, Chinese, or 
French veto; they also require the participation of allied forces, which may 
or may not be forthcoming; and they have to involve no American casual- 
ties and virtually no "collateral" casualties. Even if the United States meets 
all three conditions, it risks stirring up not only criticism at home but wide- 
spread political and popular backlash abroad. 

American officials seem peculiarly blind to the fact that often the more the 
United States attacks a foreign leader, the more his popularity soars among 
his countrymen who applaud him for standing tall against the greatest power 
on earth. The demonizing of leaders has so far failed to shorten their tenure 
in power, from Fidel Castro (who has survived eight American presidents) to 
Slobodan MiloSevii and Saddam Hussein. Indeed, the best way for a dictator 
of a small country to prolong his tenure in power may be to provoke the United 
States into denouncing him as the leader of a "rogue regime" and a threat to 
global peace. 

Neither the Clinton administration nor Congress nor the public is will- 
ing to pay the costs and accept the risks of unilateral global leadership. 
Some advocates of American leadership argue for increasing defense expend- 
itures by 50 percent, but that is a nonstarter. The American public clearly 
sees no need to expend effort and resources to achieve American hegemony. 
In one 1997 poll, only 13 percent said they preferred a preeminent role for 
the United States in world affairs, while 74 percent said they wanted the 
United States to share power with other countries. Other polls have produced 
similar results. Public disinterest in international affairs is pervasive, abetted 
by the drastically shrinking media coverage of foreign events. Majorities of 
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55  to 66 percent of the public say that what happens in western Europe, 
Asia, Mexico, and Canada has little or no impact on their lives. However 
much foreign policy elites may ignore or deplore it, the United States lacks 
the domestic political base to create a unipolar world. American leaders re- 
peatedly make threats, promise action, and fail to deliver. The result is a for- 
eign policy of "rhetoric and retreat" and a growing reputation as a "hollow 
hegemon. " 

The Rogue Superpower 

In acting as if this were a unipolar world, the United States is also becom- 
ing increasingly alone in the world. American leaders constantly claim to 
be speaking on behalf of "the international community." But whom do  they 
have in mind? China? Russia? India? Pakistan? Iran? The Arab world? The 
Association of Southeast Asian Nations? Africa? Latin America? France? 
Do any of these countries or regions see the United States as the spokesman 
for a community of which they are a part? The community for which the 
United States speaks includes, at  best, its Anglo-Saxon cousins (Britain, 
Canada, Australia, New Zealand) on most issues, Germany and some smaller 
European democracies on many issues, Israel on some Middle Eastern 
questions, and Japan on the implementation of U.N. resolutions. These are 
important states, but they fall far short of being the global international 
community. 

O n  issue after issue, the United States has found itself increasingly alone, 
with one or a few partners, opposing most of the rest of the world's states and 
peoples. These issues include U.N. dues; sanctions against Cuba, Iran, Iraq, 
and Libya; the land mines treaty; global warming; an international war 
crimes tribunal; the Middle East; the use of force against Iraq and Yugoslavia; 
and the targeting of 35 countries with new economic sanctions between 1993 
and 1996. On these and other issues, much of the international community 
is on one side and the United States is on the other. The circle of governments 
who see their interests coinciding with American interests is shrinking. This 
is manifest, among other ways, in the central lineup among the permanent 
members of the U.N. Security Council. During the first decades of the Cold 
War, it was 4:1 - the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and China 
against the Soviet Union. After Mao's communist government took China's 
seat, the lineup became 3:1:1, with China 
in a shifting middle position. Now it is 
212, with the United States and the United In the eyes of many 
Kingdom opposing China and Russia, and countries America is 
France in the middle spot. the rogue superpower. 

While the United States regularly de- 
nounces various countries as "rogue states," I 
in the eyes of many countries it is becoming the rogue superpower. One o f  
Japan's most distinguished diplomats, Ambassador Hisashi Owada, has 
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argued that after World War 11, the United States pursued a policy of "uni- 
lateral globalism," providing public goods in the form of security, oppos- 
ition to  communism, an open global economy, aid for economic 
development, and stronger international institutions. Now it is pursuing a 
policy of "global unilateralism," promoting its own particular interests 
with little reference to those of others. The United States is unlikely to 
become an isolationist country, withdrawing from the world. But it could 
become an isolated country, out of step with much of the world. 

If a unipolar world were unavoidable, many countries might prefer the 
United States as the hegemon. But this is mostly because it is distant from 
them and hence unlikely to attempt to acquire any of their territory. American 
power is also valued by the secondary regional states as a constraint on the 
dominance of other major regional states. Benign hegemony, however, is in the 
eye of the hegemon. "One reads about the world's desire for American lead- 
ership only in the United States," one British diplomat observed. "Everywhere 
else one reads about American arrogance and unilateralism." 

Political and intellectual leaders in most countries strongly resist the pro- 
spect of a unipolar world and favor the emergence of true m~l t ipo la r i t~ .  At 
a 1997 Harvard conference, scholars reported that the elites of countries 
comprising at least two-thirds of the world's people - Chinese, Russians, 
Indians, Arabs, Muslims, and Africans - see the United States as the single 
greatest external threat to their societies. They do not regard America as a 
military threat but as a menace to their integrity, autonomy, prosperity, and 
freedom of action. They view the United States as intrusive, interventionist, 
exploitative, unilateralist, hegemonic, hypocritical, and applying double stand- 
ards, engaging in what they label "financial imperialism" and "intellectual 
colonialism," with a foreign policy driven overwhelmingly by domestic polit- 
ics. For Indian elites, an Indian scholar reported, "the United States represents 
the major diplomatic and political threat. On  virtually every issue of concern 
to India, the United States has 'veto' or mobilizational power; whether it is 
on nuclear, technological, economic, environmental, or political matters. 
That is, the United States can deny India its objectives and can rally others 
to join it in punishing India." Its sins are "power, hubris, and greed." From 
the Russian perspective, a Moscow participant said, the United States pur- 
sues a policy of "coercive cooperation." All Russians oppose "a world based 
on a dominant U.S. leadership which would border on hegemony." In similar 
terms, the Beijing participant said Chinese leaders believe that the principal 
threats to peace, stability, and China are "hegemonism and power politics," 
meaning U.S. policies, which they say are designed to undermine and create 
disunity in the socialist states and developing countries. Arab elites see the 
United States as an evil force in world affairs, while the Japanese public rated 
in 1997 the United States as a threat to Japan second only to North Korea. 

Such reactions are to be expected. American leaders believe that the 
world's business is their business. Other countries believe that what happens 
in their part of the world is their business, not America's, and quite explicitly 
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respond. As Nelson Mandela said, his country rejects another state's having 
"the arrogance to tell us where we should go or which countries should be 
our friends .... We cannot accept that a state assumes the role of the world's 
policeman." In a bipolar world, many countries welcomed the United States 
as their protector against the other superpower. In a uni-multipolar world, 
in contrast, the world's only superpower is automatically a threat to other 
major powers. One by one, the major regional powers are making it clear 
that they do not want the United States messing around in regions where 
their interests are predominant. Iran, for instance, strongly opposes the U.S. 
military presence in the Persian Gulf. The current bad relations between the 
United States and Iran are the product of the Iranian revolution. If, however, 
the Shah or his son now ruled Iran, those relations would probably be deteri- 
orating because Iran would see the American presence in the Gulf as a threat 
to its own hegemony there. 

Flexible Responses 

Countries respond in various ways to American superpowerdom. At a rela- 
tively low level are widespread feelings of fear, resentment, and envy. These 
ensure that when at some point the United States suffers a humiliating re- 
buff from a Saddam or a MiloSeviL, many countries will think, "They finally 
got what they had coming to them!" At a somewhat higher level, resentment 
may turn into dissent, with other countries, including allies, refusing to cooper- 
ate with the United States on the Persian Gulf, Cuba, Libya, Iran, extraterri- 
toriality, nuclear proliferation, human rights, trade policies, and other issues. 
In a few cases, dissent has turned into outright opposition as countries attempt 
to defeat U.S. policy. The highest level of response would be the formation of 
an antihegemonic coalition involving several major powers. Such a grouping 
is impossible in a unipolar world because the other states are too weak to 
mount it. It appears in a multipolar world only when one state begins to 
become strong and troublesome enough to provoke it. It would, however, 
appear to be a natural phenomenon in a uni-multipolar world. Throughout 
history, major powers have tended to balance against the attempted domi- 
nation by the strongest among them. 

Some antihegemonic cooperation has occurred. Relations among non- 
Western societies are in general improving. Gatherings occur from which 
the United States is conspicuously absent, ranging from the Moscow meet- 
ing of the leaders of Germany, France, and Russia (which also excluded 
America's closest ally, Britain) to the bilateral meetings of China and Russia 
and of China and India. There have been recent rapprochements between 
Iran and Saudi Arabia and Iran and Iraq. The highly successful meeting of the 
Organization of the Islamic Conference hosted by Iran coincided with the dis- 
astrous Qatar meeting on Middle Eastern economic development sponsored 
by the United States. Russian Prime Minister Yevgeni Primakov has promoted 
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Russia, China, and India as a "strategic triangle" to counterbalance the United 
States, and the "Primakov doctrine" reportedly enjoys substantial support 
across the entire Russian political spectrum. 

Undoubtedly the single most important move toward an antihegemonic 
coalition, however, antedates the end of the Cold War: the formation of the 
European Union and the creation of a common European currency. As French 
Foreign Minister Hubert VCdrine has said, Europe must come together on its 
own and create a counterweight to stop the United States from dominating a 
multipolar world. Clearly the euro could pose an important challenge to the 
hegemony of the dollar in global finance. 

Despite all these antihegemonic rumblings, however, a more broad-based, 
active, and formal anti-American coalition has yet to emerge. Several possible 
explanations come to mind. 

First, it may be too soon. Over time the response to American hegemony 
may escalate from resentment and dissent to opposition and collective counter- 
action. The American hegemonic threat is less immediate and more diffuse 
than the prospect of imminent military conquest posed by European hegem- 
ons in the past. Hence, other powers can be more relaxed about forming a 
coalition to counter American dominance. 

Second, while countries may resent U.S. power and wealth, they also want 
to benefit from them. The United States rewards countries that follow its 
leadership with access to the American market, foreign aid, military assis- 
tance, exemption from sanctions, silence about deviations from U.S. norms 
(as with Saudi human rights abuses and Israeli nuclear weapons), support 
for membership in international organizations, and bribes and White House 
visits for political leaders. Each major regional power also has an interest in 
securing U.S. support in conflicts with other regional powers. Given the bene- 
fits that the United States can distribute, the sensible course for other coun- 
tries may well be, in international-relations lingo, not to "balance" against 
the United States but to "bandwagon" with it. Over time, however, as U.S. 
power declines, the benefits to be gained by cooperating with the United States 
will also decline, as will the costs of opposing it. Hence, this factor reinforces 
the possibility that an antihegemonic coalition could emerge in the future. 

Third, the international-relations theory that predicts balancing under the 
current circumstances is a theory developed in the context of the European 
Westphalian system established in 1648. All the countries in that system 
shared a common European culture that distinguished them sharply from 
the Ottoman Turks and other peoples. They also took the nation-state 
as the basic unit in international relations and accepted the legal and theor- 
etical equality of states despite their obvious differences in size, wealth, and 
power. Cultural commonality and legal equality thus facilitated the operation 
of a balance-of-power system to counter the emergence of a single hegemon, 
and even then it often operated quite imperfectly. 

Global politics is now multicivilizational. France, Russia, and China may 
well have common interests in challenging U.S. hegemony, but their very 
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different cultures are likely to make it difficult for them to organize an effect- 
ive coalition. In addition, the idea of the sovereign legal equality of nation- 
states has not played a significant role in relations among non-Western 
societies, which see hierarchy rather than equality as the natural relation 
among peoples. The central questions in a relationship are: who is number 
one? who is number two? At least one factor that led to the breakup of the 
Sino-Soviet alliance at the end of the 1950s was Mao Zedong's unwilling- 
ness to play second fiddle to Stalin's successors in the Kremlin. Similarly, an 
obstacle to an anti-U.S. coalition between China and Russia now is Russian 
reluctance to be the junior partner of a much more populous and economic- 
ally dynamic China. Cultural differences, jealousies, and rivalries may 
thwart the major powers from coalescing against the superpower. 

Fourth, the principal source of contention between the superpower and 
the major regional powers is the former's intervention to limit, counter, or 
shape the actions of the latter. For the secondary regional powers, on the other 
hand, superpower intervention is a resource that they potentially can mobilize 
against their region's major power. The superpower and the secondary re- 
gional powers will thus often, although not always, share converging interests 
against major regional powers, and secondary regional powers will have little 
incentive to join in a coalition against the superpower. 

T h e  Lonely Sherif f  

The interplay of power and culture will decisively mold patterns of alliance 
and antagonism among states in the coming years. In terms of culture, coop- 
eration is more likely between countries with cultural commonalties; antag- 
onism is more likely between countries with widely different cultures. In terms 
of power, the United States and the secondary regional powers have common 
interests in limiting the dominance of the major states in their regions. Thus the 
United States has warned China by strengthening its military alliance with 
Japan and supporting the modest extension of Japanese military capabilities. 
The U.S. special relationship with Britain provides leverage against the emerg- 
ing power of a united Europe. America is working to develop close relations 
with Ukraine to counter any expansion of Russian power. With the emer- 
gence of Brazil as the dominant state in Latin America, U.S. relations with 
Argentina have greatly improved and the 
United States has designated Argentina a 
non-NATO military ally. The United States 
cooperates closely with Saudi Arabia to 

cases, cooperation serves mutual interests in containing the influence of the 
major regional power. 

counter Iran's power in the Gulf and, less 
successfully, has worked with Pakistan to 

to be its policeman. 

balance India in South Asia. In all these 
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This interplay of power and culture suggests that the United States is 
likely to  have difficult relations with the major regional powers, though less 
so with the European Union and Brazil than with the others. On the other 
hand, the United States should have reasonably cooperative relations with 
all the secondary regional powers, but have closer relations with the sec- 
ondary regional powers that have similar cultures (Britain, Argentina, and 
possibly Ukraine) than those that have different cultures (Japan, South Korea, 
Saudi Arabia, Pakistan). Finally, relations between major and secondary 
regional powers of the same civilization (the EU and Britain, Russia and 
Ukraine, Brazil and Argentina, Iran and Saudi Arabia) should be less antagon- 
istic than those between countries of different civilizations (China and Japan; 
Japan and Korea; India and Pakistan; Israel and the Arab states). 

What are the implications of a mi-multipolar world for American policy? 
First, it would behoove Americans to stop acting and talking as if this were 

a unipolar world. It is not. To deal with any major global issue, the United 
States needs the cooperation of at least some major powers. Unilateral sanc- 
tions and interventions are recipes for foreign policy disasters. Second, 
American leaders should abandon the benign-hegemon illusion that a natural 
congruity exists between their interests and values and those of the rest of the 
world. It does not. At times, American actions may promote public goods and 
serve more widely accepted ends. But often they will not, in part because of 
the unique moralistic component in American policy but also simply because 
America is the only superpower, and hence its interests necessarily differ from 
those of other countries. This makes America unique but not benign in the 
eyes of those countries. 

Third, while the United States cannot create a unipolar world, it is in 
U.S. interests to take advantage of its position as the only superpower in the 
existing international order and to use its resources to elicit cooperation 
from other countries to deal with global issues in ways that satisfy American 
interests. This would essentially involve the Bismarckian strategy recom- 
mended by Josef Joffe, but it would also require Bismarckian talents to 
carry out, and, in any event, cannot be maintained indefinitely. 

Fourth, the interaction of power and culture has special relevance for 
European-American relations. The dynamics of power encourage rivalry; 
cultural commonalities facilitate cooperation. The achievement of almost 
any major American goal depends on the triumph of the latter over the for- 
mer. The relation with Europe is central to the success of American foreign 
policy, and given the pro- and anti-American outlooks of Britain and France, 
respectively, America's relations with Germany are central to its relations 
with Europe. Healthy cooperation with Europe is the prime antidote for the 
loneliness of American superpowerdom. 

Richard N. Haass has argued that the United States should act as a global 
sheriff, rounding up "posses" of other states to handle major international 
issues as they arise. Haass handled Persian Gulf matters at the White House 
in the Bush administration, and this proposal reflects the experience and suc- 
cess of that administration in putting together a heterogeneous global posse 
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to force Saddam out of Kuwait. But that was then, in the unipolar moment. 
What happened then contrasts dramatically with the Iraqi crisis in the winter 
of 1998, when France, Russia, and China opposed the use of force and 
America assembled an Anglo-Saxon posse, not a global one. In December 
1998 support for U.S. and British air strikes against Saddam was also limited 
and criticism widespread. Most strikingly, no Arab government, including 
Kuwait, endorsed the action. Saudi Arabia refused to allow the United States 
to use its fighter planes based there. Efforts at  rallying future posses are 
far more likely to resemble what happened in 1998 than what happened in 
1990-91. Most of the world, as Mandela said, does not want the United 
States to be its policeman. 

As a multipolar system emerges, the appropriate replacement for a global 
sheriff is community policing, with the major regional powers assuming pri- 
mary responsibility for order in their own regions. Haass criticizes this sug- 
gestion on the grounds that the other states in a region, which I have called 
the secondary regional powers, will object to being policed by the leading 
regional powers. As I have indicated, their interests often do conflict. But the 
same tension is likely to hold in the relationship between the United States 
and major regional powers. There is no reason why Americans should take 
responsibility for maintaining order if it can be done locally. While geography 
does not coincide exactly with culture, there is considerable overlap between 
regions and civilizations. For the reasons I set forth in my book, the core 
state of a civilization can better maintain order among the members of its 
extended family than can someone outside the family. There are also signs 
in some regions such as Africa, Southeast Asia, and perhaps even the Balkans 
that countries are beginning to develop collective means to maintain security. 
American intervention could then be restricted to those situations of potential 
violence, such as the Middle East and South Asia, involving major states of 
different civilizations. 

In the multipolar world of the 21st century, the major powers will inevitably 
compete, clash, and coalesce with each other in various permutations and 
combinations. Such a world, however, will lack the tension and conflict 
between the superpower and the major regional powers that are the defining 
characteristic of a uni-multipolar world. For that reason, the United States 
could find life as a major power in a multipolar world less demanding, less 
contentious, and more rewarding than it was as the world's only superpower. 



The Little Mermaid's Silent Security Dilemma and the 
Absence of Gender in the Copenhagen School 

Lene Hansen 

B efore Barry Buzan descended on Copenhagen the town's most famous 
attraction was the Little Mermaid, located less than a ten minute 
stroll from the home of the Copenhagen School.' Her story, in Hans 

Christian Andersen's pre-Disney original, is one of self-inflicted silence and 
pain: to get close to her object of desire, the earthly prince, she sacrificed 
her voice knowing that if the prince married someone else she would die on 
the next morning. Moving elegantly around the castle, the prince, being 
perhaps ahead of his time, nevertheless failed to think of a silent woman as 
proper marriage material, and the Little Mermaid met her destiny as foam 
on the water and a life amongst the Air Spirits. The tale of the Little Mermaid 
highlights the importance of voice and body for the construction of subject- 
ivity, and it speaks about the chances, even deadly ones, one might take in 
the pursuit of desire and happiness. It shows that in the absence of speech, 
the prince fails to see who the Little Mermaid really is. Her silence prevents 
her from ever fully materialising as an embodied subject, and it prevents her 
from letting him know how his construction of her subjectivity fundamen- 
tally endangers her. 

It never occurred to the prince that the Little Mermaid might have a secur- 
ity problem, nor would the Copenhagen School, had they been present, have 
run to her rescue. Their latest book, Security: A New Framework for Analysis, 
argues strongly in favour of grounding the definition of security problems 
within speech; their epistemological reliance on speech act theory presupposes 
the existence of a situation in which speech is indeed possible. Those who like 
the Little Mermaid are constrained in their ability to speak security are there- 
fore prevented from becoming subjects worthy of consideration and protec- 
tion. But the silent subject is not the only hindrance for a proper reading of the 
Little Mermaid's plight, a second set of problems concern the emotional 
complexity of the Little Mermaid's security dilemma. The Little Mermaid did 
in fact get the chance to kill the prince right before the deadly sunrise, yet even 

Source: Millennium: Journal of international Studies, 29(2) (2000): 285-306. This article first 
appeared in Millennium. 
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as her own survival was at stake she refused to use the weapon provided by 
her family and sacrificed herself out of her love for him. 

The Copenhagen School makes a self-confident claim to have tackled the 
conceptual security debate,2 and this confidence has been affirmed by others. 
Jef Huysmans argues, for example, that '[tlhey constitute possibly the most 
thorough and continuous exploration of the significance and the implications 
of a widening security agenda for security studies'.  But confidence and praise 
naturally call for critical scrutiny; if this is the most thorough exploration of 
the wider security agenda, we should ask if there are important security prob- 
lematiques excluded from the gaze of the Copenhagen School. Several critics 
have debated the Copenhagen School's conceptualisation of society and iden- 
tity, the responsibility of the analyst, and the potential conservative nature of 
the theory of securit i~ation.~ Yet the striking absence of gender has not been 
a subject of discussion.' The lack of even a consideration of the possible 
inclusion of a concept of gendered security is particularly noteworthy as post- 
structuralists and those associated with critical security studies have favoured 
making gender an indispensable part of security a n a l y ~ i s . ~  

The aim of this article is not, however, simply to point out that the 
Copenhagen School has no concept of gender-based insecurity, but to show 
through a critical discussion of this absence where the barriers for their con- 
struction of a security theory which includes gender lie.' I will argue that the 
silent security dilemma of the Little Mermaid is indicative of two blank spots 
in the Copenhagen School's 'speech act' framework which prevent the inclu- 
sion of gender. These can be characterised as the 'security as silence' and the 
'subsuming security' problems. 'Security as silence' occurs when insecurity 
cannot be voiced, when raising something as a security problem is impossible 
or might even aggravate the threat being faced. 'Subsuming security' arises 
because gendered security problems often involve an intimate inter-linkage 
between the subject's gendered identity and other aspects of the subject's iden- 
tity, for example national and religious. As a consequence, 'gender' rarely 
produces the kind of collective, self-contained referent objects required by the 
Copenhagen School, and to the extent that gender is included it is mostly as 
an individual - and less important - security problem. 

The article proceeds in three parts, the first introduces the Copenhagen 
School's theory of securitization and security as a speech act in more detail. 
The second part argues the importance of the 'security as silence' and 'sub- 
suming security' problems. It confronts the common response to calls for the 
inclusion of gender in security analysis: that it falls under the category of 
social security, not 'proper' national security, and that it concerns individual, 
not collective security. Through a discussion of the case of honour killings in 
Pakistan, both of these claims are countered, and it is shown that gender inse- 
curity concerns not only social redistribution but fundamental questions of 
survival, and that the security of particular individuals is deeply embedded in 
collective constructions of subjectivity and security.8 Drawing on the work of 
Judith Butler, the third part suggests that a theory of gender and security 
should consider the importance of the body within the speech act. Second, 
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that the focus on whether to expand the concept of security should be 
supplemented with a theory of what conditions the construction of 'security 
problems'. This involves an approach to security which foregrounds the role 
of practice, in particular how political practices depend upon and reinforce 
subjectivity, and how practices of security might strive to individualise secur- 
ity problems thereby taking them out of the public and political domain. 

The Copenhagen School: Securitization, Referent Objects, and Society 

The success of the Copenhagen School stems in part from its willingness and 
ability to engage the widening-deepening debate in security studies, that is 
whether the concept of security should be expanded to cover other issues or 
sectors than the military and secondly, whether entities other than the state 
should be able to make the claim to have its threats located under the security 
r ~ b r i c . ~  While numerous scholars have been involved in this now familiar 
debate, the extraordinary impact of the Copenhagen School has been achieved 
through the formulation of a 'solution'. This allows for widening as well as 
deepening 'security' without opening it up to an unlimited expansion which 
would render the concept meaningless for academic and political purposes. 

The decisive move, captured by Ole Wzver's concept of 'securitization', is 
to permit a possible expansion of the concept, but to make the actual defini- 
tion of security dependent on its successful construction in discourse. Securi- 
tization refers to the process of presenting an issue in security terms, in other 
words as an existential threat: 

The way to study securitization is to study discourse and political con- 
stellations: When does an argument with this particular rhetorical and 
semiotic structure achieve sufficient effect to make an audience tolerate 
violations of rules that would otherwise have to be obeyed? If by means 
of an argument about the priority and urgency of an existential threat 
the securitizing actor has managed to break free of procedures or rules 
he or she would otherwise be bound by, we are witnessing a case of securi- 
tization.1° 

It is the discursive power of securitization which brings together actors and 
objects: securitizing actors are defined as 'actors who securitize issues by 
declaring something - a referent object - existentially threatened'; referent 
objects as 'things that are seen to be existentially threatened and that have a 
legitimate claim to survival'." The constitution of referent objects, is in other 
words, closely linked to the practice of securitization; they do not exist inde- 
pendently of discursive articulation, it is through discourse that security is 
defined, and where actors successfully manifest their position and capacity. 

This apparently makes for a very open conceptualisation of security, how- 
ever, the criteria for who can become securitizing actors and what consti- 
tutes a successful case of securitization establish the restrictive side of the 
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Copenhagen School's approach. On the crucial question of how to define 
securitizing actors, the theory is less specific; it is argued that common securi- 
tizing actors are 'political leaders, bureaucracies, governments, lobbyists, 
and pressure groups', and that their identification depends less on 'who per- 
forms the speech than of what logic shapes the action'.12 The definition of 
securitizing actors depends in other words on their ability to perform a suc- 
cessful securitization, to get a sufficient acceptance o f  the threat in question 
from the relevant audience.13 

The act of securitization is always related to the claim of the presence of an 
existential threat, and this leads the Copenhagen School to make a distinction 
between 'international security' and 'social security'. Within the former, it is 
argued, 'security is about survival. It is when an issue is presented as posing an 
existential threat to a designated object (traditionally, but not necessarily, the 
state, incorporating government, territory, and society)'.14 In contrast, 'social 
security' concerns questions of 'entitlement and social justice', and problems 
within this field are not located within the same rhetoric of danger, urgency 
and survival." Unemployment and crime, for example, 'are threats primarily 
to individuals (threats in society); only if they threaten the breakdown of soci- 
ety do they become societal security issues'.16 The distinction between social 
and international security relies less on whether an issue, or potential security 
problem, is located at the national or the international level, than on the extent 
to which the situation is successfully presented as one of collective survival. 
The Copenhagen School argues that what constitutes the field of security 
studies is the concern with 'international security'; problems falling within the 
realm of 'social security' might be worthy of political consideration and 
important in their own right, but they should not be confused with those of 
'international security'. The key point is not, however, that particular prob- 
lems carry a certain essential security character, but that they are located 
within different modes of reasoning. 

The differentiation between the two modes of reasoning found within 
'international security' and 'social security', and the restriction of security 
studies to the concern with the former, leads the Copenhagen School to argue 
that the concept of security can be expanded to areas other than the military, 
as long as the mode of reasoning resembles the one of 'international secur- 
ity'. The concept of security should therefore be expanded and widened 
beyond the military sector into the political, environmental, economic, and 
societal sectors, whereas other sectors, or 'lenses of security' could become 
politically salient and added to this list in the future." The inclusion of the 
environmental sector stems for example from a combination of environ- 
mental degradation and growing political awareness and mobilisation in the 
1970s and 1980s. 

'Security', as defined by the Copenhagen School, is not only about survival, 
it is, as a general rule, about collective survival, and to argue that something 
threatens a group's survival is to engage in a political process: one has to con- 
vincingly state that this particular threat is of such a magnitude that action 
needs to be initiated and 'normal rules' suspended. By its very nature, even in 
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the rare cases where the threat to a particular individual is securitized, one has 
to engage in a collective process where the relevant audience needs to be con- 
vinced - or coerced - into recognising the 'threat' in question. The need for 
threats to be argued at the collective level has previously led Buzan and Waxer 
to be very direct in their refusal of conceptualising security in individual terms. 
In 1993 they wrote that 

[wlhenever security is defined via individual security there is a high risk 
that the core of the classical security problematique which one is allegedly 
trying to redefine, not forget, will be missed. ... This classical logic can 
neither be studied nor avoided by measuring how secure individuals 
are.I8 

Wzver was even more outspoken in his launching of the concept of securitiza- 
tion in 1995 when he claimed that 'as concepts, neither individual security 
nor international security exist'.I9 This position was softened somewhat in 
1998. In terms of the expansion of the list of referent objects, of deepening 
the concept, the Copenhagen School has moved away from the traditional 
state-focus to 

the middle scale of limited collectivities. ... A main criterion of this type 
of referent is that it forms an interpretative community - it is the context 
in which principles of legitimacy and valuation circulate and within 
which the individual constructs an interpretation of events.20 

Security: A New Framework for Analysis is thus more open than previous 
works to the possibility that systemic and individual referent objects could 
become politically mobilised; however, 'traditionally, the middle level has been 
the most fruitful generator of referent ~b j ec t s ' . ~ '  

Gender Insecurity: Honour Killings in Pakistan 

Keeping this outline of the key elements of the Copenhagen School's theory 
of security in mind, I now turn to a case which illustrates the complexities of 
how to identify (potential) gender insecurity: honour killings of girls and 
women in Pakistan.12 The purpose of discussing this case is not to reinstall an 
objective concept of security outside of discursive and political practice, but 
to point at one particular instance where gender-related security problems 
present themselves with great urgency. We might begin by pointing out that 
the case of Pakistani honour killings does seem to confirm to the delineation 
of 'international security' as argued by the Copenhagen School; honour kil- 
lings concern existential threats to women's (and to a lesser extent men's) sur- 
vival, not 'only' the question of equality of 'social security'. Although honour 
killings target individuals, these individuals become targets because of their 
transgression of particular gendered norms. This inter-linkage of threat and 
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gender implies that one cannot appropriately identify this as a case of indivi- 
dual security: the targeting of indiuidual Pakistani women is deeply connected 
to their inscription within an inferior gendered collectivity. Or, put differently, 
a decision to locate this case within the realm of individual security would 
seriously diminish our possibilities of grasping its collective aspects. 

Recent statistics for 1998, collected by the Human Rights Commission of 
Pakistan, identify 286 women killed in Punjab, and 25.5 deaths (including 
men and women) in Sindh (the two out of three main regions). The actual 
number is expected to be much higher and Amnesty International's recent 
report argues further that the number of honour killings appears to be 
increasing due to the combination of a widened conception of honour, a 
growing awareness of women's rights (or resistance to the absence thereof), 
and the limited, if any, sanctions brought upon the perpetrators.'" There is, 
in other words, a polarisation between the forces of Islamic conservatism on 
the one hand and resistance on the other. 

Honour killings should be understood as part of a rigid, patriarchal defin- 
ition of female transgressive behaviour articulated and sustained by the legal- 
religious-political e ~ t a b l i s h m e n t . ~ ~  The most important legal document, the 
Zina ordinance, which was adopted in 1979 as part of Zia-ul-Haq's Islamif- 
ication of Pakistan, bans sexual intercourse outside of a properly sanctioned 
marriage and allows for stoning to death in the case of transgression by mar- 
ried women and one hundred lashes in public in the case of unmarried ones." 
Since zina is applicable regardless of the parties' consent, it can be aimed at 
couples whose family succeed in declaring the marriage void. It even func- 
tions in the prevention of prosecution of rape: when a woman accuses a man 
of rape, she is simultaneously 'admitting' she had sexual intercourse with 
him, thus if the man is acquitted she can be prosecuted for zina. As the bur- 
den of proof is further complicated - and gendered - by the requirement that 
for the maximal punishment to be imposed, four Muslim men of good repu- 
tation must have witnessed the actual act of rape, rape is very difficult to 
pro~ecute .~"  

The women's position is exacerbated by the fact that while the judiciary 
have made rulings to the effect that women might, for example, marry men of 
their own choice, there are still areas of life which are not part of formal legis- 
lation, but left either to local legal systems, or regulated through informal 
practice." This contributes to a lack of transparency in terms of separating the 
legal and political from the religious, and often facilitates the lenient treatment 
of those perpetrating honour killings. Human rights activists consistently argue 
that the police are reluctant in their investigation and prosecution of these 
crimes2" 

While men in illicit relationships in principle face identical consequences - 
in Sindh, the couple is described as kari-karo ('black women' and 'black 
man') - the persecution is itself gendered in that the woman is murdered first, 
giving the man the possibility to flee.LWomen's opportunities to flee are also 
constrained compared to those of men because of their higher level of illiter- 
acy and their lack of access to economic funds, which are usually controlled 
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by the male members of the family. Furthermore, while in hiding the karo has 
the opportunity to strike a deal with the man whose honour has been injured 
thereby rescuing himself. Compensation might come in the form of money or 
material assets andlor a woman from the karo's family. This possibility 
of trading women as part of 'solving' the crisis illustrates a commodification 
of women as objects which can be priced and circulated, and it inscribes 
female subjectivity as fundamentally different from that of men. 

The unpredictable character of many accusations and the status of facts 
and evidence are important elements for understanding the mode of insecur- 
ity produced through the threat of honour killings. As argued by Amnesty 
International, suspicion might be enough to claim a violated honour; whether 
the accusation is true or not is often of less importance.30 The consequence 
is an environment where many women live in terror, not only because of the 
tight regulations they are exposed to, but because of the potentially random 
nature of the threats directed against them. Another characteristic of honour 
killings is the premeditation with which they are often conducted. The testi- 
monies, actions, and justifications available suggest that these murders are 
often legitimated within a discourse of reason rather than emotion, that they 
are based on the calculation of long-term effects rather than momentary out- 
burst, and that they involve a public enactment rather than the secrecy of the 
private sphere. 

Adopting a security terminology, the situation can be described as one 
where one group of private actors ('women') are being abused by another 
group of private actors, but where the state fails, or refuses to protect the 
formers security. The passive stance of the Pakistani government is criticised 
by mainly nongovernmental organisations that invoke the international level; 
they argue that Pakistan should be held internationally responsible for not 
complying with human rights conventions that it has signed. 

Women in Pakistan are exposed to honour killings, attacks with acid, 
and burning (often explained as caused by exploding stoves): it would thus 
seem justified to argue that 'they' are facing a security problem which is 
about 'survival' and which is not solely a question of individual threats. Yet, 
one needs also to qualify the 'they' constructing 'Pakistani women' as one 
coherent entity, since some women also voice support for the hegemonic 
discourse and since differences do exist as to the exposure experienced by 
different groups of women. Women belonging to the Pakistani elite are less 
exposed than poor, rural women; as Asma Jahangir, a prominent lawyer 
and women's rights activist argues, 'I would have been silenced long ago if 
I did not come from a privileged family'." One should also be careful not 
to totalise the 'Pakistani' element either. 'Pakistan' is composed of a set of 
different political forces, for example women's rights activists like Jahangir 
and her sister Hina Jilani who is also a lawyer, and groups like Shirkat Gat, 
who are as much part of 'Pakistan' as are the religious and political right.32 
To construct Pakistan as a uniform, repressive entity rather than as a site of 
contestation would paradoxically be to  write out those forces who fight 
these very currents within their 'own' society. 
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The Two Problems of the Copenhagen School 

It is sometimes suggested that gender security falls outside of 'proper security' 
and into the category of individual security." But if we take the Copenhagen 
School's own definition of 'international security', it would seem quite justi- 
fied to argue that the Pakistani honour killings 'exceed' social and individual 
security. 'International security' is concerned with survival, 'social security' 
with entitlement and social justice; 'international security' requires threats to 
a larger collectivity, 'social security' only to individuals. The case of honour 
killings would appear to qualify on both accounts: even if the survival of the 
entire Pakistani female collectivity is not at  stake, individuals are being sys- 
tematically threatened because of their location within a particular gendered 
collective. Examining the absence of gender within the Copenhagen School, 
and adopting the School's own definition of individual and collective security 
it would, in other words, be misleading to explain this absence as a conse- 
quence of gender being located under the rubric of individual security. The 
absence of gender is not simply a matter of oversight, or of misplacing it at 
the level of individual security, but stems from two theoretical decisions which 
lead to the 'security as silence' and 'subsuming security' problems. 

Security as  Silence 

The first theoretical delineation of relevance for understanding the absence 
of gender in the Copenhagen School concerns the securitization approach's 
speech act epistemology. The focus on the verbal act of speech causes diffi- 
culties in coming to terms with what can be called 'security as silence': a situ- 
ation where the potential subject of security has no, or limited, possibility of 
speaking its security problem. As the case of Pakistani rapes leading to zina 
convictions, or even honour killings shows, by discursively acknowledging 
the rape, the woman in question runs a risk of being penalised herself." An 
attempt to securitize one's situation would in these cases, paradoxically, acti- 
vate another threat posed to these women by their 'own' society. For in- 
stance, those who choose to fight the current legal and cultural practices 
might become subjected to threats. Asma Jahangir and Hina Jilani, were 
counselling Samia Sarwar, a woman who was shot and killed in Jilani's office 
on the initiative of her father for seeking a divorce from an abusive husband. 
Jilani was shot at, but survived; later, however, the local ulema (religious 
authority) issued a fatwa against her and her sister, a threat against which 
the political authorities have failed to react." The security strategies chosen 
by Pakistani women have, as a consequence, often been silence, denial, or if 
the incident has become known, flight. 

1 propose to begin the analysis of the absence of gender within the 
Copenhagen School by asking to what extent these cases could be accounted 
for inside the School's own framework, or, in other words, how they might 
read them. The crucial question is whether we are confronting a successful 
case of securitization, more specifically: to what extent have the honour 
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killings 'the priority and urgency of an existential threat [where] the securi- 
tizing actor has managed to break free of procedures or rules he or she 
would otherwise be bound by'?36 

The first and most obvious option would be to consider the case a securi- 
tization due to the protest of Pakistani individuals and women's groups. 
While the Copenhagen School framework abstains from an objective - or 
quantifiable - definition as to when securitization is successful, I would argue 
that the answer in this case should be a negative one. It would require quite 
a stretch of the definition of securitizing actors and successful securitization 
to argue that those relatively few groups and individuals active in the cam- 
paign for women's rights fall into the group of 'political leaders' or that they 
have gained a sufficiently supporting audience to have managed to 'break free 
of procedures or rules he or she would otherwise be bound by'. It should be 
remembered that the prevention of unlimited expansion of the concept of 
security is located in some fairly strict demands on what counts as successful 
securitization. To consider the Pakistani case as successfully securitized would 
make it difficult to see precisely how the Copenhagen School had limited the 
concept of security to the extent they argue is necessary. 

Another option for recognising honour killings as a securitized problem 
would be to move to the international level, where one might argue that 
organisations like Amnesty International are speaking security on behalf of 
the threatened Pakistani women. In this case a more complicated picture 
appears involving a larger set of actors: Pakistani women, the Pakistani 
government, Amnesty International, and potentially the international com- 
munity of states. A successful securitization would in this situation presum- 
ably involve an international threat issued against the Pakistani government 
stipulating that if no improvements were made, economic, political, or mili- 
tary sanctions would follow. The problem, however, is that Amnesty Inter- 
national is unable to muster these sanctions on its own, that a successful 
securitization would require the support of a sufficiently powerful group of 
states. Not discounting the importance of the work of institutions such as 
Amnesty International, we must conclude that they only rarely, and then 
indirectly, qualify as securitizing actors within the Copenhagen School 
framework. 

Stretching the possibility of including gender-based security problems 
further, one might point to the adoption of gender as a ground for seeking 
political asylum in Canada, the US, New Zealand, and Australia and argue 
that this constitutes an acknowledgement, at least by some states, of the 
security problems experienced by women, including those in Paki~tan.~ '  It 
would, however, only be when an international norm at the state-level 
started to develop that we could clearly determine that we have a success- 
ful case of securitization. For 'women' to become a referent object for secur- 
ity they need to find a way into international discourse; as a consequence, 
the Copenhagen School framework can only identify the threats aimed 
towards them ex-post facto, not as long as they are 'silent security prob- 
lems'. Furthermore, while the adoption of gender based prosecution as a 
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ground for asylum is of course to be applauded, it is also an impossible 
option for many poor women who lack the economic and social resources 
to organise a flight, and asylum granting is, ultimately, a less ambitious 
strategy than securitizing the policy of the Pakistani government to the point 
where more severe actions were brought against it. 

Finally, one might suggest that the discourse of the Pakistani government, 
o r  the political-religious-m;l;tary establishment, could provide the foundation 

for identifying a securitization of 'women' of a particular (norm-breaking) 
behaviour. Instead of searching for cases where women securitize their situ- 
ation, one would, in short, search for the state's construction of 'women' as 
threats. But this would lead one back to the very problem associated with 
state security which the Copenhagen School tried to solve by introducing the 
concept of societal security. They argued that staying with the state was 
untenable because it 'creates an excessive concern with state stability and 
largely removes any common sense idea about the security of societies in 
their own right'.38 Second, even if one took this route, it would not funda- 
mentally solve the silence problem. It is a possibility that the discourse of the 
establishment securitizes 'women' but it is equally possible that it stays 
within the realm of a legal discourse which in a non-securitized rhetorical 
mode lays out the consequences of particular actions. While the official dis- 
course might allow for the identification of gendered security problems, we 
cannot rely on this being the case.jY 

In sum, even if a number of possibilities at different levels are considered 
one does not find that the honour killings have been securitized as defined by 
the Copenhagen School. This, however, leaves a final question to be consid- 
ered: the Copenhagen School argues that although one might find tactical 
advantages in a particular securitization, 'desecuritization is the optimal long- 
range option'.40 It could therefore be argued that searching for a securitiza- 
tion in the Pakistani case implies a positive view of securitization as the 
solution to the security problems of the women involved, and that this view 
runs counter to the largely negative connotations associated with the concept 
inside the Copenhagen School's own framework. This raises complicated 
questions concerning how to evaluate different strategies: is securitization, or, 
desecuritization the best choice, and within what particular time horizon? 
Even if desecuritization is the ultimate goal, should one opt for a securitiza- 
tion of a present situation which one finds manifestly oppressive? My point 
in this section is not to engage in this normative discussion, but to simply 
point out that the use of the concept of securitization as the analytical criteria 
for the identification of security problems cannot elucidate the case of the 
Pakistani honour killings. 

Subsuming Security: ociety and the Gendered Subject 

The inability of the Copenhagen School to account for gender-based inse- 
curities does not, however, only depend on the 'security as silence' problem. 
The theory of the Copenhagen School argues that securitization takes place 
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only when a referent object is declared existentially threatened. As a conse- 
quence, the definition of the referent object becomes crucial: it can block, 
or severely limit the qualification of issues as security problems. This sec- 
tion will argue that the second hindrance for the inclusion of gender secur- 
ity in the Copenhagen School framework concerns the delineation of the 
referent ~ b j e c t . ~ '  

The most logical sector to  expect gender to figure would be within the 
societal one, as it is concerned with issues related to the construction of 
identity, and with collectivities whose security questions are often distinct 
from, or in opposition to, the political security of the state. 

Definitionally, societal security is about large, self-sustaining identity 
groups; what these are empirically varies in both time and place. In con- 
temporary Europe these groups are mainly national, but in other regions 
religious or racial groups have more relevance. The concept could also 
be understood as 'identity security'.42 

More specifically, the referent object is defined as 

whatever larger groups carry the loyalties and devotion of subjects in a 
form and to a degree that can create a socially powerful argument that 
this 'we' is threatened. Since we are talking about the societal sector, this 
'we' has to be threatened as to its identity.43 

These definitions imply that the referent object of security needs to be care- 
fully separated from other referent objects, and gender-based insecurity there- 
fore only comes into the security optic if articulated around a 'self-sustained' 
gendered community. It needs, in other words, to set itself aside from national, 
religious, and racial referent objects. 

The Copenhagen School mentions briefly that feminists have tried to 
politicise the private, and that the contemporary US has witnessed a move 
towards groups defined on the basis of gender: first, radical feminists in the 
Brownmiller tradition who argue that women are threatened by an essen- 
tial male proclivity to violence and rape, and second, right-wing groups mili- 
tantly opposed to homosexuals and homosexuality.44 Both of these cases 
involve clearly distinguished referent objects: Brownmiller feminism 
pitches, in a dichotomised fashion, 'women' against 'men', and right-wing 
anti-gay forces argue the radical threat of the homosexual Other.45 Radical 
feminism attempts a securitization building on a 'clear' gendered referent 
object, namely 'women', but, I would argue, with very limited success.46 It 
offers a political programme which insists on the existence of a feminine, 
romantic, 'pure voice'.47 As a consequence, argues Jean Bethke Elshtain, 
'[tlhe repudiated masculine aspect is projected outwards as a piece of neg- 
ative identity. As such it becomes a screen behind which the fearsome 
images of them appears, and is then internalized as external reality'.48 This 
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is in other words an attempted securitization which articulates gendered 
identity as the unambiguously privileged category, but the problem is in the 
words of Butler that: 

If one 'is' a woman, that is surely not all one is; the term fails t o  be 
exhaustive, not because a pregendered 'person' transcends the specific 
paraphernalia of its gender, but because gender is not always constituted 
coherently or consistently in different historical contexts, and because 
gender intersects with racial, class, ethnic, sexual, and regional modal- 
ities of discursively constituted identities. As a result, it becomes impos- 
sible to separate out 'gender' from the political and cultural intersections 
in which it is invariably produced and maintained.4y 

Yet, looking to security studies, there is a difference between gender 
identity on the one hand, and other collective identities such as ethnic, reli- 
gious, national, and class on the other. Religion, race, and nationality can 
form the foundation for self-reproducing political communities; gender as 
exclusivity, that is a 'women's community', cannot to nearly the same extent. 
The identity groups that come into focus in the societal security theory are 
constituted through a demarcation from either the state or other competing 
identity-groups. But gender-based security threats are more often charac- 
terised by their inseparability from 'national' or 'religious' security, than by 
a clearly delineated gendered referent object. The Pakistani honour killings, 
for example, illustrate a case of gender insecurity characterised by an znter- 
linkage with national, state, and religious security. The construction of 
appropriate gendered norms of behaviour within a highly religious dis- 
course functions to link gender and religion in a way which prevents the 
articulation of 'gender insecurity', because it would be in opposition to the 
(constructed) foundational essence of the religious community. The mass 
rapes in Bosnia provide another good illustration of the inter-linkage between 
national and gender security: the rapes were subsumed by the Bosnian and 
Serbian governments in a security debate centred on the n a t i ~ n . ~ "  Gender 
was deemed highly important, but read through a national optic which 
silenced threats to raped Muslim women coming from their own society." To 
understand the complexities of these cases we need to take the inter-linkage 
and ambiguity of the gendered security problem seriously. 

Beyond Copenhagen: Butler a n d  the  Conditions for Security 

I have so far argued that two elements prevent possible gendered security 
problems from registering within a Copenhagen School analysis: the focus on 
speech produces problems in situations where the possibilities of speaking 
security are constrained, and the conditions for becoming a referent object are 
such that gender security is almost excluded from qualifying. An engagement 
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with those blind spots within the Copenhagen School requires that we shift 
our analytical attention from identifying instances of securitizations and 
towards the question of how security discourses are produced. Why is it, for 
example, that Pakistani honour killings are not successfully securitized, and 
what are the constraints involved? Providing a full-fledged theory of the con- 
ditions for security would clearly be beyond the scope of this paper. However, 
by introducing Butler's work on the bodily performance taking place within 
the speech act, two suggestions for how to investigate gendered security 
dynamics further can be offered: to include the body as an additional episte- 
mological focus, and to examine the individualising strategies employed in 
keeping security problems from appearing at the collective level.S2 

The Copenhagen School defines security according to what is successfully 
put into language. Yet, one might ask more specifically how 'speech' is 
defined within this framework; is it a relatively narrow definition equating 
speech with oral or written words, or is it a broader definition encompass- 
ing non-verbal forms of speech/communication? The Copenhagen School's 
explicit reliance on J.L. Austin's speech act theory as well as the concrete 
example of an empirical analysis offered at the end of the book points to a 
narrow definition. Their empirical analysis examines constructions of secu- 
rity within EU institutions, that is the Commission, the Council, and the 
European Parliament, and the empirical material consists of speeches, decla- 
rations, and debates. The identification of securitization is not, however, 
necessarily dependent upon an explicit articulation of the words 'security' or 
'threat'? 

This delineation of discourse is verbal and relatively easily identifiable in 
its textual form. But it is also a delineation which excludes the potential 
importance of non-verbal communication. In the context of security politics 
two forms of non-verbal communication are particularly central: the visual and 
the bodily. Visual representation has historically involved drawings, photog- 
raphy, and television, but the growth of mass media and real time transmis- 
sion as well as the advent of the Internet and its interactive possibilities have 
added to the relative importance of the visuaLs4 Yet, while the 'language' of 
the visual cannot be reduced to that of the text, and while the relationship 
between text and image is worthy of serious reflection," it is the question of 
the body which pushes the discursive approach most fully to its  limit^.'^ 

If the 'silence problem' of the Copenhagen School is connected to the 
silence of the written or spoken word, then one possible question to be pur- 
sued is whether speech and the body line up unproblematically. Can the 
body speak security even when the wordltext does not? To answer this 
question we might turn to Judith Butler who, drawing on Shoshana Felman, 
argues that speech involves a bodily act: 

In speaking, the act that the body is performing is never fully under- 
stood; the body is the blindspot of speech, that which acts in excess of 
what is said, but which also acts in and through what is said. That the 
speech is a bodily act means that the act is redoubled in the moment of 



Hdriieii The Little Mermaid's Silent Security Dilemma 159 

speech: there is what is said, and then there is a kind of saying that the 
bodily 'instrument' of the utterance performs." 

It is important to situate Butler's conception of the acting body within her 
theory of per format i~ i t~ . '~  When Butler says that the body acts 'in excess of', 
'in' and 'through' speech she does not imply a pre-constituted body which is 
given prior to speech. There is no ontologically privileged 'pure body' which 
is or can be invoked, nor is there an intentional body which comes before or 
determines 'its' speech.ig Rather, the notion of performativity underlines that 
the actions of the body are integral to the constitution of 'its' identity; in her 
words, 'identity is performatively constituted by the very "expressions" that 
are said to be its results'.h0 To say that identity is performatively constituted 
implies that the same body which acts 'in excess' of the speech act is also 
simultaneously - due to its performative actions - constituted through the 
same speech act. The relationship between speech and body, both of which 
are understood within a logic of performative identity constitution, can thus, 
to borrow an apt, Derrida-inspired, phrase from Cynthia Weber, be charac- 
terised as one of undecidability. speech can never fully convey the body, and 
the body is never constituted outside of ~ p e e c h . ~ '  

The importance of these insights fur security studies, in particular the 
Copenhagen School, is twofold. First, the undecidability between speech and 
body implies that even in the cases of verbal silence, security might be spoken 
through the body, so that the 'none-security speech' of Pakistani women 
might be complemented by the excessive speech of the body. Furthermore, if 
insecurity can be spoken through the body, it becomes obvious why the body 
often is a crucial target for those seeking to discipline 'deviant behaviour'. 

Secondly, the introduction of the bodily aspect of the speech act allows 
us to  theorise those situations where speech act and state performance do 
not line up so unproblematically as implicitly assumed by the Copenhagen 
School. As Butler points out: 

a statement may be made that, on the basis of a grammatical analysis 
alone, appears to be no threat. But the threat emerges precisely through 
the act that the body performs in the speaking the act. Or  the threat 
emerges as the apparent effect of a performative act only to be rendered 
harmless through the bodily demeanor of the act (any theory of acting 
knows this).62 

Although Butler's focus is primarily on the individual, her observations are 
of relevance to the case of securitization where the speech act is performed 
on the behalf of a collective group. Paradoxically, one might in fact argue 
that the performance of the bodily instrument is particularly clear in the 
case of state security: as the state 'speaks security' it gives words to per- 
formances already undertaken or which will be undertaken in the f ~ t u r e . ~ '  
But deeds and words do not necessarily communicate the same message as 
in the situation where 'enemy' tanks cross the border under declarations of 
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'protecting' the population of the invaded country.64 The point here is not 
to institutionalise tanks as an objective criteria for identifying security, but 
to argue that if 'security' consists both of what is said and what is bodily 
performed, then we need to refocus our discussion in the direction of the 
potential slip between the two. 

The undecidable relationship between speech and body and the perfor- 
mative view of identity highlight the importance of the constitution of the 
subject. In Austin's speech act theory, the starting-point of the Copenhagen 
School, 'the subject who speaks precedes the speech in question', and thus it 
cannot account for how the speaking subject is ~ o n s t i t u t e d . ~ ~  Butler turns, 
therefore, to Louis Althusser's theory of interpellation, which argues that the 
speech act interpellates the subject into a particular subject formation. 
Butler's aim is to combine the two in a theory of 'how the subject constituted 
through the address of the Other becomes then a subject capable of address- 
ing ~ t h e r s ' . ~ q h e  key is to consider the subject 'neither a sovereign agent with 
a purely instrumental relation to language, nor a mere effect whose agency is 
pure complicity with prior operations of power'.67 The advantage of point- 
ing to the constitution of the subject, rather than assuming its existence, is 
first and foremost that it allows a more explicit concern with the politics of 
security. If 'security' is no longer considered a speech act taking place between 
given subjects - usually the state and 'its' citizens - but a practice which con- 
structs subjects at both 'ends' of the speech act (the speaker and those spoken 
to), we open our theory to a consideration of the discursive and bodily prac- 
tices involved in the formation of subjects.68 As argued by Butler, '[elven 
when gender seems to congeal into the most reified forms, the "congealing" 
is itself an insistent and insidious practice, sustained and regulated by various 
social means'.69 Crucial in terms of explicating the content of 'various social 
means' are the notions of reiteration, recognition, and authority: the first 
points to 'the historicity of convention that exceeds and enables the moment 
of its enunciation', in other words, those discursive structures of a certain per- 
manence which are reproduced and often naturalised through rearticula- 
t i ~ n . ~ O  But reiteration notwithstanding, the interpellation of the speech act 
does not always work: the subject needs to recognise itself in the interpella- 
tion and accept the authority of the interpellating voice. 

A focus on how successful speech acts construct subjects allows us to 
return to the question of silence. 'Security, the speech act' relies upon and rein- 
forces a particular demarcation of the political subject, but this demarcation 
only works through a simultaneous silencing; as Butler notes, 'one can be 
inter~ellated, put in  lace, given a  lace, through silence, through not being 
addressed'." If we combine the inclusion of the body with an understanding 
of the subjects of security as constructed through speech as well as through 
silence, we arrive at a theory that seeks to understand security as a practice 
which through discursive and bodily acts inscribe particular subjects as threats 
or as being threatened. 

It should be emphasised that the inclusion of the body and the concern 
with the construction of subjectivity do not amount to an argument in favour 
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of a concept of individual security. While each individual dies alone, not 
every death is inscribed within a collective optic and the question within the 
specific field of security is therefore not the threat of death itself, but the 
signification of death. The crucial question becomes not whether 'some- 
thing' is an individual or a collective security problem, but how certain 
deaths are endowed with a collective signification while others are read 
'only' as individ~al . '~  Even if one speaks security in the name of the indi- 
vidual, claiming the rights, threats, or concern of the individual constitutes 
an engagement in the public and political field, and 'individual security' is 
in this respect always collective and political. The security debate would in 
other words benefit from changing its concern with whether the individual 
or the collective concept should be privileged to a focus on how political 
practices individualises certain threats, thereby locating them outside of the 
public, political realm while others are viewed as collective concerns.'" 

Conclusion 

Although a full-fledged analysis of the Pakistani case cannot be accom- 
plished within this article, let me, finally, illustrate how the theoretical 
insights from Butler's work might be applied more concretely in a security 
analysis. If we begin by asking what is being embodied through the speech 
act, not 'to say that there is discursive construction on the one hand and a 
lived body on the other', but to investigate the discursive constructions of 
bodies, and the bodily enactment of discourses, there are at  least two sets of 
practices that would be of importance: the dominant political-legal-religious 
discourse on women and the practices of punishment.74 The former dis- 
course is not necessarily what we would describe as a security discourse 
within the vocabulary of the Copenhagen School. It is quite possible to draft 
legal documents without resorting to the drama of existential threats, sur- 
vival, and extra-ordinary measures of security discourses; in other words, 
reading these texts might not in and of themselves allow us to identify 
instances of securitization. But if we change the focus to ask how this dis- 
course inscribes subjectivity, we get quite a different picture. While the texts 
in question might not securitize 'women', they have significant effects in 
terms of the proscription of appropriate and inappropriate behaviour, and 
through this proscription they constitute, or arrest the meaning of being a 
'woman'. One might, therefore, see this as an instance of how identity is 
congealed through a particular legal-religious-political practice. 

But this discourse does not 'only' operate at  the textual level. Although this 
is perhaps a banal point, practices of punishment such as stoning to death, 
flogging, bride burning, and various forms of honour killings are targeted 
against the body. Seen in a larger, societal context the textual discourse is 
accompanied by bodily threats which 'exceed' the speech act while being 
connected to it at  the same time. The result is a discourse, identifiable at  the 
level of legal-political-religious texts as well as in the formally and informally 
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sanctioned practices, which simultaneously constitutes and endangers female 
bodies through the construction of a particular 'proper-improper' subjectivity. 

In the case of honour killings in Pakistan, it might be tempting to inter- 
pret the gender-based insecurities in individual terms precisely because the 
strategy chosen by the women themselves appears in most cases to be indi- 
vidual: keeping what occurred 'to oneself, or, constructing oneself as respon- 
sible for the situation. But if we approach the security discourse and the 
bodily threats as instances of individualising practices, we see that while 
these practices are directed at particular individuals they are simultaneously 
producing, and relying upon, collective fear. The arbitrary nature surround- 
ing these practices implies that numerous women in principle could be tar- 
geted, that the women at risk constitute a much larger group than the ones 
actually punished. Targeting individuals, rather than a collectivity produces 
not only an environment of fear, it internalises this fear within the individ- 
~ a l . ' ~  The political-legal-religious establishment's successful construction of 
women's security in individual terms renders the formulation of a collective 
response exceedingly difficult. To conclude from this that what we have is a 
matter of 'individual security' would be to bow to the practices which pro- 
duce this individualisation in the first place and to fail to see how the 'strate- 
gic response' of the silent women is located within a broader social structure. 

Current security debate has identity written all over it. Yet it is surpris- 
ing to find so little engagement with gender outside of the feminist litera- 
ture. The absence of gender in the Copenhagen School's recent work is 
symptomatic of this pattern, but it also provides us with a good starting 
point for an investigation of why even those willing to expand the concept 
of security do not seem compelled to explore gender-based security concep- 
tually or politically. If we situate this absence within the larger security 
studies debate, however, it becomes apparent that what is at stake is not 
simply the question of whether the concept of security should be expanded 
or not, but how certain threats achieve such a political saliency that they 
become the subject of security policie~. '~ 

I have argued that an understanding of gender-based security problems 
requires a more thorough and critical investigation of the speech act than 
carried out by the Copenhagen School. 'Security' is not only a speech act, 
but embedded in the production of particular subjectivities which then form 
the basis for what can be articulated as threat and threatened. It has to be 
acknowledged that if security is a speech act, then it is simultaneously 
deeply implicated in the production of silence: all speech involves an attempt 
to  fix meaning, to define a particular situation and the subjects within it, 
and any successful speech act implies as a consequence the exclusion of 
other possible constructions of meaning. Silence is a powerful political 
strategy that internalises and individualises threats thereby making resist- 
ance and political mobilisation difficult. The turn to security as a practice 
rather than as a concept facilitates a political analysis of the way in which 
security discourses come to gain the authority necessary to define threats 
and strategies to counter them. 
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Nuclear Order and Disorder 

William Walker 

A n immense international ordering problem had to be addressed after 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, after nuclear weapons had entered the 
bloodstream of international politics with the onset of the East-West 

conflict, and after the engines of technological development and weapon 
production had been fired up. Although that problem found no sufficient 
solution, a 'nuclear order' of great sophistication and effectiveness was 
fashioned in response during the Cold War. Essentially a normative order, 
albeit an order that reflected the interests and the technological and struc- 
tural features of the time, it rested, I shall argue, upon two linked govern- 
mental creations: a managed system of deterrence, and a managed system 
of abstinence.' 

In the decade or so which followed the ending (at Reykjavik in 1986) of 
the nuclear Cold War, many came to believe that the ordering problem pre- 
sented by nuclear weapons was diminishing and was capable of being cracked 
once and for a1L2 Nuclear weapons could be removed from the foreground of 
international ~olitics, to everyone's advantage, even if they could not be elim- 
inated in the near-term. Unfortunately, confidence that this marginalization of 
nuclear weapons could be and was being achieved was undermined by a now 
familiar list of setbacks including the Indian and Pakistani test explosions; the 
collapse of the UN inspection efforts in Iraq; North Korea and Iran's launches 
of ballistic missiles; the difficulties of ratifying security treaties in Moscow and 
Washington, culminating in the US Senate's rejection of the Comprehensive 
Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT); and the US plans to  deploy a national mis- 
sile d e f e n ~ e . ~  

Some have claimed that these have been more than contingent events - 
that the inherited order and its presumed successor have been rendered 
inappropriate by fundamental changes in power structure, in warfare, and 
in the nature and distribution of technology. According to this view, a dif- 
ferent kind of security order has to be fashioned. The counterclaim is that 
no other effective and legitimate nuclear order, let alone security order, 

Source: International Affairs, 76(4) (2000): 703-24. 
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is imaginable or capable of realization. Although the current order needs 
strengthening, the understandings and bargains and practices embedded in 
it should not and cannot be replaced. The only alternative is a highly con- 
flictual and destructive disorder. This was the essential message conveyed in 
the Final Document agreed in May 2000 by States Parties to the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Keep moving down the familiar ordering 
track or everything will fall apart. 

It is now widely appreciated that the policy choices made by the United 
States and other governments in these first years of the new century will 
have momentous consequences (President Clinton's decision in September 
2000 on national missile defence defers but does not settle the issue). It is 
important that these choices should be informed by a clear understanding 
of what constitutes nuclear order, why the past few years have brought an 
apparent loss of order, and what amounts to an effective ordering strategy. 
That understanding has often seemed lacking in recent times: debates that 
have raged over national missile defence, the CTBT and much else have been 
marred by implicit if not explicit characterizations of nuclear order that have 
lacked subtlety and historical perspective. 

This article is an attempt to respond to the need for greater clarity in our 
conceptions of nuclear order. It considers how 'a nuclear order' and an 'order- 
ing philosophy' took shape in the 1960s and 1970s; how the 1980s began and 
ended with very different efforts to transcend that nuclear order; how a much 
strengthened order appeared to emerge in the early and mid-1990s, only to 
dissipate later in the decade; and how the ordering task may be judged today.4 

The Cold War Nuclear Order: Two Linked Systems 

Hiroshima and Nagasaki brought an immediate appreciation of nuclear 
technology's unique ability to destroy and to mutilate. But by appearing to 
have hastened the end of a great war, the atomic bomb was attributed an 
exceptional power of persuasion, a power that nation-states might justifi- 
ably use for political and military purposes. 

Two competing visions of order emerged in the United States in the 
months after August 1945. One involved an act of collective negation: mem- 
bers of the newly founded United Nations should join together to kill the 
nuclear child before it grew into a monster capable of global destruction.' 
The other entailed the US sustaining its nuclear monopoly and using it to 
determine behaviour - to coerce the Soviet Union, contain communism and 
establish a Pax Americana. Neither vision could be realized. The disarmament 
proposals were already dead by the end of 1946 as the East-West conflict 
took hold, and the Soviet Union had ended the American monopoly by the 
early 1950s. 

The 'Cold War order' that emerged instead has often been depicted as 
arising out of a near automatic process of power balancing and mutual 
restraint as nuclear weapons were introduced to the East-West conflict. 
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Although containing some truth, such an account underestimates the ordering 
problem created by three inescapable 'facts' of the nuclear age.6 

The first 'fact' was that nuclear warfare was unlike any previous kind of 
warfare.' Once mounted on ballistic missiles, to which there were no plaus- 
ible defences, nuclear weapons brought a great amplification of war - the 
ultimate total war - and a tremendous foreshortening of war. Reaction times 
to surprise attack were reduced to minutes, and world wars would now be 
conducted in a matter of hours in a frenzy of destruction. 

The second 'fact' was that the acquisition of nuclear weapons by additional 
states had an exceptional capacity to disrupt power balances and create secur- 
ity dilemmas. Nuclear proliferation implied a constant destabilization of re- 
gional and global structures of power. More than that, few military analysts 
could imagine how strategic stability could be established if nuclear weapons 
and ballistic missiles became standard issue. 

The third 'fact' was that materials, technology and know-how relevant to 
the manufacture of nuclear weapons were bound to spread internationally. 
Indeed, some capabilities would have to spread if the benefits of civil nuclear 
power were to be realized. Knowledge would eventually diffuse and with it 
the ability to manufacture nuclear weapons. 

For these three reasons, the arrival of nuclear weapons created an unpreced- 
ented ordering imperative in international politics. Without a nuclear order 
there could be neither Cold War order nor any other kind of order. And with- 
out it, nuclear weapons would themselves lack political and military utility: 
using them to prevent war would be little more than a gamble with survival, 
a rush to the end of time. 

To complicate matters further, profound questions of legitimacy had to be 
addressed before an effective nuclear order could be instituted. Why should 
certain states, and only those states, have rights to defend themselves with 
nuclear weapons and to inflict final destruction? Should any state and any 
political leader be entrusted with those rights? Why should it be illegitimate 
for most states to possess them? How could their possession by the few be 
squared with the egalitarian principles enshrined in the UN Charter? 

A satisfactory response to these predicaments was not found. The Cold 
War nuclear order was never stable and always dangerous, especially be- 
cause efforts to stem the development and production of weapons were 
unsuccessful (the failure to  ban explosive testing being a particular failure). 
But a solution of sorts to the problem of order did begin to  emerge in 
the 1960s, especially after the shock of the Cuban missile crisis of 1962. 
Fashioned mainly but not exclusively by the US and the USSR, and forged 
across ideological blocs, it involved two linked systems of cooperative 
endeavour? 

1. a managed system of deterrence, whereby a recognized set of states would 
continue using nuclear weapons to prevent war and maintain stability, but 
in a manner that was increasingly controlled and rule-bound; 
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2. a managed system of abstinence, whereby other states would give up 
their sovereign rights to develop, hold and use such weapons in return 
for economic, security and other benefits. 

The system o f  deterrence involved, among other things: 

0 the nuclear hardware deployed by the major powers together with the 
command and control systems laboriously built up from the early 1950s; 
a set of understandings and practices, expressed in the 'deterrence the- 
ories' of Brodie, Schelling and others and enunciated in nuclear doctrine, 
of how military forces of various kinds should be deployed and managed 
to provide mutual vulnerability and restraint;' 

0 the provision of 'hotlines' so that leaders could communicate in sudden 
crises; and 
the placing of limits on missile deployments through arms control treaties 
whose negotiation and implementation also served to increase trust 
amongst political and military elites across the East-West divide. 

Central to this managed system of deterrence from the early 1970s onwards 
was the Anti-Ballistic Missile or ABM Treaty, the one treaty that involved 
a curtailment of technological innovation. By preventing the US and the 
USSR from building elaborate defensive systems, this treaty paradoxically 
ensured that nuclear weapons would not be used offensively. States could 
not attack one another with advantage from behind defensive shields. The 
ABM Treaty also allowed Britain, China and France some confidence that 
they could deter adversaries with 'minimum deterrents', thereby lessening 
pressures to expand their capabilities. 

The system of abstinence involved, for its part: 

0 the nuclear umbrellas extended over allies of the US and the USSR, 
including the two Germanies and Japan, which made them feel reason- 
ably secure without their own nuclear weapons; 
the formation of a non-proliferation regime, with the multilateral Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Treaty at its heart. The NPT asserted among other things 
that the five states that had already acquired nuclear weapons by 1967 and 
only those states had legal rights to possess them."' Other states could only 
join the treaty by renouncing nuclear weapons and having their renuncia- 
tions fully verified through international safeguards. The NPT sought to 
draw a line in the sand and to submit states other than the five to a power- 
ful normative pressure to forego the nuclear option. 

The precise manifestation of nuclear order varied from region to region. In 
some regions (such as Europe and East Asia), deterrent relations and pat- 
terns of acquisition and abstention were precisely drawn. In others (such as 
Latin America, the Middle East and South Asia) they were still indistinct. 
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Nonetheless, the nuclear order was truly global in reach and normative 
pretension, a globalism that drew strength from US and Soviet desires to 
project power within a more stable framework and from the broad interest 
of states and peoples in diminishing the risks posed by nuclear weapons. 

A global nuclear order was therefore founded in the 1960s and 1970s 
upon two mutually supportive cooperative orders: the systems of deterrence 
and abstinence. But those orders implied two worlds: one where nuclear arms 
could be deployed and deterrence could operate; the other where nuclear 
arms and nuclear deterrence were disallowed (only the countries belonging to 
formal nuclear alliances had feet in both worlds, Germany and Japan being 
most prominent among them). How could this inherently inequitable order 
acquire international legitimacy and thereby gain broad allegiance? With great 
difficulty. Many states, including China, France and India, refused to join the 
NPT. But the majority did join it, partly because it would bring them greater 
security within their own regions, partly because of the persuasive powers of 
the US and the USSR, and partly because of three solemn pledges made by the 
nuclear weapon States Parties: 

they would help the non-nuclear weapon States Parties to acquire nu- 
clear capabilities for peaceful purposes; 
they would not use nuclear weapons to attack or coerce states that 
renounced them, unless those states attacked them in alliance with other 
nuclear powers ('negative security assurances' in the jargon); 
they would work to  bring the nuclear arms race to an end and pursue 
complete nuclear disarmament. The language in the famous Article VI of 
the NPT may have been vague, but its intent was unambiguous." 

The nuclear order's legitimacy therefore rested upon mutual obligation and 
reciprocity. And it rested heavily upon the notion that the possession of 
nuclear weapons by the five acknowledged powers was a temporary trust 
and a trust that could be extended to no other nation-state. By the same 
token, the political settlement that underpinned the nuclear order implied 
that only one of its pillars, the system of abstinence, possessed true and last- 
ing legitimacy. All states should work together, over time, to dissolve the 
system of deterrence - to create an international order in which nuclear 
weapons would no longer be present.12 This implied that any future transform- 
ation in power structure could not entail, or  be precipitated by, the nuclear 
arming of emergent powers: the nuclear empowerment of aspiring states that 
had followed the Second World War was a 'once and for all' phenomenon. 

Assumptions of Sameness  a n d  Exceptionalism 

The Cold War cannot be left without two further observations that are im- 
portant to understandings of recent development. 
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First, a necessary belief (or faith) in the 'sameness' of actors permeated 
the nuclear order constructed in the 1960s and 1970s. Despite the Cold War's 
great schisms, all states and all leaders - of whichever culture, race or ideol- 
ogy - would end up using the same rational calculus and would be guided 
in their behaviour by the same sense of obligation, the supreme obligation 
being to avoid nuclear war. I would suggest that this assumption of same- 
ness underpinned both the system of deterrence, with its idea of a common 
rationality and currency of technological power, and the system of abstin- 
ence insofar as it was founded upon mutual obligation and respect for inter- 
national law. Given this fundamental sameness of governmental behaviour, 
there could be trust, and given trust there could be peaceful coexistence. 

The instruments of verification that were increasingly built into arms 
control treaties and the non-proliferation regime reinforced this possibility 
of trust. Through international inspection and monitoring, through a limited 
but genuine transparency, through the cooperative system of nuclear safe- 
guards, states could gain confidence that others would not cheat. 

The second observation is that, although many states gave shape to this 
nuclear order, it was seen by the United States as peculiarly its creation and 
responsibility, as the product of its exceptional genius, and with some jus- 
tification. Throughout the nuclear age - this applies to  later periods too - 
most of the ovdeving ideas, and most of the desire and power to realize 
those ideas, came from the United States. The American attitude towards 
the nuclear order has therefore always been monarchical, even in periods 
when its notion of order has been essentially liberal. The United states has 
unquestioningly conferred upon itself unique rights to decide when the 
game and its rules should be changed. 

And change the game it did, briefly but spectacularly, in the early 1980s 
when the Reagan administration decided to uproot the 'managed system of 
deterrence' established by its predecessors." Suddenly the Soviet Union was 
an 'evil empire', an irrational actor and an actor that was beyond trust. The 
assumption of sameness was replaced by an assumption of irreconcilable dif- 
ference, and the security that lay in mutual deterrence was proclaimed a myth 
rather than a reality. 

Instead, the US government veered towards an earlier discarded model of 
order - that founded upon supremacy and coercion. And Reagan offered the 
American people a transcendant vision of invulnerability gained through the 
construction of a defensive missile shield, the Strategic Defense Initiative or 
Star Wars.I4 Among his followers, arms control treaties were accorded little 
respect, the ABM Treaty being held in particular disdain by the Republican 
right.lF 

Many of the instincts, analyses and proposals that formed the Reagan 
policy of the early 1980s infused the approaches to nuclear ordering among 
those who gained ascendance in Washington in the late 1990s.'' But the 
important difference, as we shall see later, was that the system of abstinence 
as well as the system of deterrence came under attack. 
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The Post-Cold War Marginalization of  Nuclear Weapons 

In the event, the Cold War order, and the nuclear order underpinning it, was 
transcended in a different and unexpected way when Gorbachev embarked on 
a programme of domestic reform and moved to end the East-West conflict. 
Abandoning his confrontational stance, Reagan joined Gorbachev in bringing 
to a close the nuclear conflict in 1986 when they discussed radical plans to 
eliminate the bulk of their nuclear weapons. 

Suddenly, a different kind of security order seemed possible (especially 
to the liberal West) resting not on difference, not even on sameness, but on 
togetherness. It involved basing international security on the rule of law, the 
global spread of democracy, conflict resolution, the interdependence and 
restraint that would follow free trade, and on deliberate avoidance of the 
bad old practices of military power balancing. In the military sphere, claims 
that a 'revolution in military affairs' was underway - claims that gained 
credibility from the Gulf war - also encouraged the belief that nuclear 
weapons belonged in the past." 

The long expansion of nuclear arsenals was driven into reverse. The 
two regulatory institutions that supported the systems of deterrence and 
abstinence - arms control and the non-proliferation regime - seemed capable 
of merging into a single edifice dedicated to the marginalization of nuclear 
weapons in international politics. The decade from 1986 to 1995 became a 
golden age of nuclear threat reduction, to borrow an American phrase. 
Especially after a number of 'rejectionists' (notably Argentina, China, France 
and South Africa) joined the NPT, and after all new states formed out of 
the former Soviet Union barring Russia had renounced nuclear weapons, a 
de facto 'marginalization strategy' began to take shape with the following 
c ~ m p o n e n t s : ~ ~  

Irreversible arms reductions by the nucleav weapon states: the numbers 
of operational warheads in the arsenals of the NWS would be progres- 
sively reduced through the US-SovietIRussian INF, START I and I1 
Treaties which would be followed by deeper reductions in START 111. 
Thereafter, China, France and the UK would be engaged in START IV 
and its successors as individual arsenals came to be counted in hundreds 
rather than thousands of warheads. Retired weapons would be disman- 
tled and their components and materials rendered inaccessible to further 
military use. Simultaneously, further warhead innovation and material 
production would be curtailed through the Comprehensive Nuclear Test- 
Ban Treaty (CTBT) and Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty (FMCT), and 
steps would be taken to ensure that redundant nuclear mate'riel and 
expertise could not be acquired by other states or by non-state actors;" 
Consolidation of the NPT and its verification system: the greatest pos- 
sible number of states would be brought into the Treaty as non-nuclear 
weapon states (universal membership would be striven for).20 Furthermore, 
compliance mechanisms would be strengthened to ensure that Iraq's and 
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North Korea's development of weapon capabilities in violation of their NPT 
obligations was unlikely to be attempted by other states. This included 
reform of the IAEA safeguards system which had been shown to be ill- 
equipped to detect clandestine programmes (negotiations leading to re- 
form were successfully concluded in May 1997); 
Formatzon of nuclear weapon-free zones (NWFZ): renunciations expressed 
through NPT membership would be reinforced by the formation of regional 
treaty-based NWFZ which would gradually confine the geographical areas 
in which nuclear weapons were still 10cated;~' 
'Capping' the Indian, Pakistani and Israeli weapon programmes: the three 
non-NPT countries with active weapon programmes would be discour- 
aged from 'crossing the threshold' by seeking resolution of the conflicts in 
their regions (through the Middle East peace process in Israel's case) and 
by gaining their adherence to the CTBT and FMCT if not the NPT;22 
Reform and extension of trade controls: multilateral trade controls would 
be extended to cover 'dual-use' items; trade with non-NPT countries 
would be barred unless they accepted international safeguards on all 
nuclear materials and facilities on their territories; and membership of the 
Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) would be widened, and its 
provisions strengthened, to help curtail the spread of missile capabilities; 
Banning chemical and biological weapons: global bans on the possession 
and usage of chemical and biological weapons would be instituted through 
the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) and a strengthened Biological 
and Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC), partly to deny states the option 
of substituting such weapons for nuclear weapons. 

The crowning event of this period was the Conference held in New York 
in April-May 1995 to extend the NPT's lifetime (it was initially a 25-year 
treaty). The obvious option of giving the NPT an indefinite lifetime implied, 
Article VI notwithstanding, granting the nuclear weapon states indefinite 
rights to hold nuclear weapons, contravening the temporary trust referred to 
earlier. Not surprisingly, many states were reluctant to concede this. In add- 
ition, there was concern that the NWS would be less inclined to respect their 
Article VI obligations if anxieties over the Treaty's impermanence were 
removed. 

In the event, the NPT's indefinite extension was secured through agree- 
ment on the 'Principles and Objectives for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and 
Disarmament'. In essence, this document committed all States Parties to a fur- 
ther confinement of the system of deterrence and to an extension of the sys- 
tem of abstinence - to  a nuclear order that would move progressively towards 
disarmament. The NWS appeared to support this objective by committing 
themselves to 'the determined pursuit of systematic and progressive efforts to 
reduce nuclear weapons globally'. 

It was a false dawn. Instead of nuclear weapons losing value, they gained 
value, and dramatically so in some contexts. Instead of strengthening order, 
there was an enveloping sense of disorder. 
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Sources of Disorder 

Why this happened is hard to pin down. One reason is that the marginalization 
project rested upon too optimistic a view of the course that international rela- 
tions would take in the round: 

it assumed that nuclear weapons could be drained out of international pol- 
itics through multilateral processes of two sorts: the treaty processes which 
would gradually reduce nuclear arms and confine their usage; and the per- 
suasive processes whereby the international community would ensure that 
treaties were honoured. Instead, multilateral processes of all kinds became 
more problematic in the late 1990s, especially as the United States, Russia 
and China fell out over Bosnia, Iraq and Kosovo; 
it assumed that Russian and US governments had solid political backing 
at home for the treaties being proposed. Instead, treaties increasingly fell 
foul of battles between President and Congress, and President and Duma, 
battles which became more vicious and paralyzing as the 1990s wore on; 
it assumed that as Russia modernized its economy and polity, nuclear 
deterrence would continue to lose meaning in its relations with the out- 
side world. Instead, its commitment to deterrence stiffened, especially as 
Russia sought to compensate for its humiliating loss of power and pres- 
tige, a loss rubbed in by NATO's expansion; and 
it assumed that the Middle East peace process would bring new opportun- 
ities for dealing with the vexed issue of Israel's nuclear weapon programme. 
Instead, the peace process faltered and no concessions were forthcoming. 

All of this was a recipe for frustration and stagnation. But what happened 
in 1998 and 1999 was much more serious. The nuclear order's foundational 
norms were suddenly called into question by the actions of India and the 
United States. 

There is no space here to explore the reasons for India's nuclear tests. 
Suffice it to say that grievance and ambition drove them as much as inse- 
c ~ r i t y . ~ ~  Whatever lay behind the decisions to test and deploy, they were 
extremely damaging to the nuclear order. India and then Pakistan had crossed 
the line drawn in the sand, reviving fears of nuclear war as they did so, and 
had upset the presumption that a permanent and universal shrinkage of 
nuclear arms was underway. Not surprisingly, governments began asking 
themselves whether the world might be entering a new age of nuclear ex- 
pansionism. Furthermore, India's claim to be a nuclear weapon state on a 
political par with the five acknowledged NWS gave rise to a seemingly 
intractable problem: how to draw such a state into the nuclear order and 
meet its grievances over status when the NPT mandated its exclusion. 

But these events were still not enough to unhinge a global order. Its per- 
ceived destabilization stemmed mainly from shifts in American attitudes 
and policies, shifts that began in the mid-1990s but gathered pace towards 
the end of the decade. They culminated in the US Senate's decisive rejection 
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of the Test Ban Treaty in December 1998; and in the US Congress's passage 
into law, with presidential support, of the National Missile Defence Act in 
July 1999 mandating the deployment of missile defences. These and other 
developments seemed to confirm that a decisive shift had occurred in the US 
towards unilateralism, against arms control and against any technological 
c o n ~ t r a i n t . ~ ~  While the Clinton administration continued to proclaim its 
dedication to arms control, in practice it allowed its opponents inside and 
outside Congress to determine the course of US policy. 

Taken together, these developments threatened injury to the system of 
deterrence, by implying that the US had lost confidence in it; injury to the sys- 
tem of abstinence by implying that the US had diminishing regard for the 
institutions of multilateral arm control; and injury to the project of margin- 
alization, by implying that the US was not interested in its own technological 
and strategic restraint. As a consequence, US actions called into question the 
entire order that the US had itself so painstakingly constructed. 'So be it' was 
a frequent American response: the inherited ordkr was no longer effective and 
governments deluded themselves if they thought otherwise. 

Reasons for the  Shift in US Policy 

Why did the United States move in this direction? Again there is no simple 
reason, but it had much to do with the threat from 'rogue states', and how 
that threat influenced perceptions of trends in the international system and 
was played within the American polity. 

In a recent book, Richard Litwak observes that: 

Throughout history, dissatisfied states - whether revolutionary or revanch- 
ist - have rejected international norms and the status quo. This is a normal 
condition of international relations. Designing effective strategies to deal 
with such states is a traditional challenge that great powers have faced to 
maintain the stability of the international system.25 

But the 'rogue states', chief among them Iraq, Iran and North Korea, were 
dissatisfied states with a d i f f e r e n ~ e : ~ ~  

they had placed weapons of mass destruction (including chemical and 
biological weapons) at the centre of their strategies for attaining security 
and leverage, and had begun to acquire ballistic missiles which would 
allow them to threaten over large distances; 
they were located in regions of vital interest to the United States, regions 
in which they could exert leverage by threatening some of America's clos- 
est allies (such as Israel and Japan) and the military forces deployed for 
their defence; and 
they had 'cheated from within': they had mounted covert weapon pro- 
grammes and shown no compunction about violating international 
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treaties, including the NPT which all had joined. If there were no effect- 
ive response, the non-proliferation regime would be gravely weakened. 

In the early 1990s, broad international support developed around a pol- 
icy of zero tolerance of these countries' weapon programmes. They had to 
be closed down; compliance with legal undertakings had to  be enforced. 
Hence the formation of the UN Special Commission (UNSCOM) on Iraq 
and the various other initiatives which need not be detailed here. The task 
proved enormously frustrating and contentious. Weapon programmes were 
certainly blunted, but they were not abandoned despite immense efforts by 
the United States. The efforts relating to Iraq were thwarted by disputes in 
the UN Security Council over the terms and means of intervention and by 
Iraq's own intransigence; thwarted over Iran by difficulties in persuading 
some other powers to join the US nuclear and missile trade embargoes; and 
thwarted over North Korea by the difficulties of implementing the Agreed 
F r a m e ~ o r k . ~ '  

Together, these cases demonstrated a serious deficiency in the nuclear 
order: the lack of agreed enforcement strategies enabling governments to  
respond predictably and effectively to breakouts from the system of abstin- 
ence. In addition, there was a serious loss of confidence, especially after 
experience with Iraq, that agreement could be reached in the UN Security 
Council on appropriate enforcement measures. 

The aggravation over rogue states - often mixed in the American mind 
with the struggles against Islam and Islamic terrorism - fed a radical critique 
of the previous 'ordering strategy', especially as it involved arms control and 
reliance upon international law. Helped by right-wing Republican dominance 
of security discourses in Congress and by the Clinton administration's reluc- 
tance to fight its ground, and encouraged by scientific, industrial and military 
interests, this radical critique began to enter the political mainstream in 
Washington in the second half of the 1990s. The opinion gained ground that:28 

assumptions of sameness or togetherness no longer applied outside a 
defined community of Western democratic states. An assumption of irre- 
concilable difference, most famously expressed in Samuel Huntington's 
The clash of civilizations, increasingly permeated American political cul- 
t ~ r e . ~ ~  Further more, China began to be included among the states and 
civilizations whose interests were bound to collide with those of the US 
and the liberal West; 
this being the case, arms control - and especially multilateral arms con- 
trol - could not be trusted to provide security. Even if states joined 
treaties, some would join to cheat, and the march of technology was all 
the time making it easier to  cheat; 
nor could classical deterrence be relied upon as before. The United States 
was now faced with myriad irrational actors, actors who might even risk 
suicide in pursuit of their aims. More than that, the risk-aversion of 
Western democracies meant that 'rogue states' armed with a handful of 
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weapons of mass destruction might be better able to deter the US with its 
thousands of warheads than they could be deterred by the US. The sense 
of threat was augmented by claims that biological weapons might soon 
attain the destructiveness and thus deterrent value of nuclear weapons; 
on top of all this, access to the materials and expertise relevant to weapons 
of mass destruction had become easier after the breakup of the former 
Soviet Union. However much money the US poured into Russia to tighten 
security on its facilities, some leakage was probably inevitable. To make 
matters worse, China appeared to be helping (and not discouraging 
North Korea from helping) a number of states to acquire missile capabil- 
ities (including Pakistan and Iran), and Russia's allegiance to trade con- 
trols was weakening as its need for income and employment became more 
despe~ate . '~  

Taken together, this interpretation of the 'risks out there' led American 
policy-makers down a road towards the downgrading of arms control and 
upgrading of political and military coercion, to a focusing on the mainly 
politico-military practice of 'counter-proliferation' rather than the politico- 
legal practice of 'non-proliferation', and to a search for new technological 
means of protecting the United States and its allies against blackmail or 
attack."' This trend was accompanied by a shift in influence in these mat- 
ters from the Executive to Congress, from State Department to Pentagon, 
and from non-governmental organizations supporting arms control to those 
advocating its demise. 

The vehemence of America's reactions came in part from a realization of 
the vulnerability of American power to the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction and ballistic missiles. Eager not to expose its citizens to mortal 
danger, the US was coming to rely increasingly on the capacity to project tech- 
nological power from a distance. An opponent's possession of such weapons 
would diminish even that capacity, allowing it to strengthen dramatically its 
bargaining position. This could present the US with unpalatable options: to 
stay away from regions where weapons of mass destruction were deployed, 
leaving allies to fend for themselves (a recipe for arms racing and war); or to 
be prepared to threaten and use massive military force, including nuclear 
force, preemptively or in retaliation against states acquiring weapons of mass 
destruction. The persistent bombing of Iraq was already showing how the 
United States might be drawn into acts of violence and illegality if its power 
were challenged in this way. At the same time, the high costs of using force 
against North Korea and Iran showed that military coercion was often not a 
realistic option. 

The reality was that the US was not prepared to accept a relationship of 
mutual deterrence with minor powers that threatened its vital interests. 
Mutual vulnerability implied an equality of influence, and a loss of freedom 
to project power and establish order, that no US politician could endorse. 
Nor was it prepared to accept that such minor powers could violate their 
legal undertakings with impunity. 
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Ballistic Missile Defences 

This challenge to American power, to which the established systems of deter- 
rence and abstinence appeared to offer no sufficient response, led directly to 
the re-emergence of earlier proposals for a defensive shield against missile 
attack. Theatre missile defences (TMD) giving local protection to American 
forces and allies, especially in the Middle East, had been discussed for many 
years. But in July 1998, the Rumsfeld Report to the US Congress claimed 
that Iran and North Korea would soon be able to threaten the US mainland 
with missiles armed with weapons of mass destruction. Just one month later, 
North Korea tested the Taepo-Dong ballistic missile over Japan, lending 
weight to the assertion. Calls for TMD mutated into calls for a national mis- 
sile defence (NMD), calls that quickly gathered political momentum and 
gave birth to the National Missile Defence Act in July 1999. This Act 
required the President to authorize deployment once he had satisfied himself 
that the proposals met certain criteria.32 A strong presumption developed in 
Washington that a national missile defence would eventually be constructed, 
come what may. 

In geopolitical, as in technical, terms, there is a huge difference between 
TMD and NMD. By seeking to intercept long-range strategic weapons, a 
national missile defence is bound to affect deterrent relations between estab- 
lished nuclear powers. More than that, the proposed NMD could not be 
constructed without heavy amendment of the ABM Treaty or, failing that, 
its abrogation by the United States. Besides altering the ground upon which 
the system of deterrence had been constructed, the abandonment of this 
treaty could damage the whole fabric of arms control. 

Like Reagan's Star Wars proposals, NMD's effect on the behaviour of 
states far exceeded the project's technical p la~s ib i l i ty .~~  The anxious response 
was due, one can only assume, to a prudent calculation that NMD might 
work if resources were lavished on it, and that the US could attain a valuable 
technological advantage even if an effective NMD were not achieved. Russia, 
China and other states (including NATO allies) knew that they would be 
unable to come near to matching the capabilities emerging from a US missile 
defence programme, given the programme's roots in information and systems 
integration technologies in which the US had an unassailable lead. This added 
to the temptation for the US: if successful, the NMD programme could open 
a defensive technology gap that was much less bridgeable than any remain- 
ing gap in offensive capabilities (warheads and missiles). At the strategic level, 
the US might be able to emulate the advantage gained at the conventional 
military level since the end of the Cold War. The downside was that adver- 
saries might respond by expanding their offensive capabilities, thereby can- 
celling any US gains especially if NMD proved technically ineffective. 

The scope of missile defence therefore had a direct bearing on the scaling 
of offensive arsenals. The Clinton administration tried to reassure other 
nuclear powers that the US wished to develop a sufficient capacity to nullify 
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the threat from 'rogue states' without upsetting existing deterrent relations. 
Unfortunately, the signals coming from elsewhere in the US body politic were 
either ambiguous or betrayed a long-term ambition to nullify the Chinese and 
even the Russian  deterrent^.^^ 

As Party to the ABM Treaty with the US, Russia holds the keys to the 
amendment which is required for there to  be any possibility of developing 
an effective NMD. The new Russian government of President Putin adroitly 
reasserted its position as principal interlocutor with the US by ratifying the 
START I1 and Test Ban Treaties early in 2000 and by presenting itself as 
defender of the ABM Treaty. Although the size of the Russian arsenal would 
probably remain large enough for Russia to sustain a deterrent of sorts against 
the US, Putin's government insisted that its cooperation in arms control with 
any future US government hinged on the Treaty's survival. But Russia would 
be negotiating from weakness and showed increasing awareness that the 
era of strategic competition and nuclear parity with the US was drawing to 
an end.3' 

For China, US strategic supremacy has always been a reality. This has 
not prevented it from believing that it had a sufficient nuclear force to pro- 
tect its vital interests in Asia, and that this sufficiency could be maintained 
through a programme of gradual modernization. With as few as 20 missiles 
capable of reaching the US mainland, the Chinese government came to fear 
that the combination of an American missile defence system and tremen- 
dous American conventional military capability - especially in precision 
bombing - could expose it to a decapitating nuclear   trike.'^ Armed with 
this option, an external power could again coerce China, a situation that 
China had vowed to prevent happening again. In addition, China was 
keenly aware that Taiwan could be emboldened if protected by a missile 
defence system. This said, China knew that too aggressive a reaction to US 
proposals could trigger its worst nightmare - the nuclear arming of Japan - 
and could encourage India to accelerate its nuclear programme. Caught 
between the devil and the deep blue sea, Chinese policy-makers have displayed 
an understandable confusion over how to react to the NMD proposals. 

If the next US administration were to  withdraw from the ABM Treaty, 
as George W. Bush has threatened, the Chinese government might feel 
compelled - whatever the price - to strengthen its offensive nuclear 
capabilities. It might also seek new ways to frustrate US ambitions in the 
great abroad, for instance by extending the 'Pakistan tactic' that it has used 
to balance Indian power.37 The stabilizing effects of bilateral arms control 
with Russia might also be lost. Alive to these dangers, US allies in Europe 
and elsewhere would be faced with an unenviable choice. They could accept 
US actions and begin shifting alliance relations towards some blend of 
extended deterrence and extended protection, even if doubting that the lat- 
ter would bring any real gains in security. Alternatively, they could deny the 
US their cooperation, thereby weakening alliances and putting their own 
security at risk, especially if the ABM Treaty's abrogation brought forth a 
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more aggressive China and Russia. Although acceptance of US proposals 
seemed more likely than rejection, given Europe's heavy reliance on the US 
in so many fields, alliance cohesion would suffer and there could be a ser- 
ious loss of trust in the US and its political processes. Among countries upon 
which the US was counting to provide sites for radar and communications 
(notably Denmark and the UK), governments might also have to contend 
with a strong domestic reaction to any complicity with a US policy that 
threatened arms control. 

T h e  NPT Review Conference in 2000 

In the late 1990s, the United States therefore edged, despite strong inter- 
national protest and obvious risks, towards a different conception of order, 
one entailing:38 

1. A system of deterrence augmented by defensive shields against ballistic 
missiles: in short, a system of protection (largely involving self-protection) 
that blended strategic offence and defence; 

2. A system of abstinence maintained primarily through the exercise of US eco- 
nomic, political and military power, and secondarily (it has often seemed) 
through cooperative security, regimes and the rule of law, notwithstanding 
continuing strong US support for the NPT and insistence on States Parties' 
compliance with it; in short, towards a system of enforced abstinence. 

Anxieties over this apparent shift in ordering philosophy were compounded 
by deep uncertainties over US capacities to deliver protection and enforce- 
ment, by the unilateral manner of its decisions, and by an evident lack of 
concern in Washington for the political legitimacy of whatever order it was 
trying to construct. Furthermore, the NMD proposals threatened to unset- 
tle the NATO alliance and damage relations between the US, Russia and 
China. While Russia might be forced to compromise out of weakness, these 
proposals could even tip China and the US into a confrontational relation- 
ship that would have grave and lasting consequences for global politics. 

It was against this background of great worry over US intentions, and 
over the whole drift in international nuclear politics, that States Parties to the 
NPT met in New York in April-May 2000 to review the condition of the 
Treaty and its associated instruments and undertakings, prominent among 
them the NPT Principles and Objectives agreed in 1995. As so much had 
gone wrong since 1995, little was expected of the Review Conference. The 
outcome therefore came as a great and welcome surprise. A consensus was 
reached on a final statement (the Final Document) only for the third time in 
the history of NPT review conferences. Still more surprisingly, the Final 
Document was more purposeful, indeed radical, than anyone had imagined 
possible coming into the Conference, especially where the responsibilities of 
the five NWS were concerned. 
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In essence, the NWS committed themselves to honour two principles. 
The first was the principle of irreversibility, whereby inherited arms control, 
arms reduction and disarmament measures would be fully upheld:" The sec- 
ond was what may be termed the principle of completion, which has two 
aspects: 

completion of negotiation, ratification and implementation of measures 
in which there has already been political investment (such as the CTBT, 
START I1 and 111, and the FMCT); 
completion of the project of nuclear disarmament through a series of steps 
including arms reductions, increased transparency, the reduced operational 
status of nuclear weapons systems, and 'the engagement as soon as appro- 
priate of all the nuclear weapon States in the process leading to the total 
elimination of their nuclear weapons'. 

The NWS lent weight to the latter principle by expressing in the Final 
Document their 'unequivocal undertaking . . . to accomplish the total elimin- 
ation of their nuclear arsenals leading to nuclear d i ~ a r m a m e n t ' . ~ ~  

Why did the States Parties, including the five NWS, agree on the Final 
Document and the objectives and measures expounded by it? Skilful and 
forceful diplomacy, and the emergence of new groupings of states that proved 
adept at  exerting pressure to find compromises, were partly respon~ible.~'  But 
the search for consensus was undoubtedly driven by the anxiety felt by all 
governments - including the US, Chinese and Russian governments - that the 
conference's failure could bring about a fatal loss of confidence in the NPT 
and in its associated institutions. However wide the disagreements on nuclear 
policy, and however deep the misgivings about multilateral arms control in 
the US, this treaty remained indispensable. 

The conference was also conducted in full awareness of the gravity of the 
decisions that would be taken by the next US administration. The Final 
Document can be read as a consensual declaration that this was the kind of 
security order, and the only nuclear order, in which the bulk of nation states 
believed and in which they were prepared to invest. If a future US govern- 
ment wished to move in another direction, it would have to contend with 
that opinion and that solidarity. To a degree, the Clinton administration was 
complicit in this quasi-ultimatum. The deep unhappiness of US govern- 
mental representatives at  the conference over the drift in US policy was no 
secret. 

But was the conference a success? Could a conference be so described 
that reached agreement only by evading, by sleight of hand, the most con- 
tentious and momentous issue of the day - that of missile defence;42 which 
provided China with the means to frustrate the work of the Conference on 
Disarmament until its concerns about missile defences were ~atisfied;~'  which 
was reluctant to consider how States Parties should respond to Treaty viola- 
tions; and which provided no solution to India and Pakistan's claims for 
NWS status beyond insisting on their continued isolation? 
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A word that haunted the conference was '~ tab i l i ty ' .~~  The Final Document 
openly referred to the ABM Treaty 'as a corner stone of strategic stability' 
and accepted that NWS Parties should pursue nuclear disarmament only 'in 
a way that promotes international stability, and based on the principle of 
undiminished security for all'. So there was acknowledgement that the disarma- 
ment project required the maintenance of 'stability'. For China and Russia, 
that implied the preservation of deterrent relations in the face of threats from 
missile defences. For all participants, 'stability' implied that actions should 
not be taken in pursuit of disarmament that inadvertently increased the like- 
lihood of nuclear arms racing, nuclear proliferation or nuclear war, or that 
gave a free hand to states to use other weapons of mass destruction as instru- 
ments of intimidation. 

The implication was that disarmament could not be achieved if deterrent 
relations were destabilized. Paradoxically, stable nuclear deterrence was 
a prerequisite for its removal from international politics. While the Final 
Document therefore goes further than any previous multilateral statement 
in advocating disarmament and describing the steps required to achieve it, 
it also comes closer to endorsing nuclear deterrence or, more precisely, the 
stability of existing deterrent relations. In this respect, the Final Document 
of 2000 is more pragmatic than the Principles and Objectives of 1995. 

Although disarmament remained the NPT's primary goal, the Final 
Document can therefore be interpreted as asserting that disarmament is above 
all a goal intended to entrench a trend - a trend towards lower levels of arma- 
ment and towards a less dangerous deployment of nuclear arms, a trend whose 
persistence would gradually prepare the ground for the final act of elimination. 
The insistence on a stronger commitment to disarmament therefore expressed 
an overwhelming desire to prevent the feared reversal of this trend; a desire that 
could be shared by all conference participants even in the absence of unanim- 
ity on disarmament itself. 

Equally, the Final Document can be read as a claim to the inherent super- 
iority of a security politics that   laced the achievement of a cooperative order- 
through-law above a unilateralist order-through-power; and as an implicit if 
quixotic assertion that the community of NPT Parties, although lacking the 
political authority or instruments to override the decisions of its most power- 
ful members, has a greater right to determine outcomes than the agencies and 
factions of individual nation-states. 

Conclusion: A Return t o  Consensual Ordering? 

Two lessons above all others can be drawn from this discussion: 

there has to be nuclear order, but that order is much more than a structure 
of power and a set of deterrent relations, just as it is much more than a 
security regime rooted in international law.4' It is a complex edifice founded 
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on instruments of both power and law which is held together by mutual 
interest and obligation. 
the only nuclear order that we have (it has no reliable substitute) is 
unambiguously dedicated, for practical as well as moral reasons, to the elim- 
ination of nuclear weapons. This nuclear order's survival now relies upon 
contraction: it cannot tolerate another prolonged period of expansion in or 
refinement of nuclear arsenals, let alone the acquisition of nuclear weapons 
by nation-states acting in violation of international law. Yet that contraction 
has to be judicious and its wisdom has to be evident to all. 

After a period in which so much went wrong, events in the spring and sum- 
mer of 2000 suggest that a new and more constructive phase of nuclear order- 
ing could lie ahead. In May 2000, agreement was reached on the NPT Final 
Document discussed above. During the summer, gradual progress was made 
in the UN Security Council towards reinstituting the inspection regime for 
Iraq; North and South Korea began a dialogue raising hopes that the threat 
from North Korea's nuclear and missile programmes might soon be lifted; Iran 
took some steps towards improving its foreign relations; and there was 
renewed life in the Middle East peace process.4h Then on 1 September 2000, 
President Clinton announced that deployment of a national missile defence 
would have to await more convincing evidence of its technical fea~ibility.~' 
Furthermore, his emphasis on the need for consultation with Russia, China 
and America's allies implied a retreat from unilateralism and an increasing 
acceptance that the interests of friends and foes in 'strategic stability' would 
have to be respected.48 A week later, the United Nations Millennium Declar- 
ation enjoined member states 'to strive for the elimination of weapons of mass 
destruction, particularly nuclear weapons and to keep all options open for 
achieving this aim, including the possibility of convening an international con- 
ference to identify ways of eliminating nuclear dangers'. 

It is too early to be optimistic. International nuclear relations remain very 
unsettled. Many issues need to be addressed, high among them the strategic 
relations between China and the United States and between China and India. 
But one senses a change in atmosphere that could lead to a recovery of that 
all-important perception of movement towards the reduction and elimination 
of nuclear arms. That movement now has to be entrenched through political 
action and made tangible through progress in treaty ratification and negoti- 
ation among other things. 

All governments have responsibility for achieving this end. But much 
will inevitably depend on how the United States uses its hegemonic author- 
ity under a new President. Over the past couple of years, national missile 
defence has gripped the US body politic. If the disorder that everyone fears 
is to be averted, another much weightier project needs to gain ascendancy 
in Washington, in the national as well as the international interest: the restor- 
ation of international confidence in the nuclear order's health and vitality. 
A project of restoration has to be wide-ranging, embracing multilateral arms 
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control, compliance measures and much else besides. Above all, it has to rec- 
ognize that nuclear order rests upon a plurality of measures and approaches, 
and that a shared normative commitment to restraint provides the best pro- 
tection in today's complex international system. 

However, a return to confidence-in-order may no longer be feasible with- 
out a genuine embrace by the United States and the other nuclear powers of 
the project of nuclear disarmament. For this to occur, disarmament will have 
to be brought into the centre of strategic discourses within and between the 
nuclear powers - it is not enough for disarmament to  lie just at the centre of 
regime discourses. 

Is this pie in the sky? It may be less fanciful than current attitudes suggest. 
Recent events have reminded all governments of the perils of nuclear weapons; 
and if NMD falls from grace, as is possible, the US may be left with no per- 
suasive ordering ideas other than pressing for complete nuclear disarmament 
(along with chemical and bioldgical weapon disarmament). An American 
push for disarmament which mobilized collective support through the com- 
mitments contained in the NPT Final Document would transform the outlook. 
But any push for disarm,ment would have to be orderly, it would have to 
deliver security, and it would not succeed amidst fears that great powers 
would shed the habitual restraint that deterrence brought to their relations. 

Establishing an effective non-nuclear order will therefore be as tough and 
lengthy - and as essential - a task as establishing the nuclear order. Govern- 
ments will not, however, be starting from scratch: the nuclear order already 
provides essential building blocks for a non-nuclear order. The efforts of 
the past forty years, and the renunciation of nuc!ear weapons by all but a 
few nation-states, provide an impressive foundation for complete nuclear dis- 
armament. 
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Notes 

1. I am aware that this terminology may be controversial. In International Relations the- 
ory, but not in many other fields, the word 'system' is now commonly used to refer to a struc- 
tural entity without normative content (especially in the neo-realist concept of an anarchic 
'international system'), in contrast to 'order' which has structural and normative connotations. 
The systems of deterrence and abstinence alluded to here certainly contain strong normative 
elements. I have chosen to use the word 'system' in this broader sense (almost interchangeable 
with 'order') for two reasons: to avoid the linguistic clumsiness, repetitiveness and ambiguity 
that would have followed the alternative choice of 'order of deterrence' and 'order of abstin- 
ence'; and because the term system implies a rich and strong interconnectedness that is wholly 
appropriate. 

2. Reykjavik was the location of the summit between Gorbachev and Reagan at  which dra- 
matic arms reduction m d  disarmament proposals were discussed. The agreements that quickly 
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followed applied to strategic (long-range) nuclear weapons which had the greatest polit~cal and 
symbolic importance. There are today still no agreements cover~ng tact~cal (short-range) 
nuclear weapons. 

3. The Aum Shinrikyo cult's attempts to develop and use chemical and hiological agents, 
brought to light by the Tokyo subway bon~bing of 1995, were also important in changing per- 
ceptlons of the range of actors agalnst which societies had to be protected. 

4. The account that follows is, of course, an abstraction from a complicated and often 
messy hictory. But it is a useful abstraction i f  ~t gives us a clearer understanding of the problems 
that face us and how they arose. Nuclear ordering is also, ohviously, only one aspect of global 
ordering. However, the nuclear order has a degree of autonomy and of 'sharpness' that no other 
order possesses. 

5. These ideas were developed In the Acheson-Lilienthal and R a r ~ c h  proposals. See John 
Lewis Gaddis, The Unrted States and the origins of the Cold Wor, 1941-47 (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1972). 

6 .  Kenneth Waltz's writings are, for instance, suffused with appreciation of the effects that 
nuclear weapons have on  the behaviour of nation-states within the international system. This 
applies as much to general theoretical works such as his Theory of international polrtics 
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1979) as to his more special~zed wr~tings on nuclear weapons. But 
nowhere does he describe how nuclear order is instituted. I f  he had given this due attention, 
he might have been less confident wlth his argument that 'more may be better' in, among other 
texts, Scott Sagan and Kenneth Waltz, The spread of nuclear weapons: a debate (New York: 
W.W. Norton, 1995). 

7. Some military analysts recognized this immediately while for others it was a more gradual 
awakening (perhaps especially in the Soviet Union). The developnlent of the hydrogen bomb and 
intercontmental ballistic missile in the early 1950s largely dispelled any doubts. 

8. Although this endeavour entailed more than developments in law, the resulting systems of 
deterrence and abstinence (especially the latter) formed part of the growing 'legalization of world 
pol~tics' discussed (mainly with reference to the economic sector) in the recent special issue of 
lnternat~onal Organization. Kenneth Abbott, et al. identify three dimensions of legalization, each 
of which is present in the nuclear field: obligation (whereby actors are bound by rules and com- 
mitments); precision (rules unambiguously define the conduct they require, author~ze and pro- 
scribe); and delegation (whereby third parties, including international organizations, are granted 
authority to implement). See Kenneth Abbott, Robert Keohane, Andrew Moravcsik, Anne-Marie 
Slaughter and Duncan Snidal, 'The concept of legalization', International Organization 54: 3, 
summer 2000, pp. 401-20. 

9. We still know too little about the evolution of Soviet deterrence theory and doctrine. 
There may be a danger of exaggerating the degree of conformity in Soviet and Western thought 
and practice in this regard. It also goes without saying that a fully coherent deterrence theory 
was never developed whether in the US or elsewhere. 

10. This was the implication of Artlcle IX. 3 of the NPT: 'for the purposes of this Treaty, 
a nuclear-weapon State IS one w h ~ c h  has manufactured and exploded a nuclear weapon or 
othcr nuclear explosive device prior to Jan~iary 1, 1967'. 

11. Article VI states that 'each of the Partles to the Treaty ~~nder takes  to pursue negoti- 
ations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at  an 
early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on  a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
under strict and effective international control'. 

12. There has been a tradition of thought, however, that the anarch~c state-centred inter- 
national system would itself have to be transcended before there could he escape from the 
threat of political violence coming from nuclear and other weapons. See, for instance, Ken 
Booth, 'Secur~ty and enlancipation', Review of International Studres 17: 4, October 199 1. 
A discussion of emancipation and transcendence in International Relations theory, and much 
else on the subject of international ordering, can be found in Nicholas Kengger, International 
relations, political theory and the problem of order (1,ondon: Koutledge, 2000), rcviewed in 
this issue of International Affairs. 

13. An earlier changing of the game, over nuclear trade (the Carter Policy), need not be 
disc~issed here. 
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14. Frances Fitzgerald, Way out  there in the blue: Reagan and  Star Wars and the end of the 
Cold War (New York: Simon & Schuster, 2000). 

15. The commitments made in SALT and other bilateral treaties with the USSR continued, 
however, to be honoured. 

16. This is not to imply that the current proposals share qulte the same fantastical qualities 
as the Strategic Defense Initiative. 

17. See Lawrence Freedman, The revolution in strategic affairs, Adelphi Paper 318 (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press for the International Institute for Strategic Studies, April 1998). 

18. The term 'marginalization' was usually avoided by governments because it lacked the 
finality and normative status of disarmament. But Camborne and Garrity are correct in assert- 
ing that marginalization was the guiding principle, especially in the US government of the time. 
See S. Camborne and P. Garrity, 'The future of US nuclear policy', Survival 76: 4, winter 
1994-5, pp. 73-95. 

19. This last project entailed, in particular, the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction 
Program which channelled funds from the US defence budget into rendering secure weapon- 
related fissile materials and facilities in the former Soviet Union. 

20. By 1996, only five states - India, Israel, Pakistan, Brazil and Cuba -remained outside 
the NPT. Brazil joined the Treaty in 1998. 

21. By the late 1990s, NWFZ were in force in Antarctica, Latin America and the South 
Pacific, and had been negotiated in South-East Asia and Africa. 

22. This was the least successful of all these initiatives. In London and Washington, gov- 
ernment officials used the prospect of capping these programmes to  garner polltical support 
for the FMCT and, in some degree, the CTBT. This was a mistake: it detracted from the wider 
significance of these treaties and made them vulnerable to any failure to convince India, Israel 
and Pakistan that their programmes should be capped. 

23. See George Perkovich's fine study, India's nuclear bomb: implrcations for global pro- 
liferation (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1999). 

24. Anxieties that such a shlft was occurring were also aroused inter alia by the US Senate's 
reluctance to ratify arms control treaties and agreements with Russia; its unilateral exemption 
of the US from certain provisions of the CWC; the US government's obstruction of efforts to 
strengthen the Biological & Toxin Weapons Convention (a multilateral treaty dating from 
1972 which had banned these weapons without providing any means of verification) on  the 
grounds that verification could not work and the Convention might damage American com- 
mercial interests (a  telling statistic is that the US had by June 2000 submitted only six out of 
the 415 governmental working papers supporting these efforts); and the huge investments to  
develop alternative testing techniques under the Department of Energy's Stockpile Stewardship 
Program, including the National Ignition Facility. 

25. Richard Litwak, Rogue states and US foreign policy: containment after the Cold War 
(Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000). The manner in which potential threats 
from rogue states and from biological weapons were used, among other arguments, to discourage 
a comprehens~ve review of US deterrence policy in the early 1990s is discussed in Janne Nolan's 
fascinating An elusive consensus: nuclear weapons and American securrty after the Cold War 
(Washington DC: Brookings Institution Press, 1999). 

26. Although these states (and Libya) attracted most attention, the challenge was not limited to 
them. Especially in the Middle East, other states were developing chemical and biological weapon 
capabilities despite international efforts to prohibit them. 

27. The US-North Korean Agreed Framework established a phased programme leading to 
the dismantlement of the North Korean nuclear weapon capability and the submission of its 
fissile materials to IAEA safeguards. 

28. A book that conveys this mood tellingly is Ashton Carter and William Perry, Preventive 
defense: a new security strategy for America (Washington DC: Brookings Institution Press, 
1999). How the factors identified in the following indented text underpinned calls for missile 
defences is very evident in Keith Payne, 'Looming security threats: the case for National Missile 
Defense', O r b ~ s  44: 2, Spring 2000, pp. 187-96. 



I\ ,i/lti.r ~uclear Order and Disorder 189 

29. Samuel Huntington, The clash of civzlizations and the remaking of world order 
(London: Touchstone Books, 1997). 

30. There were fierce arguments between the Russian and US governments over the Russ~an 
decision to help Iran complete its Bushehr nuclear power reactors; and by concluding a sale of 
power reactors to India in 1998, Russia was retreating from the policy of full-scope safeguards 
that had been adopted by the Nuclear Suppliers Group (of which it was a member) in 1992. The 
Russian government claimed in mitigation that negotiation of the deal had begun before 1992. 

31. For an interesting attempt to develop an approach that bridges counter- and non- 
proliferation, see Brad Roberts, 'From noli-proliferation to anti-proliferation', International 
Securzty 18: 1, summer 1993, pp. 139-73. 

32. The criteria were technical progress, the threat, system costs and the impact on arms 
control. 

33. A sustained and influential critique of NMD has been provided by Theodore Postol 
among others. See, for instance, George Lewis, Theodore Postol and John Pike, 'Why national 
missile defense won't work', Scientific American 281: 2, August 1999, pp. 22-7. 

34. While this intent was clearest in relation to China, the following extract from an article 
by Loren Roberts shows that some US analysts also had Russia in mind: 'In the years after the 
end of the Cold War, defense became both more feasible and more necessary ... some US intelli- 
gence analysts believe that the [Russian nuclear] arsenal will deterlorate to less than 1000 usable 
weapons by 2010. Defense will accordingly he easier, especially if attack comes in the form of a 
limited - accidental or unauthorized - nuclear launch. But the same internal decay driving down 
warhead numbers also makes nuclear accidents, security breakdowns and proliferation more 
likely. With assumed stability of the Cold War era gone, active defense becomes more necessary'. 
See 'Military supremacy and how we keep it', Policy Review 77, October-November 1999. 

35. An account of recent debates in Moscow about the orientation of Russian defence policy 
is provided by Nikolai Sokov, 'The "denuclearization" of Russia's defence policy', Disarmament 
Diplomacy 48, July 2000, pp. 15-18. It is possible that the Kursk submarine accident in August 
2000 might also convince the Russian political and military elites that the competitive game was 
becoming too dangerous to play even by the modified rules of the post-Cold War era. 

36. On the implications of the NMD proposals for China, see Brad Roberts, Robert Manning 
and Ronald Montaperto, 'China: the forgotten nuclear power', Foreign Affairs 79: 4, July/August 
2000, pp. 53-63. 

37. Rather than respond directly to the Indian nuclear threat, China has countered it partly 
by helping Pakistan to build up its deterrent capabilities. 

38. Inside and outside government, many Americans were appalled by this trend, hut they were 
unable to arrest it. See, for Instance, the impassioned editorials by Sp~~rgeon Keeny in successive 
issues of Arms Control Today, the journal of the Arms Control Association. 

39. To be precise, they accepted 'the principle of irreversibility to apply to nucler disarnmarnent, 
nuclear and other arms co~itrol and reduction measures'. 

40. Final Document, Article VI, Paragraph 15.6. 
41. For discussions of the Conference, see Rebecca Johnson, 'The 2000 N I T  Review 

Conference: a delicate, hard-won compromise', Disarmament Diplomacy 46, May 2000, 
pp. 2-20; and especially Tariq Rauf, 'An unequal success? Implications of the NPT Review 
Conference', Arms Control Today 30: 6, July/August 2000, pp. 9-1 6. One should not over- 
look the importance of the prior meetings held by the US and Egyptian governments to resolve 
differences over Israel and its responsibilities. 

42. In Article VI, Paragraph 15.7 of the Final Document, reference is made to preserving 
and strengthening the ABM Treaty. By using 'strengthening' as a euphemism for 'amendment', 
the drafters of the Final Document cleverly averted controversy. 

43. The Final Document recognizes the necessity of negotiating the FMCT, but effectively 
makes it conditional upon the Conference on Disarmament (where the treaty would be nego- 
tiated) agreeing a programme of work. In recent months, China has insisted that negotiation 
of a treaty prohibit~ng the militarization of outer space should be part of this programme, a 
demand that the US in particular has not been prepared to accept. 
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44. On 4 June 2000 in Moscow, Presidents Clinton and Putin also highlighted this word 
when signing a Joint Statement of Principles of Strategic Stability, which was followed in 
Okinawa on 21 July by their Joint Statement on Cooperation on Strategic Stability. 

45. It is sometimes argued that it is no longer appropriate to think in terms of 'nuclear order' 
when the main task should be to construct an integrated 'WMD order' embracing chemical and 
biological as well as nuclear weapons. Although this argument has some validity in the Middle 
East, I am not generally persuaded by it. The political and strategic linkages between the three 
weapons of mass destruction are now obvious, but there are sufficient differences between the 
technologies, their effects, control mechanisms and productive systems to justify separate treat- 
ment. Their attempted unification in a single order might also hinder what may be the next great 
task: the construction of a 'biological security order' that would stand alongside, but be signifi- 
cantly different from, the nuclear order. This said, the politics of weapons of mass destruction are 
bound together by the great but troubling necessity to ensure compliance with treaties affecting 
their acquisition and usage. 

46. For reasons of space, I have been unable to give due attention to regional approaches 
to nuclear ordering, and to the essential role of conflict resolution (Kashmir and Taiwan being 
high on the list). Darryl Howlett and his colleagues warn that 'the existence of disparities 
between geographic areas of high and low nuclear salience is likely to create the potential for 
retrograde steps in regions where disarmament has been moving forward. One way to help 
prevent this outcome would be for policy-makers to take a contextual approach to security - 
one that emphasizes and attempts to understand the regional context of nuclear behaviour'. 
See Darryl Howlett, Tanya Ogilvle-White, John Simpson and Emily Taylor, Nuclear weapons 
polrcy a t  the crossroads (London: Royal Institute of International Affairs, 2000). 

47. See 'Nuclear Missile Defense', Fact Sheet, Office of the Press Secretary, The White 
House, Washington DC:, 1 September 2000. The Fact Sheet states that 'the N M D  program is 
sufficiently promising and affordable to  justify continued development and testing, but ... 
there is not sufficient information about the technical and operational effectiveness of the 
entire NMD system to move forward with deployment'. 

48. Early September 2000 also saw the collapse of the case against Wen H o  Lee, the Los 
Alamos scientist accused of transferring warhead design information to  China; and the US 
Senate's decision to cap expenditure on the National Ignition Facility (and submit its pro- 
gramme to independent review) which had aroused concerns that weapons laboratories would 
use it to develop new warhead designs, thereby undermining the CTBT's purpose. Together 
with the predictions that Senator Gore would probably win the commg federal election, the 
tide was perceptibly if not decisively turning. 



Global Governance, Development and Human Security: 
Exploring the Links 

Caroline Thomas 

Setting the Scene 

Poverty is the ultimate systemic threat facing humanity. The widening 
gaps between rich and poor nations . .. are . . . potentially socially explo- 
sive ... If the poor are left hopeless, poverty will undermine societies 
through confrontation, violence and civil disorder. (Michel Camdessus, 
Managing Director of the IMF, 2000b) 

In a world awash with resources, wealth and technology, global poverty 
is certainly not the product of bad luck. (Peter Wilkin, 2000) 

P ervasive poverty and deepening inequality are distinctive features of 
the contemporary global social landscape. Powerful global govern- 
ance institutions are awakening to these fault lines as potential threats 

to the global order. On 10 January 2000 the United Nations Security Council, 
the most important global body dedicated to tackling security issues, met to 
discuss the challenge of HIVIAIDS in Africa. The focus of the meeting was far 
removed from the traditional concerns of the Security Council, which were 
mainly military threats to regional and global order. This is indicative of a 
widening of the global security agenda to encompass non-traditional matters, 
such ac health, environment and poverty issues. 

Moreover, for the first time, a World Bank President was invited to 
address the Security Council. World Bank President James Wolfensohn, in 
his speech to the meeting, remarked that 'If we want to prevent violent con- 
flict, we need a comprehensive, equitable, and inclusive approach to devel- 
opment'. Development is moving to the centre stage of the global political 
agenda, largely on account of the realisation of current leaders of global 
governance agencies that development and security are intimately linked. 

Source: Thrrd World Quarterly, 22(2) (2001 1: 159-75. 
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HIVIAIDS, a matter that had previously been considered within the UN sys- 
tem as a health issue, was evolving into a global security concern. 

The convergence of the development and security agendas is the concern 
of this article. The focus is selected not in response to  the increased level of 
interest of leaders of global governance institutions, but rather in recognition 
of the ancient and enduring concerns of humanity. For the overwhelming 
majority of people on this planet, human security is their primary concern. 
As Nelson Mandela remarked at the dawn of the new millennium, ordinary 
people want: 

the simple opportunity to live a decent life, to have a proper shelter and 
food to eat, to be able to care for their children and to live with dignity, 
to have good education for their charges, their health needs cared for 
and to have access to paid employment. (Cited by Camdessus, 2000a) 

Human insecurity is not some inevitable occurrence. Of course, natural 
catastrophes such as drought undermine human security, but even within a 
single locality they do not undermine everyone's security equally. Rather, 
human insecurity results directly from existing structures of power that deter- 
mine who enjoys the entitlement to security and who does not. Such struc- 
tures can be identified at several levels, ranging from the global, to the 
regional, the state and finally the local level. 

Our focus here is the global level. Thus we are concerned directly with the 
global development agenda and the material polarisation which is unfolding 
in the wake of its application. The growth of material inequality is evident 
between states, within states, and also between private corporations (Thomas, 
1999). This has a direct impact on the contemporary human experience of 
security, and on future prospects for enhancing human security. 

Regarding future prospects for human security, there is a simple but hugely 
important question as to whether the mechanisms in place to tackle poverty 
and to promote wider development are adequate to the task. In 1995 the UN 
set a target of a 50% reduction in the number of people existing in absolute 
poverty by 2015. This outcome is to be delivered not by any redistributive 
mechanism, but rather by the application of the particular neoliberal model of 
development promoted in the 1980s and 1990s by global governance institu- 
tions. This model   laces its faith in the market rather than the state, and 
focuses on export-led growth based on free capital mobility. The model rep- 
resents a significant departure from the earlier embedded liberalism of the 
post-second world war period. It is even further removed from a critical alter- 
native model of development that places basic needs at the centre. 

The neoliberal model requires high and sustained growth to achieve the 
UN's target for poverty reduction. African economies, for example, would 
need to grow at an estimated 7% a year on average to  reach the target by 
2015 (Amoako, 1999). Yet even if such growth is sustained in Africa and 
elsewhere, can we be confident that it will translate into a 50% reduction 
in the absolute poor? How will the benefits and the costs be distributed? 
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Moreover, beyond this initial goal, can the model significantly enhance the 
human security of the rest of humanity? If not, does the solution lie in 
reform of the existing model, or transformation of it? These questions mat- 
ter. The scope, depth and speed of the changes that have been, and continue 
to be, introduced in development policy are breathtaking. Their legitimacy 
is open to question, and the futures of billions will be deeply affected by 
them. (These matters are explore more fully in Thomas, 2000). 

The Human Security Challenge 

When we think about security, we need to think beyond battalions and 
borders. We need to think about human security, about winning a dif- 
ferent war, the fight against poverty. (James Wolfensohn, World Bank 
President, addressing the UN Security Council meeting on AIDSIHIV in 
Africa, 10 January 2000) 

The concept of human security involves a fundamental departure from an 
orthodox International Relations security analysis that has the state as the 
exclusive primary referent object. Instead, human beings and their complex 
social and economic relations are given primacy with or over states. In the 
words of Heinbecker, human security is about 'the ability to protect people as 
well as to safeguard states' (Heinbecker, 1999: 6). In some human security 
formulations, such as that of Canadian Foreign Minister Lloyd Axworthy, 
human needs rather than state needs are paramount. Axworthy believes this 
to be so in the aftermath of the Cold War, when intrastate conflicts have 
become more prevalent than interstate conflicts. These conflicts are fought 
with low technology, and in contrast to the very beginning of the 20th century, 
most of the casualties now - 75% - are civilian (Smith, 1997: 14). Axworthy 
notes that women and children are disproportionately often the victims of 
these wars. For Axworthy, 'Human security includes security against eco- 
nomic privation, an acceptable quality of life, and a guarantee of fundamen- 
tal human rights' (Axworthy, 1997: 184). 

The concept of human security pursued here differs fundamentally from 
notions of 'security of the individual', conceived in the currently fashionable 
neoliberal sense. Human security is far removed from liberal notions of com- 
petitive and possessive individualism (ie the extension of private power and 
activity, based around property rights and choice in the market place). Rather, 
human security describes a condition of existence in which basic material 
needs are met, and in which human dignity, including meaningful participa- 
tion in the life of the community, can be realised. Such human security is indi- 
visible; it cannot be pursued by or for one group at the expense of another. 

Therefore, while material sufficiency lies at the core of human security, 
in addition the concept encompasses non-material dimensions to form a 
qualitative whole. In other words, material sufficiency is a necessary, but 
not sufficient, condition of human security that entails more than physical 
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survival. For simplicity we can refer to these different aspects in terms of a 
quantitative/qualitative distinction, which broadly refers to income poverty 
and human poverty. This will be further discussed below under UNDP. 

The quantitative aspect refers to material sufficiency. In this context, 
Axworthy remarks that: 'At minimum, human security requires that basic 
needs are met ...' (Axworthy, 1997: 184). Therefore the pursuit of human 
security must have at its core the satisfaction of basic material needs of all 
humankind. At the lowest level, food, shelter, education and health care are 
essential for the survival of human beings. 

The qualitative aspect of human security is about the achievement of 
human dignity which incorporates personal autonomy, control over one's 
life and unhindered participation in the life of the community. Emancipation 
from oppressive power structures, be they global, national or local in origin 
and scope, is necessary for human security. Human security is orientated 
towards an active and substantive notion of democracy, one that ensures the 
opportunity for all to participate in the decisions that affect their lives. 
Therefore it is engaged directly with discussions of democracy at all levels, 
from the local to the global. 

Human security is pursued by the majority of humankind as part of a col- 
lective, most commonly the household, sometimes the village or the com- 
munity defined along other criteria such as religion, ethnicity, gender or 
caste. Often it is pursued through a combination of these. At the global level, 
states have the authority and responsibility to attend to the human security 
needs of their citizens. Weak state-society relations mean that states often 
hinder rather than help the achievement of human security by all their citi- 
zens. Global governance institutions also play a crucial role. They set global 
development policy and fix, apply and monitor the global entitlement rules. 
A consideration of human security in the contemporary era requires us to 
consider humanity embedded not simply within discrete sovereign states, but 
within a global social structure, the capitalist world economy that has been 
developing since the 16th century. In a way, the work of the United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP) has lent in that direction. The concept of 
human security as employed in this study was initially brought to the fore- 
front of the global policy level by that particular UN agency. 

The UNDP and Human Security 

The late Dr Mahbub UI Haq first drew global attention to  the concept of 
human security in the UNDP's Human Development Reports. In 1994 the 
Human Development Report focused explicitly on human security. The 
Report argued that: 

For too long, the concept of security has been shaped by the potential for 
conflict between states. For too long, security has been equated with 
threats to a country's borders. For too long, nations have sought arms to 
protect their security. For most people today, a feeling of insecurity arises 
more from worries about daily life than from the dread of a cataclysmic 
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world event. Job security, income security, health security, environmental 
security, security from crime, these are the emerging concerns of human 
security all over the world. (UNDP, 1994: 3)  

By focusing on human security the 1994 Report sought to influence the UN's 
1995 World Summit on Social Development in Copenhagen. During the late 
1990s the UNDP's annual reports built on and refined this concept. In 1997 
the focus was on human development, which refers not simply to the income 
aspects of poverty, but to poverty as a denial of choices and opportunities 
for living a tolerable life (UNDP, 1997: 2). Importantly the 1997 report fur- 
ther disaggregated what we referred to earlier as the quantitative and quali- 
tative dimensions of human security. It made a distinction between income 
poverty (US$l a day and below) and human poverty (illiteracy, short life 
expectancy and so forth). Income poverty and human poverty are often, but 
not always, linked; for example in the Gulf States people may suffer human 
poverty without being income poor. These two aspects tally broadly with the 
quantitative and qualitative aspects of human security discussed above. 

The UNDP played a crucial agenda-setting role at an early stage with its 
focus on human security. It was noted earlier that development and human 
security are receiving more attention now from the key global governance 
institutions such as the IMF and World Bank, partly because poverty and 
inequality are increasingly considered to be national, regional and global 
security threats. Indeed, there seems to be a correlation between the level of 
entitlement to human security and the propensity for conflict, defined not in 
orthodox inter-state arms terms but in the wider sense to include the most fre- 
quent form of warfare, intra-state. Over the period 1990-95, 57% of coun- 
tries experiencing war were ranked low on the UNDP's Human Development 
Index, while only 14% were ranked high, and 34% were ranked medium. 
There may be a causal relationship between lack of material entitlement, 
health and education, and war (figures from Smith, 1997: 48). 

One explanation of this tragic outcome may be that fundamental eco- 
nomic and social structures allow a privileged global and national elite to 
control a disproportionate share of available resources. This directly affects 
security. In the words of Smith: 

When a privileged elite defends its too large share of too few resources, 
the link is created between poverty, inequality and the abuse of human 
rights. The denial of basic freedoms - t o  organise, to express yourself, to 
vote, to disagree - forces people to choose between accepting gross injust- 
ice and securing a fairer share by violent means. As conflict unfolds, the 
political leaders that emerge often find that the easiest way of mobilising 
support is on an ethnic basis. Thus do the various causes of conflict 
weave in and out. War will only end if, and when, and where its causes 
are removed. (1997: 15)  

Smith elucidates the poverty, inequality and security link clearly. With one- 
sixth of the world's population receiving 80% of global income, and 57% 



196 Debating Security and Strategy and the Impact of 9-1 1 

of the global population consuming only 6% of global income, the concerns 
about poverty and security expressed earlier by Camdessus and Wolfensohn 
appear legitimate (World Bank Development News, 14 April 2000). 

Yet it is important to remember that the issues of poverty and inequal- 
ity matter to  human beings in the most potent way, irrespective of whether 
global governance organisations categorise them as security issues. It is also 
worth recalling that the total number of people killed during the first and 
second world wars is estimated as having been about 30 million. Compare 
this figure with the number of people who currently die of hunger-related 
causes each year, that is 15  million. Consequently we can say that every two 
years the number of people who die of hunger is roughly equivalent to  the 
number killed in 11 years of world war. (Thomas & Reader, 1997: 109). 

The fundamental causes at the root of hunger, poverty and inequality 
must be addressed, or the achievement of human security will be impossible. 

Human Security: Looking Forward 

The change in the primary referent object of security from state to  human 
being has implications both for understanding the sources of threats to 
security, and for elucidating strategies to increase security. Importantly the 
shift in focus from the rights, concerns and needs of states to those of 
human beings or citizens opens up the state for critical scrutiny. State-society 
relations come under the spotlight. Fundamental questions arise, such as 
those about state capacity, state legitimacy and state collapse. Particular 
issues come to the fore, such as the use of child combatants in intrastate 
conflicts, and patterns of land tenure, which may help to keep people poor. 

But the shift in focus to human security also highlights the importance 
of scrutinising global processes that may affect, even jeopardise security, 
and the global governance structures which drive them. A proper under- 
standing of the process of global economic integration and of the distribu- 
tion of associated costs and benefits is crucial. Armed with this knowledge, 
an informed debate can take place on global development policy. This is 
already happening. We can work to reconstruct development policy in the 
cause of attending to the human security needs of all global citizens, par- 
ticularly the poorest. Too many people are dying of hunger and disease. 
This is not the product of bad luck, but rather of existing structures which 
can be changed. 

Poverty and Inequality: A Cause for Concern 

Liberal-pluralists who have been influenced by the classical, neoclas- 
sical and monetarist approaches in economies, the functionalist and 
post-industrialist approaches in sociology and the democratic pluralist 
approaches in political science adopt a relatively compliant approach to 
the continuation of widespread and severe poverty. (Townsend, 1993: 6)  
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At the dawn of the 21st century, despite 50 years of official development 
policies and despite huge advances in science and technology, inequalities 
between and within states are growing, and almost a third of humanity con- 
tinues to live in abject poverty. Yet in the economically advanced countries, 
and among a significant strata in developing countries, there is at best com- 
placency about these issues. This can be attributed to the widespread influ- 
ence of the neoliberal political ideology (see below). Moreover, these serious 
matters have received a diminishing amount of attention from the media in 
the First World. 

This diminishing attention is clear in a study commissioned for the UK's 
leading international aid, development and environment charities. The study 
revealed a dramatic decline in the quantity and quality of coverage of the 
developing world over the period 1989-99 (Stone, 2000). Commenting on 
the report, Vidal remark that: 'The total number of hours of factual pro- 
gramming on developing countries has declined by 50%; ITV has dropped 
its coverage by 74%; BBC2 by more than a third, Channel 4 by 56%' (Vidal, 
2000: 6) .  In addition, the report notes that 60% of all UK TV programming 
about poor countries, which house 80% of the global population, are about 
travel and wildlife. On this aspect, Vidal comments: 'BBC1 is increasingly 
obsessed with soft wildlife and travel programmes and Channel 5 has com- 
missioned almost nothing from non-western sources since it was set up' 
(Vidal, 2000: 6-7). 

The author of the report, Jenny Stone, argues that the lack of coverage 
of the developing countries is not simply the result of a lack of interest on the 
part of the public. It has much to do with other factors such as diminishing 
budgets, changes in production culture and the advent of new technologies 
(Vidal, 2000). Vidal concurs with Stone that the emphasis on increasing choice 
in broadcasting in the 1990s has undermined its public service value. As the 
main source of information for the British public on the rest of the world is 
such broadcasting, this is a worrying development (Stone, 2000; Vidal, 2000). 

While many people in developed countries may remain in blissful ignor- 
ance, it is the case that the post-cold war global landscape is characterised 
by an intensification and reconfiguration of pre-existing economic, social 
and political inequalities. The demise of the communist bloc and the associ- 
ated rejection of 'real existing socialism' as a mode of economic organisation 
have provided a specific additional fillip to the reconfiguration of the Third 
World. The Second World, the former communist bloc, has joined the 
Third World rather than the First World. This suggests that, post-1989, the 
Third World, far from disappearing, is becoming global. 

The dynamic of economically driven globalisation is resulting in the global 
reproduction of Third World problems. Growing inequality, risk and vulner- 
ability characterise not simply the state system, but an emerging global social 
order. There is a North in the South, just as there is a South in the North. This 
is part of an historical process underway for five centuries: the expansion of 
capitalism across the globe. Technological developments speed up the process. 
Individuals' life chances and the viability of households and communities are 
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increasingly tied up with their respective positions in the global economy. 
James Gustave Speth of the UNDP has spoken of ways in which 'An emerg- 
ing global elite, mostly urban-based and inter-connected in a variety of ways, 
is amassing great wealth and power, while more than half of humanity is left 
out' (New York Times, 15 July 1996: 55). Two-thirds of the global population 
seem to have gained little or nothing from the economic growth that has 
occurred as a result of globalisation to date. Moreover, even in the developed 
world, 'the lowest quartile seems to have witnessed a trickles up rather than a 
trickle down' (Financial Times, 24 December 1994). 

Despite significant improvements over the 1990s in global social indica- 
tors such as adult literacy (from 64% to 76%), access to safe water (40% to 
72%) and infant mortality rates (from 76 to 58 per 1000 live births) global 
deprivation continues (see Table 1) (UNDP, 1997: 22). 

These indicators of human security have declined in the face of the prom- 
ise of the peace dividend. Expectations have been raised that deprivation and 
material inequalities would be ameliorated, as more resources freed up from 
the arms race would be diverted to accelerate development. This has not hap- 
pened. Global military spending declined over the period 1987-94 at about 
3.6% per annum, yielding a cumulative dividend of US$935 billion. Yet 
'there has been no clear link between reduced military spending and enhanced 

Table 1: Global  Deprivat ion,  1997 

Health 
HIVIAIDS infections increased from fewer than 15 million in 1990 to more than 3 3  million 
in 1997 
880 mill~on people lack access to health services 
2.6 billion lack access to sanitation 
1.5 billion will not survive to the age of 60 

Education 
Over 850 million illiterate adults 
Over 260 million children are out of school at the primary and secondary levels 

Nutrition 
840 mill~on people are malnourished 

Poverty 
1.3 billion live on less than US$1 per day 
1 billion cannot meet basic consumption requirements 

Women 
340 mill~on women are not expected to  survive to the age of 40  
A quarter to a half of all women have suffered physical abuse by an intimate partner 

Children 
160 million children are malnourished 
250 million chddren are working as child labourers 

Environment 
3 million people a year die from air pollut~on -more than 80% of them indoor air pollution 
More than 5 million die per annum from diarrhoea1 diseases caused by water contamination 

Security 
1 2  million people are refugees 

Source: Adapted from UNDP (1997: 22). 
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spending on human development' (UNDP, 1994: 8). What's more, even if 
the hoped for peace dividend had materialised, its impact would have been 
tempered by the constraints of the workings of the global economy. Yet the 
failure to deliver even on the promise of the peace dividend represents a sig- 
nificant indication of the lack of genuine commitment by agents of global 
power to work towards the achievement of human security. 

The associated material challenges for the achievement of human secur- 
ity in the new century are immense: the reduction of global poverty, the 
reduction of inequality between states and between human beings; and the 
harnessing of scientific advancement for the benefit of the majority of human- 
kind. The rapid technological advances underway have the potential to de- 
crease or increase existing inequalities, depending on how they are used and 
which rules determine the distribution of the benefits. These challenges 
require a fundamental shift in how we think about development and in the 
methods for its achievement. 

Neoliberal Development 

Neoliberalism is not a force like gravity, but an artificial construct. 
(George, 1999) 

Conceptions of development in the last two decades of the 20th century were 
heavily influenced by what may be loosely termed as the 'new right backlash'. 
The 1980s, and more particularly the 1990s since the demise of communism, 
have witnessed the near-universal mainstreaming of a particular brand of lib- 
eral ideology referred to hereafter as neoliberalism. Neoliberal ideology attri- 
butes universal legitimacy to a conception of freedom based on private power. 
It places a premium on individual choice in the market place. It attacks the 
public realm and associated ideas of collectivity and society. Neoliberal ideol- 
ogy presents a set of essentially local, Western norms as universal. 

These norms have been shared and adopted by public institutions such as 
the IMF, the World Bank, other multilateral development banks, the World 
Trade Organization (WTO) and the majority of governments. This has pro- 
vided an important legitimisation for the business of private lenders and 
transnational corporations (TNCs), whose vision and behaviour in most 
cases are underpinned by these norms. The neoliberal ideology has thus come 
to be promoted around the globe as the proper approach to development. 
Neoliberalism supports global economic integration and presents it as the 
best, the most natural and the universal path towards economic growth, and 
therefore towards development, for all humanity. Critics, on the other hand, 
see its expansion across the globe as hegemonic. 

Global economic integration is to be promoted through the liberal- 
isation of trade, investment and finance that will ensue alongside the reform 
of national economies. These policy prescriptions of a growing number of 
global governance institutions form a blueprint which has been marketed 
with the powerful language of 'There Is N o  Alternative' or TINA. 
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The appeal of neoliberalism lies in its promises of increasing an individ- 
ual's control over or consumption of the products which capitalism is gen- 
erating. Furthermore, its proponents have sought to  legitimise it further by 
incorporation of the language of competing ideas and values. The termin- 
ology of sustainable development, transparency and accountability that 
have been incorporated into the neoliberal development model exemplify 
this tendency. Thus, the dominant world-view is bolstered and lent false 
legitimacy. 

This false legitimacy is clear given the discrepancy between its theoretical 
prescriptions and practical outcomes. In the wake of its practical appli- 
cation as a global development policy, we have seen a deepening of existing 
inequalities between and within states. Neoliberals may normatively legitim- 
ate even these rising inequalities. Within their vision, inequality can be seen as 
unproblematic. It may even be desirable, as it is expected to unleash entrepre- 
neurial abilities that will contribute to maximising global wealth creation. 
Ultimately, therefore, everyone will benefit. The words of Prime Minister 
Thatcher are recalled here: 'It is our job to glory in inequality, and see that 
talents and abilities are given vent and expression for the benefit of us all' 
(Thatcher, 1996: 52). Therefore this particular brand of liberalism not only 
increases global social divisions, but more dangerously it is legitimising 
global inequalities of life-chance, legitimising a situation where inequalities 
are greater than at any period in history. 

We are witnessing and we are part of the process whereby the ideology 
of dominant groups, presented as universal, is used to legitimate the 
marginalisation and neutralisation of competing visions and values. This is 
evident across a wide range of issues and areas, encompassing development, 
finance, trade, aid and economic policy generally, as well as ecology, human 
rights, law and so forth. This particular brand of liberalism may not, how- 
ever, be as universal as is often suggested. The global power structure 
favours a Western knowledge and a Western representation of events and 
processes. 

Since the process is not truly universal or comprehensive, counter- 
hegemonic groups are able to continue offering alternative visions and prac- 
tices. This was evident in the November-December 1 9 9 9  Ministerial meeting 
of the WTO in Seattle. High-profile street protests by civil society groups, 
the rejection by developing country governments of the agenda of the devel- 
oped countries, and disagreement between developed countries themselves 
all contributed to the collapse of the meeting. This eroded the faqade of 
legitimacy and universality surrounding global governance institutions and 
their policies. 

Global Governance: In Whose Interest? 

The debate on globalisation and its effects on the poor is legitimate and 
necessary. No-one has a monopoly on the truth. Everyone should have 
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a voice, particularly the poor themselves. (James Wolfensohn, World 
Bank Development News, 22 February 2000) 

The post-cold war period has seen the move from a bipolar world in which 
the two superpowers governed separate spheres of influence, to a world in 
which global governance flourishes. But with what authority, and in whose 
interest? Who has a voice in global governance? Third World states have 
long been distinguished by, among other factors, their perception of them- 
selves as vulnerable to external factors beyond their control, and in particu- 
lar to decisions and policies - primarily economic - which they do not own. 
Do these Third World states, which now include the former Second World 
states within their ranks, perceive themselves as having a say in global gov- 
ernance? Or is someone speaking for them? 

In this section most attention is paid to the public agencies of global gov- 
ernance, especially the IMF, the World Bank and the WTO. The reason for 
this focus on public agencies is simple: they are supposed to be representing 
the interests of global citizens and promoting global public goods. (See 
Table 2 for an overview of global economic governance institutions and 
their respective memberships and remits.) 

However, this should not be taken to suggest the lesser importance of 
private groupings that operate alongside states and international institu- 
tions in the global governance fraternity. TNCS, for example, have a power- 
ful influence on global economic agenda setting. They work with a range of 
private business interests through fora such as the International Chamber 
of Commerce (ICC) and the annual World Economic Summits (WES) at 
Davos. Moreover. Gill notes that: 

At the heart of the global economy there is an internationalisation of - 

authority and governance that not only involves international organisa- 
tions (such as the BIS, IMF, and World Bank) and transnational firms, 
but also private consultancies and private bond-rating agencies . . . (Gill, 
1995: 418) 

Sinclair (1994) and Van der Pijl (1998) develop ideas about the roles of 
private bond-rating agencies and management consultancies respectively in 
global governance. Indeed, Sinclair refers to these as 'private makers of 
global public policy' (1994: 448). 

Increasingly, business interests are co-operating not only with individual 
governments but also with international organisations. This is seen in UN 
Secretary General Kofi Annan's Global Compact, for example. The rise in 
collaboration between agencies mandated to provide public goods with pri- 
vate interest-based agencies is clearly visible. For example, even international 
organisations such as the UNDP increasingly seek collaboration and funding 
from private businesses. This closeness between the private and public spheres 
raises important issues, especially about the democratic process. The work of 
Sharon Beder on corporate influence on environmental policy is indicative 
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Table 2: Major Agencies of Global Economic Governance (With Membership Figures 
a s  of t h e  Mid- 1990s) 

BIS 

G 7  

GATT 

IMF 

IOSCO 

OECD 

UNCTAD 

WBG 

WTO 

Rank of International Settlements. Established in 1930 w ~ t h  headquarters in Basle. 
Membership of 40  central banks. Monitors monetary policies and financial flows. 
The Bade Committee on Banking Supervision, formed through the BIS in 1974, 
has spearheaded efforts at multilateral regulation of global banking. 
Group of Seven. Established in 1975 as the G 5  (France, Germany, Japan, UK and 
USA) and subsequently expanded to include Canada and Italy. The G7 conducts 
semi-formal collaboration on world economic problems. Government leaders meet 
in annual G 7  Summits, while finance ministers andlor their leading officials peri- 
odically hold other consultations. 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. Established in 1947 with offices in Geneva. 
Membership had reached 122 states when it was absorbed into the WTO in 1995. 
The GATT coordinated eight 'rounds' of multilateral negotiations to reduce state 
restrictions on cross-border merchandise trade. 
International Monetary Fund. Established in 1945 with headquarters in Washington, 
DC. Membership of 182 states. The IMF oversees short-term cross-border money 
flows and foreign exchange questions. Since 1979 it has also formulated stabilisa- 
tion and systemic transformation policies for states suffering chronic difficulties 
with transborder debt or transitions from communist central planning. 
International Organisation for Securities Commissions. Established in 1984 with 
headquarters in Montreal. Membership of 115 official securities regulators and 
(non-voting) trade associations from 69 countries. The IOSCO develops frame- 
works for transborder supervision of securities firms. 
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development. Founded in 1962 with 
headquarters in Paris. Membership of 29 states with advanced industrial economies. 
Drawing on a staff of 600 professional economists, the OECD prepares advisory 
reports on all manner of macroeconomic questions. 
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development. Established in 1964 with 
office in Geneva. Membership of 187 states. UNCTAD monitors the effects of cross- 
border trade on macroeconomic conditions, especially in the South. It provided a 
key forum in the 1970s for discussions of a New International Economic Order. 
World Bank Group. A collection of five agencies, first established in 1945, with head 
otfices in Washington, DC. The Group provides project loans for long-term devel- 
opment in poor countries. Like the IMF, the World Bank has since 1979 become 
heavily involved in structural adjustment programmes in the South and former East. 
The World Trade Organization. Established in 1995 with headquarters in Geneva. 
The WTO is a permanent institution to replace the provisional GATT. It has a 
wider agenda and greater powers of enforcement. 

Source: Scholte (1997: 431 ) 

(Beder, 1997). Here, however, our focus is primarily the contributions and 
implications of public institutions in global governance. 

Turning to public global governance, it is noteworthy that a recurrent 
theme on the liberal agenda is the presentation of a picture of a unified global 
necessitating and legitimising a common response in terms of management. 
Thus in the 1980s we heard UN-inspired think-tanks talk of 'Our Common 
Future', 'Common Security' and so forth. In the 1990s we heard references 
to a number of global crises, including the environment, refugees and popu- 
lation, each requiring global management. Also in the 1990s we witnessed a 
series of UN-organised, partly privately funded, global conferences. These 
included: the UN Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), 
or Earth Summit, at Rio, 1992; the World Summit on Social Development in 
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Copenhagen, 1995; the 1995 International Conference on Population and 
Development in Cairo; the 1995 World Conference on Women in Beijing; the 
1996 Human Settlements Conference in Istanbul, and in the same year the 
Rome Food Summit. 

The inclusive language of such conferences, and their associated declar- 
ations, raise some important questions. Whose globe are we talking about? 
Who is to manage it? With what authority? In whose interest? Global man- 

agement assumes a common understanding of a particular problem and 
agreement about how it is to be addressed. These global conferences have 
undoubtedly played an important and positive role in raising awareness of 
pressing problems, and have helped to create the space in which debate can 
occur. Yet the debate has been neatly circumscribed. These conferences have 
lent legitimacy to a broad neoliberal framework for understanding devel- 
opment, and thus they have a direct bearing on human security. The liberal 
ideology espoused by powerful states and institutions, and accepted by the 
majority of governments, has offered a blueprint for global development. 
This model of development, with its associated methods and objectives, is 
assumed to be in the interest of all humanity, and it is assumed to have 
unquestionable authority as it is presented as common sense. 

Global governance is increasingly reflected in a conscious co-ordination 
of policies between the IMF, the World Bank, other regional multilateral 
development banks, the WTO and a growing number of other arms of the 
UN system. Recently it has been seen in aspects of the work of the UNDP 
and the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD). 
The most recent of all these policy co-ordinations is evident in the integra- 
tion of the International Labour Organisation (ILO). To different degrees 
and in different ways, these key institutions have been adapting their gen- 
eral orientation, and their respective institutional structures and policies, to 
facilitate movement towards a world in which for capital, if not for citizens, 
national economic sovereignty is an anachronism. 

Influence within the public institutions of global governance directly 
reflects the material inequality of states. Only a handful of states exert 
meaningful influence in institutions such as the IMF, World Bank or WTO. 
While the Group of 7 (G7) has been transformed into the Group of 8 (G8) 
with the addition of Russia, it is the case that G7 sets the norms and rules 
of global economic policy. As Sachs points out: 

The G7 countries, plus the rest of the European Union, represent a mere 
14 per cent of the world's population. Yet these countries have 56 per 
cent of the votes in the IMF Executive Board ... The rest of the world is 
called upon to support G7 declarations, not to meet for joint problem 
solving. (Sachs, 1998: 2) 

Whence does it derive the authority and legitimacy to do so? Particularly 
given that the G7 is not very representative in terms of global population or 
indeed number of states (see Table 3 ). This is striking when compared with 
the Group of 77 (G77). 
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Table 3: Global Economic Governance, 1997 

Title Institutional Grouping Membership % World GDP %World Pop 

G7 Western economic powers Canada, France, 64.0 11.8 
Germany, Italy, 
Japan, UK, USA 

G77 Developing and some 143 members 16.9 76.0 
transition countries (not 
Russ~an Fed or Poland) 

Source: Adapted from UNDP (1999: 109). 

In this context, it is interesting to ponder for a moment the source of 
democratic legitimacy of the IMF and the World Bank. As key institutions 
pushing the neoliberal development model that favours the private rather 
than the public sector, they are not models of democratic representation. 
This is evident in Table 4. 

Table 4: Formal Distribution of Voting Power in the IMF, 2000 

Country Pop (millions) % IMF Executive Vote 

USA 276 17.68 
UK 5 9 5.1 
Germany 82 6.19 
France 59 5.1 
Japan 126 6.33 
Saudi Arabia 21 3.27 
Total of above 623 43.67 
Other countries (c 190) 5.4 billion 56.33 

Source: Compiled from IMF data, April 2000, IMF website, and UN Population Division, 
Charting the Progress of Populations, 2000, <www.undp.orglpopinlwdtrends/chart/15/15.pdf>. 

The thoughts of the former Managing Director of the IMF on this mat- 
ter are interesting and revealing. Just before leaving his post, Camdessus 
was asked during a videoconference with journalists in three African coun- 
tries whether he felt the IMF was in the hands of the big powers. His answer 
is quoted at length: 

The IMF is in the hands of its membership. As you know each country 
has a voting power that is in proportion to its quota, its share of IMF 
capital, which is itself determined more or less by the size of the coun- 
try's economy. On that basis, the United States has 17.4 per cent of the 
voting power. That means that the rest of the world has 82.6 per cent. 
If my countrymen, our friends, our brothers in Europe, were united, it 
would be even more, something like 30 per cent of the capital of the 
IMF. Nobody says that Europe is controlling the IMF, even if it's a 
European who is sitting in this chair. 
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No, depending on the issues, the decisions go in one direction or an- 
other. But it's true that the developing countries, when they sit together 
and they join their forces in what we call here the G-11 group, represent 
an extremely important part of our membership. 

The fact is that, in general, our decisions are not taken by a vote 
where a majority imposes its solutions on a minority . . . I but] . . . by con- 
sensus after a long process where people in a dialogue try to understand 
each other's views and see where the best solution lies. At the end of the 
day, all of them coincide in supporting that. (Carndessus, 2000a) 

The following statement, made at  the end of his answer, may vindicate crit- 
ics who charge the key institutions of global governance with hegemonic 
behaviour: 'Frequently, the Americans suggest good solutions. After all, they 
are present in many parts of the world. They are familiar with international 
life. But it is not always the case ...' 

Camdessus's remarks, while factually accurate, only illuminate part of this 
picture. The USA is the only country in the IMF with enough votes to exer- 
cise a unilateral veto power. The very existence of this veto is itself enough to 
ensure that the USA doesn't need frequent recourse to it. The potential veto 
power in itself is an effective deterrent, and can be an influential factor in 
effecting a predetermined outcome in the form of a 'consensus'. 

It is not surprising that many countries perceive a lack of distance between 
IMF policy and US policy. The handling of the financial crises in the late 1990s 
in East Asia, Russia and Brazil further eroded the trust of developing countries 
in the independence of the IMF. South Korea, for example, perceives congru- 
ence between IMF and US policy agendas. It regards the USA as having taken 
advantage of the crisis to work via the IMF to push through its pre-existing 
trade and investment agendas (Feldstein, 1998: 32). This criticism comes from 
a country perceived by many to be a traditional US ally, which is also a mem- 
ber of the Organisation of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). 
IMF restructuring of East Asian economies has enabled First World companies 
to take advantage of bargain basement priced East Asian companies. In 1998 
European and US companies mounted over US$30 billion in take-overs of 
Asian companies - a fourfold increase on 1997 (Bello, 1999). One commen- 
tator has described this as 'the greatest global asset swindle of all time' 
(Hahnel, 1999). The Asian crises have also heightened awareness of the ability 
of a handful of relatively new private financial actors such as hedge funds to 
exert massive leverage. They can force currency devaluation at a breathtaking 
pace, undermine national economic policy, erode national development and 
throw literally millions below the poverty line. Global governance does not 
work to restrain these actors; indeed it often seems to support them. 

Another important forum for global economic governance is the OECD. 
In reality, this is a negotiating body for the industrialised democracies, 
though membership during the 1990s extended to South Korea, the Czech 
Republic, Hungary, Poland and Mexico. (Interestingly, Turkey was a found- 
ing member in 1961.) The overwhelming majority of developing countries 
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do not belong to the OECD, and therefore a question arises as to its legitim- 
acy as the negotiating forum for policies and agreements of global reach. 
The choice of the OECD as the negotiating forum for a Multilateral Agree- 
ment on Investment comes to  mind here. 

The scepticism and cynicism of developing countries and global citizens 
regarding global governance is understandable. From their vantage points, 
global governance has all the hallmarks of being 'organised under US hege- 
mony and the international institutional structure that conforms to the inter- 
ests of, broadly speaking, the G7 core capitalist states and their corporations' 
(Wilkin, 2000). Democratic potential at all levels, from the local to the 
global, is diminished by placing key decisions over policy making in the 
hands of ever further removed officials and institutions. It is also reduced 
by the influence of private interests on the public process, referred to above. 

Conclusion 

This article has provided an overview of the relationship between global 
governance, development and human security, especially in the 1980s and 
1990s. At the beginning of the 21st century the globalisation of inequality 
at the inter-state, intra-state and private company levels seems to be 
entrenched. This will affect security from the human to the intra-state, 
inter-state, regional and ultimately global levels. IMF and World Bank 
managing directors are right to be concerned about the link between devel- 
opment and security. The globalisation process is resulting in highly uneven 
distribution of gains and, without concerted action, inequality may deepen 
further, with all its attendant implications. Alternative pathways for the 
pursuit of human security must be explored. Mindful of this, and especially 
of the threat thus posed to continued global economic integration, cham- 
pions of neoliberal global development policies are in the process of articu- 
lating modified development policies. So far this represents business as 
usual, but with slight modifications. Ultimately human security requires dif- 
ferent developmental strategies from those currently favoured by global 
governance institutions, strategies that have redistribution at their core. It 
also requires a different type of global governance, one that better reflects 
the concerns of the majority of the world's states and citizens. 

Note  

The ideas explored in this article can be found in expanded form in Thomas (2000). 
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Human Security: Paradigm Shift or Hot Air? 

Roland Paris 

H uman security is the latest in a long line of neologisms - including 
common security, global security, cooperative security, and compre- 
hensive security - that encourage policymakers and scholars to think 

about international security as something more than the military defense of 
state interests and territory. Although definitions of human security vary, 
most formulations emphasize the welfare of ordinary people. Among the 
most vocal promoters of human security are the governments of Canada and 
Norway, which have taken the lead in establishing a "human security net- 
work" of states and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that endorse 
the concept.' The term has also begun to appear in academic works,2 and is 
the subject of new research projects at several major ~niversities.~ 

Some commentators argue that human security represents a new para- 
digm for scholars and practitioners alike. Despite these claims, however, it 
remains unclear whether the concept of human security can serve as a prac- 
tical guide for academic research or governmental policymaking. As Daniel 
Deudney has written in another context, "Not all neologisms are equally 
plausible or u~e fu l . "~  Two problems, in particular, limit the usefulness of the 
human security concept for students and practitioners of international polit- 
ics. First, the concept lacks a precise definition. Human security is like "sus- 
tainable development" - everyone is for it, but few people have a clear idea 
of what it means. Existing definitions of human security tend to be extraor- 
dinarily expansive and vague, encompassing everything from physical secur- 
ity to psychological well-being, which provides policymakers with little 
guidance in the prioritization of competing policy goals and academics little 
sense of what, exactly, is to be studied. 

Second, the most ardent backers of human security appear to have an 
interest in keeping the term expansive and vague. The idea of human secur- 
ity is the glue that holds together a jumbled coalition of "middle power" 
states, development agencies, and NGOs - all of which seek to shift atten- 
tion and resources away from conventional security issues and toward goals 
that have traditionally fallen under the rubric of international development. 

Source: International Security, 26(2) (2001): 87-102. 
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As a unifying concept for this coalition, human security is powerful precisely 
because it lacks precision and thereby encompasses the diverse perspectives 
and objectives of all the members of the coalition. The term, in short, appears 
to be slippery by design. Cultivated ambiguity renders human security an 
effective campaign slogan, but it also diminishes the concept's usefulness as 
a guide for academic research or policymaking. 

This is not to say that human security is merely "hot air" or empty rhetoric. 
The political coalition that now uses human security as a rallying cry has 
chalked up significant accomplishments, including the signing of an anti- 
personnel land mines convention and the imminent creation of an international 
criminal court. The alliance of some states and advocacy groups has altered the 
landscape of international politics since the end of the Cold War, as Richard 
Price and others have shown.' But to say that human security has served as an 
effective rallying cry is different from claiming that the concept offers a useful 
framework for analysis, as some of its proponents maintain.' Campaign slo- 
gans can be consequential without being well defined. The impact of Lyndon 
Johnson's Great Society rhetoric, for example, was arguably significant - serv- 
ing as a focal point for political supporters of his reformist social agenda - but 
the exact meaning of the term "great society" was obscure. Similarly, one can 
support the political goals of the human security coalition while recognizing 
that the idea of human security itself is a muddle. 

This article proceeds as follows. First, I examine existing definitions of 
human security. Second, I explore the limits of human security as a practical 
guide for academic research and policymaking. Third, I examine recent 
efforts to narrow the definition of human security. Fourth, I consider ways in 
which the concept might, despite its limitations, make a contribution to the 
study of international relations and security. 

What is Human Security? 

The first major statement concerning human security appeared in the 1994 
Human Development Report, an annual publication of the United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP). "The concept of security," the report 
argues, "has for too long been interpreted narrowly: as security of territory 
from external aggression, or as protection of national interests in foreign 
policy or as global security from the threat of nuclear holocaust. ... For- 
gotten were the legitimate concerns of ordinary people who sought security 
in their daily lives."' This critique is clear and forceful, but the report's sub- 
sequent proposal for a new concept of security - human security - lacks pre- 
cision: "Human security can be said to have two main aspects. It means, 
first, safety from such chronic threats as hunger, disease and repression. And 
second, it means protection from sudden and hurtful disruptions in the pat- 
terns of daily life - whether in homes, in jobs or in ~ommunities."~ The 
scope of this definition is vast: Virtually any kind of unexpected or irregu- 
lar discomfort could conceivably constitute a threat to one's human security. 
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Perhaps anticipating this criticism, the authors of the report identify seven 
specific elements that comprise human security: ( I )  economic security (e.g., 
freedom from poverty); (2) food security (e.g., access to food); (3)  health 
security (e.g., access to  health care and protection from diseases); (4) envir- 
onmental security (e.g., protection from such dangers as environmental 
pollution and depletion); (5) personal security (e.g., physical safety from 
such things as torture, war, criminal attacks, domestic violence, drug use, 
suicide, and even traffic accidents); ( 6 )  community security (e.g., survival of 
traditional cultures and ethnic groups as well as the physical security of 
these groups); and (7) political security ( e g ,  enjoyment of civil and politi- 
cal rights, and freedom from political oppression). This list is so broad that 
it is difficult to determine what, if anything, might be excluded from the def- 
inition of human security. Indeed the drafters of the report seem distinctly 
uninterested in establishing any definitional boundaries. Instead they make 
a point of commending the "all-encompassing" and "integrative" qualities 
of the human security concept, which they apparently view as among the 
concept's major  strength^.^ 

Today the UNDP's 1994 definition of human security remains the most 
widely cited and "most authoritative" formulation of the term,1° although 
different members of the human security coalition have customized the def- 
inition to suit their own particular interests. According to the government of 
Japan, for example, the concept of human security "comprehensively covers 
all the measures that threaten human survival, daily life, and dignity - 
for example, environmental degradation, violations of human rights, trans- 
national organized crime, illicit drugs, refugees, poverty, anti-personnel land 
mines and ... infectious diseases such as AIDS - and strengthens efforts to 
confront these threats."" Other states, such as Canada, have promoted a 
more restrictive definition of human security as "freedom from pervasive 
threats to ~eople's rights, safety or lives."12 But even this slightly narrower 
conceptualization of human security is sweeping and open-ended: Among 
other things, the Canadian formulation includes safety from physical threats, 
the achievement of an acceptable quality of life, a guarantee of fundamental 
human rights, the rule of law, good governance, social equity, protection of 
civilians in conflicts, and sustainable d e v e l ~ ~ m e n t . ' ~  Meanwhile the human 
security network - which, in addition to Canada, Norway, and Japan, 
includes several other states and a broad assortment of international NGOs - 
has committed itself to the goal of "strengthening human security with a view 
to creating a more humane world where people can live in security and dig- 
nity, free from want and fear, and with equal opportunities to develop their 
human potential to the full."'4 The sentiments embodied in these statements 
are honorable, but they do little to clarify the meaning or boundaries of the 
human security concept. 

Some academic writings on the subject have been similarly opaque. 
Many works amount to restatements or revisions of the UNDP's laundry list 
of human security issues. Jorge Nef, for example, devises a fivefold classifi- 
cation scheme, arguing that human security comprises (1) environmental, 
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personal, and physical security, (2) economic security, ( 3 )  social security, 
including "freedom from discrimination based on age, gender, ethnicity, or 
social status," (4) political security, and ( 5 )  cultural security, or "the set of 
psychological orientations of society geared to preserving and enhancing the 
ability to control uncertainty and fear."" Laura Reed and Majid Tehranian 
offer their own list of human security's ten constituent elements - including 
psychological security, which "hinges on establishing conditions fostering 
respectful, loving, and humane interpersonal relations," and communication 
security, or the importance of "freedom and balance in information  flow^."'^ 
Other scholars avoid the laundry list approach, but offer equally expansive 
definitions. According to Caroline Thomas, human security refers to the 
provision of "basic material needs" and the realization of "human dignity," 
including "emancipation from oppressive power structures - be they global, 
national, or local in origin and scope."" For Robert Bedeski, human secur- 
ity includes "the totality of knowledge, technology, institutions and activities 
that protect, defend and preserve the biological existence of human life; and 
the processes which protect and perfect collective peace and prosperity to 
enhance human freedom."Ix Again, if human security is all these things, 
what is it not? 

A Guide for Research and  Policymaking? 

Pol~cymakers and scholars face different, but related, problems in attempting 
to put these definitions of human security into practical use. For policy- 
makers, the challenge is to move beyond all-encompassing exhortations and 
to focus on specific solutions to specific political issues. This is a difficult task 
not only because of the broad sweep and definitional elasticity of most for- 
mulations of human security but also - and perhaps even more problem- 
atically - because the proponents of human security are typically reluctant to 
prioritize the jumble of goals and principles that make up the concept. 
As noted above, part of the ethic of the human security movement is to 
emphasize the "inclusiveness" and "holism" of the term, which in practice 
seems to mean treating all interests and objectives within the movement as 
equally valid. Reed and Tehranian, for instance, after presenting their list of 
ten constituent categories of human security, conclude with this caveat: "It is 
important to reiterate that these overlapping categories do not represent a 
hierarchy of security needs from personal to national, international, and envir- 
onmental rights. On the contrary, each realm impinges upon the others and 
is intrinsically connected to wider political and economic ~onsiderations." '~ 
The observation that all human and natural realms are fundamentally inter- 
related is a truism, and does not provide a very convincing justification for 
treating all needs, values, and policy objectives as equally important. Nor 
does it help decisionmakers in their daily task of allocating scarce resources 
among competing goals: After all, not everything can be a matter of national 
security, with all of the urgency that this term implies. To put it simply, 
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human security "is too broad and vague a concept to be meaningful for pol- 
icymakers, as it has come to entail such a wide range of different threats on 
one hand, while prescribing a diverse and sometimes incompatible set of pol- 
icy solutions to resolve them on the otheran20 

For those who study, rather than practice, international politics, the task 
of transforming the idea of human security into a useful analytical tool for 
scholarly research is also problematic. Given the hodgepodge of principles 
and objectives associated with the concept, it is far from clear what academ- 
ics should even be studying. Human security seems capable of supporting vir- 
tually any hypothesis - along with its opposite - depending on the prejudices 
and interests of the particular researcher. Further, because the concept of 
human security encompasses both physical security and more general notions 
of social, economic, cultural, and psychological well-being, it is impractical 
to talk about certain socioeconomic factors "causing" an increase or decline 
in human security, given that these factors are themselves part of the defin- 
ition of human security. The study of causal relationships requires a degree of 
analytical separation that the notion of human security lacks.21 

To illustrate these problems, consider John Cockell's efforts to apply the 
human security concept to the phenomenon of international peacebuilding 
operations in countries at risk of slipping into, or just emerging from, civil 
war.22 After embracing the open-ended UNDP definition of human security, 
Cockell states that "peacebuilding is a sustained process of preventing internal 
threats to human security from causing protracted, violent conflict."23 Yet 
because the UNDP definition of human security includes safety from violence 
as a central component of human security, Cockell is effectively saying that 
peacebuilding seeks to prevent a decline in human security from causing a 
decline in human security, which makes little sense. He then identifies "four 
basic parameters," based on the principles of human security, for the conduct 
of peacebuilding operations: Peacebuilders should focus on root causes of con- 
flicts, pay attention to the differences in local conditions from one operation 
to the next, seek sustainable and durable results, and mobilize local actors and 
resources in support of peace. Although these guidelines seem reasonable, the 
sprawling concept of human security could support many more - and quite 
different - principles for peacebuilding. Indeed Cockell himself acknowledges 
that his policy prescriptions are "arbitrary," which belies the notion that 
human security entails a particular "orientation" toward peacebuilding, as 
Cockell claims.24 More generally, if human security means almost anything, 
then it effectively means nothing.25 

Attempts to Narrow the Concept 

One possible remedy for the expansiveness and vagueness of human security 
is to redefine the concept in much narrower and more precise terms, so that 
it might offer a better guide for research and policymaking. This is the 
approach that Gary King and Christopher Murray have adopted in their 
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ongoing project on human security.26 King and Murray offer a definition of 
human security that is intended to include only "essential" elements, mean- 
ing elements that are "important enough for human beings to fight over or to 
put their lives or property at great risk."27 Using this standard, they identify 
five key indicators of well-being - poverty, health, education, political free- 
dom, and democracy - that they intend to incorporate into an overall meas- 
ure of human security for individuals and groups. Similarly, another scholar, 

Kanti Bajpai, proposes construction of a "human security audit" that would 
include measures of "direct and indirect threats to individual bodily safety 
and freedom," as well as measures of different societies' "capacity to deal 
with these threats, namely, the fostering of norms, institutions, and . . . repre- 
sentativeness in decisionmaking s t r u c t ~ r e s . " ~ ~  Although both projects are still 
in the early stages of development, they represent welcome efforts at oper- 
ationalizing the concept of human security with a more precise definition of 
the term. A clear measure or audit of human security would allow scholars 
to assess the factors that lead to declines or increases in the human security 
of particular groups or  individual^.^' 

Both of these projects, however, face problems that seem endemic to the 
study of human security. First, they identify certain values as more important 
than others without providing a clear justification for doing so. Bajpai, for 
instance, proposes inclusion of "bodily safety" and "personal freedom" in his 
human security audit, and argues that this audit would draw attention to the 
fact that "threats to safety and freedom are the most important" elements of 
human security.30 He does not explain, however, why other values are not 
equally, or perhaps even more, important than the values he champions. 
What about education? Is the ability to choose one's marriage partner, which 
is one of Bajpai's examples of personal freedom, really more important than, 
say, a good education? Perhaps it is, but Bajpai does not address this issue. 
Similarly, King and Murray state that their formulation of human security 
includes only those matters that people would be willing to fight over. But 
they neglect to offer evidence that their five indicators are, in fact, closely 
related to the risk of violent conflict. In other words, they favor certain values 
as representative of human security without offering a clear justification for 
doing so. Additionally, their decision to exclude indicators of violence from 
their composite measure of human security creates a de facto distinction 
between human security and physical security, thereby purging the most 
familiar connotation of security - safety from violence - from their definition 
of human security. Under the King Murray formulation, individuals could 
find themselves in the strange position of enjoying a high level of human secur- 
ity (low poverty, reasonable health care, good education, political freedom, 
and democracy), while facing a relatively high risk of becoming victims of 
deadly violence. One need only think of residents of certain neighborhoods 
in Belfast, who might not consider themselves very "secure." Thus the chal- 
lenge for these scholars is not simply to narrow the definition of human secur- 
ity into a more analytically tractable concept, but to provide a compelling 
rationale for highlighting certain values. 
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This raises another problem. Defining the core values of human security 
may be difficult not only because there is so little agreement on the meaning 
of human security, but because the term's ambiguity serves a particular pur- 
pose: It unites a diverse and sometimes fractious coalition of states and 
organizations that "see an opportunity to capture some of the more sub- 
stantial political interest and superior financial resources" associated with 
more traditional, military conceptions of security.31 These actors have in 
effect pursued a political strategy of "appropriating" the term "security," 
which conveys urgency, demands public attention, and commands govern- 
mental resources.32 By maintaining a certain level of ambiguity in the notion 
of human security, moreover, the members of this coalition are able to min- 
imize their individual differences, thereby accommodating as wide a variety 
of members and interests in their network as po~sible .~" Given these circum- 
stances, they are unlikely to support outside calls for greater specificity in the 
definition of human security, because definitional narrowing would likely 
highlight and aggravate differences among them, perhaps even to the point 
of alienating certain members and weakening the coalition as a whole. 

Why, then, should scholars bother trying to transform the concept of 
human security into a serviceable analytical tool at all? Why embark on what 
could well be a quixotic quest to wrest the definition of human security away 
from those who have an interest in keeping it vague and expansive? Perhaps 
a more sensible alternative would be to employ a less politically encumbered 
terminology, or to think about other ways in which the concept of human 
security could contribute to the field of security studies. 

Human Security as a Category of Research 

To recapitulate my argument so far: Human security does not appear to 
offer a particularly useful framework of analysis for scholars or policy- 
makers. But perhaps there are other avenues by which the idea of human 
security can contribute to the study of international relations and security. 
I would like to suggest one such possibility: Human security may serve as a 
label for a broad category of research in the field of security studies that is 
primarily concerned with nonmilitary threats to the safety of societies, 
groups, and individuals, in contrast to  more traditional approaches to secur- 
ity studies that focus on protecting states from external threats. Much of 
this work is relatively new, and our understanding of how such research 
"fits" within the larger field of security studies is still limited. In other 
words, even if the concept of human security itself is too vague to generate 
specific research questions, it could still play a useful taxonomical role in 
the field by helping to classify different types of scholarship. Using human 
security in this manner would be compatible with the spirit of the term - 
particularly its emphasis on nonmilitary sources of conflict - while recog- 
nizing that there is little point in struggling to operationalize the quicksilver 
concept of human security itself. 
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Despite resistance from some scholars, such as Stephen Walt, the field of 
security studies has developed beyond its traditional focus on the "threat, use 
and control of military force" primarily by  state^.'^ Since the end of the Cold 
War, in particular, the subject matter of security studies has undergone both a 
"broadening" and a "deepening."z5 By broadening, I mean the consideration 
of nonmilitary security threats, such as environmental scarcity and degrada- 
tion, the spread of disease, overpopulation, mass refugee movements, nation- 
alism, terrorism, and nuclear c a t a s t r ~ ~ h e . ' ~  By deepening, I mean that the field 
is now more willing to consider the security of individuals and groups, rather 
than focusing narrowly on external threats to  state^.^' These efforts have been 
prompted in part by the contributions of "critical" theorists - including femi- 
nists, postmodernists, and constructivists - who have probed the assumptions 
and political implications of the term "security" itself.jx 

Using the notions of broadening and deepening, it is possible to con- 
struct a matrix of the security studies field, as illustrated in Figure 1. The 
matrix contains four cells, each representing a different cluster of literature 
in the field. I assume that a "security threat" connotes some type of men- 
ace to survival. The top half of the map includes works that focus on secur- 
ity threats to states; the bottom half comprises works that consider security 
threats to societies, groups, and individuals. The left side of the matrix 
shows literature that focuses on military threats, and the right side on mili- 
tary or nonmilitary threats, or both. These divisions produce the following 
fourfold typology of the field: 

Cell 1 contains works that concentrate on military threats to the secur- 
ity of states. Conventional realists tend to adopt this perspective, which 
has traditionally dominated academic security studies, particularly in the 

Figure 1: A Matrix of Security Studies 
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United  state^:'^ Most of the articles published in International Security, 
for example, fall into this category. 
Cell 2 contains works that address nonmilitary threats (instead of, or in 
addition to, military threats) to the national security of states, including 
environmental and economic challenges. Jessica Tuchman Mathews's 
much-cited 1989 article, "Redefining Security," is typical of this category. 
Mathews argues that foreign security policies should incorporate consider- 
ations of environmental destruction, among other things, but she still con- 
siders the state, rather than substate actors, to be the salient object of 
security.40 Other examples of such work include the Palme Commission's 
1982 report, Common Security, which argued that nuclear weapons posed 
a threat to the survival of all states;41 investigations into the relationship 
between environmental degradation and international armed conflict;42 
and studies of foreign economic policy and international security.43 
Cell 3 includes works that focus on military threats to  actors other than 
states: namely societies, groups, and individuals. The prevalence of intra- 
state violence since the end of the Cold War has given rise to a large lit- 
erature on intrastate conflicts, in which substate groups are the principal 
 belligerent^.^^ In addition, studies of "democide," or the intentional killing 
by a state of its own citizens, also fall into this category.45 
Cell 4 is concerned with military or nonmilitary threats - or both - to the 
security of societies, groups, and individuals. Does poverty, for example, 
fuel violence within societies?46 Are certain types of domestic political insti- 
tutions more conducive to domestic peace?47 Is the degree of urbanization 
of a society, or access to medical care, associated with the occurrence of 
civil violence?48 What other societal conditions pose a particular danger to 
the survival of groups and individuals? All of these questions would fall 
into the category of research that I label "human security." 

Using the term "human security" to describe this type of scholarship has 
several advantages. First, the contents of cell 4 echo many of the concerns of 
the human security coalition, so it makes intuitive sense to use this termin- 
ology. Second, employing human security as a label for a broad category of 
research eliminates the problem of deriving clear hypotheses from the 
human security concept itself - a concept that, I have argued, offers little 
analytical leverage because it is so sprawling and ambiguous. Consequently, 
scholars working in the "human security branch" of security studies would 
not need to adjudicate the merit or validity of human security per se, but 
rather they would focus on more specific questions that could be clearly 
defined (and perhaps even answered). Third, and relatedly, although many 
scholars in this branch of security studies may be interested in normative 
questions as well as empirical ones, the advantage of using human security 
as a descriptive label for a class of research is that the label would not pre- 
suppose any particular normative agenda.49 

Fourth, mapping the field in this manner - with human security as one 
branch - helps to differentiate the principal nontraditional approaches to 
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security studies from one another. With the broadening and deepening of 
security studies in recent years, it is no longer helpful or reasonable to define 
the field in dualistic terms: with the realist, state-centric, military-minded 
approach to  security studies a t  the core and a disorderly bazaar of alterna- 
tive approaches in the periphery. These alternative approaches actually fall 
into broad groupings and have become sufficiently important to  merit their 
own classification scheme. Mapping the field in new ways can help us to 

understand how these approaches relate to  more traditional approaches to  
security studies, and to  one another. Finally, the very fashionability of the 
label "human security" could benefit scholars by drawing attention to  exist- 
ing works within cell 4 and opening up new areas of research in this branch 
of the field. 

Of course, the boundaries between these four quadrants are not absolute. 
Environmental degradation, for example, may simultaneously pose a threat to 
the survival of states and substate actors, and could thus full into either cell 2 
or cell 4."O The permeability of these boundaries, however, is not a significant 
problem for scholars because each quadrant represents a broad category of 
research - or a cluster of issues and questions, rather than a distinct causal 
hypothesis or theory - which would need to be more clearly specified. 

Conclusion 

Human security has been described as many different things: a rallying cry, a 
political campaign, a set of beliefs about the sources of violent conflict, a new 
conceptualization of security, and a guide for policymakers and academic 
researchers. As a rallying cry, the idea of human security has successfully 
united a diverse coalition of states, international agencies, and NGOs. As a 
political campaign, the human security coalition has accomplished a number 
of specific goals, such as the negotiation of the land mines convention. But as 
a new conceptualization of security, or a set of beliefs about the sources of 
conflict, human security is so vague that it verges on meaninglessness - and 
consequently offers little practical guidance to  academics who might be inter- 
ested in applying the concept, or to policymakers who must prioritize among 
competing policy goals. Efforts to  sharpen the definition of human security 
are a step in the right direction, but they are likely to  encounter resistance 
from actors who believe that the concept's strength lies in its holism and 
inclusiveness. Definitional expansiveness and ambiguity are powerful attri- 
butes of human security, but only in the sense that they facilitate collective 
action by the members of the human security coalition. The very same qual- 
ities, however, hobble the concept of human security as a useful tool of analy- 
sis. O n  the other hand, human security could provide a handy label for a 
broad category of research - a  distinct branch of security studies that explores 
the particular conditions that affect the survival of individuals, groups, and 
societies - that may also help to establish this brand of research as a central 
component of the security studies field. 
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Security and Immigration: Toward a Critique of 
the Governmentality of Unease 

Didier Bigo 

M igration is increasingly interpreted as a security problem. The prism 
of security analysis is especially important for politicians, for 
national and local police organizations, the military police, customs 

officers, border patrols, secret services, armies, judges, some social services 
(health care, hospitals, schools), private corporations (bank analysts, pro- 
viders of technology surveillance, private policing), many journalists (espe- 
cially from television and the more sensationalist newspapers), and a 
significant fraction of general public opinion, especially but not only among 
those attracted to "law and order." The popularity of this security prism is not 
an expression of traditional responses to a rise of insecurity, crime, terrorism, 
and the negative effects of globalization; it is the result of the creation of a con- 
tinuum of threats and general unease in which many different actors exchange 
their fears and beliefs in the process of making a risky and dangerous society. 
The professionals in charge of the management of risk and fear especially 
transfer the legitimacy they gain from struggles against terrorists, criminals, 
spies, and counterfeiters toward other targets, most notably transnational 
political activists, people crossing borders, or people born in the country but 
with foreign parents. 

This expansion of what security is taken to include effectively results in a 
convergence between the meaning of international and internal security. The 
convergence is particularly important in relation to the issue of migration, 
and specifically in relation to questions about who gets to be defined as an 
immigrant. The security professionals themselves, along with some academ- 
ics, tend to claim that they are only responding to new threats requiring 
exceptional measures beyond the normal demands of everyday politics. In 
practice, however, the transformation of security and the consequent focus on 
immigrants is directly related to their own immediate interests (competition 
for budgets and missions) and to the transformation of technologies they use 
(computerized databanks, profiling and morphing, electronic phone tapping). 
The Europeanization and the Westernization of the logics of control and 
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surveillance of people beyond national polices is driven by the creation of a 
transnational field of professionals in the management of unease. This field is 
larger than that of police organizations in that it includes, on one hand pri- 
vate corporations and organizations dealing with the control of access to the 
welfare state, and, on the other hand, intelligence services and some military 
people seeking a new role after the end of the Cold War. These professionals 
in the management of unease, however, are only a node connecting many 

competing networks responding to many groups of people who are identified 
as risk or just as a source of unease.' 

This process of securitization is now well known, but despite the many 
critical discourses that have drawn attention to the securitization of migra- 
tion over the past ten years, the articulation of migration as a security prob- 
lem continues. Why? What are the reasons of the persistent framing of 
migration in relation to terrorism, crime, unemployment and religious zealotry, 
on the one hand, and to integration, interest of the migrant for the national 
economy development, on the other, rather than in relation to new oppor- 
tunities for European societies, for freedom of travel over the world, for cosmo- 
politanism, or for some new understanding of citizenship?' This is the question 
I want to address in this essay. 

Some "critical" discourses generated by NGOs and academics assume 
that if people, politicians, governments, bureaucracies, and journalists were 
more aware, they would change their minds about migration and begin to 
resist securitizing it. The primary problem, therefore, is ideological or dis- 
cursive in that the securitization of migrants derives from the language itself 
and from the different capacities of various actors to  engage in speech acts. 
In this context, the term "speech act" is used not in its technical Austinian 
sense, but metaphorically, to justify both the normative position of a 
speaker and the value of their critical discourse against the discourses of the 
security professionals. This understanding of critique reinforces the vision 
of a contest between ideas and norms, a contest in which academics can 
play a leading role.' 

This essay tries to be critical in a rather different sense. It seeks to avoid 
presenting the struggle as an ideological one between conservative and liberal 
positions, or even as an "intertextual competition" between agencies in which 
academics have a key role. It examines why the discourses of securitization 
continue to be so powerful even when alternatives discourses are well known, 
and why the production of academic and alternative discourses has so little 
effect in either the political arena or in daily life. It emphasizes the work of 
politicization, of the mobilization of groups and technologies enabling some 
agents, especially political actors, the media, the security professionals and some 
sectors of the general population, to create a "truth" about the link between 
crime, unemployment, and migration, even when academics, churches, NGOs 
and some social policy-oriented institutions have made powerful claims to the 
contrary for many years. 

My hypothesis is that the securitization of immigration is not only an 
effect of, even if it contributes to, the propaganda of the far right political 
parties, the rise of racism, a new and more efficient rhetoric convincing the 



224 Debating Security and Strategy and the Impact of 9-1 1 

population of a danger, or successful "speech acts" performed by actors 
coming from the state or from the ~oc i e ty .~  Securitization of the immigrant 
as a risk is based on our conception of the state as a body or a container for 
the polity. It is anchored in the fears of politicians about losing their sym- 
bolic control over the territorial boundaries."t is structured by the habitus 
of the security professionals and their new interests not only in the foreigner 
but in the "immigrant." These interests are correlated with the globaliza- 
tion of technologies of surveillance and control going beyond the national 
b ~ r d e r s . ~  It is based, finally, on the "unease" that some citizens who feel 
discarded suffer because they cannot cope with the uncertainty of everyday 
life.' This worry, or unease, is not psychological. It is a structural unease in 
a "risk society" framed by neoliberal discourses in which freedom is always 
associated at its limits with danger and (in)security. 

The securitization of migration is, thus, a transversal political technology, 
used as a mode of governmentality by diverse institutions to play with the 
~ n e a s e , ~  or to encourage it if it does not yet exist,9 so as to affirm their role 
as providers of protection and security and to mask some of their failures.1° 
The securitization of immigration then emerges from the correlation between 
some successful speech acts of political leaders, the mobilization they create 
for and against some groups of people, and the specific field of security pro- 
fessionals (which, in the West, and despite many differences, now tend to 
unite policemen, gendarmes, intelligence services, military people, providers 
of technology of surveillance and experts on risk assessments). It comes also 
from a range of administrative practices such as population profiling, risk 
assessment, statistical calculation, category creation, proactive preparation, 
and what may be termed a specific habitus of the "security professional" with 
its ethos of secrecy and concern for the management of fear or unease." 

The Success of Securitization of Immigration in the Political Realm 

For a majority of antiracist and Human Rights associations, as well as for 
many scholars linked to these associations, the force of the securitization of 
migration comes from the "spontaneous" spread of intolerance and racist 
prejudice over large groups of people. The popular classes are "contaminated" 
by "law and order" visions about foreigners and accept them. Ignorance of the 
broader stakes combined with a populism calculated to please frustrated people 
creates a potential for security-oriented behavior against foreigners.12 This 
analysis of the susceptibility of populations to populist rhetoric may be accu- 
rate in some respects. However, the ineffectiveness of critical discourses is not 
a consequence of a simple blindness on the part of politicians, the electorate, 
security professionals, and media.'"uccess will not come by repeating again 
and again reasoned argument about how useful foreigners could be for a 
society. So the refusal to take into account the critical discourses can be char- 
acterized not as a lack of knowledge but as a policy of forgetting, or as a 
denial.14 
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As Ayse Ceyhan and Anastasia Tsoukala show in this issue, claims that 
increases in insecurity can be attributed to the responsibility of migrants for 
crime, delinquency, and deviance have been successfully challenged by critical 
analysis without much effect on the prevailing political rhetoric. Analytical 
accuracy has not really undermined the consensus among political leaders 
and bureaucracies. It is not directly by arguing for migrants and against securi- 
tization that critical discourses can change the situation.15 Details of the nega- 
tive effects of government policies or international institutions will not 
change the situation for immigrants. They will still be framed in relation to 
statist practices of rejection or integration. Effective challenges can only be 
indirect, by analyzing the conditions under which the authority of truth is 
given to a discourse that creates the immigrant as an "outsider, inside the 
State."Ih 

Security and  Immigration: See ing  Like a State  

Policies of denial, of active forgetting about migration role and status, draw 
their strength from the way the state is conceived by the main actors of these 
discourses of securitization of immigrants." For journalists, bureaucrats, 
and lawyers, but also for most political scientists of Western societies, state 
is often confused with state apparatus and governant. Governants in repre- 
sentative democracies, they argue, derive their legitimacy from their citizens, 
so they associate state and democracy without much sense of the limits of 
and contradictions between these two notions. Citizens are then conceived 
as nationals, understood by opposition to foreigners, and, migrants are 
framed through various cultural discourses as foreigners, or as citizens of a 
different national origin, who do  not fit the "national standard" of norms 
and values. So, migration is always understood, through the categories of the 
national and the state, as a danger to the "homogeneity of the people." The 
activation of the term migrant in im-migrant is by definition seen as some- 
thing destructive. The metaphor of the body politic embedded in the sover- 
eignty myth - in the need to monitor borders to reassure the integrity of 
what is "inside," in the practice of territorial protection, in the technologies 
of surveillance - creates an image of immigration associated with an outsider 
coming inside, as a danger to the homogeneity of the state, the society, and 
the polity. l 8  

The genealogy of the Western state, in relation to both its strongest myths 
and its institutionalization, has been analyzed in the sociologies of Pierre 
Bourdieu and Anthony Giddens." They have shown how, in Bourdieu's 
terms, "states conceptualise us more than we, as academics, conceptualise the 
State." The studies in international-relations theory by John Ruggie, Thomas 
Biersteker, Richard Ashley, and R.B.J. Walker have similarly emphasized the 
capacity of states to impose themselves as a frame of mind.1° They obliged IR 
theorists to analyze the territorial dimension of the Westphalian state, a topic 
that has also been examined by Bertrand Badie, Richard Mansbach, and 
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Martin Hei~ler .~ '  I will not develop this aspect here: I just want to emphasize 
that, even if all these concepts were arms in symbolic and political struggles 
between different groups, the concepts of sovereignty, security, and borders 
always structure our thought as if there existed a "body" - an "envelope," or 
"container7' - differentiating one polity from another. The state justifies itself 
as the only political order possible as soon as it is accepted that sovereignty, 
law and order, and a single body are the prerequisite for peace and homo- 
geneity. It justifies the "national" identity that the state has achieved through 
a territorialization of its order, by a cutting up of borders. 

The strength of this symbolic order has been analyzed so many times that 
it is not necessary to expand on the subject, but it is important to remember 
this way of thinking because too many economists or sociologists working on 
migration "forget" this political element. They actively work to forget the cen- 
tral illusion of power as a body, through homogeneity, sovereignty, and law, 
that prevents an understanding of the global social transformations concern- 
ing movement of people and identity politics. Furthermore, politicians, lawyers, 
and some sociologists can hardly admit that power cannot be analyzed 
through legitimate and steady forms - that it is not coming from the top and 
going downward; that, in Michel Foucault's terms, "it cannot be analyzed in 
its intentions; but on the contrary where it is in direct relationship with its tar- 
gets, where it moves, where, at its extremities, power goes beyond the Law, 
where the techniques and tactics of domination can be analyzed."22 Foucault 
long ago proposed this alternative to a description of power relationships in 
terms of sovereignty that challenges the premise of the rhetoric of a body 
politic, but this framing continues to be marginal. Even in academic circles, 
there is a refusal to analyze sovereignty and security as objects of research, and 
a continuing insistence that they can be used as if they were tools for under- 
standing the relationship between state and society.23 

Sovereignty and security cannot be conceived merely as analytical tools 
of social reality; they must be seen as categories demanding genealogical 
analysis and linked to a particular way of governing - that of the so-called 
Westphalian state and its modern (Hegelian or Weberian) variations. 
The contemporary revival of sovereignty in political debate is thus to be 
understood as the deployment of a narrative, with the specific purpose of 
playing with positions of symbolic authority so as to force social practices 
to bend in a required way. Sovereignty implies a recognition of these posi- 
tions; but when they are contested, the authority effect cannot survive for 
long. The authority effect does not assert itself, but is established inter- 
subjectively. The same goes for the argument about security. Practices of 
security are not given by nature but are the outcome of political acts by 
politicians and specialists on threat management. 

Security and Immigration: Seeing Like a Politician 

The framing of the state as a body endangered by migrants is a political nar- 
rative activated for the purpose of political games in ways that permit each 
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politician to distance himself or herself from other politicians, but within the 
same rules of the game. It is a social construction useful for the politicization 
of migration. Murray Edelman has explained how the social construct of the 
political spectacle works.14 He has demonstrated how the construction of 
situations as problems is useful for politicians: the politicians can manage 
them in order to justify their own authority. It enables them, for example, to 
negate other problems or to transform structural difficulties into easy targets. 
All these elements and practices are important to explain the securitization of 
immigrants. Michael Rogin - t o  cite one example - has developed the idea that 
in various countries, and especially in the United States, political rhetoric 
works as a political demonology through which politicians construct a figure 
of the enemy to generate a countersubversive discourse and a law-and-order 
program.'" 

Neither Edelman nor Rogin adequately examines a further dynamic, one 
that Paul Veyne has developed in another context - a dynamic arising from 
the ways in which politicians believe in their own myths, even if they con- 
sciously and cynically activate them themselves. They are not mystificators 
and jokers. Despite the differences expressed in and generated by political 
struggles, national traditions, professional interests, and the cynicisms appar- 
ent in the leadership of police or defense ministries, politicians live in the 
myths about polity, sovereignty, and state. They participate in this illusion of 
the political field. These myths structure their space, their way of thinking 
and acting concerning a "political problem," and explain to some degree the 
homogeneity of their reaction to the "immigration problem" in the diversity 
of Western states. 

This does not mean that politicians necessarily believe in the myths they 
disseminate regarding immigrants, or Islamists, or border transgression: they 
know the limits of their "fable" as well as the Greeks knew that their gods 
were part of the fairy tale.lh Nonetheless, they cannot call into question 
those myths about state, about the integrity of the people, because the myths 
are the way they frame their everyday explanation of the political and social 
world and the way they see their own struggles and values. Even the most 
cynical among them do not have another framework in which to speak 
about the state and security. This is why the metaphor of the penetration of 
something foreign into a body is so powerful, even if national trajectories 
modify the framing of this use so that, for example, the arrival of migrants 
is expressed as a tidal wave (as in Britain), a hole in the Dutch dikes, or a 
barbarian invasion (as in France)." 

These figures of discourse concerning immigration as a "penetration" are 
created by the professionals of politics and based on a central presupposition 
made by politicians about their own capacity of governance in relation to the 
state: the presupposition that it is possible to control the flow of individuals 
at  the borders of the state.28 It assumes that professional politicians have a 
power that they do  not want to lose concerning their right to accept or to 
refuse the everyday movement of people from other countries. This assump- 
tion is now even more important for them given that they know they have 
less and less importance in decision making concerning money and credit." 
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It implies, in mind of the politician, the possibility of managing in practice, 
through law and its implementation, the freedom of circulation of individuals 
over whom the politicians consider they have a right of control if necessary.30 
Consequently, when these discourses and myths of the professionals of poli- 
tics are confronted with the social practices of transborder activities, and the 
impossibility of managing millions of decisions taken by individuals, they 
conflict with the security professionals who are in charge of effectively con- 
trolling the borders - who yet know that, practically speaking, they cannot 
seal the frontiers. 

This "will to mastery" on the part of the politicians has only one effect, 
but an important one. They change the status of persons by opening or 
restricting the conditions of travel and stay (at the national - or, in the con- 
temporary European context, Schengen - borders), declaring legal or illegal 
the arrival and the stay on the country, but they know that a person who 
wants to  enter will succeed anyway. Thus, in an illegal situation, the immi- 
grant becomes, for the politician (and particularly for the local politicians, 
the mayors, who have to live a face-to-face relationship with the migrants 
whom they wanted to reject) the personal enemy. Politicians see themselves 
as insulted by the incapacity to  enforce the integrity of the national body 
they represent. The "migrant" is seen as both a public enemy breaking the 
law and a private enemy mocking the will of the politician. 

Nevertheless, even if the political professionals of those countries where 
migration is problematized as a political issue are frustrated by the con- 
frontation between their self-images and their effective power in relation to 
social practices, it is no mean power that they have - to be able to define 
and categorize who is a migrant and what a migrant is. Their symbolic 
power is not at all an absence of power." The political game in each country 
delineates the figure of the migrant by inverting the image of the good citizen. 
In France, la'icity and centralization create the migrant image as that of a 
religious fanatic - a member of a community committed to destroying the 
principles of republicanism. In Germany, social control and partnership cre- 
ate the migrant as a revolutionary and a deviant. In the United Kingdom, trad- 
itional and community rules construct the migrant as a rioter with no respect 
for everyday rules and decent social behavior. 

The incarnation of the figure may change, but the matrix grows stronger. 
In the mid-1920s, in France, the migrants were Polish and Italians, while now 
they are primarily Algerians or their children born in France. Migrant, as a 
term, is the way to designate someone as a threat to the core values of a coun- 
try, a state, and has nothing to do with the legal terminology of foreigners. The 
word immigrant is a shibboleth." Here lies an apparent paradox: if each 
national image of migration is different, how can security services work 
together, even at the European level. It is there that the plasticity of the termin- 
ology is so important. If the French want to use the word Algerian to desig- 
nate their unnamed enemy, they will have difficulties with the United Kingdom 
because of the difference in policies concerning Islam. Similarly, if Germany 
speaks of Kurdish people as terrorists in front of French representatives, they 
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may be challenged. Yet if each security service uses the word immigrant as a 
sign of danger, a consensus is possible - because such a word can designate a 
foreigner as an Algerian (a member of an ethnic minority that may already 
have citizenship) or as other kinds of foreigner. Each country can then sell its 
fear to the other country (hence, Algerians come under surveillance in Britain 
and Germany, and Kurds in France and Britain) in what amounts to a stock 
exchange of security, which is exactly the role of Europol in competition with 
Interpol and now some confidential circles of NATO. 

The political work of the political professionals, then, is at  the heart of 
the relation between security and migration. Neither of those two words are - 
natural; neither describes "phenomena." They do not stem from societal 
problems coming up toward the state via politicians. The relation between 
security and migration is fully and immediately political. The wording is 
never innocent. Both migration and security are contested concepts," and 
they are used to mobilize political responses, not to explain anything. 
Immigration is now problematized in Western countries in a way that is 
very different from the distinction between citizen and foreigner. It is not a 
legal status that is under discussion but a social image, concerning, to quote 
Erickson, the "social distribution of bad." 

Migration is seen as a political problem because it enters into the political 
arena in a way that contests the premises of polity and state. Immigration is 
always seen as problematic, a problem that cannot be solved by law making. 
For some, it is a problem that might be solved through compromise and a clear 
view of national interests in which migrants could be an asset for the "receiving 
country." For others, coming from the particular point of view of the security 
professionals, especially the intelligence service and the military, migrants are 
not a political dilemma but a national-security problem." From this perspec- 
tive, migrants were a problem in the past and they continue to be an insidious 
danger: the term immigrant is politically meaningful only in a discourse of 
"struggle against illegal immigrants," or in a discourse of "regulation," but in 
any case in a rhetoric of cultural nationalism creating citizenship by difference 
with these outsiders inside the ~ t a t e . ' ~  

Often, the discourses "against" securitization (such as speaking of Fortress 
Europe or criticizing the immigrationlinvasion metaphors) themselves use the 
basic presuppositions of the discourses they criticize (sovereignty, state, body 
politic). They contest the content but rarely the formulation of questions - 
and almost never on the basis of an analysis of discursive formation rules, 
even though it is there that the security process draws part of its symbolic 
strength:j6 

The Europeanization of politics has created new fora in which different 
politicians (whether from Right or Left) map out a program on "law-and- 
order reestablishment" on behalf of the control of migratory flows (in order 
either to exclude or for better integration) but to safeguard their idea of their 
own power. These politicians always ask (with some success at  the electoral 
level) for more controls, more monitoring, more private participation from 
business and citizens in order to consolidate a security threatened at the 
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borders and at home. They mobilize security agencies of ever greater scope, 
call for help from citizens, and build a fantasy figure of an internal-security 
state (participative through vigilantism, police-made, with a proactive sur- 
veillance dimension, and punitive with its penal sprawl) whose monitoring 
powers have never been so mighty since the state was declared to be weak- 
ening3' And yet this is a state that they are completely unable to implement 
in the program they propose.iX 

Security is here considered by the more traditional groups as the peak of a 
political problem where "exceptional measures," "measures beyond law," 
need to be taken. Thus the security process itself is the result of mobilization 
of the work of political discourses and of practices of security agencies based 
on the argument of danger and emergency. Many studies of security forget this 
primary work of political mobilization leading to securitization. They repro- 
duce at the analytical level the discourses of the "hard-liners" or security pro- 
f e s s iona l~ .~~  They analyze security as being a different realm from politics, or 
as being "a particular type of politics applicable to a wide range of issues."40 
They consider that security is like a "sphere" placed under the responsibility 
of the army and other experts on security, a sphere that is the mirror of exist- 
ential threats concerning survival but that could come eventually from separ- 
ate sectors.41 By so doing, they validate the view of the security professionals 
that security is an "explanation" of the security process and not a discourse to 
be challenged. 

By neglecting this, the critical vision of security developed by Barry Buzan, 
Ole Wzver, and Jaap de Wilde introduces into the academic field the military 
discourses on societal or internal security. They repeat the discourses of a part 
of the military working on low-intensity conflict - discourses that, after the 
end of the Cold War, seek to explain that immigration is an existential threat 
to national identity, even if migrants do not directly threaten the state. They 
accept the "truth" about what security is not in the way they agree with the 
military (Wzver in particular is critical of the existential character of the 
threat), but do so by accepting the framing of a different domain of security 
beyond the political - one linked with emergency and e~ception.~'  In doing so, 
they agree with the idea of an "exceptionalization," or a "beyond the law" 
politics, and come back to "cynicism and realism," forgetting "democracy." 
Sharing the illusio of the field they analyze, they do not really understand the 
"field effect" of the struggle between the managers of unease, imposing, 
despite their resistance, the vision of the professionals as the "truth," and their 
coercive means as "solutions." 

Some of the actors in the academic field and the security professionals, 
then, participate in an active strategy of legitimization of their role concerning 
migration through this political game of the integrity of the body of people, 
society and state." They refuse the heterogeneity of life and always try to 
reduce it to homogeneity and hierarchy between different ~a t ego r i e s .~~  

The distinction between state and societal security is not a useful ana- 
lytical tool. It reproduces the discourses in the field of the security profes- 
sionals and their struggle to establish a hierarchy of dangers that legitimizes 
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their struggle for resources. Securitization is not usefully characterized as a 
discursive practice creating "exceptionalization," even though it may find 
its origins in this practice. Authors like Buzan have little sense of the rou- 
tines, the day-to-day practices, of the bureaucracies that are necessary to 
understand how discourses work in practice. Securitization works through 
everyday technologies, through the effects of power that are continuous 
rather than exceptional, through political struggles, and especially through 
institutional competition within the professional security field in which the 
most trivial interests are a t   take.^" 

Securitization of immigration is the result and not the cause of the devel- 
opment of technologies of control and surveillance. It is linked to compu- 
terization, risk profiling, visa policy, the remote control of borders, the 
creation of international or nonterritorial zones in airports, and so on.46 
The analysis of the Securitization of a referent object within a field or a sec- 
tor (environmental, economic, or societal) is interesting not simply as a 
speech act but when speech acts are correlated with the structural positions 
of the ~peaker .~ '  In this perspective, securitization results from power pos- 
itions, not from individuals creating new frames, new roles for differences 
and repetitions in different  context^;^' it results from struggles inside insti- 
tutions and between institutions for what is to count as the legitimate truth. 
To focus only on the role of political discourse in the securitization process 
is to underestimate the role o f  the bureaucratic professionalization of the 
management of unease. 

Security and  Immigration: See ing  Like a Professional 
Manager of Unease  

The dialectical relationship between political professionals and the profes- 
sional managers of unease implies that the institutions working on unease 
not only respond to threat but also determine what is and what is not a 
threat or a risk. They do that as "professionals." Their agents are invested 
with the office of defining and prioritizing threats. They classify events 
according to their categories. While car accidents are currently classified as 
a misfortune rather than a threat to be fought, some subjects are constructed 
by the security professionals as threats or risks that they have to control. Of 
course, some "amateurs" of the security process (associations, churches, part- 
ies not integrated in the decision-making process, ad hoc spokesmen of 
social movements) can intervene in this game of security and insecurity, chal- 
lenging the framing of migrant or asylum seekers as a risk, but professionals 
have the advantage of exercising a~ thor i ty .~ '  They are invested with the 
institutional knowledge about threats and with a range of technologies suit- 
able for responding to these threats. They benefit from the belief that they 
know what "we" (nonprofessionals, amateurs) do  not know and that they 
have specific modes of action of a technical nature that we are not supposed 
to know about. 



232 Debating Security and Strategy and the Impact of 9-1 1 

Consequently, one of the most significant characteristics of the field effect 
is the lack of precision required for threats identified by the professionals who 
know some "secrets." Amateurs always need to "prove" their claims, whereas 
professionals, whether public or private, international, national, or local, cor- 
porate or public, can evoke without demonstrating. They often generalize 
from only one case, thereby encouraging people to believe that a threat is more 
widespread than they suspect. This ethos of a shared knowledge between the 
professionals, a knowledge beyond the grasp of people who do not have the 
know-how about risk assessment and proactivity, is also an ethos of secrecy 
and confidentiality. It creates a community of mutual recognition and governs 
a logic of implicit acceptance of claims made by other professionals, not only 
with respect to the substance of these claims but also to the forms and tech- 
nologies of knowledge acquisition. The technology (such as the satellite infor- 
mation provided by Echelon or the databanks maintained by Europol and 
Interpol) provides the guarantee of truth to the data they store. The ethos 
thereby generated implies specific modes or trust and mistrust. The profes- 
sional "threat-management universe" thereby becomes less like the use of 
force against an individual and more and more like a bank as it manages credit 
through customer profiling.50 

The notion of habitus is very suggestive in this context. It helps to make 
sense of this way of anticipating time through morphing technologies as a 
way of anticipating the movement of targeted groups in space, as well as the 
evolution of their behavior, together with the possibility of managing a "stock 
exchange" of fears at the transnational level while maintaining secrecy from 
outsiders. This habitus brings together all the members of services as diverse 
as customs, police, intelligence services, bankers engaged in risk assessment, 
and suppliers of new technologies of surveillance. They share a specific kind 
of the "sense of the game." They have an illusio in common. They believe and 
actlreact in a similar way even if they are always in competition. The security 
professionals have all become managers of unease. They have created con- 
siderable autonomy for their own field - the management of fear. They have 
succeeded in creating "security" as their object (rather than the object of 
national politicians). They have created security as the "legitimate" object of 
their discourses by investing manpower, time, statistical apparatus, and other 
routines that give shape to political labels. 

Moreover, this field of the security professionals is increasingly organ- 
ized transnationally. It links different bureaucracies by specifying specific 
threats or risks that can be managed together: immigration to regulate, an 
environment to protect, a terrorism to fight, and in the end a population 
worried by the encircling barbarians and the idea of the decline of civiliza- 
tion.jl This internationalization is especially important for the European 
Union, where the professional managers of unease have created their own 
fora and networks, sometimes against their national politicians; in some 
domains, however, these networks also have a transatlantic dimension. 

Securitization, then, is generated through a confrontation between the 
strategies of political actors (or of actors having access to the political stage 
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through the media), in the national political field, the security professionals at 
the transnational level (public and private bureaucracies managing the fear), 
and the global social transformations affecting the possibilities of reshaping 
political boundaries (by legitimizing, or not, the transformation of technol- 
ogies of control and surveillance). The security process is thus the result of a 
field effect in which no actor can be the master of the game but in which 
everyone's knowledge and technological resources produce a hierarchy of 
threats. The security process involves the imposition of a claim about security 
understood as a "truth" of institutions and "independent experts," relayed 
and supported by the practical know-how of various security agencies (be they 
public or private) and by prevailing discourse in the media.F2 Securitization is 
then the conversion operator by which the struggle of political discourses 
(within the political field, which adds or subtracts value) is validated as a truth 
process by professionals of threat management, according to the violent trans- 
formations they observe and their interests as institutions. 

Contrary to so many explanations concerning securitization of migration, 
immigration does not bluntly become a security problem with the appearance 
of, for example, the economic crisis in 1974 or because of the end of bipo- 
larity; rather, it becomes a security issue when it is presented as such by some 
professionals of threat management in their struggle to maintain their posi- 
tion and when particular forms of institutional knowledge (military, police, 
intelligence services) converge in order to give "one" meaning to the migra- 
tion referent in structuring a network of meanings with security concerns, 
allowing each bureaucracy to sell to the others its own fears and to try to pri- 
oritize this fear upon the others. In other words, immigration appears as a 
catchword, a shibboleth, permitting the convergence on a focal point of insti- 
tutional statements regarding security norms (at the internal and external 
level) and fears. Immigration is then important for the continuum of security 
threats because it determines a concentration stirring up competition and jus- 
tifying the convergence of missions among the police, the army, the custom 
officers, and intelligence officers in their struggle against a wide range of 
"new threats" that could all be linked to immigrants." 

The present period is interesting in this sense. Inside and outside no longer 
have clear meanings for the professionals of threat management. A Miibius 
ribbon has replaced the traditional certainty of bo~ndar ies . '~  It destabilizes 
the figures of threats as well as the borders of activities between the institu- 
tions. During the Cold War, the military threat was identified with the Soviet 
Union and the police threat with serious crime. Movements of people, which 
was an issue in the 1920s, did not seem to be problematic during the bipolar 
period. Ideology and the circulation of people were not correlated, except in 
discourses about the fifth column of Communists infiltrating Western gov- 
ernments. Within Europe, the creation of the European Union, the imple- 
mentation of the Schengen agreement, and the delocation of control from 
state borders changed the situation. After the end of bipolarity, because of the 
crisis for the military world, the idea of the enemy continued to evolve. 
Military organizations needed other enemies than the Soviet Union. At the 
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same moment, some policemen invented at the EU level the notion of inter- 
nal security so as to promote collaboration between police organizations and 
to include the surveillance of people crossing borders within the scope of 
policing against crime. Some military people, using their technologies for 
other purposes, invented a Southern threat against the West in order to 
include in their task the surveillance of people from abroad, together with 
their children if they live together in specific areas.js 

As Pierre Bourdieu has shown, it is when beliefs and norms are trans- 
formed because of the inner struggles inside a field, and when creativity is 
important - even if creativity is simply a regression toward an established 
habitus and a rewriting of familiar stories using old grammarss6 - that it is 
possible to understand the autonomization of a field as such. This analysis of 
security shows that the merging of internal and external security has created 
the condition of possibility whereby the migrant is, par excellence, the object 
of securitization because it comes from both sides. The "security field" where 
policemen and gendarmes now meet secret service and military people and 
structure a new and wider conception of security is created by the focal point 
of the immigrant as a threat internally and externally. It is not that the space 
of the inside and the outside is changing, or that international security is 
extending inside through a "societal" sector; it is that they are now inter- 
twined by the convergence toward the same figure of risk and of unease man- 
agement, the immigrant. 

But what is an immigrant for the professionals of security? If migration 
as a movement of people or as a category consisting of foreigners who want 
to stay in the country of arrival has an academic significance, it is not one 
given by the political discourses over immigration. For the managers of 
unease, immigration is immediately seen as a useful target for the use and 
experimentation of their technologies, and only secondarily as an aggression 
toward a boundary they need to protect (a polity, a group, a supposed iden- 
tity). And here, it has no sense to delineate one figure of the immigrant as a 
specific phenomenon giving existence to the situational fantasies of the dif- 
ferent actors. It depends on the creativity of different fearmongers and the 
links they have among them. Experts from the military insist on the existence 
of rogue states, failed states, and the link between diasporas and their coun- 
tries of origin. Intelligence services suspect that terrorism from abroad is 
supported by immigrants. Police explain the rise in crime by the activities of 
immigrants and their children who are not well socialized in the host coun- 
try. Journalists evoke the feeling of insecurity among "autochthonous 
people." Economists assess the danger for the welfare state of a new bur- 
den. Health-care specialists accuse immigrants of being a threat because 
they import with them old and new viruses. Academics intertwine these dif- 
ferent fears in a tapestry of "cultural danger," even if they cannot define 
precisely in their examples why the category of migrant varies so much 
from one fear to another one. 

At the heart of a "scientific discourse of migration" lies a discourse on 
immigration that spreads migration as a danger and threat. And the more the 
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threats are ill-defined, considered as invisible and diffuse, the more they 
appear to be "coming from nowhere" and the more they catalyze various fears 
and generate misgivings (about, for example, transnational organized crime, a 
global Mafia, and illegal immigration) that justify the vigilance of institutions. 
In this context, it is particularly meaningful that the word immigration covers 
heterogeneous situations - such as short-stay foreigners and long-stay for- 
eigners as well as national citizens born to foreign parents. Because immigra- 
tion is a catchword, it includes several aspects of "threat" that are at once 
heterogeneous but designated by the same word."' The context is thus import- 
ant. In other configurations, circulation of people is accepted as a fact of life. 
In some Western countries, to consider a young national citizen as an immi- 
grant because his parents were born abroad (especially if this was Algeria) as 
happens all too frequently in France is considered to be "outrageous." But in 
a context of moral panic, with a backlash of the penal state against the wel- 
fare state and the development of narratives about zero-tolerance narratives, 
it is considered as normal and self-evident because divergences from normal 
behavior are understood by professionals as an attack against whatever it is 
that defines a polity as a political community. 

Trapped by these norms, migration is then defined in such a way that 
heterogeneous elements (like the circulation of movement or life in poor 
areas of cities) are recontextualized as a matter of immigration. The securi- 
tization of migration is then a process that creates continuous unease and 
uncertainty, focusing general fears and the "social distribution of bad" on - - 

the specific category of the immigrant.'" 

Security a n d  Migration: Techniques  for t h e  Management  of U n e a s e  

The programmatic rationale of unease, to use the distinction drawn by Ewald 
between programmatic and diagrammatic rationalities, structures the discur- 
sive formation concerning migration. Yet the program is not the diagram. The 
diagram works through institutions, through the panopticon of modern soci- 
eties and their resistances. But it is, first, important to analyze the program, the 
rationale linking securitization and liberalism. For these are not opposites, as 
one is encouraged to believe, but the same process. The securitization program 
integrates the social construction of threats and various misgivings under the 
designation of problems concerning state, borders, cities, democracy, and citi- 
zenship as if they were the consequences of immigration." The internal 
debates within this program between securitarian discourses (about block- 
ades, expulsions, deterrence, and surveillance) and humanitarian discourses 
(about the necessity for a welfare state, low birthrates, and human rights for 
asylum seekers) hide these general conditions of securitization. Indeed, the sec- 
ond type of discourse - the humanitarian - is itself a by-product of the secur- 
itization process. 

For example, discourses concerning the human rights of asylum seekers are 
de facto part of a securitization process if they play the game of differentiating 
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between genuine asylum seekers and illegal migrants, helping the first by 
condemning the second and justifying border controls.60 It is within this 
rationality of program (for which the term moral punic has been used, 
though only to look at its repressive side) that the word immigration becomes 
a term for catalyzing fears or misgivings about the economic, social, and 
political development of Western countries. It becomes a fixer of frights and 
confusions about national cultural identities as well as of weaknesses of soli- 
darity mechanisms. It is the terminology within which is produced an articu- 
lation, or even a fusion, permitting a highly generalized discourse about global 
security rather than an urgent analysis of highly diversified processes like 
globalization, cities, unemployment, and  birthrate^.^^ It is within this general- 
ized "discursive formation" that unemployment is reduced to a simple 
causality: a surplus of immigrants taking jobs from native populations, 
requiring, in turn, the invention of binary categories of natives and immi- 
g r a n t ~ . ~ ~  It is also within this formation that the circulation of individuals 
(which includes tourism, the pleasure of traveling, the possibility to do so, 
and even a sense of a citizenship beyond the national within the European 
Union) is reduced to problems involving the circulation of third-country 
nationals, and to risks of terrorism, drug trafficking, or organized crime, 
risks expected of third-country nationals.63 

The techniques for managing fear and the social distribution of "bad" 
mobilize the term immigrant for every weakness of the political public policies. 
It is through this label of immigrant, for example, that religious traditions 
and their place in secular modernity are reduced to the issue of an emergence 
of an intolerant and radical Islam, connecting some authoritarian regimes to 
individuals living in the European territory.64 It is also there, in this "site," that 
the crucial issue of geographical segregation appears: cities are linked to capit- 
alist structures and to real-estate speculation as well as to solidarity concep- 
tions regarding public transportation, urban safety, environment, and welfare 
in general. This issue is tied to others, like "inner-cities and communitarian- 
ism" or "suburban unrest," which are assimilated very rapidly to the issue of 
"second-generation The evocative power of naming the immigrant 
figure is a consequence of the fact that many unresolved structural questions 
converge here in a space lacking political solutions (unemployment, urbanism, 
demography, the NorthJSouth gap, and so on). Paradoxically, it is also a con- 
sequence of the fuzziness of the definition of collective political identities in 
Europe that leads to the definition of Europeans as a homogeneous body only 
in relation to "third-country" nationals or "migrants" and allows Europeans 
to  forget that they, too, are migrants. 

So who, now, remembers the fears of the United Kingdom or France ten 
years ago concerning the pressure of Greek migrants and the risk they 
brought? The creation of the distinction between EU and non-EU citizens has 
changed the relation to identity by creating an association of immigrant only 
with third-country nationals or "colored people." Immigrant designates the 
other by the process of an identity border of a "between-us."66 He or she is 
the insider that gives form to a European governmentality beyond the state. 
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Does the fuzziness surrounding belonging and the shifting political member- 
ship of Europe necessarily require the fuzzy figure of the immigrant? Borders 
of statehood are at stake and are liable to a reconfiguration according to these 
relations." However, the complexity of the social and the game of limits is 
forgotten or denied by discourses on securitization favoring the designation 
of a culprit whose fuzziness permits instrumentalization on an ad hoc basis. 

Fears, unrest, misgivings originating in those shortcomings of polity, local 
and national as well as European, toward fulfillment of its duties, are used, in 
reverse, in order to legitimate the polity again by naming an adversary, and 
even an internal enemy. However, this very polity is an extreme polity, a degen- 
erated Schmittian vision in which polity is the continuation of war by other 
means and in which discourses are unfurled claiming that "society must be 
defended" - one that Michel Foucault has demonstrated in the case of racism. 
It is a "war-based polity," a condition of generalized confrontation that is no 
longer able to distinguish between private and public enemies. Because it is 
based on claims about the need for survival at any price, on a real and perman- 
ent struggle anchored in an eschatology of the worst kind, it generates a dis- 
tress policy, a misgiving policy, that transforms any change and any risk into an 
intentional threat or enemy. Here is the main technique of securitization, to 
transform structural difficulties and transformations into elements permitting 
specific groups to be blamed, even before they have done anything, simply by 
categorizing them, anticipating profiles of risk from previous trends, and pro- 
jecting them by generalization upon the potential behavior of each individual 
pertaining to the risk category. 

This misgiving-based security process becomes a political technology of 
ruling that concentrates fears on an adversary who is always opaque and dif- 
ficult to catch, while, at the same time, pursuing a policy of forgetting the 
(often unintentional) consequences of structural public policies implemented 
twenty or thirty years ago. This security process based on misgiving is added 
to disciplinary technologies and strengthens the legitimacy of a permanent sur- 
veillance supposedly intended only for "others," for bad citizens. Their social 
invisibility induces in some cases (when action signs must be shown) a "visi- 
bility" strategy through forms of xenophobia in order to invent criteria (skin 
color, religious practices, culinary practices) by which to differentiate between 
Them and Us. Giving a face to crime is therefore giving the migrant a face. 

This technology of power plays with the innermost devices of misgiving 
and uncertainty that are implanted in today's risk society in order to 
strengthen them, whether at  the level of nations, intermediary collective 
groups, or individuals. This technology of power unifies internal and exter- 
nal, individual and collective security, and tries to recapitalize trust in the 
state not by reassuring but by worrying individuals about what is happen- 
ing both at  the external and internal levels. The resulting picture of the 
world is one of chaos and urban insecurity. 

As a result of this hypothesis concerning immigration, I would suggest, 
in an extension of Michel Foucault's work, that the securitization of immi- 
gration, the setting of some ever more restrictive norms, the rejection and 
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detention practices at borders, the strengthening of an "internal security 
state" to  the detriment of the welfare state, constitute signs of a more gen- 
eral transformation in which a form of governmentality based on misgiving 
and unrest is substituted for a reassuring and protective pastoral power.68 
The form of governmentality of postmodern societies is not a panopticon in 
which global surveillance is placed upon the shoulders of everybody, but a 
form of ban-opticon in which the technologies of surveillance sort out who 
needs to  be under surveillance and who is free of surveillance, because of his 
profile.h9 This form of pre- and post-Hobbesian state seems, most emphati- 
cally, to renounce notions of a social contract and to transform misgiving into 
a mode of ruling. The emphasis is no longer on curing or promoting individ- 
ual development but on playing with fears by designating potentially danger- 
ous minorities. Neither reducible to sovereignty and punishment nor to 
biopolity and power over life, this political technology is based on proactive, 
anticipative, and morphing techniques and aims at mastering a chaotic future 
with minimalist management focusing only on risky groups (so-identified) or 
groups at  risk.'') 

This does not mean that this program of the ban-opticon (which is chiefly 
but not only the program of dominant actors, who are struggling among 
themselves in order to define threats and measures to  counter them) can be 
implemented without arousing local resistances (either collective or individ- 
ual). There is a substantial distance between the myth of a power that satur- 
ates the social and controls society completely and the multiple and complex 
practices of "power effects." These power effects are always more unsteady 
and reversible than people believe because of the "microphysics" of struggles 
between the dominants, the experts, and so on. The program of a secure 
immigration where the objective of presenting a determination to achieve real 
control can itself generate unprecedented resistances crossing boundaries 
(in terms of class or nation) among the "subordinates" - as has been demon- 
strated by the struggle of undocumented migrants in France (les sans papiers) 
and by the struggles against deportation in international zones of airports. 
These zones that the state refuses to recognize as parts of its territory but 
wants to maintain within its sovereignty are now a major point of tension 
between globalization and the territorialized devices of control. The will to 
maintain sovereignty can work only through transnational technologies that 
destroy a little bit more of this vision of polity as a body. The consequences 
exceed "local" struggles and include the creation of a networking of social 
resistances at the global level. 

Nonetheless, while modifying the norms and practical conditions of 
democracy, this governmentality based on misgivings has concentrated the 
means to  conduct other people's conduct within the hands of the very indi- 
viduals who have an administrative-management knowledge of threats and 
risks. This governmentality has captured for its quasi-exclusive benefit the 
disciplinary and surveillance techniques that allow it to "lead behavior" 
and that modify the structure of states themselves. This governmentality 
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has discarded some actors, like parliaments, which, for a long time, have 
benefited from this concentration. It modifies old liberal techniques of gov- 
erning and modifies the discourse on checks and balances. Nowadays, it is 
governments and their bureaucracies (and not the territorial form of states) 
that strengthen their control of society and that extend further than before, 
even to the subcontracting of sovereign activities to the private sector (as, 
for example, with identity checking in semipublic places or in luggage and 
other checks at  borders). 

In Europe, this governmentality unfolds at  the national as well as the 
European level, and it even has a transatlantic level. It strengthens inter- 
national collaboration between the different bureaucracies, maintaining a 
rhetoric about the danger in any weakening of territorial and sovereign tech- 
nologies while being less interested in practice in the control of territory than 
in the control of population." It transnationalizes itself in a "beyond" the 
borders, and it structures relationship frameworks between administrations, 
between the "executive powers" of each country. It strengthens security ser- 
vices to the detriment of services managing social issues by transforming these 
very services into security auxiliaries. This cannot be done without new com- 
petitors, and the struggle between governmental administrative knowledge 
holders and international organizations is indeed becoming stronger, as is 
shown by muffled fights between the European Commission and the govern- 
ments in the Council of the Union. But it is always administrative power that 
wins and procedures of public deliberation that are defeated.72 

Even when NGOs intervene, they can do so only by turning profes- 
sional, by producing this kind of knowledge. The transnational mobiliza- 
tion of administrative knowledge thus proceeds faster than mobilizations 
coming from alternative sources, such as parliaments or associations. In this 
respect, it is particularly difficult to talk about "governance without gov- 
ernment,"'" as some internationalists do. Governance is actually a stretch- 
ing of government practices and of administrative knowledge beyond the 
"public." It must be analyzed as a mechanism of domination and not as a 
new word enabling theses on polyarchy to be revived. This is what induces 
me to avoid the word governance and prefer governmentality - meaning the 
art of governing, as a strategy of action or conduct in relations. 

Governmentality through misgivings, be it national or transnational at  
the European level, modifies the internal balances between security and 
freedom and widens the area of controls. Consequently, forms of domin- 
ation change, but not the dominating actors, even if (on the margins) the 
global reconfiguration of a transnational field of security disadvantages 
some agencies (strategists, conventional soldiers) and some places (parlia- 
ments) and promotes others (places of lobbying, antiterrorist police agenc- 
ies, intelligence services, customs, and gendarmeries). As Hamit Bozarslan 
has shown, it can happen that executives perpetuate themselves through the 
destruction of state forms (rule of law) that also favor some resistances 
(legal and international norms, and resort to them).74 Defending the judicial 
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against the administrative (i.e., places of deliberation against speed or 
"dromocracy," or procedures of trust against procedures of systematic 
suspicion) is not in~ignificant.'~ Inventing different emancipation norms is 
also crucial, as commentators like Ken Booth and R.B.J. Walker have 
emphasized in different ways.76 Coproduction of security, necessary in the 
struggle against crime, should be disconnected from migratory issues and 
should be accompanied by a coproduction of freedoms and guarantees in 
order that the weak and the newcomers on a territory are not the quasi- 
exclusive targets of a policy against delinquency. Security should thus have 
another meaning independent from interest of the politicians and profes- 
sionals of unease. Scholars cannot present themselves as spectators. Their 
analyses, including the most critical, are used by some actors of the social 
and political interplay. They participate, nolens, volens, in the production 
of the history of the securitization of immigration, when they are not 
describing the modification of agencies practices. A withdrawal into pure 
theory is not possible, but at the same moment, academics are not key 
actors in the process of (de)securitization. 

In conclusion, the structure of political and bureaucratic interplay must be 
analyzed on a dialectical basis in order to understand better the "political spec- 
tacle" that is taking place through the securitization of immigration." Mul- 
tiple discursive practices must be understood, as well as the heterogeneity of 
the nondiscursive practices as part of the same "dispositif" (legal devices, 
political rhetoric, police practices, surveillance technologies, discourses on 
human rights, resistances of actors, and so on) in order to understand the 
articulation of knowledge and power relations.78 The discursive transversality 
of the immigrant figure needs to be plotted, through all the twists, turns, and 
meanings that link this figure with different structural problems and the figure 
of the sovereign state itself. 

The reasons for a discourse on "regulation" and the shift from a pro- 
tective, enabling discourse to one about a rise of insecurity that is intended 
to be disturbing and worrying needs research along the lines of Foucault 
and Ericson, Bourdieu and Wacquant. This is possible only through a 
detailed analysis of the positions of authority of those who promote a threat 
definition in each bureaucracy, whether public or private. The consequences 
of the existence beyond the national of such a transversal and transnational 
field of unease management linking the practices and the knowledge of the 
diverse agencies in Europe also needs to be analyzed. And one should ask 
what this governmentality is establishing, and how it historically articulates 
itself with the figure of the state. This analysis, based on sociological con- 
structivism, requires a reflection about discursive interaction - about the 
positions of authority of the enunciators, the spokespersons, of the institu- 
tions. It must analyze the internal logic of the field of professionals in the 
management of unease - the logic that structures the speakable and the 
unspeakable concerning immigration and the practices of security agencies. 
To paraphrase Alexander Wendt, "security is what the professionals of 
unease management make of it."79 
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Power and Weakness 

Robert Kagan 

I t is time to stop pretending that Europeans and Americans share a common 
view of the world, or even that they occupy the same world. On the all- 
important question of power - the efficacy of power, the morality of power, 

the desirability of power - American and European perspectives are diverging. 
Europe is turning away from power, or to put it a little differently, it is mov- 
ing beyond power into a self-contained world of laws and rules and transna- 
tional negotiation and cooperation. It is entering a post-historical paradise of 
peace and relative prosperity, the realization of Kant's "Perpetual Peace." The 
United States, meanwhile, remains mired in history, exercising power in the 
anarchic Hobbesian world where international laws and rules are unreliable 
and where true security and the defense and promotion of a liberal order still 
depend on the possession and use of military might. That is why on major 
strategic and international questions today, Americans are from Mars and 
Europeans are from Venus: They agree on little and understand one another 
less and less. And this state of affairs is not transitory - the product of one 
American election or one catastrophic event. The reasons for the transatlantic 
divide are deep, long in development, and likely to endure. When it comes to 
setting national priorities, determining threats, defining challenges, and fash- 
ioning and implementing foreign and defense policies, the United States and 
Europe have parted ways. 

It is easier to see the contrast as an American living in Europe. Europeans 
are more conscious of the growing differences, perhaps because they fear them 
more. European intellectuals are nearly unanimous in the conviction that 
Americans and Europeans no longer share a common "strategic culture." The 
European caricature at its most extreme depicts an America dominated by a 
"culture of death," its warlike temperament the natural product of a violent 
society where every man has a gun and the death penalty reigns. But even 
those who do not make this crude link agree there are profound differences in 
the way the United States and Europe conduct foreign policy. 

The United States, they argue, resorts to force more quickly and, com- 
pared with Europe, is less patient with diplomacy. Americans generally see 

Source: Pol1c.y Revreto, 111 (2002): 3-28. 
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the world divided between good and evil, between friends and enemies, 
while Europeans see a more complex picture. When confronting real or 
potential adversaries, Americans generally favor policies of coercion rather 
than persuasion, emphasizing punitive sanctions over inducements to better 
behavior, the stick over the carrot. Americans tend to seek finality in inter- 
national affairs: They want problems solved, threats eliminated. And, of 
course, Americans increasingly tend toward unilateralism in international 
affairs. They are less inclined to act through international institutions such 
as the United Nations, less inclined to work cooperatively with other nations 
to pursue common goals, more skeptical about international law, and more 
willing to operate outside its strictures when they deem it necessary, or even 
merely useful.' 

Europeans insist they approach problems with greater nuance and sophis- 
tication. They try to influence others through subtlety and indirection. They 
are more tolerant of failure, more patient when solutions don't come 
quickly. They generally favor peaceful responses to problems, preferring 
negotiation, diplomacy, and persuasion to coercion. They are quicker to 
appeal to international law, international conventions, and international 
opinion to adjudicate disputes. They try to use commercial and economic 
ties to bind nations together. They often emphasize process over result, 
believing that ultimately process can become substance. 

This European dual portrait is a caricature, of course, with its share of exag- 
gerations and oversimplifications. One cannot generalize about Europeans: 
Britons may have a more "American" view of power than many of their fel- 
low Europeans on the continent. And there are differing perspectives within 
nations on both sides of the Atlantic. In the U.S., Democrats often seem 
more "European" than Republicans; Secretary of State Colin Powell may 
appear more "European" than Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld. 
Many Americans, especially among the intellectual elite, are as uncomfort- 
able with the "hard" quality of American foreign policy as any European; 
and some Europeans value power as much as any American. 

Nevertheless, the caricatures do capture an essential truth: The United 
States and Europe are fundamentally different today. Powell and Rumsfeld 
have more in common than do Powell and Hubert VCdrine or even Jack 
Straw. When it comes to the use of force, mainstream American Democrats 
have more in common with Republicans than they do with most European 
Socialists and Social Democrats. During the 1990s even American liberals 
were more willing to resort to force and were more Manichean in their per- 
ception of the world than most of their European counterparts. The Clinton 
administration bombed Iraq, as well as Afghanistan and Sudan. European 
governments, it is safe to say, would not have done so. Whether they would 
have bombed even Belgrade in 1999, had the U.S. not forced their hand, is 
an interesting question.2 

What is the source of these differing strategic perspectives? The question 
has received too little attention in recent years, either because foreign pol- 
icy intellectuals and policymakers on both sides of the Atlantic have denied 
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the existence of a genuine difference or because those who have pointed 
to the difference, especially in Europe, have been more interested in assail- 
ing the United States than in understanding why the United States acts as it 
does - or, for that matter, why Europe acts as it does. It is past time to move 
beyond the denial and the insults and to face the problem head-on. 

Despite what many Europeans and some Americans believe, these dif- 
ferences in strategic culture do not spring naturally from the national char- 
acters of Americans and Europeans. After all, what Europeans now consider 
their more peaceful strategic culture is, historically speaking, quite new. 
It represents an evolution away from the very different strategic culture that 
dominated Europe for hundreds of years and at  least until World War I. The 
European governments - and peoples - who enthusiastically launched them- 
selves into that continental war believed in machtpolitik. While the roots of 
the present European worldview, like the roots of the European Union 
itself, can be traced back to the Enlightenment, Europe's great-power politics 
for the past 300 years did not follow the visionary designs of the philoso- 
phes and the physiocrats. 

As for the United States, there is nothing timeless about the present heavy 
reliance on force as a tool of international relations, nor about the tilt toward 
unilateralism and away from a devotion to international law. Americans are 
children of the Enlightenment, too, and in the early years of the republic were 
more faithful apostles of its creed. America's eighteenth- and early nineteenth- 
century statesmen sounded much like the European statesmen of today, extol- 
ling the virtues of commerce as the soothing balm of international strife and 
appealing to international law and international opinion over brute force. 
The young United States wielded power against weaker peoples on the North 
American continent, but when it came to  dealing with the European giants, 
it claimed to abjure power and assailed as atavistic the power politics of the 
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century European empires. 

Two centuries later, Americans and Europeans have traded places - and 
perspectives. Partly this is because in those 200 years, but especially in recent 
decades, the power equation has shifted dramatically: When the United 
States was weak, it practiced the strategies of indirection, the strategies of 
weakness; now that the United States is powerful, it behaves as powerful 
nations do. When the European great powers were strong, they believed in 
strength and martial glory. Now, they see the world through the eyes of 
weaker powers. These very different points of view, weak versus strong, 
have naturally produced differing strategic judgments, differing assessments 
of threats and of the proper means of addressing threats, and even differing 
calculations of interest. 

But this is only part of the answer. For along with these natural conse- 
quences of the transatlantic power gap, there has also opened a broad ideo- 
logical gap. Europe, because of its unique historical experience of the past 
half-century - culminating in the past decade with the creation of the 
European Union - has developed a set of ideals and principles regarding the 
utility and morality of power different from the ideals and principles of 
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Americans, who have not shared that experience. Sf the strategic chasm 
between the United States and Europe appears greater than ever today, and 
grows still wider at a worrying pace, it is because these material and ideo- 
logical differences reinforce one another. The divisive trend they together 
produce may be impossible to reverse. 

The Power Gap: Perception and Reality 

Europe has been militarily weak for a long time, but until fairly recently its 
weakness had been obscured. World War I1 all but destroyed European 
nations as global powers, and their postwar inability to project sufficient 
force overseas to maintain colonial empires in Asia, Africa, and the Middle 
East forced them to retreat on a massive scale after more than five centuries 
of imperial dominance - perhaps the most significant retrenchment of global 
influence in human history. For a half-century after World War IS, however, 
this weakness was masked by the unique geopolitical circumstances of the 
Cold War. Dwarfed by the two superpowers on its flanks, a weakened Europe 
nevertheless served as the central strategic theater of the worldwide struggle 
between communism and democratic capitalism. Its sole but vital strategic 
mission was to defend its own territory against any Soviet offensive, at least 
until the Americans arrived. Although shorn of most traditional measures of 
great-power status, Europe remained the geopolitical pivot, and this, along 
with lingering habits of world leadership, allowed Europeans to retain inter- 
national influence well beyond what their sheer military capabilities might 
have afforded. 

Europe lost this strategic centrality after the Cold War ended, but it took 
a few more years for the lingering mirage of European global power to fade. 
During the 1990s, war in the Balkans kept both Europeans and Americans 
focused on the strategic importance of the continent and on the continuing 
relevance of NATO. The enlargement of NATO to include former Warsaw 
Pact nations and the consolidation of the Cold War victory kept Europe in 
the forefront of the strategic discussion. 

Then there was the early promise of the "new Europe." By bonding 
together into a single political and economic unit - the historic accomplish- 
ment of the Maastricht treaty in 1992 - many hoped to recapture Europe's 
old greatness but in a new political form. "Europe" would be the next super- 
power, not only economically and politically, but also militarily. It would 
handle crises on the European continent, such as the ethnic conflicts in the 
Balkans, and it would reemerge as a global player. In the 1990s Europeans 
could confidently assert that the power of a unified Europe would restore, 
finally, the global "multipolarity" that had been destroyed by the Cold War 
and its aftermath. And most Americans, with mixed emotions, agreed that 
superpower Europe was the future. Harvard University's Samuel P. Huntington 
predicted that the coalescing of the European Union would be "the single 
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most important move" in a worldwide reaction against American hegemony 
and would produce a "truly multipolar" twenty-first century.' 

But European pretensions and American apprehensions proved un- 
founded. The 1990s witnessed not the rise of a European superpower but 
the decline of Europe into relative weakness. The Balkan conflict at  the 
beginning of the decade revealed European military incapacity and political 
disarray; the Kosovo conflict at  decade's end exposed a transatlantic gap in 
military technology and the ability to wage modern warfare that would 
only widen in subsequent years. Outside of Europe, the disparity by the 
close of the 1990s was even more starkly apparent as it became clear that 
the ability of European powers, individually or collectively, to project deci- 
sive force into regions of conflict beyond the continent was negligible. 
Europeans could provide peacekeeping forces in the Balkans - indeed, they 
could and eventually did provide the vast bulk of those forces in Bosnia and 
Kosovo. But they lacked the wherewithal to introduce and sustain a fight- 
ing force in potentially hostile territory, even in Europe. Under the best of 
circumstances, the European role was limited to filling out peacekeeping 
forces after the United States had, largely on its own, carried out the deci- 
sive phases of a military mission and stabilized the situation. As some 
Europeans put it, the real division of labor consisted of the United States 
"making the dinner" and the Europeans "doing the dishes." 

This inadequacy should have come as no surprise, since these were the lim- 
itations that had forced Europe to retract its global influence in the first place. 
Those Americans and Europeans who proposed that Europe expand its strate- 
gic role beyond the continent set an unreasonable goal. During the Cold War, 
Europe's strategic role had been to defend itself. It was unrealistic to expect a 
return to international great-power status, unless European peoples were will- 
ing to shift significant resources from social programs to military programs. 

Clearly they were not. Not only were Europeans unwilling to pay to pro- 
ject force beyond Europe. After the Cold War, they would not pay for suffi- 
cient force to conduct even minor military actions on the continent without 
American help. Nor did it seem to matter whether European publics were 
being asked to spend money to strengthen NATO or an independent European 
foreign and defense policy. Their answer was the same. Rather than viewing 
the collapse of the Soviet Union as an opportunity to flex global muscles, 
Europeans took it as an opportunity to cash in on a sizable peace dividend. 
Average European defense budgets gradually fell below 2 percent of GDP. 
Despite talk of establishing Europe as a global superpower, therefore, 
European military capabilities steadily fell behind those of the United States 
throughout the 1990s. 

The end of the Cold War had a very different effect on the other side of the 
Atlantic. For although Americans looked for a peace dividend, too, and defense 
budgets declined or remained flat during most of the 1990s, defense spending 
still remained above 3 percent of GDP. Fast on the heels of the Soviet empire's 
demise came Iraq's invasion of Kuwait and the largest American military 
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action in a quarter-century. Thereafter American administrations cut the Cold 
War force, but not as dramatically as might have been expected. By historical 
standards, America's military power and particularly its ability to project that 
power to all corners of the globe remained unprecedented. 

Meanwhile, the very fact of the Soviet empire's collapse vastly increased 
America's strength relative to the rest of the world. The sizable American 
military arsenal, once barely sufficient to balance Soviet power, was now 
deployed in a world without a single formidable adversary. This "unipolar 
moment" had an entirely natural and predictable consequence: It made the 
United States more willing to use force abroad. With the check of Soviet 
power removed, the United States was free to intervene practically wherever 
and whenever it chose - a fact reflected in the proliferation of overseas mili- 
tary interventions that began during the first Bush administration with the 
invasion of Panama in 1989, the Persian Gulf War in 1991, and the humani- 
tarian intervention in Somalia in 1992, continuing during the Clinton years 
with interventions in Haiti, Bosnia, and Kosovo. While American politi- 
cians talked of pulling back from the world, the reality was an America 
intervening abroad more frequently than it had throughout most of the 
Cold War. Thanks to  new technologies, the United States was also freer to  
use force around the world in more limited ways through air and missile 
strikes, which it did with increasing frequency. 

How could this growing transatlantic power gap fail to create a differ- 
ence in strategic perceptions? Even during the Cold War, American military 
predominance and Europe's relative weakness had produced important and 
sometimes serious disagreements. Gaullism, Ostpolitik, and the various 
movements for European independence and unity were manifestations not 
only of a European desire for honor and freedom of action. They also reflected 
a European conviction that America's approach to the Cold War was too 
confrontational, too militaristic, and too dangerous. Europeans believed 
they knew better how to deal with the Soviets: through engagement and 
seduction, through commercial and political ties, through patience and for- 
bearance. It was a legitimate view, shared by many Americans. But it also 
reflected Europe's weakness relative to the United States, the fewer military 
options at Europe's disposal, and its greater vulnerability to a powerful 
Soviet Union. It may have reflected, too, Europe's memory of continental 
war. Americans, when they were not themselves engaged in the subtleties of 
dktente, viewed the European approach as a form of appeasement, a return 
to the fearful mentality of the 1930s. But appeasement is never a dirty word 
to those whose genuine weakness offers few appealing alternatives. For 
them, it is a policy of sophistication. 

The end of the Cold War, by widening the power gap, exacerbated the 
disagreements. Although transatlantic tensions are now widely assumed to 
have begun with the inauguration of George W. Bush in January 2001, they 
were already evident during the Clinton administration and may even be 
traced back to the administration of George H.W. Bush. By 1992, mutual 
recriminations were rife over Bosnia, where the United States refused to act 
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and Europe could not act. It was during the Clinton years that Europeans 
began complaining about being lectured by the "hectoring hegemon." This 
was also the period in which Vkdrine coined the term hyperpuissance to 
describe an American behemoth too worryingly powerful to be designated 
merely a superpower. (Perhaps he was responding to then-Secretary of State 
Madeleine Albright's insistence that the United States was the world's "indis- 
pensable nation.") It was also during the 1990s that the transatlantic dis- 
agreement over American plans for missile defense emerged and many 
Europeans began grumbling about the American propensity to choose force 
and punishment over diplomacy and persuasion. 

The Clinton administration, meanwhile, though relatively timid and re- 
strained itself, grew angry and impatient with European timidity, especially the 
unwillingness to confront Saddam Hussein. The split in the alliance over Iraq 
didn't begin with the 2000 election but in 1997, when the Clinton adminis- 
tration tried to increase the pressure on Baghdad and found itself at odds with 
France and (to a lesser extent) Great Britain in the United Nations Security 
Council. Even the war in Kosovo was marked by nervousness among some 
allies - especially Italy, Greece, and Germany - that the United States was 
too uncompromisingly militaristic in its approach. And while Europeans and 
Americans ultimately stood together in the confrontation with Belgrade, the - - 

Kosovo war produced in Europe less satisfaction at the successful prosecution 
of the war than unease at America's apparent omnipotence. That apprehen- 
sion would only increase in the wake of American military action after 
September 11,2001. 

The Psychology of Power and Weakness 

Today's transatlantic problem, in short, is not a George Bush problem. It is 
a power problem. American military strength has produced a propensity to 
use that strength. Europe's military weakness has produced a perfectly 
understandable aversion to the exercise of military power. Indeed, it has 
produced a powerful European interest in inhabiting a world where strength 
doesn't matter, where international law and international institutions pre- 
dominate, where unilateral action by powerful nations is forbidden, where 
all nations regardless of their strength have equal rights and are equally pro- 
tected by commonly agreed-upon international rules of behavior. Europeans 
have a deep interest in devaluing and eventually eradicating the brutal laws 
of an anarchic, Hobbesian world where power is the ultimate determinant 
of national security and success. 

This is no reproach. It is what weaker powers have wanted from time 
immemorial. It was what Americans wanted in the eighteenth and early nine- 
teenth centuries, when the brutality of a European system of power politics 
run by the global giants of France, Britain, and Russia left Americans con- 
stantly vulnerable to imperial thrashing. It was what the other small powers 
of Europe wanted in those years, too, only to be sneered at by Bourbon kings 
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and other powerful monarchs, who spoke instead of raison d'etat. The great 
proponent of international law on the high seas in the eighteenth century was 
the United States; the great opponent was Britain's navy, the "Mistress of the 
Seas." In an anarchic world, small powers always fear they will be victims. 
Great powers, on the other hand, often fear rules that may constrain them 
more than they fear the anarchy in which their power brings security and 
prosperity. 

This natural and historic disagreement between the stronger and the 
weaker manifests itself in today's transatlantic dispute over the question of 
unilateralism. Europeans generally believe their objection to American uni- 
lateralism is proof of their greater commitment to certain ideals concerning 
world order. They are less willing to acknowledge that their hostility to uni- 
lateralism is also self-interested Europeans fear American unilateralism. 
They fear it perpetuates a Hobbesian world in which they may become 
increasingly vulnerable. The United States may be a relatively benign hegemon, 
but insofar as its actions delay the arrival of a world order more conducive 
to the safety of weaker powers, it is objectively dangerous. 

This is one reason why in recent years a principal objective of European 
foreign policy has become, as one European observer puts it, the "multilater- 
alising" of the United  state^.^ It is not that Europeans are teaming up against 
the American hegemon, as Huntington and many realist theorists would 
have it, by creating a countervailing power. After all, Europeans are not 
increasing their power. Their tactics, like their goal, are the tactics of the 
weak. They hope to constrain American power without wielding power 
themselves. In what may be the ultimate feat of subtlety and indirection, they 
want to control the behemoth by appealing to its conscience. 

It is a sound strategy, as far as it goes. The United States is a behemoth with 
a conscience. It is not Louis XIV's France or George 111's England. Americans 
do not argue, even to themselves, that their actions may be justified by raison 
d'etat. Americans have never accepted the principles of Europe's old order, 
never embraced the Machiavellian perspective. The United States is a liberal, 
progressive society through and through, and to the extent that Americans 
believe in power, they believe it must be a means of advancing the principles 
of a liberal civilization and a liberal world order. Americans even share 
Europe's aspirations for a more orderly world system based not on power but 
on rules - after all, they were striving for such a world when Europeans were 
still extolling the laws of machtpolitik. 

But while these common ideals and aspirations shape foreign policies on 
both sides of the Atlantic, they cannot completely negate the very different 
perspectives from which Europeans and Americans view the world and the 
role of power in international affairs. Europeans oppose unilateralism in 
part because they have no capacity for unilateralism. Polls consistently show 
that Americans support multilateral action in principle - they even support 
acting under the rubric of the United Nations - but the fact remains that the 
United States can act unilaterally, and has done so many times with reason- 
able success. For Europeans, the appeal to multilateralism and international 
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law has a real practical payoff and little cost. For Americans, who stand to 
lose at least some freedom of action, support for universal rules of behavior 
really is a matter of idealism. 

Even when Americans and Europeans can agree on the kind of world 
order they would strive to build, however, they increasingly disagree about 
what constitutes a threat to that international endeavor. Indeed, Europeans 
and Americans differ most these days in their evaluation of what constitutes 

a tolerable versus an intolerable threat. This, too, is consistent with the dis- 
parity of power. 

Europeans often argue that Americans have an unreasonable demand for 
"perfect" security, the product of living for centuries shielded behind two 
oceans.' Europeans claim they know what it is like to live with danger, to 
exist side-by-side with evil, since they've done it for centuries. Hence their 
greater tolerance for such threats as may be posed by Saddam Hussein's Iraq 
or the Ayatollahs' Iran. Americans, they claim, make far too much of the 
dangers these regimes pose. 

Even before September 11, this argument rang a bit hollow. The United 
States in its formative decades lived in a state of substantial insecurity, sur- 
rounded by hostile European empires, at constant risk of being torn apart by 
centrifugal forces that were encouraged by threats from without: National 
insecurity formed the core of Washington's Farewell Address. As for the 
Europeans' supposed tolerance for insecurity and evil, it can be overstated. 
For the better part of three centuries, European Catholics and Protestants 
more often preferred to kill than to tolerate each other; nor have the past 
two centuries shown all that much mutual tolerance between Frenchmen 
and Germans. 

Some Europeans argue that precisely because Europe has suffered so 
much, it has a higher tolerance for suffering than America and therefore a 
higher tolerance for threats. More likely the opposite is true. The memory 
of their horrendous suffering in World War I made the British and French 
publics more fearful of Nazi Germany, not more tolerant, and this attitude 
contributed significantly to the appeasement of the 1930s. 

A better explanation of Europe's greater tolerance for threats is, once 
again, Europe's relative weakness. Tolerance is also very much a realistic 
response in that Europe, precisely because it is weak, actually faces fewer 
threats than the far more powerful United States. 

The psychology of weakness is easy enough to understand. A man armed 
only with a knife may decide that a bear prowling the forest is a tolerable 
danger, inasmuch as the alternative - hunting the bear armed only with a 
knife - is actually riskier than lying low and hoping the bear never attacks. 
The same man armed with a rifle, however, will likely make a different cal- 
culation of what constitutes a tolerable risk. Why should he risk being 
mauled to death if he doesn't need to? 

This perfectly normal human psychology is helping to drive a wedge 
between the United States and Europe today. Europeans have concluded, rea- 
sonably enough, that the threat posed by Saddam Hussein is more tolerable 
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for them than the risk of removing him. But Americans, being stronger, have 
reasonably enough developed a lower threshold of tolerance for Saddam and 
his weapons of mass destruction, especially after September 11. Europeans 
like to say that Americans are obsessed with fixing problems, but it is gener- 
ally true that those with a greater capacity to fix problems are more likely to 
try to fix them than those who have no such capability. Americans can im- 
agine successfully invading Iraq and toppling Saddam, and therefore more 
than 70 percent of Americans apparently favor such action. Europeans, not 
surprisingly, find the prospect both unimaginable and frightening. 

The incapacity to respond to  threats leads not only to tolerance but 
sometimes to denial. It's normal to try to put out of one's mind that which 
one can do nothing about. According to one student of European opinion, 
even the very focus on "threats" differentiates American policymakers from 
their European counterparts. Americans, writes Steven Everts, talk about 
foreign "threats" such as "the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, 
terrorism, and 'rogue states."' But Europeans look at  "challenges," such as 
"ethnic conflict, migration, organized crime, poverty and environmental 
degradation." As Everts notes, however, the key difference is less a matter 
of culture and philosophy than of capability. Europeans "are most worried 
about issues ... that have a greater chance of being solved by political 
engagement and huge sums of money." In other words, Europeans focus on 
issues - "challenges" -where European strengths come into play but not on 
those "threats" where European weakness makes solutions elusive. If Europe's 
strategic culture today places less value on power and military strength and 
more value on such soft-power tools as economics and trade, isn't it partly 
because Europe is militarily weak and economically strong? Americans are 
quicker to acknowledge the existence of threats, even to perceive them 
where others may not see any, because they can conceive of doing some- 
thing to meet those threats. 

The differing threat perceptions in the United States and Europe are not 
just matters of psychology, however. They are also grounded in a practical 
reality that is another product of the disparity of power. For Iraq and other 
"rogue" states objectively do not pose the same level of threat to  Europeans 
as they do to the United States. There is, first of all, the American security 
guarantee that Europeans enjoy and have enjoyed for six decades, ever since 
the United States took upon itself the burden of maintaining order in far- 
flung regions of the world - from the Korean Peninsula to the Persian Gulf - 
from which European power had largely withdrawn. Europeans generally 
believe, whether or not they admit it to themselves, that were Iraq ever to 
emerge as a real and present danger, as opposed to merely a potential dan- 
ger, then the United States would do something about it - as it did in 1991. 
If during the Cold Mar Europe by necessity made a major contribution to 
its own defense, today Europeans enjoy an unparalleled measure of "free 
security" because most of the likely threats are in regions outside Europe, 
where only the United States can project effective force. In a very practical 
sense - that is, when it comes to actual strategic planning - neither Iraq nor 
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Iran nor North Korea nor any other "rogue" state in the world is primarily 
a European problem. Nor, certainly, is China. Both Europeans and Americans 
agree that these are primarily American problems. 

This is why Saddam Hussein is not as great a threat to Europe as he is 
to the United States. He would be a greater threat to the United States even 
were the Americans and Europeans in complete agreement on Iraq policy, 
because it is the logical consequence of the transatlantic disparity of power. 
The task of containing Saddam Hussein belongs primarily to the United 
States, not to Europe, and everyone agrees on thish - including Saddam, 
which is why he considers the united States, not Europe, his principal 
adversary. In the Persian Gulf, in the Middle East, and in most other regions 
of the world (including Europe), the United States plays the role of ultimate 
enforcer. "You are so powerful," Europeans often say to Americans. "So 
why do  you feel so threatened?" But it is precisely America's great power 
that makes it the primary target, and often the only target. Europeans are 
understandably content that it should remain so. 

Americans are "cowboys," Europeans love to say. And there is truth in 
this. The United States does act as an international sheriff, self-appointed 
perhaps but widely welcomed nevertheless, trying to enforce some peace 
and justice in what Americans see as a lawless world where outlaws need 
to be deterred or destroyed, and often through the muzzle of a gun. Europe, 
by this old West analogy, is more like a saloonkeeper. Outlaws shoot sher- 
iffs, not saloonkeepers. In fact, from the saloonkeeper's point of view, the 
sheriff trying to impose order by force can sometimes be more threatening 
than the outlaws who, at  least for the time being, may just want a drink. 

When Europeans took to the streets by the millions after September 11, 
most Americans believed it was out of a sense of shared danger and common 
interest: The Europeans knew they could be next. But Europeans by and large 
did not feel that way and still don't. Europeans do  not really believe they are 
next. They may be secondary targets - because they are allied with the U.S. - 
but they are not the primary target, because they no longer play the imperial 
role in the Middle East that might have engendered the same antagonism 
against them as is aimed at the United States. When Europeans wept and 
waved American flags after September 11, it was out of genuine human sym- 
pathy, sorrow, and affection for Americans. For better or for worse, European 
displays of solidarity were a product more of fellow-feeling than self-interest. 

The Origins of Modern European Foreign Policy 

Important as the power gap may be in shaping the respective strategic cul- 
tures of the United States and Europe, it is only one part of the story. 
Europe in the past half-century has developed a genuinely different per- 
spective on the role of power in international relations, a perspective that 
springs directly from its unique historical experience since the end of World 
War 11. It is a perspective that Americans do  not share and cannot share, 
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inasmuch as the formative historical experiences on their side of the Atlantic 
have not been the same. 

Consider again the qualities that make up the European strategic culture: 
the emphasis on negotiation, diplomacy, and commercial ties, on international 
law over the use of force, on seduction over coercion, on multilateralism over 
unilateralism. It is true that these are not traditionally European approaches 
to international relations when viewed from a long historical perspective. 
But they are a product of more recent European history. The modern 
European strategic culture represents a conscious rejection of the European 
past, a rejection of the evils of European machtpolitik. It is a reflection of 
Europeans' ardent and understandable desire never to return to that past. 
Who knows better than Europeans the dangers that arise from unbridled 
power politics, from an excessive reliance on military force, from policies 
produced by national egoism and ambition, even from balance of power and 
raison d'e'tat? As German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer put it in a speech 
outlining his vision of the European future at Humboldt University in Berlin 
(May 12,2000), "The core of the concept of Europe after 1945 was and still 
is a rejection of the European balance-of-power principle and the hegemonic 
ambitions of individual states that had emerged following the Peace of 
Westphalia in 1648." The European Union is itself the product of an awful 
century of European warfare. 

Of course, it was the "hegemonic ambitions" of one nation in particular 
that European integration was meant to contain. And it is the integration and 
taming of Germany that is the great accomplishment of Europe - viewed his- 
torically, perhaps the greatest feat of international politics ever achieved. 
Some Europeans recall, as Fischer does, the central role played by the United 
States in solving the "German problem." Fewer like to recall that the military 
destruction of Nazi Germany was the prerequisite for the European peace 
that followed. Most Europeans believe that it was the transformation of 
European politics, the deliberate abandonment and rejection of centuries of 
macbtpolitik, that in the end made possible the "new order." The Europeans, 
who invented power politics, turned themselves into born-again idealists by 
an act of will, leaving behind them what Fischer called "the old system of bal- 
ance with its continued national orientation, constraints of coalition, tradi- 
tional interest-led politics and the permanent danger of nationalist ideologies 
and confrontations." 

Fischer stands near one end of the spectrum of European idealism. But 
this is not really a right-left issue in Europe. Fischer's principal contention - 
that Europe has moved beyond the old system of power politics and discov- 
ered a new system for preserving peace in international relations - is widely 
shared across Europe. As senior British diplomat Robert Cooper recently 
wrote in the Observer (April 7,2002), Europe today lives in a "postmodern 
system" that does not rest on a balance of power but on "the rejection of 
force" and on "self-enforced rules of behavior." In the "postmodern world," 
writes Cooper, "raison d'e'tat and the amorality of Machiavelli's theories of 
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statecraft ... have been replaced by a moral consciousness" in international 
affairs. 

American realists might scoff at this idealism. George F. Kennan assumed 
only his nai've fellow Americans succumbed to such "Wilsonian" legalistic 
and moralistic fancies, not those war-tested, historically minded European 
Machiavels. But, really, why shouldn't Europeans be idealistic about inter- 
national affairs, at least as they are conducted in Europe's "postmodern system"? 
Within the confines of Europe, the age-old laws of international relations have 
been repealed. Europeans have stepped out of the Hobbesian world of anarchy 
into the Kantian world of perpetual peace. European life during the more than 
five decades since the end of World War I1 has been shaped not by the brutal 
laws of power politics but by the unfolding of a geopolitical fantasy, a miracle 
of world-historical importance: The German lion has laid down with the 
French lamb. The conflict that ravaged Europe ever since the violent birth of 
Germany in the nineteenth century has been put to rest. 

The means by which this miracle has been achieved have understandably 
acquired something of a sacred mystique for Europeans, especially since the 
end of the Cold War. Diplomacy, negotiations, patience, the forging of eco- 
nomic ties, political engagement, the use of inducements rather than sanc- 
tions, the taking of small steps and tempering ambitions for success - these 
were the tools of Franco-German rapprochement and hence the tools that 
made European integration possible. Integration was not to be based on mili- 
tary deterrence or the balance of power. Quite the contrary. The miracle 
came from the rejection of military power and of its utility as an instrument 
of international affairs - at least within the confines of Europe. During the 
Cold War, few Europeans doubted the need for military power to deter the 
Soviet Union. But within Europe the rules were different. 

Collective security was provided from without, meanwhile, by the deus 
ex machina of the United States operating through the military structures of 
NATO. Within this wall of security, Europeans pursued their new order, 
freed from the brutal laws and even the mentality of power politics. This 
evolution from the old to the new began in Europe during the Cold War. 
But the end of the Cold War, by removing even the external danger of the 
Soviet Union, allowed Europe's new order, and its new idealism, to blossom 
fully. Freed from the requirements of any military deterrence, internal or 
external, Europeans became still more confident that their way of settling 
international problems now had universal application. 

"The genius of the founding fathers," European Commission President 
Romano Prodi commented in a speech at the Institute d'Etudes Politiques in 
Paris (May 29,2001), "lay in translating extremely high political ambitions ... 
into a series of more specific, almost technical decisions. This indirect ap- 
proach made further action possible. Rapprochement took place gradually. 
From confrontation we moved to willingness to cooperate in the economic 
sphere and then on to integration."  his is what many Europeans believe 
they have to offer the world: not power, but the transcendence of power. 
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The "essence" of the European Union, writes Everts, is "all about subjecting 
inter-state relations to the rule of law," and Europe's experience of successful 
multilateral governance has in turn produced an ambition to convert the 
world. Europe "has a role to play in world 'governance,"' says Prodi, a role 
based on replicating the European experience on a global scale. In Europe 
"the rule of law has replaced the crude interplay of power . .. power politics 
have lost their influence." And by "making a success of integration we are 
demonstrating to the world that it is possible to create a method for peace." 

No doubt there are Britons, Germans, French, and others who would 
frown on such exuberant idealism. But many Europeans, including many in 
positions of power, routinely apply Europe's experience to the rest of the 
world. For is not the general European critique of the American approach 
to "rogue" regimes based on this special European insight? Iraq, Iran, North 
Korea, Libya -these states may be dangerous and unpleasant, even evil. But 
might not an "indirect approach" work again, as it did in Europe? Might it 
not be possible once more to move from confrontation to rapprochement, 
beginning with cooperation in the economic sphere and then moving on to 
peaceful integration? Could not the formula that worked in Europe work 
again with Iran or even Iraq? A great many Europeans insist that it can. 

The transmission of the European miracle to the rest of the world has 
become Europe's new mission civilisatuice. Just as Americans have always 
believed that they had discovered the secret to human happiness and wished 
to export it to the rest of the world, so the Europeans have a new mission 
born of their own discovery of perpetual peace. 

Thus we arrive at what may be the most important reason for the diver- 
gence in views between Europe and the United States. America's power, and 
its willingness to exercise that power - unilaterally if necessary - represents a 
threat to Europe's new sense of mission. Perhaps the greatest threat. American 
policymakers find it hard to believe, but leading officials and politicians 
in Europe worry more about how the United States might handle or mis- 
handle the problem of Iraq - by undertaking unilateral and extralegal mili- 
tary action - than they worry about Iraq itself and Saddam Hussein's weapons 
of mass destruction. And while it is true that they fear such action might desta- 
bilize the Middle East and lead to the unnecessary loss of life, there is a deeper 
concern.'Such American action represents an assault on the essence of "post- 
modern" Europe. It is an assault on Europe's new ideals, a denial of their uni- 
versal validity, much as the monarchies of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century 
Europe were an assault on American republican ideals. Americans ought to be 
the first to understand that a threat to one's beliefs can be as frightening as a 
threat to one's physical security. 

As Americans have for two centuries, Europeans speak with great confi- 
dence of the superiority of their global understanding, the wisdom they have 
to offer other nations about conflict resolution, and their way of addressing 
international problems. But just as in the first decade of the American repub- 
lic, there is a hint of insecurity in the European claim to "success," an evident 
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need to have their success affirmed and their views accepted by other 
nations, particularly by the mighty United States. After all, to deny the valid- 
ity of the new European idealism is to raise profound doubts about the via- 
bility of the European project. If international problems cannot, in fact, be 
settled the European way, wouldn't that suggest that Europe itself may even- 
tually fall short of a solution, with all the horrors this implies? 

And, of course, it is precisely this fear that still hangs over Europeans, 
even as Europe moves forward. Europeans, and particularly the French and 
Germans, are not entirely sure that the problem once known as the "German 
problem" really has been solved. As their various and often very different 
proposals for the future constitution of Europe suggest, the French are still 
not confident they can trust the Germans, and the Germans are still not sure 
they can trust themselves. This fear can at  times hinder progress toward 
deeper integration, but it also propels the European project forward despite 
innumerable obstacles. The European project must succeed, for how else to 
overcome what Fischer, in his Humboldt University speech, called "the risks 
and temptations objectively inherent in Germany's dimensions and central 
situation"? Those historic German "temptations" play at  the back of many 
a European mind. And every time Europe contemplates the use of military 
force, or is forced to do  so by the United States, there is no avoiding at  least 
momentary consideration of what effect such a military action might have 
on the "German question." 

Perhaps it is not just coincidence that the amazing progress toward 
European integration in recent years has been accompanied not by the 
emergence of a European superpower but, on the contrary, by a diminish- 
ing of European military capabilities relative to the United States. Turning 
Europe into a global superpower capable of balancing the power of the 
United States may have been one of the original selling points of the 
European Union - an independent European foreign and defense policy was 
supposed to be one of the most important byproducts of European integra- 
tion. But, in truth, the ambition for European "power" is something of an 
anachronism. It is an atavistic impulse, inconsistent with the ideals of post- 
modern Europe, whose very existence depends on the rejection of power 
politics. Whatever its architects may have intended, European integration 
has proved to be the enemy of European military power and, indeed, of an 
important European global role. 

This phenomenon has manifested itself not only in flat or declining 
European defense budgets, but in other ways, too, even in the realm of 
"soft" power. European leaders talk of Europe's essential role in the world. 
Prodi yearns "to make our voice heard, to make our actions count." And it 
is true that Europeans spend a great deal of money on foreign aid - more 
per capita, they like to point out, than does the United States. Europeans 
engage in overseas military missions, so long as the missions are mostly 
limited to peacekeeping. But while the EU periodically dips its fingers into 
troubled international waters in the Middle East or the Korean Peninsula, 
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the truth is that EU foreign policy is probably the most anemic of all the 
products of European integration. As Charles Grant, a sympathetic observer 
of the EU, recently noted, few European leaders "are giving it much time or 
en erg^."^ EU foreign policy initiatives tend to  be short-lived and are rarely 
backed by sustained agreement on the part of the various European pow- 
ers. That is one reason they are so easily rebuffed, as was the case in late 
March when Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon blocked EU foreign policy 
chief Javier Solana from meeting with Yasser Arafat (only to turn around 
the next day and allow a much lower-ranking American negotiator to meet 
with the Palestinian leader). 

It is obvious, moreover, that issues outside of Europe don't attract nearly 
as much interest among Europeans as purely European issues do. This has 
surprised and frustrated Americans on all sides of the political and stra- 
tegic debate: Recall the profound disappointment of American liberals when 
Europeans failed to mount an effective protest against Bush's withdrawal 
from the ABM treaty. But given the enormous and difficult agenda of inte- 
gration, this European tendency to look inward is understandable. EU enlarge- 
ment, the revision of the common economic and agricultural policies, the 
question of national sovereignty versus supranational governance, the so- 
called democracy deficit, the jostling of the large European powers, the dis- 
satisfaction of the smaller powers, the establishment of a new European 
constitution - all of these present serious and unavoidable challenges. The 
difficulties of moving forward might seem insuperable were it not for the 
progress the project of European integration has already demonstrated. 

American policies that are unwelcome on substance - on a missile defense 
system and the ABM treaty, belligerence toward Iraq, support for Israel - are 
all the more unwelcome because for Europe, they are a distraction. Europeans 
often point to American insularity and parochialism. But Europeans them- 
selves have turned intensely introspective. As Dominique Moisi noted in the 
Financial Times (March 11, 2002), the recent French presidential campaign 
saw "no reference . . . to the events of September 11 and their far-reaching con- 
sequences." No one asked, "What should be the role of France and Europe in 
the new configuration of forces created after September l l?  How should 
France reappraise its military budget and doctrine to take account of the need 
to maintain some kind of parity between Europe and the United States, or at 
least between France and the UK?" The Middle East conflict became an issue 
in the campaign because of France's large Arab and Muslim population, as the 
high vote for Le Pen demonstrated. But Le Pen is not a foreign policy hawk. 
And as Moisi noted, "for most French voters in 2002, security has little to do 
with abstract and distant geopolitics. Rather, it is a question of which politi- 
cian can best protect them from the crime and violence plaguing the streets 
and suburbs of their cities." 

Can Europe change course and assume a larger role on the world stage? 
There has been no shortage of European leaders urging it to do so. Nor is 
the weakness of EU foreign policy today necessarily proof that it must be 
weak tomorrow, given the EU's record of overcoming weaknesses in other 
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areas. And yet the political will to demand more power for Europe appears 
to be lacking, and for the very good reason that Europe does not see a mis- 
sion for itself that requires power. Its mission is to oppose power. It is 
revealing that the argument most often advanced by Europeans for aug- 
menting their military strength these days is not that it will allow Europe to 
expand its strategic purview. It is merely to rein in and "multilateralize" the 
United States. "America," writes the pro-American British scholar Timothy 
Garton Ash in the New York Times (April 9, 2002), "has too much power 
for anyone's good, including its own." Therefore Europe must amass power, 
but for no other reason than to save the world and the United States from 
the dangers inherent in the present lopsided situation. 

Whether that particular mission is a worthy one or not, it seems unlikely 
to rouse European passions. Even Vedrine has stopped talking about coun- 
terbalancing the United States. Now he shrugs and declares there "is no rea- 
son for the Europeans to match a country that can fight four wars at  once." 
It was one thing for Europe in the 1990s to increase its collective expendi- 
tures on defense from $150 billion per year to $180 billion when the United 
States was spending $280 billion per year. But now the United States is head- 
ing toward spending as much as $500 billion per year, and Europe has not the 
slightest intention of keeping up. European analysts lament the continent's 
"strategic irrelevance." NATO Secretary General George Robertson has taken 
to calling Europe a "military pygmy" in an effort to shame Europeans into 
spending more and doing so more wisely. But who honestly believes 
Europeans will fundamentally change their way of doing business? They have 
many reasons not to. 

The U.S. Response 

In thinking about the divergence of their own views and Europeans', 
Americans must not lose sight of the main point: The new Europe is indeed 
a blessed miracle and a reason for enormous celebration - on both sides of 
the Atlantic. For Europeans, it is the realization of a long and improbable 
dream: a continent free from nationalist strife and blood feuds, from mili- 
tary competition and arms races. War between the major European powers 
is almost unimaginable. After centuries of misery, not only for Europeans 
but also for those pulled into their conflicts - as Americans were twice in 
the past century - the new Europe really has emerged as a paradise. It is 
something to be cherished and guarded, not least by Americans, who have 
shed blood on Europe's soil and would shed more should the new Europe 
ever fail. 

Nor should we forget that the Europe of today is very much the prod- 
uct of American foreign policy stretching back over six decades. European 
integration was an American project, too, after World War 11. And so, 
recall, was European weakness. When the Cold War dawned, Americans 
such as Dean Acheson hoped to create in Europe a powerful partner against 
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the Soviet Union. But that was not the only American vision of Europe 
underlying U.S. policies during the twentieth century. Predating it was 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt's vision of a Europe that had been rendered, in 
effect, strategically irrelevant. As the historian John Lamberton Harper has 
put it, he wanted "to bring about a radical reduction in the weight of 
Europe" and thereby make possible "the retirement of Europe from world 
 politic^."^ 

Americans who came of age during the Cold War have always thought 
of Europe almost exclusively in Achesonian terms - as the essential bulwark 
of freedom in the struggle against Soviet tyranny. But Americans of 
Roosevelt's era had a different view. In the late 1930s the common convic- 
tion of Americans was that "the European system was basically rotten, that 
war was endemic on that continent, and the Europeans had only themselves 
to blame for their plight."1° By the early 1940s Europe appeared to be noth- 
ing more than the overheated incubator of world wars that cost America 
dearly. During World War I1 Americans like Roosevelt, looking backward 
rather than forward, believed no greater service could be performed than to 
take Europe out of the global strategic picture once and for all. "After 
Germany is disarmed," FDR pointedly asked, "what is the reason for France 
having a big military establishment?" Charles DeGaulle found such ques- 
tions "disquieting for Europe and for France." Even though the United 
States pursued Acheson's vision during the Cold War, there was always a 
part of American policy that reflected Roosevelt's vision, too. Eisenhower 
undermining Britain and France at Suez was only the most blatant of many 
American efforts to cut Europe down to size and reduce its already weak- 
ened global influence. 

But the more important American contribution to Europe's current 
world-apart status stemmed not from anti-European but from pro-European 
impulses. It was a commitment to Europe, not hostility to Europe, that led 
the United States in the immediate postwar years to keep troops on the con- 
tinent and to create NATO. The presence of American forces as a security 
guarantee in Europe was, as it was intended to be, the critical ingredient to 
begin the process of European integration. 

Europe's evolution to its present state occurred under the mantle of the 
U.S. security guarantee and could not have occurred without it. Not only did 
the United States for almost half a century supply a shield against such exter- 
nal threats as the Soviet Union and such internal threats as may have been 
posed by ethnic conflict in places like the Balkans. More important, the United 
States was the key to the solution of the German problem and perhaps still is. 
Germany's Fischer, in the Humboldt University speech, noted two "historic 
decisions" that made the new Europe possible: "the USA's decision to stay in 
Europe" and "France's and Germany's commitment to the principle of inte- 
gration, beginning with economic links." But of course the latter could never 
have occurred without the former. France's willingness to risk the reintegration 
of Germany into Europe - and France was, to say the least, highly dubious - 
depended on the promise of continued American involvement in Europe as a 
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guarantee against any resurgence of German militarism. Nor were postwar 
Germans unaware that their own future in Europe depended on the calming 
presence of the American military. 

The United States, in short, solved the Kantian paradox for the 
Europeans. Kant had argued that the only solution to the immoral horrors 
of the Hobbesian world was the creation of a world government. But he 
also feared that the "state of universal peace" made possible by world gov- 
ernment would be an even greater threat to human freedom than the 
Hobbesian international order, inasmuch as such a government, with its 
monopoly of power, would become "the most horrible despotism."" How 
nations could achieve perpetual peace without destroying human freedom 
was a problem Kant could not solve. But for Europe the problem was 
solved by the United States. By providing security from outside, the United 
States has rendered it unnecessary for Europe's supranational government 
to provide it. Europeans did not need power to achieve peace and they do 
not need power to preserve it. 

The current situation abounds in ironies. Europe's rejection of power pol- 
itics, its devaluing of military force as a tool of international relations, have 
depended on the presence of American military forces on European soil. 
Europe's new Kantian order could flourish only under the umbrella of 
American power exercised according to the rules of the old Hobbesian order. 
American power made it possible for Europeans to believe that power was 
no longer important. And now, in the final irony, the fact that United States 
military power has solved the European problem, especially the "German 
problem," allows Europeans today to believe that American military power, 
and the "strategic culture" that has created and sustained it, are outmoded 
and dangerous. 

Most Europeans do not see the great paradox: that their passage into 
post-history has depended on the United States not making the same pas- 
sage. Because Europe has neither the will nor the ability to guard its own 
paradise and keep it from being overrun, spiritually as well as physically, by 
a world that has yet to accept the rule of "moral consciousness," it has 
become dependent on America's willingness to use its military might to deter 
or defeat those around the world who still believe in power politics. 

Some Europeans do understand the conundrum. Some Britons, not sur- 
prisingly, understand it best. Thus Robert Cooper writes of the need to 
address the hard truth that although "within the postmodern world [i.e., the 
Europe of today], there are no security threats in the traditional sense," never- 
theless, throughout the rest of the world - what Cooper calls the "modern 
and pre-modern zones" - threats abound. If the postmodern world does not 
protect itself, it can be destroyed. But how does Europe protect itself without 
discarding the very ideals and principles that undergird its pacific system? 

"The challenge to the postmodern world," Cooper argues, "is to get used 
to the idea of double standards." Among themselves, Europeans may "oper- 
ate on the basis of laws and open cooperative security." But when dealing 
with the world outside Europe, "we need to revert to the rougher methods 
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of an earlier era - force, preemptive attack, deception, whatever is neces- 
sary." This is Cooper's principle for safeguarding society: "Among ourselves, 
we keep the law but when we are operating in the jungle, we must also use 
the laws of the jungle." 

Cooper's argument is directed at Europe, and it is appropriately coupled 
with a call for Europeans to cease neglecting their defenses, "both physical 
and psychological." But what Cooper really describes is not Europe's future 
but America's present. For it is the United States that has had the difficult 
task of navigating between these two worlds, trying to abide by, defend, 
and further the laws of advanced civilized society while simultaneously 
employing military force against those who refuse to  abide by those rules. 
The United States is already operating according to Cooper's double stand- 
ard, and for the very reasons he suggests. American leaders, too, believe 
that global security and a liberal order - as well as Europe's "postmodern" 
paradise - cannot long survive unless the United States does use its power 
in the dangerous, Hobbesian world that still flourishes outside Europe. 

What this means is that although the United States has played the criti- 
cal role in bringing Europe into this Kantian paradise, and still plays a key 
role in making that paradise possible, it cannot enter this paradise itself. It 
mans the walls but cannot walk through the gate. The United States, with 
all its vast power, remains stuck in history, left to deal with the Saddams 
and the ayatollahs, the Kim Jong 11s and the Jiang Zemins, leaving the 
happy benefits to others. 

An Acceptable Division? 

Is this situation tolerable for the United States? In many ways, it is. Contrary 
to what many believe, the United States can shoulder the burden of main- 
taining global security without much help from Europe. The United States 
spends a little over 3 percent of its GDP on defense today. Were Americans 
to increase that to 4 percent - meaning a defense budget in excess of $500 
billion per year - it would still represent a smaller percentage of national 
wealth than Americans spent on defense throughout most of the past half- 
century. Even Paul Kennedy, who invented the term "imperial overstretch" 
in the late 1980s (when the United States was spending around 7 percent of 
its GDP on defense), believes the United States can sustain its current mili- 
tary spending levels and its current global dominance far into the future. Can 
the United States handle the rest of the world without much help from 
Europe? The answer is that it already does. The United States has main- 
tained strategic stability in Asia with no help from Europe. In the Gulf War, 
European help was token; so it has been more recently in Afghanistan, where 
Europeans are once again "doing the dishes"; and so it would be in an inva- 
sion of Iraq to unseat Saddam. Europe has had little to offer the United 
States in strategic military terms since the end of the Cold War - except, of 
course, that most valuable of strategic assets, a Europe at peace. 
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The United States can manage, therefore, at least in material terms. Nor 
can one argue that the American people are unwilling to shoulder this global 
burden, since they have done so for a decade already. After September 11, 
they seem willing to continue doing so for a long time to come. Americans 
apparently feel no resentment at not being able to enter a "postmodern" 
Utopia. There is no evidence most Americans desire to. Partly because they 
are so powerful, they take pride in their nation's military power and their 
nation's special role in the world. 

Americans have no experience that would lead them to embrace fully the 
ideals and principles that now animate Europe. Indeed, Americans derive 
their understanding of the world from a very different set of experiences. In 
the first half of the twentieth century, Americans had a flirtation with a cer- 
tain kind of internationalist idealism. Wilson's "war to end all wars" was 
followed a decade later by an American secretary of state putting his signa- 
ture to a treaty outlawing war. FDR in the 1930s put his faith in non- 
aggression pacts and asked merely that Hitler promise not to  attack a list 
of countries Roosevelt presented to him. But then came Munich and Pearl 
Harbor, and then, after a fleeting moment of renewed idealism, the plunge 
into the Cold War. The "lesson of Munich" came to dominate American 
strategic thought, and although it was supplanted for a time by the "lesson 
of Vietnam," today it remains the dominant paradigm. While a small seg- 
ment of the American elite still yearns for "global governance" and eschews 
military force, Americans from Madeleine Albright to Donald Rumsfeld, 
from Brent Scowcroft to Anthony Lake, still remember Munich, figuratively 
if not literally. And for younger generations of Americans who do  not 
remember Munich or Pearl Harbor, there is now September 11. After 
September 11, even many American globalizers demand blood. 

Americans are idealists, but they have no experience of promoting ideals 
successfully without power. Certainly, they have no experience of success- 
ful supranational governance; little to make them place their faith in inter- 
national law and international institutions, much as they might wish to; and 
even less to let them travel, with the Europeans, beyond power. Americans, 
as good children of the Enlightenment, still believe in the perfectibility of 
man, and they retain hope for the perfectibility of the world. But they 
remain realists in the limited sense that they still believe in the necessity of 
power in a world that remains far from perfection. Such law as there may 
be to regulate international behavior, they believe, exists because a power 
like the United States defends it by force of arms. In other words, just as 
Europeans claim, Americans can still sometimes see themselves in heroic 
terms - as Gary Cooper at  high noon. They will defend the townspeople, 
whether the townspeople want them to or not. 

The problem lies neither in American will or capability, then, but precisely 
in the inherent moral tension of the current international situation. As is so 
often the case in human affairs, the real question is one of intangibles -of fears, 
passions, and beliefs. The problem is that the United States must sometimes 
play by the rules of a Hobbesian world, even though in doing so it violates 
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European norms. It must refuse to abide by certain international conventions 
that may constrain its ability to fight effectively in Robert Cooper's jungle. It 
must support arms control, but not always for itself. It must live by a double 
standard. And it must sometimes act unilaterally, not out of a passion for uni- 
lateralisrn but, given a weak Europe that has moved beyond power, because 
the United States has no choice but to act unilaterally. 

Few Europeans admit, as Cooper does implicitly, that such American 
behavior may redound to the greater benefit of the civilized world, that 
American power, even employed under a double standard, may be the best 
means of advancing human progress -and perhaps the only means. Instead, 
many Europeans today have come to consider the United States itself to be 
the outlaw, a rogue colossus. Europeans have complained about President 
Bush's "unilateralism," but they are coming to the deeper realization that 
the problem is not Bush or any American president. It is systemic. And it is 
incurable. 

Given that the United States is unlikely to reduce its power and that 
Europe is unlikely to  increase more than marginally its own power or the 
will to use what power it has, the future seems certain to be one of increased 
transatlantic tension. The danger - if it is a danger - is that the United States 
and Europe will become positively estranged. Europeans will become more 
shrill in their attacks on the United States. The United States will become 
less inclined to listen, or perhaps even to care. The day could come, if it has 
not already, when Americans will no more heed the pronouncements of the 
EU than they do the pronouncements of ASEAN or the Andean Pact. 

To those of us who came of age in the Cold War, the strategic decoupling 
of Europe and the United States seems frightening. DeGaulle, when con- 
fronted by FDR'S vision of a world where Europe was irrelevant, recoiled 
and suggested that this vision "risked endangering the Western world." If 
Western Europe was to be considered a "secondary matter" by the United 
States, would not FDR only "weaken the very cause he meant to serve - 
that of civilization?" Western Europe, DeGaulle insisted, was "essential to 
the West. Nothing can replace the value, the power, the shining example of 
the ancient peoples." Typically, DeGaulle insisted this was "true of France 
above all." But leaving aside French amour propre, did not DeGaulle have 
a point? If Americans were to decide that Europe was no more than an irri- 
tating irrelevancy, would American society gradually become unmoored 
from what we now call the West? It is not a risk to be taken lightly, on either 
side of the Atlantic. 

So what is to be done? The obvious answer is that Europe should follow 
the course that Cooper, Ash, Robertson, and others recommend and build 
up its military capabilities, even if only marginally. There is not much 
ground for hope that this will happen. But, then, who knows? Maybe con- 
cern about America's overweening power really will create some energy in 
Europe. Perhaps the atavistic impulses that still swirl in the hearts of 
Germans, Britons, and Frenchmen - the memory of power, international 
influence, and national ambition - can still be played upon. Some Britons 
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still remember empire; some Frenchmen still yearn for la gloire; some 
Germans still want their place in the sun. These urges are now mostly chan- 
neled into the grand European project, but they could find more traditional 
expression. Whether this is to be hoped for or feared is another question. It 
would be better still if Europeans could move beyond fear and anger at  the 
rogue colossus and remember, again, the vital necessity of having a strong 
America - for the world and especially for Europe. 

Americans can help. It is true that the Bush administration came into 
office with a chip on its shoulder. It was hostile to the new Europe - as to a 
lesser extent was the Clinton administration - seeing it not so much as an ally 
but as an albatross. Even after September 11, when the Europeans offered 
their very limited military capabilities in the fight in Afghanistan, the United 
States resisted, fearing that European cooperation was a ruse to tie America 
down. The Bush administration viewed NATO's historic decision to aid the 
United States under Article V less as a boon than as a booby trap. An oppor- 
tunity to draw Europe into common battle out in the Hobbesian world, even 
in a minor role, was thereby unnecessarily lost. 

Americans are powerful enough that they need not fear Europeans, even 
when bearing gifts. Rather than viewing the United States as a Gulliver tied 
down by Lilliputian threads, American leaders should realize that they are 
hardly constrained at  all, that Europe is not really capable of constraining the 
United States. If the United States could move past the anxiety engendered by 
this inaccurate sense of constraint, it could begin to show more understand- 
ing for the sensibilities of others, a little generosity of spirit. It could pay its 
respects to multilateralism and the rule of law and try to build some interna- 
tional political capital for those moments when multilateralism is impossible 
and unilateral action unavoidable. It could, in short, take more care to show 
what the founders called a "decent respect for the opinion of mankind." 

These are small steps, and they will not address the deep problems that 
beset the transatlantic relationship today. But, after all, it is more than a 
clichk that the United States and Europe share a set of common Western 
beliefs. Their aspirations for humanity are much the same, even if their vast 
disparity of power has now put them in very different places. Perhaps it is 
not too nai'vely optimistic to believe that a little common understanding 
could still go a long way. 
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Feminist Responses t o  International Security Studies 

J. Ann Tickner 

I n his book, Beyond Left and Right: The Future of Radical Politics, sociolo- 
gist Anthony Giddens asks what we should make of the fact that "propa- 
gation of military violence has always been a resolutely male affair." While 

acknowledging that there is a relation between war, military power, and 
masculinity, Giddens claims that war is not a manifestation of male aggres- 
sion; rather, it is associated with the rise of the state. In a rather different 
book, War and Gender, international relations scholar Joshua Goldstein 
asks why we have not been more curious about the fact that, while virtu- 
ally all societies throughout history have engaged in war, overwhelmingly 
they have been fought by men. Although Goldstein reaches a conclusion 
somewhat similar to Giddens, that war is not due to males' inherent aggres- 
sion, he devotes his entire book to examining evidence about the association 
of war with men and masculinity. 

In this essay, I will first discuss the gendering of war, the state, and citi- 
zenship in the context of the discipline of international relations (IR). Then I 
will say something about gender studies and its silences with respect to war 
and international security. I will suggest some reasons why these two discip- 
lines, or transdisciplines - IR and gender studies - have a hard time com- 
municating with each other. I will then describe some of the recent feminist 
scholarship in IR that has begun to bridge this divide and some contributions 
IR feminists have made to our understanding of war, peace, and international 
security. Most IR feminists are closer to what in IR is called "critical security 
studies" than they are to more conventional IR security scholarship. In the 
end, I want to offer some thoughts on possible convergences between IR femi- 
nist scholarship and critical security studies. 

Giddens is undoubtedly correct in faulting the state system rather than the 
individual for international wars. Most IR scholars have criticized reduc- 
tionist arguments that attribute warfare to male aggression. But, to para- 
phrase Goldstein, should we not also be more curious about the fact that 

Source: Pence Reutew, 16(1) (2004): 43-48 
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state decision makers charged with constructing and implementing military 
and security policies have generally been men? In today's world of about 
190 states, less than 1 percent of presidents or prime ministers are women. 
The Greek model of the heroic citizen-warrior, which equated manliness 
with citizenship, has been replicated in many polities since. To die for one's 
country in battle is a patriotic duty that, until very recently and in only a 
very few states, has been denied to  virtually all women. In the US., military 
service has been a mark of first class citizenship and was an important 
rationale for the National Organization for Women's support for allowing 
women into combat positions in the military. 

But it is not only state decision making and militaries that have been 
mostly populated by men. The discipline of international relations, which 
was founded at the beginning of the twentieth century by scholars search- 
ing for explanations for the causes of war, has also been a field largely popu- 
lated by men - although this is changing somewhat today. In the last twenty 
years, in the U.S. at least, IR has been heavily influenced by rational choice 
theory, which is modeled on the behavior of individuals in the market, 
behavior that, historically, is more typical of men than women. Power, 
autonomy, self-reliance, and rationality are all attributes that realism - the 
approach in IR that has had the most influence on security studies - deems 
desirable for state behavior if states are going to survive and prosper in a 
dangerous "anarchical" international system. All of these attributes are ones 
we associate with a socially constructed "ideal-type" masculinity. 

The goal of theory building for conventional IR, which includes most 
realists, has been to generate propositions that are testable and that can help 
explain the security-seeking behavior of states in the international system. 
Neorealism, the devolution of realism committed to scientific methods, believes 
that theory should be explanatory and separated, to the greatest extent pos- 
sible, from norms and political practice. While to feminists this view of theory 
appears thoroughly gendered - and gendered masculine - most international 
theorists would deny that their theories have anything to do with gender, since 
gender is usually assumed to be synonymous with women. 

Conversely, and in spite of the presence of some women in foreign and 
defense policy leadership positions, the term "woman" is still antithetical to 
our stereotypical image of a "national security specialist." War and national 
security are areas where it has been presumed that women have little import- 
ant to say. And it may also be that women are complicit in perpetuating this 
stereotype. According to feminist political scientist Judith Stiehm, since men 
(and she is talking specifically about the United States) have been given a near 
monopoly on the application of state violence, and most women have been 
exempt from first-hand experience of war, women tend to exhibit what Stiehm 
calls "a civilian mind," a certain ostrich-like obliviousness when it comes to 
matters of national security and war. This can also be said for gender studies 
in the United States. I have sometimes found that in women's studies depart- 
ments, audiences tend to be small when military or national security matters 
are on the agenda. 
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The distance and lack of understanding between international theory and 
feminist theory is something about which I have become increasingly con- 
cerned in my efforts to introduce a feminist perspective into international rela- 
tions. I am convinced that the difficulties these two bodies of knowledge have 
in conversing with one another stem as much from epistemological differences 
as they do from the incompatibility of subject matter. Whereas international 
theory builds on an ontology of inter-state relations that sees states as unitary 
rational actors operating in an asocial international environment, feminist the- 
ory is sociological. It comes out of an ontology of social relations, particularly 
gender relations, which starts at the level of the individual embedded in hier- 
archical social, political, and economic structures. 

Feminist theory seeks to better understand women's subordination in 
order to prescribe strategies for ending it. Unlike IR theory, feminist theory is 
explicitly normative and often emancipatory. Believing that claims of object- 
ivity and universality that rest on knowledge primarily about men must be 
questioned, feminists seek to develop what they call "practical knowledge" 
or knowledge developed out of the everyday practices of peoples' lives. Pre- 
ferring bottom-up rather than top-down knowledge, feminists believe that 
theory cannot be separated from political practice. 

Feminist IR, an approach that dates back to the late 1980s, has attempted 
to bring feminist theory into the discipline of international relations. It has 
questioned IR's assumptions and concepts and asked new questions, such as 
the questions about states and citizens that I mentioned earlier. While much 
of this work has been in areas such as the global economy, development, and 
human rights, there is also an emergent literature on gender, war, and inter- 
national security. Whereas conventional security studies have generally 
looked at conflict from a top-down or structural perspective, feminists have 
generally taken a bottom-up approach analyzing the impact of war at the 
micro level. Feminists have been particularly concerned with what goes on 
during wars, especially the impact of war on women and civilians more gen- 
erally. They have challenged the myth that wars are fought to protect women, 
children, and others stereotypically viewed as "vulnerable." 

Feminist scholar Carol Cohn has analyzed the strategic language of 
national security planners involved in planning high-tech warfare. High- 
tech weapons that kill from great distances increase the impersonality of 
warfare and decrease the sense of personal responsibility among soldiers - 
this is one way the military deals with the problem that most men do not 
like to kill. On the other hand, we are also seeing patterns of increased intim- 
acy of war being especially prevalent in ethno-national conflicts. The target- 
ing of victims' identity is an integral part of this type of war; the destruction 
of viable economies and civil societies, and the suffering this inflicts on 
entire populations, defies the rationalist explanations typical of IR theory. 
Feminism, with its focus on identity and social relations, has been shedding 
new light on today's ethno-national wars. 
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For example, feminists have shown that wartime rape, as witnessed in the 
former Yugoslavia and Rwanda, is now being used as a strategy of war; it not 
only terrorizes women but also contributes to male humiliation when men 
fail to protect "their women." Feminists have brought issues such as wartime 
rape and military prostitution onto the security agenda. They have ques- 
tioned the role of the state as a security provider, suggesting that, in many of 
today's wars, states may actually be threatening to their own populations, 
either through direct violence or through tradeoffs that tend to get made 
between warfare and welfare. And feminists are beginning to investigate 
whether there is a link between domestic violence and highly militarized 
societies. Feminists seek to understand how the security of individuals and 
groups is compromised by violence, both physical and structural, at all lev- 
els. Hierarchical social, political, and economic structures of inequality can 
contribute to the oppression of certain groups of people: how these struc- 
tures are legitimated and maintained is also a subject of feminist research. 

Feminist research on security has employed quite different methods from 
conventional IR security studies. Consistent with feminist approaches more 
generally, IR feminist Katharine Moon has used ethnographic methods to 
examine prostitution camps around U.S. military bases in South Korea in the 
1970s. Moon links these women's life stories to U.S.-Korean security rela- 
tions at the highest level. She demonstrates how the security of the South 
Korean state translated into insecurity for these women. Carol Cohn has 
used discourse analysis to help us understand the limitations placed on the 
ability to think fully and well about security when defense intellectuals are 
constrained in what they say by masculine discourse. From her ethnographic 
research among defense intellectuals engaged in strategic nuclear planning 
during the Cold War, Cohn concludes that the fear of sounding like a woman 
constrained the options that could be raised. 

These methods, ethnography and discourse analysis, are ones not often used 
in conventional security studies. Feminists' focus on issues such as prostitution 
is sometimes dismissed as not relevant or important to the "real business" of 
national security and war. And there is always the fear, linked to the question of 
male aggression, that feminists are raising the specter of good women and bad 
men. Yet, most feminists are very reluctant to embrace essentialist and reductive 
notions of peaceful women and aggressive men. Many believe that the unprob- 
lematic association of women with an idealized and passive definition of peace 
has worked to devalue both women and peace. 

Different questions, different assumptions, and threats to gender identity 
are all issues that contribute to the gulf between conventional IR and feminist 
approaches to peace and security. But the deeper divides are epistemological. 
International relations theorists expect that research programs will generate 
testable hypotheses about war and international security. Feminists counter 
that their research comes out of very different epistemological positions, which 
question claims about human intention built on models from the natural sci- 
ences and the claim to universality of a knowledge tradition built largely on 
the experiences of men, usually elite men. The judging of quite different epis- 
temological traditions according to the scientific standards of one body of 
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literature, in this case the dominant one, is problematic. It becomes even more 
so when issues of power are involved. Therefore, bridging this divide may 
prove difficult. But feminism and critical security studies - an approach that is 
gaining increasing influence in IR - have more in common. 

Like feminists, critical security studies scholars have suggested that issues 
they consider important for understanding security cannot be raised within a 
rationalist framework that depends on an ontology based on rational actors 
in a state-centric world. Their belief that state and other actors cannot be 
understood without examining their identities as well as the identities they 
attribute to others demands more interpretive modes of analysis that can 
investigate how these identities, which may lead to conflict, are constructed 
and maintained. Similarly, feminist theorists investigate how oppressive gen- 
der hierarchies that, they believe, decrease the security of individuals are con- 
structed and maintained. More radical versions of critical security studies 
claim that when knowledge about security is constructed in terms of the 
binary metaphysics of Western culture - such as inside versus outside, us ver- 
sus them, and community versus anarchy - security can be understood only 
within the confines of a domestic community whose identity is constructed in 
antithesis to external threat. Feminists have pointed to similar binaries that, 
they claim, are gendered; frequently, those living on the outside of one's own 
state's boundaries are seen as feminized, less rational, and more unpredictable 
than those on the inside. 

Critical security studies is also emancipatory. For example, critical secur- 
ity scholar Ken Booth has defined security as freeing individuals and groups 
from the social, physical, economic, and political constraints that prevent 
them from carrying out what they would freely choose to do. Perspectives on 
security that begin with the security of the individual provide an entry point 
for feminist theorizing. Claiming, as they do, that gender hierarchies are socially 
constructed allows feminists, like critical security scholars, to pursue an eman- 
c ipa tor~  agenda and postulate a world that could be otherwise. 

Let me end with some examples. Joshua Goldstein concludes his study by 
suggesting that the socialization practices of boys and girls motivates men's 
participation in combat and women's exclusion from it. And practices can be 
changed. Feminist IR scholar Charlotte Hooper sees in the West some soft- 
ening of what she terms "hegemonic masculinity," as we move away from 
warrior heroes to a masculinity linked to processes of globalization and cap- 
italist restructuring. (I would argue, however, that this shift has been some- 
what compromised by the post-9/11 security agenda.) The 1990s emphasis 
on the caring humanitarian side of military duties, found in certain peace- 
keeping operations, and the increasing visibility of women and gay men in 
American and European militaries lend support to the idea that the military 
may be becoming detached from hegemonic masculinity. 

Recent research has also suggested that those who oppose military solutions 
to conflict, women and men, are among those most likely to support feminist 
goals. Mark Tessler and Ina Warriner's 1997 article in World Politics, which 
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described a study of Israeli, Egyptian, Palestinian, and Kuwaiti attitudes toward 
the Arabnsraeli conflict, reported that men and women in these societies did 
not have significantly different attitudes toward the conflict and there was no 
evidence of women being less militaristic than men. There was a strong posi- 
tive correlation, however, between those who supported equality of women 
and those who supported diplomacy and compromise. 

If women become warriors, it reinforces the war system. If women are 
seen only as peacemakers, it reinforces both militarized masculinity and 
women's marginality with respect to the national security functions of the 
state. Since the way we construct knowledge cannot be separated from the 
way we act in the world, perhaps these feminist attempts to try to get beyond 
gendered dichotomies that support militarism and war can help us all to con- 
struct more robust definitions of peace and security. 

Author's Note 

This article is derived from a paper originally presented at  the MacArthur Consortium 
Workshop, "Gender, the Military, and War," Stanford University, April 2001. 
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On the Pedagogy of 'Small Wars' 

Tarak Barkawi 

'The United States [has] gone down to Mexico to serve mankind'. 
President Woodrow Wilson after the US bombardment of Vera Cruz in 
1914.' 

W ar is a harsh teacher. At the outset of each of the great conflagra- 
tions of the twentieth century, few of the participants had any 
real idea just how violent, widespread and destructive they would 

b e ~ o m e . ~  It really is worth remembering that in August 1914 many of those 
who went off to fight expected to be home by Christmas. Few could have 
imagined in 1939 how far into the realms of human barbarity and mecha- 
nized killing the world would venture. The same holds true for the early 
days of the Cold War, and not only in relation to  the future perils of the 
nuclear contest. It is easily forgotten that the East-West struggle was by no 
means 'cold' in the Third World, where millions died in Cold War-related and 
other violence in the years after 1945. During the world wars as before them, 
in the non-European world a 'North-South' struggle rumbled on alongside 
the clash of great powers. What is new is that, in Condoleezza Rice's words, 
an 'existential threat' to the western powers now emanates from what were 
the 'small wars' to the South.' 

In order to understand the nature of security relations in a post-9/11 
world, we must revisit the most basic issues concerning war and armed con- 
flict. Elemental changes in the social and political context of the use of force 
are apparent, as they were to Clausewitz reflecting on revolutionary France. 
The old rule was that mass violence was the preserve of states with their 
military, industrial and technological resources. Today, 'instruments of mass 
effect' can be wielded by men armed with box-cutters and pilots' manuals. 
Yet, the US and UK military establishments are not unrecognizable to Second 
World War eyes. What are the US and the UK to do to defend their liberal 
democratic character and the very fabric of their societies from new threats 
which originate from a transnational network enterprise in the global South? 

Source: International Affairs, 80(1) (2004): 19-37 
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However one apportions blame and responsibility for the present situation, 
there is now a growing worldwide, if only loosely articulated, Islamic resist- 
ance movement capable of inflicting grievous harm on the West. At this cru- 
cial juncture, present approaches to the 'war on terror' risk inflaming this 
movement and setting in train spirals of violence, much of the costs of 
which ultimately may be borne by western civilians. It is imperative that we 
take stock of ourselves and our enemies before deciding how to prosecute 
the many-sided war in which we are now involved. 

Two factors dominate contemporary security relations. The first is the 
ways in which the new threats have arisen from, and develop in and through, 
long histories of interaction between the West and other parts of the world. 
The second is how these threats interact with the societies and politics of 
the West, not least by fostering a self-perception that prevents full under- 
standing of the situation. 

For it is western illusions, primarily about ourselves and our past and 
present role in the world, that deny us and our leaders the clarity of vision 
necessary to understand this conflict. This luxury could be afforded, perhaps, 
when the global South was but a mirror reflecting the West's commitment to 
the civilizing mission or humanitarian intervention, or merely a testing ground 
for the free market theories of its professors of economics. But such illusions 
have often led, particularly for the US, to the adoption of disastrous strategies 
for 'small wars'. In the current situation, the costs of these mistakes will be 
borne not only by soldiers, the elected leaders who send them to far-flung cor- 
ners of the globe and the populations found there; now it is the citizens of the 
West's great cities, its economies, its basic political values, and ultimately its 
power and prestige that are at stake. 

Lack of perspective is evident in basic conceptions of international pol- 
itics and strategic studies prevalent in the West. In an article recently pub- 
lished in this journal, a distinguished commentator and former policy-maker 
observed that from 'the beginning of the twentieth century, the international 
system was based largely on two epochal events in European history: the 
Peace of Westphalia in 1648 and the Congress of Vienna of 1814-15'4 - 
epochal because they established the nation-state and the balance of power as 
primary features of international politics. This is a wholly unremarkable state- 
ment, and reflects what students are being taught in many Anglo-American 
departments of international relations, as well as the basic vocabulary em- 
ployed by academics and decision-makers. Unless one seriously reflected on 
the slippage between 'European' and 'international' in the above quote, one 
would never suspect that it was in fact the imperial state, the empire and, lat- 
terly, the international blocs of the Cold War and the western 'international 
state' that were the dominant political entities in world politics from the six- 
teenth century." While a 'balance of power' may have been evident in Europe 
at the beginning of the twentieth century, most people on the planet, and 
particularly non-European peasantries, would have been far more aware 
of a major imbalance that had come into existence since 1815. In that year, 
the living standards of the remaining English yeomen farmers and those, 



linrlta\i I On the Pedagogy of 'Small Wars' 279 

say, of Punjabi peasants were relatively similar, as were those of their respect- 
ive betters. Less than a century later, when the major non-European peas- 
antries had been incorporated into the world economy by imperial action, 
primarily as producers of cheap commodities for export, this was no longer 
the case. 'By the end of Victoria's reign ... the inequality of nations was as 
profound as the inequality of classes. Humanity had been irrevocably 
d i~ ided ' .~  Theories of international politics which fail to reflect the realities in 
which most of the world's population are and have been living are not of much 
use, especially when some of them decide to take up arms in rather effective 
fashion. 

Similar myopia is evident elsewhere. So focused were analysts on 'Northern' 
Great Power relations that when the Soviet Union collapsed many prom- 
inent scholars predicted peace, not just in our time but for all time. The 'end 
of history' was upon us, characterized by the peaceful worldwide spread of 
free markets and liberal democracy.' Western militaries, to go by much of 
the literature of the 1990s, were to prepare for nothing beyond peacekeep- 
ing and the occasional swatting of a rogue state armed with outdated Soviet 
equipment. 

In conventional accounts, each era has had its own version of what 
C.E. Callwell quaintly termed 'small wars'x - that is, wars that occurred as 
a result of intervention in, and conquest of, non-European countries. Wars 
of empire were 'small' because so few Europeans were involved, not because 
of their consequences for the countries they were fought in, nor even in terms 
of their effects on the European balance of power, which were considerable. 
With decolonization and Cold War, these became 'revolutionary guerrilla 
wars' or communist insurgencies; and after 1989 they became 'complex hu- 
manitarian emergencies' that occurred in 'failed' or 'collapsed' states. 

What has happened since 1989 is that the axis of threat has shifted, 
from great power and superpower contests to a much older struggle: that 
between North and South, between the powerful and the weak. For the first 
time, a resistance movement from the non-European world has inflicted 
wounding strikes on a metropolitan homeland. More are likely to follow. 

'Small wars' have been seen as simply derivative of what was happening 
in the First World, denying the global South its own dynamics and agency. 
During the Cold War, many persisted in seeing events in the Third World as 
a direct outgrowth of the East-West contest, and usually Soviet-inspired. 
Yet Vietnamese nationalists, Iranian republicans, Afghani Mujahedin, and 
peasants in Central and South America imagined themselves to be involved 
in a quite different struggle: that for political independence and autonomy, 
for the right to determine their own fate and manage their own affairs, and 
for a just share of resources and distribution of wealth and opportunity. 
They very often understood these struggles to be of long provenance, dat- 
ing back well beyond the division of the world between western and Soviet 
spheres of influence. The Vietnamese began preparing for their war of inde- 
pendence in the 1890s. In the videotaped statement released on 7 October 
2001, Osama bin Laden declared that for over eighty years Islam had been 
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'tasting ... humiliation and contempt ... its sons ... killed, its blood ... shed, 
its holy places ... a t ta~ked ' .~  The reference to 'eighty years' has little resonance 
in the West, but is a clear reference to the break-up of the Ottoman Empire 
and the passing of the territories of the old caliphate to the control of western 
mandates and thereafter, in many cases, to regimes friendly to the West. 

Learning about the  Enemy 

Many in the West prefer to think of Al-Qaeda and its affiliates as a 'fanat- 
ical strain of religious extremism', in the words of Prime Minister Tony Blair, 
rather than as a hybrid form of anti-colonial resistance.I0 President George 
W. Bush refers simply to the 'terrorist threat to civilization'." Such language 
serves to vilify the enemy and may mobilize support in the West, but it does 
not aid understanding There is a strong tendency to imagine that Islam and 
the histories of western imperialism are separate matters, that really what is 
at issue is the violent manifestation of particular strands of Islamic belief. In 
fact, the root causes of the current situation lie in the working out of long- 
term histories of western expansion and their dynamic interaction with the 
Islamic world. A brief visit to a minor front of the war on terror, the island 
of Mindanao in the Philippines, is instructive in this regard. 

Long before what we now call 'globalization' and imagine as the 
'inevitable' spread of western culture, Islam was already a world religion. 'The 
classical dar al-islam [land of Islam] was . . . a "trans-hemispheric civilisation" 
and probably the most successful, long-lasting and far-reaching example of 
archaic globalization'.12 When the Spanish arrived in the Philippines in the 
sixteenth century, they discovered two well-developed Muslim sultanates 
and identified their subjects as 'Moors', transplanting to East Asia Spain's 
own experience of a 700-year struggle at the other, western end of Islamic 
globalization. War broke out, with the sultan of Maguindanao urging his 
'Moros' to resist as their only hope of retaining freedom. For 300 years, resist- 
ance continued in one fashion or another. When Spain turned the Philippines 
over to the US in 1898, Mindanao was still not pacified and became a major 
site of US anti-guerrilla operations which by 1902, in the Philippines as a 
whole, had claimed around a quarter of a million lives - no small conflict by 
any measure. (By comparison, total UK civilian and military deaths in the 
Second World War were around 388,000.) Never fully pacified, many Moros 
greatly resented being integrated by fiat into the new state of the Philippines 
when the US granted it independence in 1946. They have carried on fight- 
ing; and now the Moro National Liberation Front and the Moro Islamic 
Liberation Front find themselves caught up in a new western wartime con- 
struction, the 'war on terror', and once again US advisers are engaged in 
counterinsurgency operations. 

A literate Moro fighter might well imagine modern history very differently 
from how it is seen in the West. After all, he is the inheritor of a once great 
and proud world civilization, trodden underfoot by Spanish and American 
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barbarians and their local cronies. He is also the product of a very different 
military tradition, that of the weak against the strong. We may fulminate 
about hostage-taking, bombings, ambushes and other 'cowardly' and 'ter- 
roristic' tactics, as President Bush characterized the militias opposing the 
invasion of Iraq in the spring of 2003. But it takes only a moment's reflection 
to realize that Moro fighters and those like them would stand no chance if 
they played by the rules established by the strong, standing up to be shot 
down by the superior firepower the powerful are always able to employ. 
Theirs is necessarily a war of the shadows, and Westerners do no differently 
in similar situations: in the American Revolutionary War and the French 
resistance in the Second World War, for example. This military tradition was 
intimately familiar with clandestine network organization long before com- 
puters provided the analogy. 

What might 9/11 have meant for this fictional Moro fighter? Watching 
those towers fall on some satellite television deep in the bush, or perhaps 
viewing some gloating Al-Qaeda video of the events of that day, he might 
well have realized that something had just happened to his own little war, 
making it part of something bigger. There is an important sense in which 
Third World resistance movements, even while skilfully developing a dis- 
tinctive military tradition, have been less resourceful politically, playing a 
game set up by the West and its system of international relations. Ever since 
the French Revolution, they have sought independent statehood as legal 
equals with the Europeans, mutually recognized by other sovereign states. 
At the same time, they have accepted the European notion that the title to 
statehood is rooted in the nation, setting Arab against Muslim, Zulu against 
South African. Their struggles were primarily local and national in purpose, 
whatever support they and their opponents may have drawn from abroad. 

At a stroke, Osama bin Laden changed this far more effectively than 
decades of Soviet and Chinese pronouncements about communist inter- 
nationalism. Bin Laden is no respecter of sovereign borders. For him, dividing 
up the Islamic world into separate countries is a tool of western control, the 
classic tool: divide and rule. As the Al-Qaeda website noted with reference 
to Afghanistan's president, hand-picked by the US, 'A "Karzai" regime exists 
officially in all the Muslim countries. All rulers are crowned in the Karzai 
way.'" The point is bombastically put; but consider the origins of many 
Middle Eastern countries, carved out by the Turks, the British and the 
French, centred on specially selected sheikhs, sustained by oil money and 
military and police assistance, supplemented by the occasional covert oper- 
ation when someone untoward makes it to a position of power or threat- 
ens to. There is more than a little truth in Al-Qaeda's comment. President 
Karzai even has a foreign bodyguard. 

A Moro fighter could now well imagine himself as a participant not in a 
local struggle, but in a transregional war designed to bring about a new 
caliphate in the old dar al-islam. He might not do so; he might carry on in the 
old way; but equally he might decide to join the new struggle. It is this new 
possibility that Al-Qaeda, and its various loosely affiliated organizations, 
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networks and individuals, have put on the table. A potentially global resist- 
ance movement has been called into existence, made possible by the centuries- 
old spread of Islam around the world. The presence of Islam in the West as 
well as in all the poor regions of the world, with the exception of Latin 
America, means that the histories of colonialism and neo-colonialism, of 
western wealth and of poverty in the global South, are all in dynamic inter- 
action with Islam and its growing militant resistance. The world stands now 
at the threshold of a long struggle. Given the relative success of current efforts 
to clamp down on terrorist finances, communications and movements, it is 
most likely the case that the resistance movement centred on Al-Qaeda is in 
its very early stages of organization and development. It is also likely that 
Al-Qaeda is set on a long-term strategy, vital to which will be the mobiliza- 
tion and organization of Islamic militants around the world. 

The key to mobilizing this popular base is the increasing belief that the 
West is truly engaged in a war against Islam, that the West is fighting Islam 
everywhere. Might it not seem to our Moro that this is indeed the case, as 
he catches sight of US special forces on patrol in his backyard, hears of the 
Palestinian struggle, watches the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and dis- 
covers that the Americans have even remembered t o  include some obscure 
Muslim brothers in remote parts of China on their lists of enemies? Might 
he not decide to start returning the favour, and begin establishing trans- 
national connections with other, like-minded groups, coordinating operations 
and orientating them towards the larger, global struggle? Al-Qaeda again: 
'It must also be noted that in its war with America, the Al-Qa'ida organ- 
ization adopted the strategy of expanding the battle arena ... This strategy 
has priceless advantages; the enemy who had only his country to  defend 
realized that he now must defend his enormous interests in every ~ o u n t r y ' . ' ~  
Here we have a glimpse of this conflict's potential for widespread and long- 
term destruction, very far from fully realized as yet. 

It suits the interests of Al-Qaeda to imagine the developing conflict as a 
clash of civilizations. In Samuel Huntington's influential formulation, civ- 
ilizations are clearly delineated on maps, although they may have dangerous 
borderlands, and they persist through world historical time as distinct cul- 
tural essences.15 Huntington's idea is that conflicts of belief can lead civ- 
ilizations to make war on one another. This is to conceive the relationship 
between war and culture the wrong way round. War is a great engine which 
both transforms the content of national identity and inculcates it in indi- 
viduals. It is during and after conflicts that the sense of common purpose 
and identification with the nation reaches fever pitch, for it is wartime sac- 
rifice that creates the sense that there must be an entity greater than the 
individual, which pursues higher purposes demanding so many lives. Blood 
sacrifice both feeds and shapes the cause for which one fights. 'It is', as John 
Comaroff remarks, 'in situations of struggle and times of trouble that the 
content of ethnic self-consciousness is (re)fashioned.'16 

The conclusion is inescapable: it is war that makes and remakes civiliza- 
tions. Bin Laden is seeking to make his vision of Islamic civilization a reality 
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through the medium of war. He seeks to constitute an Islamic nation at war 
through his acts of violence and those of his enemies, and through the particu- 
lar interpretations he and his allies place on them and popularize through 
various media. US officials regularly aid him in this task, by articulating Islam 
with terror and local resistance struggles with a global threat in practice 
and in rhetoric. Vice-president Dick Cheney refers to 'terrorists' who struck 
'Riyadh, Casablanca, Mombasa, Bali, Jakarta, Najaf and Baghdad' as if they 
were one 'network' against which the US could conduct a 'global campaign'.17 
This is precisely what Al-Qaeda hopes to achieve one day. The West should 
be seeking to fuel the opposite dynamic, disarticulating local and global strug- 
gles. By conflating Islam and terror with any kind of armed resistance, we are 
in danger of repeating the mistakes of the early Cold War, where obvious 
fault-lines in the communist bloc were ignored, for example in Yugoslavia and 
China, in the name of constructing a unitary, global image of the threat. The 
tensions caused by the ethnic Arab hierarchy within global Islam can be 
exploited, as can the various local roots of activists' motivation for resistance, 
by addressing each conflict at its particular source, rather than as an instance 
of some imaginary whole. Many of these conflicts, however, have systemic 
sources, often deriving from the structure of the global economy. The popu- 
larity of the Islamic madrassi schools in Pakistan and elsewhere, for example, 
stems in part from IMF structural adjustment programmes that forced re- 
trenchments in public education. 

Learning about  Ourselves 

Learning to see the war through our enemies' eyes is a vital first step. But 
Sun Tzu reminded us that 'knowing thyself' is just as important to victory, 
and there is one final lesson for us on Mindanao - the hardest of all. In his 
speech to the American Enterprise Institute before the war in Iraq, President 
Bush remarked that the world 'has a clear interest in the spread of demo- 
cratic values, because stable and free nations do not breed ideologies of mur- 
der'.18 There would have been no question in his mind that 'democratic values', 
as well as 'liberty' and 'freedom', emanated from the West and from America 
in particular, and from there spread to the rest of the world. 'Americans', he 
told another audience, have sacrificed themselves in wartime 'missions of 
rescue and liberation on nearly every continent'.I9 He told some graduating 
university students after Saddam's fall that he had 'a great goal for this 
nation. We will use our influence and idealism to replace old hatreds with 
new hopes across the Middle E a ~ t ' . ~ "  Lately, he announced the US has adopted 
a 'forward strategy of freedom in the Middle E a ~ t ' . ~ '  These remarks should 
not be dismissed as mere rhetoric. O n  the contrary, they reveal the most 
deeply held, most cherished beliefs the West has about itself: what John 
Gray has termed the 'recurring utopianism of western c iv i l i~a t ion ' .~~  For 
President Bush, the 'advance of freedom is the calling of our time; it is the 
calling of our ~ o u n t r y ' . ~ "  
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The Moros on Mindanao, and many, many others in the global South, 
would not characterize what has come to them from the West as 'freedom' 
and 'liberty'. However one ultimately adjudicates the West's contribution to  
human flourishing and human suffering, it has to be accepted that in the 
world outside the Euro-Atlantic community the West appears very different 
from its own self-image. The West generally sees itself as civilized, modern, 
developed and rational, while often viewing other parts of the world as bar- 
baric, atavistic, undeveloped and in the grip of passions rather than rea- 
son.24 The West likes to think that colonialism, on balance, was a civilizing 
mission. But this is not generally how the imperial era is remembered by 
those who were subjugated. For most of them, the arrival of the Europeans 
was an unprecedented calamity. They suffered war, conquest, epidemics, 
genocide, famine and other disasters, and were exposed to new vulnerabil- 
ities such as dependence on world commodity prices.2s What the West got 
up to in the global South was the very antithesis of western ideas about 
itself, it was violent, rapacious and dominating. As Frantz Fanon remarked, 
when speeches are made about western values, the 'native' is likely to pull 
out his knife, or at least 'makes sure it is within reach'.26 

More recently, since 1989, the West, and the US in particular, set out 
to remake the world once again in its own image, in a Utopian effort to  
spread democracy and free markets everywhere. With astonishing arrogance, 
Francis Fukuyama and others spoke of liberal democracy in its particularly 
American embodiment as the 'final form of human government', indeed the 
'end point of mankind's ideological ev~lut ion ' .~ '  Seemingly without consid- 
ering the possibility that someone, somewhere would stand up and resist 
effectively, Fukuyama argued that as the US was the world's sole remaining 
superpower, it is 'inevitable that Americanization will accompany global- 
i z a t i ~ n ' . ~ ~  

For many in the global South, the era of free market globalization has 
been one not of peace and prosperity, but of increasing inequality, collaps- 
ing states and endemic violence.29 When it was a matter of ensuring debt 
repayments or opening Third World markets to  western exports and invest- 
ment, the West insisted that free market logic was the only possible way for- 
ward. But when it came to opening the West's own markets, or cutting 
agricultural subsidies, then different rules applied, as seen most recently at 
the collapse of the WTO ministerial meeting in Cancun in September 2003. 
'While the EU gives very generously with one hand through its aid policies, 
its trade policies destroy the livelihoods of poor farmers'.30 It is not unrea- 
sonable, given their devastating effects, to consider the EU's Common 
Agricultural Policy or US farm subsidies as something approaching human- 
itarian crimes. Similarly, what of the West's preferential commitment to 
patent rights over human rights, to the point where it values the profits of 
its pharmaceutical corporations above the lives of millions suffering from 
disease in the global South? As bin Laden points out, while western slogans 
'call for humanity, justice, and peace, the behaviour of their governments is 
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completely the opposite'." In many parts of the world, Muslim peasants 
bear the burden of these and other western policies. 

Enormous and growing economic inequality between and among peoples, 
and an international economic regime that systematically favours the rich 
nations, are basic features of the contemporary world." As Paul Rogers 
remarks, 'the atrocities of September 11 and the mass murder of 3,000 people 
may have represented real human tragedies but took place in a world in which 
5,000 children die every day from diarrhoea and related causes'."%ven deaths 
from terrorism outside the US routinely exceeded 3,000 year after year as the 
post-colonial world struggled with a political inheritance of partitions and 
resentments. Yet the West too often persists in seeing only its own beneficence, 
and imagines that everyone else does too, even in the face of obvious evidence 
to the contrary. Michael Mandelbaum, senior fellow of the Council on 
Foreign Relations, has recently published a book arguing that 9/11 'did not 
usher in a new The reason, he argues, is that three western ideas 
have already 'conquered' the world: peace, democracy and free markets: 'The 
market-centered international order of the twenty-first century command[s] 
almost universal allegiance'." One has to ask what world Mandelbaum is liv- 
ing in, as not even in Europe, much less in the global South, is this view 'uni- 
versally shared'. According to his panglossian logic, 9/11 demonstrated not 
that the West is vulnerable to a new form of warfare, but that it 'had no ser- 
ious rival in the world of the twenty-first century'. The perpetrators of 9/11, 
as he saw it, 'proposed nothing in place of what they sought to destroy'.36 
Presumably, Al-Qaeda has a different view: 'I . . . fight until the Americans are 
driven out of all the Islamic countries'." Whatever is made of Al-Qaeda's 
political project, it should be remembered that although the Goths lacked a 
programme of reform, they nonetheless managed to sack Rome. 

These points are not made for purposes of self-flagellation. Western illu- 
sions, and the inability of western elites to  see themselves as others see 
them, stand directly in the path of a clear-sighted appreciation of the nature 
of the current conflict and of the enemy. This is particularly evident in the 
vast amount of ink recently spilled in newspapers and other publications 
over the question of what could possibly motivate suicidal terrorists. A cul- 
ture which freely expended its sons in the trenches of Flanders suddenly 
cannot understand the impulse to sacrifice for cause and comrades. How 
many western soldiers have set off on missions knowing there was small 
likelihood they would return? How many patriots have laid down their 
lives with joy in their hearts? Yet, when a Muslim does this, analysts reach 
for the Qur'an and develop elaborate theories of fanaticism and Islamic 
attraction to violence, despite the fact that of 188 suicide bombings between 
1988 and 2001, 75 were carried out by the avowedly secular Tamil  tiger^.^^ 
Should it not just be accepted that suicide bombers are fighters in a cause, 
a cause with which one may disagree and against which one may fight, but 
one that nonetheless can be recognized, with just a small dose of empathy, 
as a response to historic injustice? 



286 Debating Security and Strategy and the Impact of 9-1 1 

Learning about 'Small Wars' 

Only by granting one's enemies a full and unqualified humanity can one ever 
hope to understand them. Western leaders will never manage this feat as long 
as they stay locked in delusions about their own rationality, beneficence and 
civilization while denying Muslims and Arabs the same. This is doubly import- 
ant in the struggle against 'terrorism'. For the military tradition of the weak 
against the strong has always had to make use of unconventional tactics and 
ruses, precisely because the weak lack the wherewithal to fight in conven- 
tional fashion. This does not make them evil; rather; it is a sign of strategic 
sophistication. In an earlier small war in which the British empire was fight- 
ing for the right to export opium to China, the Chinese on Hong Kong island 
resorted to poisoning the bread they baked for the Europeans. Luckily for the 
British, they rather overdid it, putting in too much arsenic, which induced 
vomiting before the poison could work. One afflicted British trader wrote 
home, 'This mode of warfare is hard to deal with'." At least he had the hon- 
esty to call it 'warfare' rather than barbarity or terrorism. The Chinese armies 
were opposing bladed weapons to gunpowder, war junks to steamships. 
Opening a new front in the bakeries was a rational and creative response to 
such a situation. To expect any less is to imagine your enemies are stupid. 

Yet many persist in seeing in 'terrorist acts' some kind of innate barbarity 
rather than classic weapons of the weak. As uses of force, many of Al-Qaeda's 
bombings and other operations have had great strategic effect in return 
for lives and resources expended, not least on 9/11 itself. Nonetheless, an 
American military spokesman characterized a recent bombing in Iraq as 
'heinous' and 'an act of pure brutality with no possible aim except to cause 
destruction and death'.40 This officer needs to be reminded that all acts of war 
involve destruction in pursuit of political aims. He might also reflect on the 
fact that suicide bombings have been an enormously effective tool in resisting 
military occupation, as the recent acceleration of the US timetable for hand- 
ing over sovereignty to the Iraqis  attest^.^' A young Palestinian woman re- 
marked of the choice of suicide bombs, 'This is the only weapon we have'.42 
In the three weeks following the invasion of Iraq, between 3,500 and 6,000 
Iraqi civilians were killed and perhaps 20,000 more injured, yet this is thought 
of as 'collateral damage' suffered in the course of legitimate military opera- 
t i o n ~ . ~ ~  'The Islamic nation must also know that the US version of terrorism 
is a kind of deception. Is it logical for the United States and its allies to carry 
out this repression, persecution, plundering and bloodletting over these long 
years without this being called terrorism, while when the victim tries to seek 
justice, he is described as t e r r o r i ~ t ? ' ~ ~  The point is not that one side is a ter- 
rorist and the other is not. Rather, both sides are at war and making use of 
available instruments in the most effective way they know how. Planning 
must ~roceed  on this basis rather than on that of the specious moralizing 
which all too easily informs strategic thinking in the West.45 '[Wle in the West 
call the few casualties we suffer from terrorism and surprise "cowardly", the 
frightful losses we inflict through open and direct assault "fair"'.4" 
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Perhaps the greatest illusion the West has about itself concerns the 
nature of its strength and the enemy's weakness. US academics have lately 
been wont to emphasize the magnitude of American power as compared to 
that of the British or the Romans in their day. Statistics are adduced con- 
cerning how many countries' entire annual defence budgets it would take to 
buy a single aircraft carrier battle group, what portion of the world's total 
military spending is controlled by the Pentagon, and so on. When not dwelling 
on the size of US forces, such commentators emphasize their technological 
prowess, which is indeed impressive. But the US was forced to withdraw 
from Vietnam by men armed, in large measure, with infantry weapons and 
a few handfuls of rice. Now it hurls million-dollar cruise missiles against an 
enemy who took down its great buildings with fewer than twenty men. 
Neither expenditure nor technical sophistication guarantees victory. Where 
does power reside in these contests? 

In the topsy-turvy world of wars fought between North and South, it has 
often been the case that leaders of the most powerful countries on earth have 
been brought low by 'savages' and as President Lyndon Johnson 
discovered in the weeks following the Tet offensive, despite the fact that it 
proved a battlefield disaster for the Vietnamese communists. Volatile demo- 
cratic publics in the West encourage both precipitate intervention, sometimes 
inspired by humanitarian impulses, and precipitate withdrawal, when they 
discover that interventions rarely work out as planned and often require large 
amounts of blood and treasure to see through. Benjamin Disraeli came to 
power in 1874 promising imperial adventures, an electoral strategy that ap- 
pealed to the newly enlarged British electorate. Despite the absence of tele- 
vision news, his government collapsed in 1880, in part as a result of William 
Gladstone's denunciations of the Afghan and Zulu wars. 'Remember the rights 
of the savage!' Gladstone told his  audience^.^' Gladstone himself came a crop- 
per in the Sudan, and the Italian prime minister Francesco Crispi was forced to 
step down following the near-annihilation of an Italian army by the Ethiopians 
at  Adowa in 1896. Jimmy Carter saw his presidency crumble in Iran, while 
even Ronald Reagan stumbled into a major constitutional crisis through his 
efforts to defeat tiny Nicaragua. 

The interactions between democratic publics in the West and military 
intervention in the non-European world are complex, and yet simple nos- 
trums often substitute for serious analysis in this area. The US was willing 
to suffer over 56,000 killed (and inflict, with its allies, over a million mili- 
tary and civilian deaths) in a country few Americans had heard of prior to 
1965. As a result of defeat, the idea of a 'Vietnam syndrome' - a lack of 
willingness to intervene for fear of casualties - was subsequently assumed 
to afflict the US. The real dynamics at  work were considerably different, 
and expose how it is that western illusions and identity constructions hob- 
ble its strategies for the conduct of 'small wars'. 

The strategy the US pursued in Vietnam reflected its basic conception of 
the Cold War. The world was seen as divided between two blocs, one slave, 
one free. It went without question that the denizens of the free world wanted 
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to be free. Subversion emanated from the Soviet bloc countries and infected 
the free world. Insurgencies were therefore read as evidence of external 
attack, rather than as consequences of the social and political upheaval that 
gripped the Third World in the wake of the Second World War.48 'What 
Chairman Khrushchev describes as wars of liberation and popular uprisings', 
Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara remarked, 'I prefer to describe as 
subversion and covert aggre~s ion ' .~~  In both elite and popular understand- 
ings of Vietnam, America was trying to help a 'free people' defend itself from 
external attack. 

It is in this context that the real surprise of the Tet offensive can be 
grasped. It was not only that the claims of steady American progress before- 
hand now seemed hollow. Tet appeared on television screens as a general 
uprising against the Saigon regime and its American backers. It was no 
longer possible to evade the fact that 'the people' were against the 'freedom' 
the US was offering. The initial framing of the conflict, as one primarily 
about 'communist subversion' from outside, led to the adoption of an overly 
militarized and counterproductive strategy, one pregnant with the possibil- 
ity of battlefield reverses. Precisely because of the heavy implication of 
American identity in its Vietnam venture, such defeats can become more 
general crises for the body politic. They challenge the identity relations and 
ideological constructs which inspired intervention in the first place. 

The real 'Vietnam syndrome' in American culture is the process by which 
the verdict of Tet - that the US was not on the side of 'the people' - was 
erased and America reinstated as the defender of the oppressed everywhere, 
willing to use its military power to liberate them. Thus what was not so in 
practice is achieved in imagination. In both political ideology and popular 
culture, the history of the war was radically rewritten, in ways which served 
to re-empower the militarized American internationalism so evident today in 
Iraq. The neo-conservative clique that exercises such profound influence 
over the Bush administration fled the Democratic Party during the Vietnam 
era, because the party had become less willing to use force in the service 
of American values abroad. Their view was that whatever went wrong in 
Vietnam, it was right for America to use force to pursue its values, which are 
synonymous with liberty and freedom around the world. After Vietnam, two 
of the most prominent neo-conservatives argue, 'The suspicion of American 
power inherent in contemporary liberalism now became a reflexive oppos- 
ition to the exercise of American power around the world'." Perhaps more 
important are the ways in which the Vietnam War was rewritten in films, tel- 
evision series and novels, for that is where most Americans have learned 
their 'history' of the war." Broadly speaking, the rewriting of the war is a 
movement from the world of The Deer Hunter (dir. Michael Cimino, 1978) 
to that of the recent Me1 Gibson vehicle We Were Soldiers (dir. Randall 
Wallace, 2002). By the time of the latter, as Marilyn Young remarks, 'Vietnam 
[had] become a war of which Americans [could] feel 

This kind of imaginative work was crucial to politically enabling the con- 
quest and occupation of Iraq for purposes of liberating the oppressed Iraqi 
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people. The rewriting of the Vietnam War provides an answer to a key ques- 
tion: How was it possible that President Bush and his learned advisers came 
to the conclusion that the US would be received as a liberator in Iraq? 
Anyone with even the most basic understanding of Iraqi history and of per- 
ceptions of the US in the Middle East suspected strongly that only trouble 
awaited the Americans in Iraq. Nonetheless, as late as October 2003 President 
Bush was surprised to discover the extent of anti-American feeling in the 
Islamic world. 'Do they really believe that we think all Muslims are ter- 
rorists?' he asked his staff, some of whom conceded the President 'has only 
begun to discover the gap between the picture of a benign superpower that 
he sees and the far more calculating, self-interested, anti-Muslim America 
the world perceives'.Fz This is stark evidence of the fantasy land from which 
the highest levels of political leadership are conducting the war on terror. 
President Bush, however, is fully au fait with the 'history' of the Vietnam 
War. In his recent speech about bringing democracy and freedom to the 
Middle East, he cited Vietnam as one place where 'Americans have amply 
displayed [their] willingness to sacrifice for liberty'."J The Vietnamese, of 
course, sacrificed far more. 

Given the tremendous imbalances in power between the West and the 
global South, it is difficult to appreciate just how significant the South is for 
western identity, especially in wartime. The entire panoply of orientalist 
constructions is at  stake on imperial and neo-imperial battlefields, includ- 
ing civilizationlbarbarism, reasonlpassion, and strengthlweakness. It is for 
this reason that western defeats must be strenuously explained away. After 
losing a large portion of an invading column to Zulu attack at  lsandhlwana 
in 1879, the British resorted to over-emphasizing the defensive victory a t  
Rorke's Drift as proof of the superiority of British arms. So shocked were 
the Italians that the Ethiopians could annihilate their army at Adowa, that 
they subsequently 'discovered' that Ethiopians were in fact Caucasians dark- 
ened by exposure to the equatorial sun, in order to recoup in imagination 
the ignominy of being defeated by black men? As can be seen, the problem 
is that often the 'natives' do  not play their assigned role in western identity 
constructions. 

Such is the case in Iraq today. The role of the Iraqi people is to want to 
be free, for only then can the US understand itself as a liberator. Accordingly, 
the growing resistance to US occupation must be represented as somehow 
not emanating from 'real' Iraqis. It is very important that the fiction that the 
resistance in Iraq is mounted only by 'Saddam loyalists' and 'foreign terror- 
ists' be maintained, for to admit otherwise is to switch from discourses of 
liberation to  those of occupation. 'We're working hard with freedom-loving 
Iraqis to help ferret these people out before they attack', President Bush has 
said." The US administrator in Iraq, L. Paul Bremer, referred to those 
behind a series of bombings in Baghdad in October 2003 as 'cold-blooded 
killers ... a handful of people who don't want to live in f r e e d ~ m ' . ~ '  The 
main goal of the 'killers' is 'to intimidate Iraqis from building a free gov- 
ernment and to cause America and our allies to flee our r e ~ ~ o n s i b i l i t i e s ' . ~ ~  
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Nothing less than the very identity of 'America' is at stake in these repre- 
sentations of the Iraqi resistance. Soon, however, the US will have to add the 
category of Iraqi 'bad apples' to  'Saddam loyalists' and 'foreign terrorists' 
to account for the growing number of Iraqis picking up arms. 

This framing of the situation in Iraq, despite its resonances with American 
elite and popular self-perception, is dysfunctional in strategic terms. The 
implication is that the sources of resistance are to be found not in a com- 
plex political, cultural and social context fuelled by totalitarianism, con- 
quest and occupation, but rather in an identifiable group of 'cold-blooded 
killers', who must be 'ferreted out' and destroyed. As in the Cold War, sub- 
version is seen as coming from the 'outside', not from the people the US 
seeks to free, when in fact it is the US which has invaded Iraq. When the 
'ferreting out' comes in the form of heavy-handed use of military force, it 
contains the potential to  generate further popular Iraqi resistance. 'After the 
Americans are attacked', one Iraqi who has lost grandchildren to American 
fire commented, 'they shoot everywhere. This is inhuman - a stupid act by 
a country always talking about human rights.'" Despite its compatibility 
with American identity, the framing of the conflict in Iraq, as in Vietnam, 
holds the promise of military reverses, because it inspires counterproductive 
strategies. As one Iraqi resistance fighter noted of the aggressive American 
response to recent attacks, '[tlhe American army is our best friend. We should 
be giving them medals.'60 

Past a n d  Present 

Part of imagining you are strong is to think you have the power to control 
events. When such imaginings are based more on illusions about the West 
and its role in history than on hard analysis, the outcome is unlikely to match 
expectations. As Rosemary Hollis wrote before the invasion of Iraq, 'those 
coming from outside the [Middle East], with even the best intentions, will 
most likely fail to impose their agendas on those within it, and vice versa . .. 
[Tlhe more hawkish elements in the US administration think they can impose 
a new Pax Americana on the Middle East, starting with Iraq, they may well 
succeed in shaking up the existing regional order, but the outcome will not 
be exactly as they en~isage' .~'  In the quicksand of the non-European world 
western policy-makers have often believed they could control the direction of 
events with minimal expenditure of resources. It is not surprising that with 
all those aircraft-carrier battle groups, fighter and bomber wings, heavy div- 
isions, and nearly bottomless financial resources, President Bush thought he 
could shape Iraq's future according to his wishes. Unintended consequences 
are, however, the regular outcome of such efforts. In the early part of the 
Cold War, the US resorted to cheap and apparently effective covert oper- 
ations to 'switch regimes' when those perceived as leftists or communists 
came to power through the ballot box. This had the effect of shutting down 
legitimate avenues for the expression of dissent and created conditions for 
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the rise of insurgencies and guerrilla warfare, which proved far more costly 
to fight, quite aside from the price in lives and broken futures. 

Nowhere has the illusion that events in other people's countries can be 
manipulated to suit western ends backfired more spectacularly than in the 
Middle East. In the immediate aftermath of 911 1, there was a brief opening 
in US public discourse over the question of why it was that some Muslims 
and Arabs might hate America as much as they evidently did. While this 
debate continues in Europe, it has largely been shut down in the US itself 
as Al-Qaeda and its followers were vilified and the idea that America had 
brought the attacks on itself seen as at  best tasteless and probably unpatri- 
otic. This is profoundly unfortunate, for the history of US foreign policy in 
the Middle East is a history of tragedy and folly, which at  each stage laid the 
groundwork for the next crisis. The only thing different about 911 1 is that it 
is now the US as well as others who are bearing the costs. It is worth briefly 
reviewing some episodes in this history before concluding, as they exem- 
plify much that has been written above. 

In the early 1950s, in an effort to head off Soviet influence in the Middle 
East and to reverse the nationalization of Iranian oil, the US derailed a 
republican and nationalist experiment in Iran by helping to overthrow the 
Mosaddeq government in a CIA-supported coup. The US then sought to 
arm and support the shah of Iran as its policeman in the Persian Gulf. 'In 
retrospect it is apparent that the policy of making the shah surrogate 
guardian of US interests in the Gulf backfired badly insofar as it helped fuel 
the forces of revolution against the Pahlavi dynasty and identified the United 
States with the shah's overweening ambitions and profligate spending.'62 
The shah's rule helped to radicalize Shi'a Islam, which after its victory in 
Iran began exporting radical Islam around the Middle East. The US experi- 
ence in Iran was a good example of how efforts to head off unwanted polit- 
ical developments in the Third World through resort to covert action and 
support of repressive authoritarian regimes spawned greater, long-term 
problems. In the Middle East in particular, the repression of secular polit- 
ical movements, and the closing down of civil society as an avenue for 
expressing dissent, meant that rebellion and discontent increasingly took on 
religious, specifically Islamic fundamentalist forms. 

Washington, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia were all concerned about Shi'i 
fundamentalist Iran, and in varying degrees encouraged Iraq to invade it in 
late 1980. They provided a great deal of assistance to Iraq during the ensu- 
ing war. Iraq borrowed $95 billion from Kuwait and Saudi Arabia and 
imported $42 billion worth of arms, and the US provided approximately 
$5 billion in aid.6Qfter the war, Kuwait increased its output of oil, which 
of course lowered the price of Iraqi oil, and started demanding repayment 
of loans from war-torn Iraq, setting the stage for Saddam's invasion, which 
he mistakenly thought he had cleared with Washington. A decade of sanc- 
tions was to follow Saddam's defeat in Kuwait and, whatever the other 
issues involved, this was a humanitarian disaster for the Iraqis that was 
deeply felt in the Arab world. 
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But while the US found radical Islam problematic in Iran, it found it very 
useful in Afghanistan. Some $3 billion in aid was provided to the Mujahedin 
to assist their war against the Soviet Union, including approximately 1,000 
shoulder-fired Stinger anti-aircraft missiles, hundreds of which remain un- 
accounted for and some of which may be in Al-Qaeda's inventory.64 This 
was the largest CIA covert operation ever. With Washington's blessing, Saudi 
intelligence poured in another $2 billion worth of aid, and the chief of Saudi 
intelligence picked a man named Osama bin Laden to  lead the foreign legion 
of Arab fighters in A f g h a n i ~ t a n . ~ ~  When the Soviet forces withdrew, the US 
simply walked away from a country in which it had fuelled the flames of war 
and had lavishly supported a political and religious movement profoundly 
antithetical to its overall interests and values. The rest of this story need not 
be repeated here. 

It is difficult to see the invasion of Iraq as anything other than the next 
stage in this ever more violent embrace between the West and the Islamic 
world. As Clausewitz knew all too well, war is generative of ever more war 
unless it is kept limited by achievable political aims. The US aims in Iraq 
were anything but limited, involving the entire restructuring of society, cul- 
ture and politics. War and occupation are blunt instruments for such goals. 
A relatively small number of guerrillas, regardless of where they come from, 
have now created a nearly insoluble 'chicken and egg' problem: reconstruc- 
tion and development cannot begin in earnest until there is security; but 
achieving security requires effective rebuilding and restoration of services, 
because of the need to earn the support rather than enmity of the popula- 
tion in order to defeat the guerrillas. On the West Bank and the Gaza Strip 
the Israelis, with one of the most effective security establishments in the 
world, very experienced, well-equipped, well-stocked with Arab translators 
and informers, utterly ruthless, have been unable to  stop suicide bombers 
who have some degree of support in Palestinian civil society. What chance 
have the Americans of achieving security in the 'Sunni triangle' of Iraq?66 

In his last book, written before 911 1, the late Paul Hirst warned his read- 
ers that, given the fundamental inequalities of power and wealth in the world, 
'new powers' would emerge 'to challenge the beneficiaries of the present sys- 
tem and their dominance of its institutions'. Prophetically, he suggested that 
'[tlhis challenge would be nothing like the actions of the revanchist powers in 
the 1930s, but [those in the West] ... are complacent if they think it will not 
happen at all'.67 That challenge is now here. The combination of modern 
technology, its uncontrollable diffusion, and a potentially vast transnational 
network of angry and disaffected Muslims confronts the West. Perhaps some 
solace can be taken in the corridors of power that an Islamic movement will 
never be able to tap fully into other Third World sources of resistance. Despite 
the novelty of the current situation, and the transnational and network nature 
of the opponent, the western response so far has involved invading two sov- 
ereign states with heavy forces. Far more civilians were killed in these opera- 
tions than died on 9/11 itself, and many have argued that the UN and 
international law are among the casualties. The only conclusion the world 
outside can draw is that, notwithstanding all its universalist and humanitarian 
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rhetoric, western lives matter more than those of others. Can such actions do 
anything other than generate even more destructive responses? '[Wlar is an act 
of force, and there is no logical limit to the application of that force. Each side, 
therefore, compels its opponent to follow suit; a reciprocal action is started 
which must lead, in theory, to  extreme^'.^^ 

Given the extreme vulnerability of western societies to determined terror- 
ist attack, it is a matter of utmost urgency that this spiral of violence be 
headed off. Doing so demands first and foremost that we give up the illusions 
by which we have distinguished the West from the rest of humanity, as more 
humane, more rational, more 'free', more willing to undertake sacrifices for 
the good of others. This is what the history of 'small wars' has to teach us. 
When the great French sociologist Emile Durkheim set out to discover the 
elementary role of religion in human societies, he did so among the abori- 
gines of the Australian outback. He believed that even the most savage of the 
'savages' had something to teach us about humanity qua humanity: 'The 
most barbarous and the most fantastic rites and the strangest myths translate 
some human need, some aspect of life, either individual or social'." We need 
to find the requisite empathy to understand why men dedicated to the better- 
ment of their peoples and willing to sacrifice their lives, found it necessary to 
fly jet aircraft into buildings or to blow themselves up in the compounds of 
humanitarian organizations. After all, we do not find it so perplexing that we 
ourselves resorted to the obliteration and atomic bombing of civilian popula- 
tions in the Second World War. If we can make this difficult leap of imagin- 
ation into our enemy's minds, we will be able to fight them far more effectively. 
We might also learn an even more invaluable lesson: how to live in peace with 
people different from ourselves, people who may not choose to live as we do 
or to organize their societies along western lines, but who are nonetheless fully 
human and deserving of respect and dignity. 
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Knowledge as Power: Science, Military Dominance, 
and U.S. Security 

Robert L. Paarlberg 

C an the United States maintain its global lead in science, the new key to 
its recently unparalleled military dominance? U.S. scientific prowess 
has become the deep foundation of U.S. military hegemony. U.S. 

weapons systems currently dominate the conventional battlefield because they 
incorporate powerful technologies available only from scientifically dominant 
U.S. weapons laboratories. Yet under conditions of globalization, scientific 
and technical (S&T) knowledge is now spreading more quickly and more 
widely, suggesting that hegemony in this area might be difficult for any one 
country to maintain. Is the scientific hegemony that lies beneath U.S. weapons 
dominance strong and durable, or only weak and temporary? 

Military primacy today comes from weapons quality, not quantity. Each 
U.S. military service has dominating weapons not found in the arsenals of 
other states. The U.S. Air Force will soon have five different kinds of stealth 
aircraft in its arsenal, while no other state has even one. U.S. airborne target- 
ing capabilities, built around global positioning system (GPS) satellites, joint 
surveillance and target radars, and unmanned aerial vehicles are dominating 
and unique.' On land, the U.S. Army has 9,000 M1 Abrams tanks, each with 
a fire-control system so accurate it can find and destroy a distant enemy tank 
usually with a single shot. At sea, the U.S. Navy now deploys Seawolf nuclear 
submarines, the fastest, quietest, and most heavily armed undersea vessels 
ever built, plus nine supercarrier battle groups, each carrying scores of aircraft 
capable of delivering repeated precision strikes hundreds of miles inland. No 
other navy has even one supercarrier group.2 

Such weapons are costly to build, and the large relative size of the U.S. 
economy (22 percent of world gross domestic product [GDPJ) plus the even 
larger U.S. share of global military spending (43 percent of the world total 
in 2002, at market exchange rates) have been key to the development and 
deployment of these forces. Yet economic dominance and spending dom- 
inance would not suffice without knowledge dominance. It is a strong and 

Source: Internatronal Security, 29(1) (2004): 122-51. 
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rapidly growing S&T capacity that has allowed the United States to move 
far ahead of would-be competitors by deploying new weapons systems with 
unmatched science-intensive capabilities. 

It was in the middle of the twentieth century that the global arms race more 
fundamentally became a science race. Prior to World War 11, military research 
and development (R&D) spending absorbed on average less than 1 percent 
of total major power military expenditures. By the 1980s, the R&D share of 
major power military spending had increased to 11-13 p e r ~ e n t . ~  It was pre- 
cisely during this period, as science became a more important part of military 
might, that the United States emerged as the clear global leader in science. 
During World War 11, the military might of the United States had come more 
from its industrial capacity (America could build more) than from its scientific 
capacity (Europe, especially Germany and the United Kingdom, could still 
invent more). As that war came to an end, however, a fortuitous migration of 
European scientists to the United States plus wartime research investments 
such as the Manhattan Project gave the United States the scientific as well as 
the industrial lead. 

During the Cold War, the U.S. lead grew stronger. Scientists from the Soviet 
Union briefly challenged the United States in space, but then decisively lost the 
race to the moon. The United States responded to the Soviets' successful 
launching in 1957 of the world's first earth-orbiting satellite, Sputaik I, with 
much larger investments in its own science education and weapons R&D pro- 
grams. By the later stages of the Cold War, U.S. weapons had attained a deci- 
sive quality advantage over Soviet weapons. This first became fully apparent to 
U.S. intelligence in 1976, when a Soviet pilot flew his mach-3 MiG-25 Foxbat 
jet interceptor to Japan in search of asylum. Upon inspection the Foxbat was 
found to  be virtually devoid of any next-generation technologies; it was little 
more than a "rocket with a window." Following the defeat of U.S. forces in 
Vietnam, some ~ o p u l a r  critics questioned the military advantage of high- 
technology ("gold ~ l a t ed" )  weapons systems, and suggested that the United 
States might be better off investing in quantity rather than qua lit^.^ But the 
U.S. decision, post-Vietnam, to move away from a large conscript army and 
toward a smaller and better-trained all-volunteer force became a reason to 
increase rather than decrease science investments in weapons quality. During 
President Ronald Reagan's administration, U.S. military R&D expenditures 
doubled, leaving Soviet weapons scientists even further behind and contribut- 
ing in some measure to the final demoralization of the Soviet leaders hi^.^ 

The U.S. weapons quality advantage was in full view for the first time 
during the 1991 Persian Gulf War, when stealth aircraft, lasers, infrared 
night vision, and electronics for precision strikes gave U.S. forces a decisive 
edge.6 Iraqi forces using Soviet equipment were easily broken and expelled 
from Kuwait at a total cost of 148 U.S. battle deaths. In the 1999 Kosovo 
conflict, the United States conducted (this time with no battle deaths) an air 
campaign so dominating that the Serb air force did not even attempt to  fly. 
By the time of the Afghanistan war in 2001, the United States was using 
GPS satellite-guided bombs capable of striking with devastating precision in 
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any weather, as well as in the dark. From a safe altitude, the U.S. Air Force 
now could destroy virtually any target on the surface of the earth, if that 
target had fixed and known geographic coordinates. 

In the second Persian Gulf War launched against Iraq in March 2003, the 
U.S. qualitative edge was even more prominent. U.S. forces were able to go 
all the way to Baghdad using only half the number of troops deployed in 
1991 and only one-seventh as many (but far more precise) air-launched muni- 

tions, and without a thirty-eight-day bombing campaign (as in the first Gulf 
War). Only 105 U.S. battle deaths were suffered during the assault itself; there 
were fewer unintended civilian casualties (one civilian died for every thirty- 
five munitions dropped), plus far less damage to Iraqi buildings, bridges, and 
roads.' U.S. strike aircraft flying up to 1,000 sorties a day were able, even 
through a blinding sandstorm, to destroy the tanks and infantry vehicles of 
the Republican G ~ a r d . ~  Pervasive GPS capabilities, new sensor systems, near 
real-time "sensor to shooter" intelligence, and computer-networked commu- 
nications allowed U.S. forces to leverage the four key dimensions of the mod- 
ern battlespace - knowledge, speed, precision, and lethality - and to prevail 
quickly at minimal cost.y 

The key to this revolution in military affairs (RMA) has been the applica- 
tion of modern science and engineering - particularly in fields such as physics, 
chemistry, and information technology (IT) - to weapons design and use. It 
is the international dominance of the United States in these fields of science 
and technology that has made possible U.S. military dominance on the con- 
ventional battlefield.I0 It thus becomes important to judge the magnitude and 
durability of U.S. scientific hegemony. In the sections that follow, I first meas- 
ure the U.S. lead in StkT relative to the capabilities of potential rival states by 
using a variety of science output and resource input indicators. By every indi- 
cator, the current lead of the United States is formidable. Then I judge the 
durability of the U.S. lead by examining two possible weaknesses within its 
foundation. The first is the greater speed with which scientific knowledge can 
diffuse (perhaps away from the United States) in the modern age of global- 
ization. The second is the poor science preparation still provided by so many 
U.S. public schools in grades K-12. 

Upon examination, these two factors need not present a significant threat 
to the U.S. global lead in science and technology, assuming the United States 
can remain a large net importer of scientific talent and knowledge from 
abroad. Preserving this vital net inflow of scientific assets has been made 
more difficult, however, by the homeland security imperatives arising from 
the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. It should be the policy of the 
United States to devise a homeland security strategy that does not impair the 
nation's access to foreign science talent. One part of this strategy should be 
to contain the further growth of terrorist threats by avoiding conventional 
military campaigns that create determined new political adversaries abroad. 
Victories that bring resentment will breed resistance, most easily expressed 
in the form of asymmetric threats against soft targets, including homeland 
targets. Another part of this strategy should be a more effective mobilization 
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of the nation's massive S&T capacity when responding to the asymmetric 
threats that do arise. The United States is uniquely capable of innovating 
new "smart" technologies to protect soft homeland targets against uncon- 
ventional threats. The current Fortress America approach risks undercutting 
the nation's lead in science by keeping too many talented foreigners out. 

How Large is  t h e  U.S.  Lead in S c i e n c e  a n d  Technology? 

The U.S. lead in science and technology can be measured in terms of either 
final scientific output or R&D input. Scientific and technical output is most 
often measured by counting numbers of scientific papers published, numbers 
of papers cited in other published papers, numbers of registered patents, or 
numbers of prizes won. By all such measures, the United States holds a 
commanding global lead. 

The Institute for Scientific Information (ISI) has maintained since 1981 a 
database of scientific citations from roughly 9,000 indexed journals published 
worldwide from all scientific fields, excluding mathematics, social sciences, 
and the humanities. From 1992 to 2002, scientists working in the United 
States led other nations by a large margin in both numbers of papers published 
and numbers of citations. Table 1 reveals that scientists working in the United 
States have been publishing roughly four times as many papers as scientists in 
Japan, the second-ranking country, and papers published by U.S. scientists 
have received roughly five times as many citations as papers from the second- 
ranking U.K. scientists. This wide U.S. lead in scientific papers and citations 
has been diminishing over time. Over the period 1981-94, while worldwide 
scientific paper output increased 3.7 percent per year, U.S. output increased 
only 2.7 percent per year. Scientific paper growth rates above 10 percent per 
year were registered by China, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan, yet these 
were higher growth rates from a much smaller base." 

Table I :  Top Ten Countries, Published Papers by Scientists, and 
Citations to Papers, January 1992-June 2002 

Rank by Papers/ 
Citations Country Papers Citations 

111 United States 2,618,154 30,765,049 
214 Japan 672,308 4,591,831 
313 Germany 619,323 5,186,228 
412 England 570,667 5,628,105 
515 France 459,963 3,777,753 
616 Canada 346,126 3,259,935 
717 Italy 288,763 2,245,050 
811 7 Russ~a 255,548 665,442 
911 0 Australia 198,006 1,523,844 
10120 China 193,006 494,157 

Source: IS1 Essential Science Indicators, http://www.in-cites.com/countriesl 
2002allfields.html. 
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The U.S. scientific lead also can be measured in numbers of patented inven- 
tion. During the mid-1980s, the large U.S. share of patents awarded in the 
United States began to decline, reinforcing worries about a supposedly dimin- 
ished U.S. competitiveness vis-a-vis Japan and other rising economies in Asia. 
In 1970 American inventors had accounted for 66 percent of U.S. patents, but 
by 1989 that share had fallen to just 52 percent. Even Joseph Nye, who was 
otherwise confident in his 1990 book Bound t o  Lead of the continued strength 
of the United States, viewed this patent trend as a "cause for concern."I2 Nye 
need not have been concerned. Patenting by U.S. inventors revived in 1990 
and began growing more rapidly than patenting by foreign inventors once 
again. By 1999 the U.S. share of new patents was back up to 54 percent.'W.S. 
inventors have also continued to lead in patenting within foreign countries, 
registering more patents than local competitors in Brazil, Canada, France, 
Germany, Italy, Japan, Russia, and numerous other c ~ u n t r i e s . ' ~  

Prize winnings are another output indicator of relative science strength, 
albeit a lagging indicator because science prizes are usually awarded years 
or even decades following the moment of scientific achievement. A count of 
winners of all internationally recognized science prizes worth more than 
$200,000, including Nobel Prizes and the Fields Medal in mathematics, 
reveals that German scientists won most of the awards early in the twenti- 
eth century, with American scientists entering the winning ranks in large 
numbers only in the 1930s. In the decades around World War 11, propor- 
tionately fewer German and French scientists won, and American scientists 
began to establish a commanding lead, winning roughly half of all prizes 
given. This is a lead that has continued into the twenty-first century. Of the 
seven 2003 Nobel Prize laureates in physics, chemistry, physiology, and 
medicine, five were living and working in the United States.'" 

A more derivative indicator of the U.S. lead in S&T is the country's 
share of world production of technology-intensive manufactured goods, 
known as "high-technology manufactures." Throughout the 1980s the U.S. 
share of global high-technology production remained at  a strong 33  percent. 
It then declined to 30 percent from 1988 to 1995, while Japan's share grew 
from 20 percent in 1980 to 26 percent in 1991. Concerns spread that Japan 
might be emerging as a technological challenger at  least in commercial man- 
ufacturing, but more careful thinkers argued that the U.S. lead was still 
strong.Ih Popular concerns were laid to rest when the U.S. share of global 
high-technology production subsequently revived to reach an unprecedented 
36 percent by 1998, while the Japanese share fell back down to its 1980 
level of just 20 percent." 

In addition to papers, citations, patents, prizes, and high-technology pro- 
duction, it is also possible to count numbers of highly productive scientists. 
The IS1 has used its citation database to generate a list of the world's 3,222 
most "highly cited scientists," working at  429 different institutions in twenty- 
seven different countries around the world. Two-thirds of these scientists (8  15) 
worked at institutions in the United States. The next four countries in rank 
order are the United Kingdom (with 100 of these top scientists), Germany 
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with 62, Canada with 42, and Japan with 34. Russia has 2, India 2, and 
Taiwan 1; the People's Republic of China has none.18 

These IS1 database results also indicate that highly cited scientists tend to 
work in tight geographic clusters. In the area of Boston, for example, all of 
the institutions that house ISI's highly cited scientists lie within a two-mile 
radius of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Such geographic clus- 
ters of scientists can grow into highly productive "innovation hubs" if they 
feature the right mix of both public- and private-sector laboratories, several 
competing first-class universities, close contacts with nonprofit foundations, 
and access to venture capital.19 A recent global inventory of such innovation 
hubs in the area of information technology found that a preponderant num- 
ber were indeed located within the United States. In 2000, Wired magazine 
consulted local sources in government, industry, and the media to find the 
geographic locations that matter most for innovation in the new digital age. 
Each location was rated on a scale of one to four in four areas: ability of area 
universities and research facilities to train skilled workers or develop new 
technologies; the presence of established companies and multinational cor- 
porations to provide expertise and economic stability; the population's 
entrepreneurial drive to start new ventures; and the availability of venture 
capitaL20 A total of forty-six locations around the world were identified in 
this manner as "technology hubs," and thirteen of these forty-six hubs were 
in the United States. Of the seventeen hubs that had the highest aggregate 
scores, eight were in the United States.21 The closest competitor was the 
United Kingdom, with four hubs total, and only two in the top seventeen. 
The closest security rival of the United States with multiple hubs on this list 
was China, with three hubs total, but none of China's hubs were in the top 
seventeen, or even in the top thirty.22 

U.S.  RCD Investment 

Perhaps the best way to measure the U.S. lead in science and technology is 
to consider inputs of R&D investment. The total U.S. R&D portfolio (pri- 
vate as well as public investments) exceeds $250 billion a year. These invest- 
ments have a recent history of steady expansion; in constant dollar terms, 
total U.S. R&D grew from $100 billion in 1976 to $265 billion in 2000.23 
These R&D investment are routinely credited with boosting U.S. economic 
growth and commercial competitiveness in te rna t i~na l ly ,~~  yet they are also 
at the foundation of U.S. military supremacy. 

U.S. investments in R&D far outstrip those of other wealthy states. Total 
gross domestic expenditures on R&D in the United States exceed those 
of Japan, the second-largest R&D-investing country, by 158 percent.25 
The United States invests 40 percent more in R&D than the original fifteen 
European Union (EU) states combined. This is a reflection of a greater U.S. 
effort, not just larger economic size. Total R&D investments in the EU in 
2000 equaled 1.9 percent of GDP, compared with 2.69 percent in the United 
States. In 2002, the European Commission reported that the U.S. lead over 
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the EU in R&D spending had widened for the seventh year in a row. In June 
2003, EU Commissioner Chris Patten warned his fellow Europeans of what 
he called a "brutally simple statistic": the United States with just 4 percent of 
the world's population accounted for 50 percent of the world's R&D spend- 
ing2"U officials have repeatedly described these figures as worrying for the 
future economic performance of Europe compared with the United States; it 
is also worrying for Europe's future capacity to rival the United States in 
highly capable military technologies. 

To judge the military value of these R&D investments more carefully, it is 
necessary first to separate the less vital private component from the more vital 
public component. The private share of the total U.S. R&D portfolio has 
increased significantly, from 50 percent in the mid-1980s to more than 
66 percent of the total in 2003." During an interlude in the 1990s, this contin- 
ued privatization of U.S. R&D, which reflected in part a real dollar shrinkage 
of public federal R&D, caused some defense advocates to worry. In constant 
dollar terms (fiscal year 2002 dollars), total public-sector federal R&D budget 
authority (defense plus nondefense) had earlier increased from $60 billion in 
1976 to nearly $90 billion during the Reagan administration, but then fell 
back to just $80 billion in the mid-1990s. This concern was only temporary. 
The federal R&D investment decline was reversed for nondefense programs 
in the late 1990s in response to lobbying efforts from the U.S. scientific com- 
munity. For defense programs, the decline was decisively reversed after the 
September 11 attacks. Thus by FY 2003, total federal R&D outlays were 
back up to $112 billion, roughly 20 percent in real dollars above the earlier 
Reagan-era peak. 

Federal R&D investments in nondefense programs recovered partly due 
to the political strength of a new domestic science lobby. As Allan Bromley, 
former assistant to the president for science and technology, explains, "Sci- 
entists have become much more politically savvy, developing effective advo- 
cacy groups that drive federal policies and budgets through grassroots 
lobbying, media initiatives, and Capitol Hill events."28 When total federal 
R&D spending went into a decline in the mid-1990s, this domestic science 
lobby pushed successfully to revive at least the nondefense component of that 
spending. 

The Clinton administration had initially been neglectful of federal R&D 
investments. In his first term, Bill Clinton failed to meet even once with the 
President's Council of Advisors on Science and Technology. He also under- 
cut the executive branch access of scientists by replacing the Federal Co- 
ordinating Council for Science, Engineering, and Technology with a new 
National Science and Technology Council that he chaired but failed to use.2y 
Beginning in 1995, the domestic science community responded to this neglect 
with a successful Congress-based lobbying effort. In June 1996, the American 
Association for the Advancement of Science circulated in Congress a budget 
analysis that projected a further 25-30 percent constant-dollar decrease in 
federal science and technology support between FY 1995 and FY 2000, 
prompting five Republican senators led by Phil Gramm of Texas to submit 
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legislation in January 1997 calling for a doubling of the nondefense federal 
science and technology budget over the next decade. In the post-Cold War 
political environment of the 1990s, the scientific community used national 
economic competitiveness as its justification for advocating more nondefense 
federal R&D money. As a result of these lobbying efforts, the president's FY 
1999 budget request contained significant new increases for nondefense fed- 
eral R&D. In addition, between FY 1996 and FY 2000, federal nondefense 
R&D budget authority was increased 24 percent in nominal terms. 

The post-Cold War decline in federal military R&D spending took longer 
to reverse. In constant dollar terms, U.S. military R&D fell 16 percent 
between 1991 and 1996.30 While federal nondefense R&D began increasing 
after 1996, spending for military R&D remained essentially flat. By 1998, 
defense S&T advocates in the U.S. Senate led by Senators Joseph Lieberman, 
Jeff Bingaman, and Rick Santorum were sounding the alarm and calling for 
annual 2 percent increases in military R&D, above the rate of inflation. In 
1999, writing in Joint Force Quarterly, Lieberman asked, "With a 30 percent 
decline in military research, and another decrease slated for the next fiscal 
year ... where will our technical superiority come from?"31 

Such alarms failed at first to trigger any noticeable presidential or congres- 
sional response, and by FY 2001, Department of Defense R&D spending 
was down to just 43 percent of total federal R&D spending, well below the 
FY 1986 peak level of 63 percent.32 Support for military R&D spending 
was only restored following the arrival of a new Republican administration 
in Washington in January 2001, and then most decisively following the 
September 11 terror attacks. Total defense spending increased dramatically; 
and as a subcategory, military R&D investments increased as well. By 2002, 
according to calculations prepared by the Stockholm International Peace 
Research Institute, U.S. military R&D spending had recovered enough in con- 
stant dollar terms to surpass even the 1991 late Cold War-era level, as shown 
in Table 2. This recovery of U.S. federal defense R&D outlays continued into 
2003, when total Department of Defense outlays for research, development, test- 
ing, and evaluation reached $56 billion.33 The United States, by 2003, was spend- 
ing roughly as much on just the weapons development component of its military 
budget as any other single state was spending on its entire military budget. 

Table 2: Expenditure on Military RED in the United States and Western Europe, 
1991-2002 (U.S.$ billions, at constant 2000 prices) 

United States 49.7 42.1 41.6 42.5 42.0 42.7 42.6 44.5 50.6 
UnitedKingdom 4.4 3.6 3.7 3.9 3.4 3.7 3.7 - - 
France 6.5 4.5 4.3 3.4 3.2 3.1 3.1 3.5 - 
Germany 2.0 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.2 - 

Total European 14.9 11.1 10.9 10.5 9.8 9.8 9.7 - - 

Union 
-- 

Source: SIPRI M h t a r y  Expend~ture and Arms Production Project, June 2003, http://projects. 
s~pr~.se/m~lex/aprod/nat~onaldata/equ~p-exp-m~I-r&d.pdf. 
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Most U.S. defense R&D investments are in the development, testing, and 
evaluation of specific weapons systems, but the Department of Defense also 
engages in more basic S&T research, to provide the more fundamental sci- 
ence and technology knowledge needed to meet future military requirements. 
Current priorities for S&T spending include further investments in IT so as 
to advance the RMA; missile defense; and new weapons and capabilities based 
on nanotechnology, biological sensors, and robotics. This S&T budget in the 
Department of Defense supports roughly 35 percent of all federal research in 
computer sciences and 40 percent of all federal engineering research. 
Following the September 11 attacks, this important subcategory of defense 
R&D spending increased as well, reaching $10 billion in FY 2002, back up 
in real dollar terms to the early 1990s' leveLi4 

The Position of Potential Rivals 

As U.S. investments in defense R&D were recovering from their initial post- 
Cold War slump, other governments allowed such investments to continue 
sliding. Table 2 reveals that Europe was falling further behind the United 
States in military R&D investment even prior to September 11. The ratio of 
U.S. to total EU spending on military R&D was slightly more than three to 
one when the Cold War ended in 1991, and by 2000 had increased to more 
than four to one. Among all the wealthy nations of the Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) between 1990 and 1998, 
the defense share of budgetary R&D appropriations declined from 37 percent 
to 30 percent, but the ratio in the United States declined briefly and then 
recovered to 55 percent.3s The closest competitor to the United States in terms 
of allocating R&D budget shares to the military has been the United Kingdom 
(35 percent), followed by the Russian Federation (30 percent), but these coun- 
tries have much smaller R&D budgets overall. The United States still puts 0.4 
percent of its GDP into military R&D, more than twice the proportion allot- 
ted by the United Kingdom or France. Japan is a heavy R&D spender, but it 
allocates only a trivial 0.03 percent of its GDP to defense R&D. 

The military R&D efforts of today's Russian Federation are only a frac- 
tion of the determined (yet still inadequate) efforts made by the Soviet Union 
during the Cold War. The Soviet Union at one point was devoting as much as 
2-3 percent of its gross national product to military R&D, a larger share than 
most industrial countries now invest in total R&D.jh When the Soviet system 
collapsed, state spending on military R&D was sharply reduced, and Russia's 
once-privileged defense scientists were suddenly obliged to accept low salaries 
and to work in deteriorating research facilities with outdated equipment. 
Nuclear physicists protested with hunger strikes or took menial jobs in other 
fields. In 1996 the director of the second largest nuclear research center in 
Russia took his own life because he could no longer endure a situation in 
which his employees had not been paid for five months and, in his words, 
were "close to   tar vat ion."^' Science in Russia will recover only slowly from 
this collapse. Total R&D expenditures in Russia are now smaller than those 
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in Canada, and only about 4 percent the level of total R&D spending in the 
United States.3R 

The Chinese economy has now enjoyed twenty-six consecutive years of 
strong growth based in part on the acquisition of new technologies. Today 
China's leaders clearly aspire to close the military technology gap with the 
United States, yet their science capacities remain far behind those of the 
United States. The list of deficits is long. In microelectronics China's most 
advanced facilities have been six to eight years behind the state of the art and 
continue to be critically dependent on imports. China has only limited super- 
computer capabilities and its PCs are composed primarily of imported parts. 
In telecommunications China depends on foreign firms for advanced trans- 
mission technologies. China's nuclear power industry is rudimentary, and its 
aviation industry is based mostly on antiquated Soviet technology. In space 
China's launch capability is impressive for a developing country, but its satel- 
lite capabilities remain limited.39 According to a 2001 assessment, in military 
technology China is destined to remain significantly behind well into the 
future: 

China's overall military technology in 2020 will still be significantly infer- 
ior to that of the United States, for several reasons. First, ... China's aver- 
age level of commercial technology will still lag behind advanced world 
practice. Second, because development cycles for weapons are long, mili- 
tary systems are often designed around technologies that are a decade or 
more old by the time the weapons become operational (In the United 
States, 13 to 15 years typically elapse between the initiation of a major 
weapon development program and the initial operational capability of the 
first production units). Thus, the military systems that the United States 
and China field in 2020 will largely reflect the technologies available to 
those countries in 2010 or earlier. Finally, the process of translating civil- 
ian technological capabilities to military technology is nontrivial. Even 
though military systems build on technologies that are fundamentally civil- 
ian, they still involve technologies that are specifically military and thus 
must be independently developed. Furthermore, even if all the component 
technologies of a weapon system are available, the process of integrating 
them into a smoothly functional whole is challenging. This has been 
demonstrated, for example, by the difficulties Japan's defense industries 
have experienced in developing F-2 indigenous fighter aircraft.40 

China's stock of scientific capital is growing rapidly, but it still remains 
limited by advanced country standards. Despite China's size, total numbers 
of scientists and engineers currently being trained in China are substantially 
fewer than in the United States. The United States awards roughly eight times 
as many doctoral degrees in the natural sciences and in engineering as China. 
Despite several decades of strong economic growth, China's total R&D 
spending remains less than 25 percent of the U.S. R&D total (in purchasing 
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power dollars) and only 50 percent of the Japanese total. Much of China's 
scientific progress results not from indigenous R&D but from technology 
transfers associated with foreign investments by private firms. Indigenous 
innovation remains difficult in China because of various institutional con- 
straints including continued state controls over information flows, weak 
factor markets, and inadequate protections for intellectual property. Roger 
Cliff concluded in 2001 that China's resources for technological progress 
were roughly comparable to those of South Korea or Taiwan in the 1970s, 
implying that by 2020 China's civilian economy might be able to attain 
the average technological level of South Korea or Taiwan today.4' This will 
not be enough to catch the United States, which will hardly be standing 
still, given its continued four to one advantage over China in new R&D 
investments. 

China's post-Maoist leaders appreciated the contribution of science to mili- 
tary preparedness, as Deng Xiaoping put technology and the military third 
and fourth - after agriculture and industry - on his list of the "four modern- 
izations" that China should pursue in the 1980s. High technology was then 
elevated to even higher priority after 1986, when China launched the so-called 
National High-Technology Research and Development Program (the 863 
Program, so-named because it was initiated in March 1986) to speed the 
development of military and dual-use technologies in areas such as IT, lasers, 
biotechnology, and space. In 1987 the father of China's strategic missile pro- 
gram, Qian Xuesen, told his colleagues that China must ready itself for what 
he called a century of sustained "intellectual ~ a r f a r e . " ~ '  The urgency of this 
new effort was reinforced when China witnessed the dominance of U.S. high- 
technology weapons in the 1991 Gulf War. At that point, Chinese military the- 
oreticians began to endorse an even wider range of military high technologies, 
including information warfare, space weapons, directed energy, nano- 
weapons, unmanned combat planes, and more. The People's Liberation Army 
(PLA), which traditionally had counted on quantity to trump quality, began to 
talk of switching to a quality-based RMA.43 In September 2003 China's mili- 
tary chief, Jiang Zemin, officially announced that the nation would reduce the 
size of its current forces so as to redeploy its limited resources to "quicken the 
pace of constructing our military's information technology."44 

Such efforts notwithstanding, China will not be able to switch quickly 
from a high-quantity force to a high-quality force. The Soviet Union failed 
to catch up in a qualitative arms race with the United States in the 1970s 
and 1980s even though it devoted 2 to 3 percent of its entire gross national 
product to military R&D. For China, a comparable level of military R&D 
spending today would require an unlikely doubling of total military budget 
outlays.4" Rather than trying to match the United States 8-2 bomber for B-2 
bomber, China will more likely focus in the short run on possible "niche" or 
"asymmetric" responses to the overwhelming U.S. superiority in science-based 
weapons. Virus attacks on U.S. computer networks or laser attacks on U.S. 
satellites might be an e~ample .~"  



308 Debating Security and Strategy and the Impact of 9-1 1 

How Secure  is the  U.S. Lead in Science  a n d  Technology? 

Two hypothetical threats to the current U.S. lead in S&T must be consid- 
ered. The first is the more rapid pace at which scientific innovations now 
spread across borders in the age of globalization. Will this more rapid diffu- 
sion of scientific knowledge give a catch-up advantage to laggards and make 
it difficult for the United States to hold its current lead? The second is the 
continuing underperformance of U.S. public schools in teaching science and 
mathematics in grades K-12. Will poor science education at home undercut 
the U.S. lead abroad? A front page New York Times article in May 2004 
asserted that the United States had "already started to lose its worldwide 
dominance in critical areas of science and innovation." Some of this loss may 
be real, but much is imagined.47 

The More Rapid Diffusion of Technical Knowledge 

In the age of globalization, with scientific knowledge diffusing more rapidly 
across borders, will leading scientific states find it more difficult to maintain 
their advantage? The wider availability of low-cost telecommunications has 
indeed led to a "demise of distance" as regards information One 
empirical study of science and technology information flows within the United 
States between 1975 and 1999 discovered the average geographic distance 
between scientific collaborators and the average distance between inventors 
and those citing their inventions had increased by roughly two-thirds.49 Yet 
"digital divides" between advantaged and disadvantaged societies can impede 
this spread of scientific and technical information, and such divides cannot 
easily be bridged through new investments in hardware alone.s0 Uptake and 
effective use at the receiving end depends heavily on levels of social or insti- 
tutional development, and on the scientific and technological literacy of the 
receiving society.s1 One empirical study found that societies with a science 
production rate of fewer than 150 scientific papers per 1 million inhabitants 
per year are markedly less able to absorb flows of scientific or technical 
knowledge. The study expected this threshold to rise with the steadily 
increasing knowledge requirements of today's catching-up process.s2 For 
societies at the bottom of the science capabilities ladder, more knowledge is 
now available from abroad through globalization, but the quantity needed 
to catch up is even greater, and too little of what is currently available is 
taken up or put to effective use. 

Among countries that are scientifically capable, the international shar- 
ing of knowledge does have large effects, and far more sharing among such 
capable countries is clearly taking place. Between 1981 and 1995, the inter- 
nationally coauthored share of all published scientific and technical articles, 
as tabulated by the National Science Foundation, increased from 1 7  percent 
to 29 percent. Scientists in the United States participated heavily in these 
international collaborations, publishing more internationally coauthored 
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articles than scientists in any other country.j3 The leading scientific societies 
now tend to be global, not national. For example, more than one-fifth of all 
the members of the American Physical Society live abroad, and 60 percent 
of institutional subscriptions to the journal of this society are purchased by 
foreign universities and laboratories. Yet this increased internationalization 
of science need not imply a net leakage of scientific knowledge out of the 
United States, for several reasons. 

First, a great deal of American science remains autonomous despite 
increased international linkages. U.S. scientists do publish more internation- 
ally coauthored articles than scientists in other countries, but this is only because 
the total number of articles published by U.S. scientists is so large. The inter- 
nationally coauthored share of U.S. published articles is relatively low by inter- 
national standards, lower than in Canada, China, the United Kingdom, or any 
of the continental European c ~ u n t r i e s . ~ ~  The bulk of all collaborations in 
American science still remain contained within the country (the greatest 
demise of distance has been among collaborators within the United States, 
rather than across international borders). Second, a leading reason for the 
growth of international collaboration in science has been an increased num- 
ber of "big science" projects that require the sharing of expensive large-scale 
equipment, and a preponderance of this equipment is located in the United 
States. This means that most of the foreign collaborators of American scien- 
tists are coming to the United States, rather than the other way around, and it 
means that the essential nodes of innovation remain geographically located 
within the United States. Also, many of these talented foreign scientists never 
go home. Nearly 30 percent of all Ph.D.'s currently engaged in R&D in the 
United States were born abroad:j5 This brain drain works strongly to the rela- 
tive scientific advantage of the United States. 

Hypothetically, the United States might risk a net loss of scientific ad- 
vantage if foreign scientists or students were to come on temporary visas, 
work briefly in U.S. laboratories and universities, and then return home. 
Many of those who come, however, are in fact looking to stay. One 1998 
study found that 47 percent of foreign students on temporary student visas 
who earned doctorates in the United States in 1990 and 1991 stayed on and 
were still working in the United States in 1995, and the students most likely 
to stay were those from nonallied countries. Nearly 90 percent of science 
Ph.D.'s from South Korea went home, and roughly half of the Canadians 
went home, but 79 percent of Indian Ph.D.'s were still working in the 
United States when this 1998 study was done, and 88 percent of Chinese 
Ph.D.'s had stayed on.56 U.S. law has made it easier for Chinese students to 
remain in the United States following the Tiananmen Square crisis of 1989, 
and thousands of China's brightest young scientists have taken advantage. 
More than 500,000 students from developing countries, communist coun- 
tries, and former communist countries are currently studying outside of their 
home countries - many in the United States - and the National Intelligence 
Council estimates that roughly two-thirds of these students will never go 
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home.57 The comforting picture that emerges for the United States is one of 
"brain circulation" among allied states, combined with a strong net brain 
drain away from rival or potentially powerful neutral states. 

Science knowledge also moves internationally when multinational business 
firms transfer technology through commercial sales or foreign direct invest- 
ments, yet this is hardly an uncontrolled process. The U.S. State Department's 
Directorate of Defense Trade Controls, in the Bureau of Political Military Affairs, 
is empowered under the 1976 Arms Export Control Act to control through 
the issuance of licenses the export of specifically identified military items and 
technologies, including "technical data." Under the International Traffic in 
Arms Regulations (ITAR), the Department of State controls all items on a spe- 
cific munitions list, and enforcers do not require proof that technical data 
changed hands; simply talking to a foreign engineer can trigger a violation 
charge.58 Commercial products and technologies with a potential military 
dual-use are similarly controlled under the 2001 Export Administration Act, 
administered by the Department of C o m m e r ~ e . ~ ~  There is of course no way to 
keep knowledge of sensitive new technologies locked up forever. Yet when 
potentially hostile foreign states do occasionally gain access to finished dual- 
use technologies, the security loss is often contained because the weaponiza- 
tion of these technologies still requires a strong local R&D capability, one that 
most lagging technology importers - such as China - still do not have.60 

In the modern age of more collaborative science, even U.S. weapons labo- 
ratories have to some extent become globally networked. Roughly 70-75 
percent of the research needed to make progress in weapons-related work is 
still unclassified, and it is often best developed in part through international 
collaboration. In 1998 America's Los Alamos, Lawrence Livermore, and 
Sandia Laboratories received 6,398 foreign visitors, including 1,824 visitors 
from sensitive countries, and the US. employees of these labs traveled fre- 
quently to scientific conferences and laboratories abroad.61 Is there a danger 
in such collaborations that U.S. military R&D discoveries will diffuse inter- 
nationally? Security precautions notwithstanding, knowledge of U.S. ad- 
vancements in military RtkD will almost surely spread internationally through 
such linkages, but copying and imitation through espionage will not be 
enough to bring laggard states all the way up to a full RMA capability. 

Copying was at one time a viable option for those trying to catch up with 
technology leaders. When Britain developed its new super battleship HMS 
Dreadnought in 1906, it took only three years for Germany to build its own 
Nassau-class copy. A scientifically lagging Soviet Union was able (together 
with the United States) to borrow and build on German rocketry innovations 
after World War 11, and the initial U.S. lead in atomic weapons that emerged 
from that same war proved fleeting as well. The first U.S. fission weapon det- 
onation in 1945 was followed by a Soviet detonation only four years later, 
and the first U.S. fusion weapon detonation in 1952 was followed by a Soviet 
detonation just ten months later. 

Currently, the risk that U.S. rivals will be able to copy and match leading- 
edge military technology innovations is greatly reduced. First, the very few 
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states that might be able to copy and match U.S. IT-based military innova- 
tions are not rivals. In the IT sector, one indicator of absorption capacity is 
density of internet use, and among the twenty-nine states in the world in 
2000 with more than twenty internet hosts per 1,000 people (the United 
States had nine times that number), all but four were democracies within 
the OECD, formally or informally aligned with the United States.h2 The 
only four states above this threshold level of IT density outside the OECD 
were Hong Kong, Israel, Singapore, and the United Arab Emirates. O r  con- 
sider those states that have demonstrated some scientific prowess by patent- 
ing inventions in the United States. About 70 percent of these foreign origin 
patents were granted to inventors from just four countries - France, Germany, 
Japan, and the United Kingdom, all formal U.S. allies. The two most rap- 
idly growing foreign patent applicant countries are Taiwan and South Korea, 
two more allied states. Taiwan and South Korea surpassed Canada in 1998 
to become the fifth and sixth most-active sources of foreign inventors patent- 
ing in the United Stateshi 

Dominant military innovations will also be more difficult for rival states 
to copy because they are no longer stand-alone pieces of hardware. The RMA 
depends on entire systems of both hardware and software - sensors, satellites, 
program codes, and command systems, not just weapons platforms. More- 
over, only teams of technically skilled, highly trained, and continuously prac- 
ticed personnel can operate these networked RMA weapons systems. The 
superb U.S. all-volunteer military force, built specifically to provide such 
operating personnel, is a unique human and institutional asset that less capa- 
ble foreign rivals can neither copy nor steal. 

Potential rivals such as China cannot hope to develop an RMA capability 
through simple transfer, whether by purchase or theft. Through espionage 
China may have been able to gain information on the W-88 warhead used on 
U.S. Trident missiles, and China was nearly successful in purchasing from 
Israel the Phalcon system (which contained modern phased-array technology) 
before the U.S. government halted this sale in 2000.64 Yet even with access to 
such imported or stolen technology, the Chinese military system will not be 
able to advance to an RMA capability, given the notorious weakness of the 
PLA in areas such as command, control, communications, and intelligence. 

cience Training? 

Another hypothetical threat to U.S. scientific dominance is the continuing 
underperformance of the primary and secondary (K-12) education system in 
the United States. America's universities are world leaders in science, but many 
primary and secondary public schools in the United States have long under- 
performed in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (the so-called 
STEM fields). In 1983 the National Commission on Excellence in Education 
found the United States lagging behind most other industrialized nations and 
concluded that the nation's security was consequently at  risk: "If an unfriendly 
foreign power had attempted to impose on America the mediocre educational 
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performance that exists today, we might well have viewed it as an act of 
war. As it stands, we have allowed this to happen to ourselves. We have even 
squandered the gains in student achievement made in the wake of the Sputnik 
challenge. Moreover, we have dismantled essential support systems which 
helped make those gains possible. We have, in effect, been committing an act 
of unthinking, unilateral educational d i~armament . "~~ 

U.S. political leaders struggled to respond to this 1983 warning. All states 
established new content standards in mathematics, and most did so in science 
as well. Finally in 1990, the president and the state governors adopted the fol- 
lowing national goal, "By the year 2000, United States students will be the first 
in the world in mathematics and science a~hievement ."~~ Yet this goal was not 
met. In September 2000, a new National Commission on Mathematics and 
Science Teaching for the 21st Century, chaired by former Senator John Glenn, 
reviewed the Third International Mathematics and Science Study and discov- 
ered that the performance of U.S. students at the 12th-grade level, relative to 
peers in other countries, was "disappointingly unchanged." Out of twenty-one 
countries compared in this study, the United States came in nineteenth. Among 
twenty nations assessed specifically in advanced math and physics, none scored 
significantly lower than the United States in advanced math, and only one 
scored lower in physics. Results from the latest National Assessment of 
Educational Progress in 2000 were equally dismal, with fewer than one-third 
of all U.S. students in grades 4, 8, and 12 performing at or above the "profi- 
cient" achievement level in math and science, and with more than one-third 
below even the "basic Since 1975 the United States has fallen from 
third place to seventeenth place in the proportion of its 18-24 year olds earn- 
ing science and engineering degrees. 

U.S. science has found a way to overcome this domestic educational handi- 
cap by importing trained science talent from abroad. In this sense, globaliza- 
tion can be counted as a support for U.S. science hegemony, not a threat to 
that hegemony. U.S. universities make up for K-12 educational deficits in sci- 
ence and math by attracting well-trained STEM students from abroad, and 
then by persuading the best of these foreign students to stay. In all the natural 
sciences and engineering, 35 percent of U.S. Ph.D.'s are now awarded to for- 
eign students. In the physical sciences and engineering specifically, roughly 50 
percent of U.S. Ph.D.'s now go to foreign students.68 In addition to universi- 
ties, high-technology U.S. manufacturing firms have also come to rely heav- 
ily on foreign-born graduates for a substantial portion of their growing 
w ~ r k f o r c e . ~ ~  Between 1990 and 2000, the foreign-born share of science and 
engineering doctorates in the U.S. workforce increased from 24 percent to 
28 percent. When it comes to science, the United States remains the pre- 
eminent land of immigrants. In 1999 all four of the U.S. Nobel Prize winners 
in physics, chemistry, physiologylmedicine, and economics were born outside 
of the United States. 

Roughly one-third of the foreign scientists now working in the United 
States arrived already fully trained.70 When the United States allows graduates 
from India's elite institutes of technology to enter with temporary visas, the 



Paarl berg Knowledge as Power 3 I 3 

nation gains access at  no charge to a human capital resource that costs the 
government of India roughly $15,000-$20,000 per student to train. By impli- 
cation, when Congress in 1998 eased the annual quota on H-1B visas, thus 
facilitating movement into the country for roughly 100,000 of these well- 
trained Indian professionals, the training cost savings for the United States 
equaled $2 billion per yeac7' As long as the United States can continue to attract 
this trained foreign talent, the weakness of its own K-12 science preparation 
system will not have to undermine U.S. science hegemony overall. 

New Risks Post-September 1 I :  Asymmetric Attack? 

The September 2001 terrorist attacks and their aftermath highlight several new 
risks in this regard. The attacks are a vivid reminder that science-based domi- 
nance on the conventional battlefield does not protect against unconventional 
attacks on soft nonbattlefield targets, using fuel-laden hijacked airliners, weap- 
onized anthrax spores, dirty bombs, or worse. As U.S. conventional weapons 
supremacy grows, those who resent and resist U.S. power may be driven to 
employ increasingly asymmetric attack responses against ever-softer targets, 
including homeland targets. There is no way to completely eliminate this asym- 
metric challenge, but there are ways to contain it. 

First, this threat can be addressed through science itself. In 2002 the 
National Science Foundation initiated a series of new grants designed specif- 
ically to counter asymmetric terror threats by supporting breakthroughs in 
areas such as cybersecurity and the detection and decontamination of bio- 
logical or chemical warfare agents. The new U.S. Department of Homeland 
Security is investing more than $1 billion a year in R&D. Such efforts can 
and should be expanded, as is noted below. 

Policy judgment and restraint are the second key to containing asym- 
metric threats. Science-based dominance has made the use of conventional 
force much easier for U.S. officials to contemplate, which brings a danger 
of more frequent and more careless use of force in circumstances where the 
conventional military results may be positive, but the political results nega- 
t i ~ e . ' ~  If a conventional military "victory" creates new and determined polit- 
ical enemies, one unintended consequence can be an increase in asymmetric 
threats, either to deployed U.S. forces (as in Iraq), or U.S. citizens and com- 
mercial assets abroad, or even to the homeland. More frequent and more 
aggressive U.S. military actions might also speed the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons capabilities among states hoping to deter U.S. conventional might. 
To contain the growth of asymmetric threats, it thus becomes essential to 
make sound judgments about the most likely political reactions of con- 
ventionally defeated or threatened adversaries. Williamson Murray and 
Robert Scales argue that the United States needs to make larger investments 
in political and cultural knowledge, not just scientific knowledge, i f  it is 
to wage conventional wars with success.'" Knowing when an exercise of 
U.S. conventional military dominance will be resented and resisted becomes 
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essential to minimizing a proliferation of asymmetric threats. This calls for 
more political science, not just more rocket science. 

That said, the threat of asymmetric responses would not be any less if 
the United States were to decide to invest less in science. Thomas Homer-Dixon 
has argued that scientifically sophisticated systems and societies somehow 
present softer and more inviting targets to terrorist groups.74 This argument is 
belied, so far, by the actual target choices made by the terrorists themselves: 
low-technology targets in low-technology societies (embassies or hotels in 
Africa), or middle-technology targets in low-technology societies (commercial 
aircraft operating in Africa and U.S. naval ships at anchor in Arabian ports), 
or at most middle-technology targets in high-technology societies (commercial 
and government buildings in the United States or commuter trains in Spain). 
High-technology targets in high-technology societies are apparently not that 
inviting, even to relatively sophisticated middle-technology terrorist groups 
such as al-Qa'ida. Even in the face of asymrnctric threats, more science usually 
means more security. 

New Risks Post-September 1 I :  Reduced Access to  Foreign Scientists 

More science will be good for security, but an overzealous pursuit of home- 
land security now risks a weakening of U.S. science. An excessive tightening 
of U.S. visa policies post-September 11 is reducing the vital flow of foreign 
scientists into the United States. Between FY 2001 and FY 2003, successful 
U.S. visa applications in all categories fell from 10 million down to 6.5 mil- 
lion. The number o f  temporary worker visas issued specifically for jobs in sci- 
ence and technology in the United States dropped more sharply, falling by 55 
percent in 2002 alone." The weaker post-September 11 U.S. economy can 
be blamed for some of this decline, but not all. Tightened visa procedures are 
making entry into the United States by foreign scientists significantly more 
difficult. 

Some tightening of U.S. visa and immigration policies was appropriate 
after September 11, as the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) had 
gone too far in allowing suspect foreign nationals to abuse their visa status. 
The Palestinian immigrant who drove a truck of explosives into the World 
Trade Center's underground parking garage in 1993 had come to the United 
States legally on a student visa in 1989, but then overstayed and was two 
years "out of status" by the time of the attack. Congress in 1996 passed an 
Illegal Immigration and Immigrant Responsibility Act designed to police such 
visa abusers, but the university-based National Association of Foreign 
Student Advisors prevented effective implementation.76 If a stronger student 
visa monitoring system had been in place in 2001, the September 11 hijack- 
ers would have found it more difficult to elude detection. Instead the hijack- 
ers remained famously unnoticed by the INS even months after the attack. 
Exactly six months after the attack, a belated notification was delivered to a 
flight school in Venice, Florida, granting visa renewal requests for two of the 
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hijackers who died in the attacks." Following this embarrassment, INS was 
moved into the new Department of Homeland Security and renamed U.S. 
Citizenship and Immigration Services in 2003.78 

Having previously erred on the side of being too lax, U.S. visa authorities 
are now erring on the side of being too strict. Traditionally, foreign nationals 
accepted to study science at American universities could expect to receive visas 
at U.S. embassies by providing only a passport, a university letter of endorse- 
ment, and records showing they could afford to live in the United States. 
Following the September 11 attacks, U.S. consular officers have become sub- 
ject to criminal penalties if they grant a visa to someone who subsequently 
commits a terrorist act in the United States, so as a consequence larger num- 
bers of visa requests are either denied or delayed. Foreign scientists were 
among the first to be squeezed out by such new policies.7' In 2002 compared 
with the year before, the United States gave 8,000 fewer visas to visiting schol- 
ars, researchers, teachers, and speakers. Some individuals caught in this sque- 
eze were prominent foreign scholars invited to speak at scientific meetings or 
teach at American universities. In December 2002 the three presidents of the 
U.S. National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine issued a 
statement warning that ongoing research collaborations had already been 
hampered, outstanding foreign scientists had already been prevented from 
entering the country, and important international conferences were already 
being canceled or disrupted because of visa delays.s0 In 2003 a new rule re- 
quired most visa applicants to undergo in-person interviews with U.S. con- 
sular officials overseas, causing still more  delay^.^' 

Valuable science students are being kept out of the United States by these 
new procedures. According to a spring 2003 report by the American Institute 
of Physics, numbers of international students entering graduate physics pro- 
grams dropped by roughly 15 percent after September 11, and a survey of 
physics department chairs revealed that at the beginning of the 2002 aca- 
demic year, about 20 percent of international students admitted into gradu- 
ate physics programs had been unable to start specifically because of visa 
problems.82 All three of the top students (from an applicant pool of 224) 
accepted by the Biostatistics Department at  Johns Hopkins University in 
2003 could not start because of visa problems." In one case, several hundred 
outstanding young Pakistani students who had been carefully selected by 
their government as potential future university leaders, and who had been 
accepted for graduate training in the United States, experienced a 90 percent 
visa denial rate in the United States post-September 11. These denials are now 
discouraging new applicants. At 90 percent of American colleges and univer- 
sities in 2004, applications from international students had fallen, with appli- 
cations from Chinese and Indian students dropping by 76 percent and 58 
percent respectively. Mean while in Australia, France, and the United 
Kingdom enrollments are rising rapidly.R4 

Many visa applicants also experience a kind of virtual denial, due to longer 
processing delays post-September 11. In the months following the attacks, the 
number of names on the State Department's antiterrorist lookout list doubled, 
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and consulates were required to run more visa applicant names through 
Washington's cumbersome interagency clearance system. Thus by the fall of 
2002, the State Department had a backlog of 25,000 visa applications that 
had not been p r o ~ e s s e d . ~ ~ o r  science and technology students, the average 
wait to receive a visa increased to sixty-seven days, and in some cases delays 
extended up to a full year.86 Publicly funded science research in the United 
States has already been disrupted by these new security measures. At the Fermi 
National Accelerator Laboratory, a government facility in Illinois that em- 
ploys 500 scientists from eighteen different countries, those scientists who 
make routine visits home to see family experience visa troubles that can block 
their timely return to work. At the National Institutes of Health, where nearly 
half of the 5,500 staff members with advanced degrees are foreign nationals, 
employees are being informally warned about the perils of visiting home.87 

Tighter surveillance and security procedures have also begun to discour- 
age talented foreign scientists from coming to the United States. New federal 
procedures imposed in May 2002 require universities to monitor the activi- 
ties of their international students more closely. For international students from 
countries that the U.S. government considers to be sponsors of terrorism, the 
National Security Entry and Exit Registration System began to require special 
procedures such as fingerprinting, photos, and trips to check in at district 
offices.88 In May 2003 the Homeland Security Department announced as well 
a requirement for "biometric" screening at U.S. borders (using photos and fin- 
gerprints) for an estimated 23 million foreign nationals entering the country 
every year, many of them science students or researchers. This new "Fortress 
America" approach to homeland security puts important social and cultural 
values at risk. It is also demonstrably bad for the competitive health of U.S. 
science, and hence for U.S. military primacy in the long run. The homeland 
may be slightly more secure in the short run because of these new procedures, 
but the long-term health of U.S. science is being impaired. David Heyman, 
director of the Homeland Security Program at the Center for Strategic and 
International Studies, warned in April 2004 that "to win the war on terror, 
[we the United States] may lose our scientific preeminen~e."~~ 

Conclusion: Smart Weapons, and Policies, 
against Asymmetric Threats 

Military primacy today rests on scientific primacy, and the scientific primacy 
of the United States rests on a remarkably durable foundation. Rather than 
threatening U.S. primacy in science, globalization has strengthened it. Yet sci- 
ence-based military primacy on the battlefield is clearly not a guarantee of 
security. Determined adversaries can innovate increasingly asymmetric tactics 
against an endless list of soft targets, and the more domination and resent- 
ment they feel under U.S. conventional military hegemony, the more incentive 
they will have to move toward these unconventional responses. Conventional 
victories that make new enemies may encourage a dangerous shift toward 
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asymmetry, and if the United States then responds by indiscriminately deny- 
ing foreigners access to the homeland, U.S. primacy in science could itself be 
critically weakened. 

The war against international terror should be fought with science, rather 
than at the expense of science. The homeland security strategy of the United 
States should include much larger science investments in disciplines such as 
chemistry, physics, biotechnology, nanotechnology, and information technol- 
ogy, where promising new counterterror applications are sure to be found. 
Smart societies can develop not only smart new weapons for conventional use 
abroad, but also smart new capabilities for threat detection and soft target 
protection at home. For example, nanofabrication may hold the key to a 
timely detection system for some terror bombing threats. Silicon polymer 
nanowires 2,000 times thinner than a human hair can cheaply detect traces of 
TNT and piric acid in both water and air, and might someday be developed 
and deployed into "smart" cargo containers, to protect against terrorist 
bombs. New information technologies using powerhouse terascale computing 
capabilities may soon be able to help in tracking and anticipating the behav- 
ior of terror ne twork~ . ' ~  New systems capable of detecting dangerous 
amounts of radiation are increasingly affordable and unobtrusive, and the 
Department of Homeland Security has proposed development of a fully net- 
worked national sensor system to monitor the air continuously for pathogens, 
dangerous chemicals, and other public hazards. One line of defense already in 
place in thirty cities is a Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory-designed 
system for monitoring the air for biological attack. 

Federal investments are already moving the United States down this smart 
science-based response path. In the Bush administration's FY 2005 budget, 
roughly $7 billion was proposed to develop high-technology defenses against 
terror attacks, including $3.5 billion specifically for research and develop- 
ment. For example, the Department of Energy will receive $232 million for 
research on the detection of nuclear weapons production. Penrose Albright, 
assistant secretary for science and technology at the Department of Homeland 
Security, defends this approach by arguing that "science is the big advantage 
the West has over these people who would throw us back to the Stone Age."" 

Science can indeed bring big security gains in asymmetric as well as in con- 
ventional military affairs. Yet protection of national security requires that all 
military advantages be used with judgment and care. Security requires smart 
policies as well as smart weapons. When conventional military victories are 
made easy by smart weapons, an extra measure of caution is needed to avoid 
the careless creation of dangerous new asymmetric adversaries. 
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The 'War on Terror': Good Cause, Wrong Concept 

Gilles Andreani 

11 September was, for all to see, an act of war. The sheer magnitude 
of the attacks, their merciless violence, plus the worldwide impact 
of the images immediately imposed the word 'war' as the only one 

commensurate with the event, and the outrage it had provoked. Less than 
ten days after the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, 
President George W. Bush declared war on 'terrorism with a global reach" 
and announced that the war would end only with the eradication of this 
evil. In the fall of 2001, the swift punishment of the perpetrators of these 
attacks, and the defeat of their Taliban accomplices following a lightening 
military campaign in Afghanistan, translated the US president's promise into 
deeds. 

The struggle that began in the aftermath of 11 September 2001, how- 
ever, is a long-term, many-faceted undertaking, involving police and judicial 
repression and intelligence, as well as diplomatic and military action. The 
war on global terrorism cannot end with a declaration of final victory, any 
more than can the war on crime or the war on drugs. The use of the word 
'war' in reference to such evils, and to terrorism itself, rather than against a 
designated enemy, is essentially metaphorical: to those who use it, it under- 
lines their resolve, their rejection of any kind of acquiescence or compromise. 
It expresses their conviction that drugs, crime or terrorism are as destruc- 
tive as war, and their resolve to fight those responsible no less than wartime 
enemies. 

And yet, in the case of 11 September, the use of the word 'war' has gone 
far beyond metaphor to acquire a strategic reality. It has outlived the quick 
Afghan campaign, the only episode in the global fight against terrorism that 
can properly be labelled a war. The war is now entrenched in everyday 
vocabulary (a Google search for 'war on terror' will reveal nearly as many 
occurrences as for 'Cold War'), in military parlance (the Pentagon now 
casually uses the acronym GWOT, meaning 'global war on terror', and in 
soldierly honours (two medals have been established by the US government 

Source: Su~vrval, 46(4) (2004-05): 31-50. 
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to this effect, the 'Global War on Terrorism Expeditionary Medal' and the 
'Global War on Terrorism Service Medal'). 

There are many reasons why the concept of a war against terrorism is 
thus taking root: 

For the first time in the history of modern terrorism, by their suddenness, 
the scale of destruction, the disorganisation and the cost they caused, the 
attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon unleashed a level of 
violence comparable in their effects of a military operation. Over the last 
30 years, international terrorism had caused around 500 deaths annually. 
The eleventh of September 2001 marked the advent of a mass terrorism 
with a destructive capacity hitherto thought to belong only to states. The 
Security Council2 and the Atlantic Council3 drew the appropriate conse- 
quences within hours, when they likened the event to an armed attack 
and deemed the United States to  be in a position of self-defence against 
those who might have ordered or encouraged it from abroad. 
Psychologically, America found itself at war: having suffered an unpro- 
voked and unjustifiable attack, its sense of vulnerability, innocence, grief 
and anger combined into patriotic outrage. US public opinion demanded 
an immediate military response commensurate with the insult. The popu- 
lar fervour, the omnipresent flags and the American war rhetoric were 
visible all over America in the fall of 2001: this was a true nation state, 
and it was at war. 
In the USA PATRIOT Act, passed in October 2001, the US government 
has chosen to resort to legal tools derived (albeit loosely and selectively) 
from the law of armed conflicts to repress terrorism, both at home and 
abroad, thereby bringing the fight against terrorism closer to  actual war 
in some of its legal implications. 
The war on terrorism materialised in the brief episode of the campaign in 
Afghanistan. Designed to topple the Taliban, the terrorists' proven accom- 
plices, and to hunt down the terrorists on Afghan soil, this really was a war. 
It was preceded by an ultimatum to the Taliban to hand over the perpetra- 
tors. Implicitly sanctioned by the Security Council, the Afghan war satisfied 
the criteria of legitimate self-defence and enjoyed unanimous international 
support. There were more offers of military contributions from abroad than 
the US could accommodate, and most were turned down. 

0 It was clear within a few weeks after the 11 September attacks that the 
Afghan campaign would only be a 'phase one' and that the need for fur- 
ther military action was becoming an article of faith in Washington. 
However tenuous the links of Saddam Hussein's Iraq with al-Qaeda, 
11 September, or organised terrorism, the Bush administration has chosen 
to characterise the Iraq War as a second phase in the 'war on terror'. 
Subsequent lack of evidence has not changed their attitude, and they have 
been remarkably successful in embedding Iraq in the context of the 
'global war on terror', at least in the minds of the American public. 
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As the American focus turned, in the fall of 2002, to Iraq, the Bush 
administration carved out a doctrine of preventive war, which further 
expanded the hypotheses under which America might resort to force to 
fight terrorism and their state accomplices. 
President Bush has largely and successfully identified his presidency with 
his role as a war president. His Democratic opponent John Kerry, who 
has chosen to emulate, rather than challenge, the propriety of his war 
rhetoric and his warlike personal profile, has not challenged the charac- 
terisation of the fight against terrorism as a war. 

One may view the use of the word 'war' to refer to the fight against terror- 
ism as a natural consequence of the enormity of the 11 September attacks and 
of the hatred for America that they expressed. In fact it is hard to see how 
President Bush could have done otherwise. It quickly became clear, however, 
that in reality, this 'war' was intended to go well beyond its proper remit - 
the punishment of the state accomplice of the 11 September attackers - and 
that the Afghan 'phase one' would be followed by others. War has come to 
be a central feature of the political reactions, as well as of the strategy and 
legal concepts, employed by the United States to wage the global struggle 
against international terrorism. 

This approach has had its advantages: it testifies to the resolve of the 
United States and to its degree of mobilisation; it initially rallied friends and 
discouraged the hesitant, since the US was not going to tolerate 'neutrality' 
in this 'war'; it serves to  cut through some of the red tape inherent in inter- 
national legal cooperation, and in the American legal system, in favour of 
more direct and ruthless action. 

Nevertheless, to call the fight against international terrorism a war entails 
some major drawbacks, which are now even more apparent than they were 
in the aftermath of the 11 September attacks. The purpose of this essay is to 
go deeper into the problems that stem from the concept of 'war on terror'. 
These can be classified in six categories. First, the use of the word 'war' gives 
unwarranted status and legitimacy to the adversary. Second, it exaggerates 
the role of military operations in fighting global terrorism. Third, at the 
same time, the United States bent both its internal judicial rules and interna- 
tional law to accommodate the concept of war on terror, with a result widely 
perceived as biased and needlessly vindictive. Fourth, the connection drawn by 
the Americans between the war on terrorism and the concept of preventive 
war has worried the United States' partners and undermined the anti-terrorist 
coalition. Fifth, the linkage with the war against Iraq has aggravated the prob- 
lem, while heightening anti-Western and anti-American feeling in the Middle 
East and the Islamic world. Finally, even if the 'war on terror' has not blinded 
the US to the necessity of 'winning peace' and addressing root cultural and 
social causes, it has detracted from the consideration of some urgent political 
problems that fuel Middle East terrorism, including the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict. 
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Warriors or  Criminals? 

A few weeks after 11 September 2001, the eminent historian Michael Howard 
expressed the drawbacks of the use of the word 'war' in this context. The 
whole history of successful fights against terrorism, he emphasised, was a mix- 
ture of repression and political opening designed to cut off the terrorists 
from their social and political base, whose interests they claim to represent. 
Therefore, success means winning people's hearts and minds.4 'War', on the 
other hand, leaves no room for any such goal, or at the very least postpones 
it until after military victory. The latter, logically, is impossible to achieve, 
especially since the terrorist desires nothing so much as repression - blind 
repression preferably - in order to win the support of his base. An additional 
problem with war is that it is a reciprocal process: if you are at war with some- 
one, then he is at war with you. As a result, the state of war confers a degree 
of common dignity on the belligerents, as well as certain rights. 

That is what has always driven terrorist groups to proclaim themselves 
at war with the legitimate power they were fighting. The Baader-Meinhof 
gang and the Red Brigades claimed to be fighters in a war of the people against 
the German or Italian 'police states'. The latter, in turn, vehemently rejected 
this view and rightly treated their adversaries as criminals. The state can only 
countenance being at war with its peers, or with some equivalent entity (for 
example, a national liberation movement whose success turns it into a state 
in the making). Under no stretch of imagination, however, could al-Qaeda 
acquire any such status. 

By proclaiming itself at war with Bin Laden and his accomplices, America 
has thus handed them their second victory: it has acknowledged that they 
indeed had a quarrel with America, despite the fantastic character of their 
grievances, and despite the fact that under any common sense definition, they 
were criminals rather than warriors. 

For the US, there has been a measure of comfort to be derived from being 
at war after 11 September: it helped draw clear lines in an otherwise muddy 
confrontation with a ubiquitous and mysterious enemy. War is a national 
energiser: it reinforces one's internal cohesion, gives direction and sense of 
purpose to one's leadership. This is probably truer of America, which has 
won most its wars after having fought them at great distance and at pro- 
portionately low cost, than of most other countries, which have a living 
memory of war as an experience of ultimate suffering, if not disaster. 

Wars have also been, in America's experience, moral  clarifier^.^ Moreover, 
America's experience of war also differs from the old European conception of 

war as a duel among a priori respectable 
contenders. America's great wars have 
been all-out wars against adversaries, to 
be treated as criminals and pursued until 
their total des t r~c t ion .~  These wars have 

been devoid of chivalry; the adversary has been as much morally vilified as 
fought against. The idea, that 11 September 2001 was an act of war has been 
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a logical extension of this US experience of war. The bellicisation of the fight 
against terrorism is coherent with the American tradition of 'criminalising 
war', which the German political theorist Carl Schmitt condemned in his time 
(wrongly, it should be said, since nothing was more justified than regarding 
the Nazi leadership as a bunch of criminals). 

The fact remains that the choice of the word 'war' has inadvertently given 
al-Qaeda increased stature and a measure of legitimacy. I t  has confirmed their 

self-proclaimed image of warriors, and elevated them to the point where they 
are now engaged in a test of arms with the world's foremost power. What 
more could they ask? 

Whose Interest is it to be at War? 

The terrorist's very first political objective is to see this state of war acknow- 
ledged by his opponent, thereby revealing the true nature (in his eyes) of 
their relation. For national liberation or separatist movements, the objective 
is to transform internal unrest into an international war: for the Algerian 
liberation front (Front de Liberation National, FLN) in the 1950s, or the 
Irish Republican Army (IRA) in the 1970s, recognition of a state of war had 
been an important objective, consistently denied by the French, who referred 
to the Algeria war as 'public order operations', as well as the British in 
Ireland, who fought IRA terrorists as criminals and denied them prisoner of 
war status. Internal political extremism is no less keen on being at war with 
the legitimate government they fight, but it is civil war they aspire to. 
Anarchists in the 1890s claimed that social injustice had acquired a warlike 
character and their resorting to violence only revealed the true nature of 
capitalist societies, that is, a war of the rich against the poor. More broadly, 
left-wing proponents of terrorism or state terror have always justified their 
own violence as self-defence in the context of a social war that their deeper 
political insight allowed them to identify, and to which they tried to awaken 
oppressed masses. 

Similarly, Bin Laden had argued that the Muslim world was subject to 
aggression from a host of enemies ('Jews and crusaders', among which the US 
figured pre-eminently, as well as their accomplice Arab regimes in the Middle 
East). In response, Bin Laden has seen himself and his followers waging a 
defensive 'jihad', or holy war. In this case, the war he aspires to see acknowl- 
edged would be halfway between an international and a civil war. His pur- 
pose has a territorial dimension: freeing the Middle East from the sacrilegious 
presence of Westerners; and restoring the Caliphate. But he also regards him- 
self to be at war with 'apostate' conservative Arab regimes, starting with the 
leadership of his own country, Saudi Arabia; there is no clear boundary to his 
calls for the violent emancipation of Muslims over the world, including in 
Western countries. Insofar as Bin Laden has a view of the war he pretends to 
wage, it is both an international and a civil war. What he seeks to achieve is 
a war without limits, a global civil war. 
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How much Bin Laden's vision of himself as a warrior, and of his struggle 
as a holy war, has been served by Bush's characterisation of the fight against 
terrorism as a war is a matter for speculation. But it would seem clear that 
America's instinctive sense of being at war, the enthusiastic embrace of the 
concept by the Bush administration and its war rhetoric have played into the 
hands of al-Qaeda and its leadership. It takes two to make war: President 
Bush and Bin Laden, the war president and the holy warrior, have not failed 
each other in this respect. 

T h e  Limited Record of Anti-Terrorist Wars 

The use of the term war is not only a matter of semantics. There has been, 
and will be, an actual role for military operations in fighting terrorist organ- 
isations. In the past, there have been instances where military instruments 
were brought to bear against terrorist activities: these instances have ranged 
from the use of the military to supplement police forces under civilian com- 
mand to fully fledged counter-insurgency operations. Northern Ireland and 
Algeria have already been mentioned in this context. It should be noted, how- 
ever, that there was much more to most such conflicts (the IRA and the FLN 
are cases in point) than their terrorist dimension. Terrorism is a tactic rather 
than an ideology or a defined category of political or military movements. 
Many contemporary 'terrorist' organisations have been national liberation 
movements that first resorted to terrorism for lack of alternative military 
options, and which have been able to move either to actual war, or to a polit- 
ical process that allowed for a negotiated outcome of the problem at hand. 

From this variety of experiences, few military lessons can be drawn. 
There has been no single pattern of using military means against terrorism. 
In practice, there has been a very wide range of such situations, from using 
military forces in a police mode as part of civil emergency procedures, to 
fully fledged military campaigns, where the 'anti-terrorist' dimension was 
superseded, if not totally lost. Few people would accept the Russian defini- 
tion of successive Russian campaigns in Chechnya as 'anti-terrorist' opera- 
tions. The 1982 Israeli 'peace in Galilee' operation was presented as such, 
and may have been in its political motives, but militarily it amounted to  no 
less than a classical large-scale invasion of Lebanon, followed by an 18-year 
Israeli occupation of south Lebanon. Moreover, very few military opera- 
tions have thus been conducted within the conceptual framework of 
counter-terrorism. Although the Vietcong, as well as the FLN in Algeria, 
resorted extensively to  terrorism, French and American forces operated in 
these two instances within the framework of counter-insurgency operations, 
a tested and much broader framework for the conduct of military opera- 
tions than 'counter-terrorism'. The same can be said of coalition forces in 
Iraq today, despite the widespread resort to terrorist attacks of their oppon- 
ents, who include remnants of al-Qaeda, as well as terrorist groups loosely 
affiliated with it. 
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Altogether, there have been very few instances where military tactics and 
operations have specifically been designed to address a particular terrorist 
threat: the episode of the 1957 'battle of Algiers' comes to  mind, as well as 
the British army's operations in Northern Ireland. From this limited body of 
experience, no category of military operations has emerged so far that can 
properly be labelled 'anti-terrorist'. It is conceivable that such a category will 
eventually materialise. One should only hope that, as such thinking develops, 
it takes into account the opportunistic and multiform nature of terrorism, as 
well as the variety of political objectives it may serve, and that it does not mis- 
take terrorism for a new form of warfare to be met with a rigid set of military 
answers. In the 1950s, the West similarly mistook parallel guerrilla tactics in 
China, Malaysia and Indochina for a new form of warfare - 'revolutionary 
war'. They sought to understand it, drawing in particular on Mao's writings, 
in order to better fight it, including by borrowing tactics from their adver- 
saries; these included the enlistment of the civilian population, the importance 
of psychological operations, and so forth. This line of thinking blinded the 
West to the underlying causes of these movements, in particular nationalism, 
and occasionally led to tactical and moral mistakes, such as the large-scale 
strategies of relocation of civilians in Algeria or 'fire-free' zones in Vietnam. 
It also paved the way intellectually for the acceptance of torture, notably in 
Algeria. Thinking today of terrorism as a new kind of warfare could lead us 
to the same kind of mistakes as thinking about revolutionary war did in the 
1950s, and there are signs that this is already happening. 

What Scope for War? 

An additional problem with resorting to the concept of 'war on terror' in the 
post-11 September world has to do with the particular brand of terrorism 
we are now facing. In the first place, the heading 'war on terror' would seem 
so large as to be void of any conceivable operational content. However, from 
the outset, the US focus has been on 'terrorism with a global reach', which 
would seem to exclude not only internal terrorist movements, but also inter- 
national movements focused on a given territorial cause, such as Palestinian 
Hamas or Basque ETA movements. The main enemy is clearly loosely knit 
global Islamic networks of the al-Qaeda type. 

Much of our experience with fighting terrorism, however, is related to 'ter- 
ritorialised' movements whose interest was focused on a territory they sought 
to detach from an existine state. or free from " 
a foreign presence. We now face a ubiquitous 
'de-territorialised' threat, without a clear set 
of territorial obiectives or geographical bases. 'de- terr i tor ia l ised '  

- - L  

Admittedly, teriorists don't hang in the air; I threat I 
they are necessarily located on a country's ter- I 

ritory. Most countries will rather choose to deal themselves with the problem, 
but there are those who won't (the rogue states) and those who can't (the failed 
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states). It is in these two cases that military intervention may be warranted, to 
deprive terrorist movements of sanctuaries which their hosts have - willingly 
or unwillingly - provided. 

Afghanistan is a case in point. Under the Taliban, Afghanistan was both 
a rogue accomplice of al-Qaeda and a failed state; the 2001 intervention 
was justified on both counts. The current Afghan state is unable to  eradi- 
cate the remnants of al-Qaeda and the Taliban, which justifies a continued 
military operation by foreign forces (Enduring Freedom) in the south. Here 
is an instance of an actual war against terrorism. 

Will there be many other such instances? There are reasons to doubt 
it. Iraq will be discussed later, but it should be noted that in the post-11 
September world, the appetite for states to support global jihadist groups of 
the al-Qaeda type has essentially vanished; rather than maintain territorial 
sanctuaries, such groups seem to have melted away into their host societies 
to a point where 'war' is both unfeasible in practice and analytically mis- 
leading. 

The eleventh of September was not only an attack on the US. It was also 
a direct challenge to states throughout the world, whose monopoly on large- 
scale means of destruction was suddenly put into question. The certainty 
of an intractable US response to 11 September that did not leave room for 
neutrality in this fight, combined with the challenge posed to the state-based 
international order, prompted a unanimous reaction by the community of 
states. The United Nations Security Council immediately called the attacks 
a 'threat to peace and security' and stressed 'that those responsible for aiding, 
supporting or harbouring the perpetrators, organisers and supporters of 
these acts, will be held accountable', implicitly legitimising actions to follow 
against state or other accomplices of the 11 September terrorists. In 
Resolution 1373, the Security Council used its law-making capacity to spell 
out detailed obligations for states to abstain from giving support to terrorist 
groups in any form, and to positively contribute, internally and internation- 
ally, to the fight against terrorism. This unanimity, the swift destruction of 
the Taliban regime and the wide support enjoyed by the US intervention in 
Afghanistan will certainly reinforce the inhibition of states that might be 
tempted to openly support al-Qaeda and related terrorist movements. The 
United States made its intentions clear in the February 2003 National 
Strategy for Combating Terrorism: 'the states which choose to harbour ter- 
rorists are like accomplices which provide shelter to criminals. They will be 
held accountable for the actions of their 'guests'.' The objective of denying 
sanctuaries to global terrorist movements is central to the strategy, and 
was underlined by the 9/11 Commission, which went further in identifying 
six priority areas of the world where the US should act to interdict safe 
havens to terrorists: Western Pakistan, Afghanistan, the Arabian Peninsula, 
Southeast Asia, West Africa and European cities with expatriate Muslim 
communities.* 

This list illustrates two facts: firstly, there is no plausible candidate in it 
to willingly support al-Qaeda-type groups the way the Taliban regime did. 
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It points to two main geographical areas where al-Qaeda-type networks are 
now active, Southeast Asia and Western Europe. Secondly, in Europe, ter- 
rorists are not seeking to control territory, but rather to hide deep in the 
fabric of societies. In Southeast Asia, the 'embedded' terrorists have proven 
far more active and dangerous than separatist groups, whose affiliation 
with al-Qaeda remains elusive. In both regions, as opposed to Afghanistan, 
war is not an option, and terrorism is likely to be best addressed as a crim- 
inal problem than as a military enemy. 

Altogether, war as a concept is hardly conceivable without a territorial 
dimension; in the context of terrorism, this means the territory of an accom- 
plice state, or local turmoil which terrorists take advantage of, or territories 
without an effective state authority, which terrorists seek to control. No 
such circumstance seems to have played a role in any of the major terrorist 
attacks committed by global terrorist networks since 11 September. 

The Limbo of 'Unlawful Combatants' 

Throughout modern ages, the underlying assumption of war is that it is a 
fight between political entities such as states, rather than between individu- 
als. As a result, the responsibility of those entities fighting one another nor- 
mally substitutes that of the individuals who actually do the fighting, even if 
the war was unjust or illegal in the first place: it is this basic principle that 
separates soldiers from murderers. Soldiers' detention as prisoners of war 
entails no punitive character but is a precautionary measure of a collective kind, 
normally to be terminated upon the cessation of hostilities. Responsibility for 
their individual actions in war may fall back 
upon combatants only on a case-by-case basis, 
if it is determined that they have committed 
crimes, in particular war crimes. Under the 
1949 Geneva conventions, that determination 
should result from a formal procedure to 
include basic guarantees such as due process, 
access to counsel, and so on. However. no such 

War as a concept is 
hardly conceivable 
without a territorial 
dimension 

procedure is required simply to detain a prisoner of war: the determination 
by his captors that he belongs to the armed forces of the enemy or that he 
has participated in combat is sufficient. 

Nowhere has the concept of a war on terror had more contentious conse- 
quences than with respect to the legal regime of those captured as prisoners in 
this 'war'. Nowhere has it shown more clearly its intrinsic flaws. The legal 
regime of detention currently being implemented by the United States rests on 
the notion that there is a war with the terrorists: hence the executive branch 
may capture and detain them at will, without judicial review, until the cessa- 
tion of hostilities, just like prisoners of war. It also rests on the notion that ter- 
rorism is a crime: hence their qualification as 'unlawful combatants', to be 
denied the privileges of the Geneva conventions and especially of prisoner of 
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war status, and judged if necessary by American military commissions for 
their crimes. In other words, the regime combines for the US government the 
advantages of both the laws of war and criminal law: under the former, the 
ability to capture and detain combatants as a collective category; under the lat- 
ter, to punish them individually. For the prisoners thus captured, there is nei- 
ther the protection of the Geneva conventions, nor of US criminal procedures. 

The term 'unlawful combatants' applied to the prisoners of the 'war on 
terror' is the expression of this botched conflation between the criminal and 
warlike aspects of terrorist activities under the current US approach. The 
problem does not lie so much with the former as with the latter aspect: ter- 
rorists are, by common admission of lawful countries, criminals. Their char- 
acterisation as combatants is much more contentious, and directly stems 
from the flawed concept of the 'war on terror'. Virtually none of these indi- 
viduals satisfy the conditions laid down in the Geneva conventions for being 
considered legitimate combatants (for example, bearing arms openly, wear- 
ing a distinctive sign, being subject to organised command). It would appear 
normal under these conditions to regard them as 'unlawful combatants' and 
thus not eligible for prisoner of war status (but the Americans do allow them 
the minimal humane treatment granted to all persons detained in an armed 
conflict, which is close to POW treatment). All this might be legally defensi- 
ble, provided one was in a real war situation, which normally comprises a 
theatre of operations, open fighting, a more or less regular army controlling 
a portion of territory, and actual combatants whose situation may be deter- 
mined by simple criteria such as nationality and participation in the fighting. 
On the periphery of this core situation lie issues such as the status of partisan 
fighters and other irregulars who operate without uniform or in the enemy's 
rear, and the punishment of war criminals. A vast corpus of customary and 
treaty law enables decisions on these borderline cases. 

In the war on terrorism, however, the peripheral is central, and the cen- 
tre is marginal. Apart from Afghanistan, there has been no instance where 
the question of regarding al-Qaeda fighters as combatants could have seri- 
ously arisen. (In the Afghanistan campaign, it can be argued that the Taliban 
and, perhaps, their foreign Islamist surrogates, should have been granted 
the protection of the Geneva conventions, as the American military initially 
acknowledged on the ground. In 2001, the state power of Afghanistan was 
effectively embodied by the Taliban. Taliban troops bore their arms openly 
and were under organised command. They respected the laws and customs 
of war no less than the other Afghan factions in the 12 years-plus civil war 
that had desolated the country. The Afghanistan episode aside, all the prot- 
agonists of 'the other side' in the war against terrorism were 'unlawful 
combatants', without uniforms, territory, or organised command. Overall, 
a common-sense measure of the propriety of a legal approach is that it 
should not use a conceptual framework (such as positing the 'war on ter- 
ror' as a real war) and then treat every single case that presents itself as an 
exception to a rule integral to  that framework (that is, in war, combatants 
enjoy legal protection under the Geneva conventions). 
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After all, if this was a war, should the USS Cole and other military tar- 
gets be retrospectively regarded as legitimate targets? In time of war, the 
Pentagon would surely qualify as such. But what are the consequences? If, on 
11 September, the terrorists had attacked the building while wearing a dis- 
tinctive sign and openly carrying arms rather than by treacherous means 
involving the mass killing of innocent civilians, would that have made the 
attack legal and the combatants lawful? This would be absurd and outrageous, 
but legally not impossible to argue, since the US has declared itself to be at 
war with terrorism. Then again, one need not underline the uncertainty in which 
the detainees of the war on terror find themselves: what are the criteria used to 
decide whether a 'combatant' belongs to the 'enemy' camp, absent nationality - 
US citizens have been so characterised - or belonging to the enemy's armed 
forces? Where is the theatre of operations? How will we know when the war 
has ended? These unanswered questions reflect the legal insecurity of the 
prisoners in this 'war' without limit in time or space. 

However, if this uncertainty is wrong (although both the US government 
and the Supreme Court have recently undertaken to limit its direst conse- 
quences), its point of departure is even more erroneous. Law and politics 
recommend that terrorists be treated as criminals. By not doing so and by 
considering itself at  war, the United States has enhanced the stature of its 
adversaries, conferring exaggerated importance and undeserved dignity on 
them. In their judicial treatment, it appeared needlessly vindictive and arbi- 
trary. Societies have a right to defend themselves. It has always been accepted 
that, when faced with a clear and present danger, they can harden criminal 
procedures, or bring military means and procedures to bear on situations 
which resist resolution by ordinary means of restoring order or punishing 
criminals. These measures, of which martial law is an extreme case, allow 
for the use of warlike means in time of peace. Chasing al-Qaeda required 
more than ordinary criminal law, but in the exceptional circumstances and 
imminent danger of post-11 September, the US government could have 
obtained the adjustments and exemptions it needed on the home front and, 
very likely, internationally. It did not need the pretence of 'war'. 

A Preventive War? 

The eleventh of September 2001 demonstrated America's worst post-Cold 
War fears, namely, that its enemies, unable to attack America directly given 
its military superiority, would resort to indirect or subversive means, in par- 
ticular, to mass terrorism, to achieve their ends. This concept of 'asymmet- 
ric threat', much discussed in the 1990s, focused on the evolving strategy of 
America's adversaries rather than on their identity and their motives. It 
tended to assume that it was not the adversary that was changing, but his 
tactics. 

Then 11 September revealed the reality of mass terrorism and the emer- 
gence of large-scale asymmetric threats. It also revealed a new kind of enemy, 
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who combined the features of a cult and a nihilist ideology, and who, in his 
methods and recruitment, displayed a flexibility and a resoluteness that 
made him a threat without precedent. The new enemy bears no resemblance 
to the projections of old thieats, or to the simple change of methods postu- 
lated by the theory of asymmetric war. On the contrary, by its character as 
a global network, it is a manifestation of modernity and may be a harbinger 
of things to come. 

Those who foresaw the asymmetric threats were those who wanted to 
break out of the prison of the past and regain a freedom of manoeuvre 
compatible with the United States' pre-eminence and responsibilities in the 
post-Cold War era. They wanted to break with the dogmas of deterrence, 
formalistic alliances, arms-control commitments and, in particular, the Anti- 
Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. They called for a more active, flexible strategy 
capable of actively protecting America from its new enemies and defeating 
them should the need arise, rather than containing them and deterring them, 
as it had done with the Soviet Union during the Cold War. 

This switch in American strategy from deterrence to action, and if need 
be, preemptive action, already well underway before 2001, was consum- 
mated after 11 September. The National Security Strategy adopted by the 
United States in September 2002 officially confirmed this, albeit with a 
residual consideration for the previous system. It defends the case for uni- 
lateral action more explicitly than ever, though without repudiating the 
multilateral security framework inherited from the Cold War; in particular, 
the 2002 National Security Strategy calls for the proactive promotion of 
democracy and stability, even including the hitherto abhorred means of 
peacekeeping and nation-building. 

Beyond these hesitations, however, the strategy involves the claim to a 
double standard in favour of the United States: both in terms of its military 
superiority and its freedom of action the United States demands more and 
better for itself. The 2002 National Security Strategy sets for the US the task 
of maintaining a military superiority sufficient to deter anyone from engag- 
ing in a possible arms race with it. It also envisages the possibility of preven- 
tive war against the new threats. In defining the threats, it conflates the new 
non-state ones - global terrorist movements - with the old 'rogue' states. It is 
this combination which firmly establishes mass terrorism within the realm of 

war, by presuming its convergence with tradi- 
tional state enemies of the US and their WMD 1 Rogue states and I capabilities. In this context, the defining threat I global terrorist I wiuld be an apocalyptic terrorist network of an 
al-Qaeda type that received nuclear weapons 
from a rogue state. The 2002 National Security 

of threat Strategy goes on to state clearly that, faced with 
this new combination, yesterday's strategic and 
legal arsenal will no longer suffice. It warns that 

the US will consider itself bound neither by the strategy of deterrence nor by 
customary anticipatory self-defence (which allows a state to act in the event 
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of an actual and imminent threat), and that the US will, if necessary, act to 
forestall such an emerging combination of threats long before it materialises. 

This conflation of the rogue states and of the global terrorist threats, 
however, is largely speculative. Al-Qaeda cannot be deterred, but rogue 
states can. The latter are concerned with their own, and their regime's, sur- 
vival. They seek to acquire weapons of mass destruction to limit the range 
of options of the US vis-a-vis them, or to intimidate their neighbours, not 
to use them on suicidal surprise attacks on the US. They have spent a lot of 
capital, real and otherwise, in seeking those weapons; they are not about to 
give their most cherished toys to madmen they do  not control. The rogue 
states and global terrorist networks remain distinct categories of threats, 
which do not call for the same strategic response. 

In a sense, such a combination of the two threats would have been re- 
assuring: it would present the prospect of the new terrorist threat depending on 
state accomplices whose destruction would provide at least a partial answer to 
the problem of elusive non-state actors with state-like destructive capacities. It 
would bring us back to a known universe, that of the state-to-state war, one in 
which the United States would prevail in the end. 

Pre-emptive military action has always existed as an American strategic 
option. The 2002 National Security Strategy transformed this implicit option 
into an explicit doctrine, which was unnecessary. Focusing this doctrine on a 
conflation of the rogue state and global terrorist threats was a mistake: as 
desirable as it would seem to fight the latter by engaging the former in open 
war, including in a preventive mode, this is a mistaken strategy. Indeed, when 
implemented in Iraq, it did not pass the test of reality. 

T h e  Central Front in t h e  War on Terror9 

The US has put forward two sets of justifications for the war in Iraq. One 
was the non-compliance of Iraq with its UN disarmament obligations, the 
illegal pursuit of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) programmes and 
alleged possession of at  least some of these weapons. The second was that 
the combination of Iraq's W M D  capacities and its known association with 
terrorist networks presented a threat to the US against which it had to 
defend itself. Although the United States' legal justification of the war 
before the UN rested entirely on the first set of arguments, the Bush admin- 
istration made an extensive use of the second in its policy pronouncements 
and in the domestic case it built to support the war. 

A telling example is this pronouncement by Paul Wolfowitz: 

The connection between the terrorist networks and states in possession of 
weapons of mass terror poses the threat of a catastrophe several orders of 
magnitude greater than September 11. The weapons of mass terror and 
the terrorist networks with which Iraq is in league are not two distinct 
threats. They are part of the same threat. The disarmament of Iraq and 



336 Debating Security and Strategy and the Impact of 9-1 1 

the war on terrorism are not only connected. Depriving Iraq of its chemical 
and biological weapons of mass destruction, and dismantling its nuclear 
weapons development program, is crucial to victory in the war against 
terrorism'. l o  

Leaving aside semantics ('weapons of mass destruction' have become 
'weapons of mass terror'; the word 'terror' or 'terrorist' appears six times 
in seven lines), this excerpt speaks to the insistence of the administration on 
presenting Iraq as part of the war on terror. These arguments found their 
way in the resolution of Congress authorising the use of force against Iraq 
in the following terms, which mirror the rationale of the 2002 National 
Security Strategy: 

whereas Iraq's demonstrated capability and willingness to use weapons of 
mass destruction, the risk that the current Iraqi regime will either employ 
these weapons to launch a surprise attack against the United States of 
America or its Armed Forces or provide them to international terrorists 
who would do so, and the extreme magnitude of harm that would result 
to the United States and its citizens from such an attack, combine to jus- 
tify action by the United States to defend itself." 

The ensuing failure to find either WMD programmes or weapons in Iraq, or 
to prove any support for, or meaningful association with, global terrorist 
movements on the part of Iraq, has not deterred the administration from 
claiming that Iraq remains part of the war on terror, a point emphatically 
made by President Bush to this day. Nor has it brought about a reconsider- 
ation, or qualification of the pre-emptive use of force doctrine, as laid out in 
the 2002 National Security Strategy. 

There has been, however, an evolution in the argument. As well as point- 
ing to the pre-war Iraqi threat, the Bush administration now makes the argu- 
ment that the armed opposition it meets in Iraq and its terrorist nature justify 
continued US military engagement there. Iraq is now the 'central front of the 
war on terror'; better to destroy terrorists there than fight them in the US (an 
argument made by Tony Blair in Brighton before the September 2004 Labour 
Party conference, even as he admitted to the failure of pre-war intelligence). 

This argument ignores the role which the US intervention itself has 
played in turning Iraq into a breeding ground for terrorism, as well as the 
fact that the violence in Iraq is committed by 'insurgents and terrorists' (in 
the terminology of American military commanders on the ground) and can- 
not be ascribed to terrorists alone. The respective weights of the insurgency 
and global al-Qaeda type movements in Iraq today is difficult to assess, but 
it would seem that the former far outweigh the latter. 

Iraq is, at best, a costly distraction from the fight against terrorists, and 
has probably made matters worse by providing them a new cause (an 
American-led occupation in the heart of the Arab world), a shelter (provided 
by growing disorder in Iraq) and a training ground. Going from there to 
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argue that Iraq is a magnet that allows the US to lure terrorists there in order 
to destroy them rather than having to confront them in the US - the so-called 
'flypaper' theory - belongs to the time-honoured genre of war propaganda 
rather than to strategic analysis. 

Winning the Peace 

In the aftermath of 11 September 2001, the dominant American view was 
that one should not ponder the causes of the attacks and the motives of their 
perpetrators. To seek to understand was to play into their hands, almost to 
excuse them. And yet, in the months that followed, the idea gained ground in 
the United States that the deeper causes of terrorism should be tackled. The 
phrase 'drain the swamp' encapsulated this aim: an ambivalent expression in 
reality, since it served as a vehicle for views as contrary as those of Donald 
Rumsfeld and Noam Chomsky on the subject. Whereas Rumsfeld explained 
that the operation in Afghanistan would deprive the terrorists of their main 
rear base, Chomsky argued that there would be no solution to the problem 
of terrorism without justice for the Palestinians. 

Beyond this opposition, liberals and neo-conservatives, democrats and 
republicans alike, seemed to agree over the nature of the 'swamp': the authori- 
tarian regimes in the Middle East, which make Islamism the only safety 
valve for democratic aspirations, and the identification of America with 
these regimes. It is therefore necessary to transform this region, to promote 
democracy therein, and reduce America's dependence on Arab authoritar- 
ian regimes in the Middle East. As a result, overthrowing the Iraqi regime 
would kill two birds with one stone: it would create an opportunity to build 
the first Arab democracy under American protection while helping to distance 
America, from the standpoint of oil and strategy, from the main swamp, 
namely Saudi Arabia, whence 15 of the 19 terrorists who carried out the 
11 September attacks originated. 

To their credit, these nebulous visions acknowledged the limits to repres- 
sion and the existence of underlying causes of terrorism that needed to be 
tackled, and they sought to do away with the authoritarian status quo in 
the Middle East which, as 11 September had showed, could provide no 
guarantee of genuine stability. Against them was their dismissive view of 
one of the most potent political forces in the region - nationalism: at  least 
part of the sense of humiliation that feeds terrorism and Islamism stems 
from the submission of the region's authoritarian regimes to America and 
Washington's steadfast support for Israel. How could an invasion followed 
by a foreign domination of Iraq not augment this sense of dependence, espe- 
cially in a context of close proximity between the governments of Israeli 
Prime Minister Ariel Sharon and Bush, who have made common cause in 
their wars on terrorism? Understandably, most Europeans persist in view- 
ing the war in Iraq as a gamble, or even as an 'adventure', as the German 
Chancellor Gerhard Schroder had called it at  the outset. 
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In 2004, the US sought to support reform and political opening in the 
region under the 'broader Middle East and North Africa' approach, a 
loosely concerted programme endorsed by the G8 countries' summit meet- 
ing in Sea Island, Georgia. This programme, which identifies the lack of 
democracy in the Middle East as the main root cause of terrorism, is a com- 
mendable effort. Its effects, however, are likely to remain limited by the 
resistance to change in the region, against the background of the war in Iraq 
and of the unopposed collapse of the Israeli-Palestinian peace process. It is 
now only too easy for those who oppose reform in the Middle East to point 
to the state of affairs in Iraq and in the Occupied Territories in order to cry 
off political change. Addressing the root causes of terrorism and winning 
the peace do not only entail social and political reform in the Middle East, 
but also require that hard political issues are addressed, among which the 
overbearing US presence in the region and the Israeli-Arab conflict figure 
pre-eminently. 

In his seminal book, Martin van Creveld announced the 'transformation of 
war'.I2 The end of regular armies, front lines and the distinction between com- 
batants and non-combatants would turn war into a bloody and formless free- 
for-all, far removed from the regulated activity it had been in the modern era. 

It would be hasty to say that 11 September 2001 plunged us into this new 
world. For that, mass terrorism would have to breed followers in vast num- 
bers; it would have to spread throughout the Middle East, seize territorial 
bases and state resources there, to enhance its capacity to wreak havoc; it 
would have to embody a widely shared response to the Arab world's political 
perceived subservience and be viewed by Arab public opinion as a liberator, 

Mass terrorism 
is not yet a 
defining threat 
of strategic 
proportions 

instead of a criminal and marginal expression of its 
grievances. We are very far from that point, and mass 
terrorism is not yet a defining threat of strategic pro- 
portions. 

However, the response of the United States and 
its allies will influence these still hypothetical devel- 
opments: if it is disproportionate, insufficiently tar- 
geted on the terrorists themselves, or too bellicose, 
it runs the risk of encouraging them in spite of itself. 

America's legal, political and ideological choices made under the auspices of 
the 'war on terrorism' are not risk-free from that stand point. These choices, 
made by the United States under the influence of its legitimate anger and with 
the aim of sustaining its resolve, should now be reconsidered. 

President Bush himself occasionally came close to challenging the concept 
of the war on terror. In August 2004, he said: 'We actually misnamed the war 
on terror. It ought to be [called] the struggle against ideological extremists 
who do not believe in free societies and who happen to use terror as a weapon 
to try to shake the conscience of the free world'.13 A few days later, when 
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asked about whether the war on terror could be won, he answered: 'I don't 
think you can win it. But I think you can create conditions so that those who 
use terror as a tool are less acceptable in parts of the world. Let's put it that 
way'.I4 The first comment was praised by William Kristol as a step in the 
right direction, that is, acknowledging Islamic extremism as the true enemy 
in this war; the second was used by the Democratic campaign to criticise the 
lack ol resolve of the incumLent president in the war o n  tcrror (thus prompt- 

ing him to backtrack on his remarks). 
Bush's common-sense remarks sought to qualify a concept he has himself 

defended passionately, but whose limitations are more apparent by the day. 
The context of a close and bitter presidential election campaign did not lend 
itself to that kind of qualification. At a later stage, however, one should hope 
that the most extreme consequences of war on terror as a concept be recon- 
sidered, in particular, the status of prisoners in that 'war', the misguided 
conflation of rogue states and terrorism in American threat perceptions, the 
choice to elevate preventive war to the level of an explicit doctrine rather than 
an implicit last-resort option, and the self-defeating proposition that the war 
in Iraq is part of it. 
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Imaging Terror: Logos, Pathos and Ethos 

James Der Derian 

Imagination is not a gift usually associated with bureaucracies. (The 
9/11 Commission Report, p. 344) 

The Logos of Terror 

T wo framed artefacts of the second Cold War hang on either side of my 
desk. The first is a simple black and white poster made in 1985, most 
probably inspired by President Reagan's description of the Afghan 

mujahideen as freedom fighters. Next to a photograph of Reagan is one of 
a New York City firefighter. The caption underneath says: 'A firefighter 
fights fires. A freedomfighter fights ' The second image comes 
from a 1985 issue of The Manipulator, a short-lived, large-format art maga- 
zine. On the cover is a Nancy Burston photograph entitled 'Warhead l', a 
digitised composite of world leaders proportioned according to their coun- 
try's nuclear weapons, in which the facial features of Reagan (55% of the 
world's throw weight) and Brezhnev (45%) dominate the fuzzier visages of 
Thatcher, Mitterand, and Deng (less than 1 %  each) (see Figures 1 and 2).' 

These two images speak volumes, revealing the grammatical logos that 
underwrites the pathos and ethos of terror. As verb, code and historical 
method, terrorism has consistently been understood as an act of symbolically 
intimidating and, if deemed necessary, violently eradicating a personal, polit- 
ical, social, ethnic, religious, ideological or otherwise radically differentiated 
foe. Yet, as noun, message and catch-all political signifier, the meaning of ter- 
rorism has proven more elusive. From Robespierre's endorsement to Burke's 
condemnation during the French Revolution, from the Jewish Irgun blowing 
up the King David Hotel to the Palestinian Black September massacre at the 
Munich Olympics, from Bin Laden the Good fighting the Soviet occupiers of 
Afghanistan to Bin Laden the Bad toppling the Twin Towers of New York, 
terrorism, terrorists and terror itself have become the political pornography 

Source: Third World Quarterly, 26(1) (2005): 23-37. 
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Flgure I :  Warhead I 

of modernity: one knows terrorism with certainty only when, literally, one 
sees it. But, in the blink of an eye, the terrorist can become the freedom 
fighter, and vice versa, for at one time or another nearly everyone, from right- 
eous statesmen who terror-bomb cities to virtuous jihadists who suicide- 
bomb women and children, seems to have a taste for terror. 

Without engaging in nostalgia, one can recognise that the most powerful 
form of terror mutated at the end of the Cold War. With the decline (if not 
the total demise) of a logic of deterrence based on a nuclear balance of ter- 
ror, so too eroded the willingness and capacity to inflict mutually nnaccept- 
able harm that had provided a modicum of order, if not peace or justice, to 
the bipolar system. In its place a new imbalance of terror has emerged, based 
on a mimetic fear and hatred coupled with an asymmetrical willingness and 
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Flgure 2: Reflections on Terrorism 

A FIREFIGHTER 
FIGHTS FIRES. 

A FREEDOMFIGHTER 
FIGHTS 

capacity to destroy the other without the formalities of war.' This cannot be 
reduced, as much as leaders on both sides of the conflict have tried, to a 
post-9/11 phenomenon. It can be traced back doctrinally to the 1990's, 
when a series of US defense policy guidances (subsequently formalized in the 
1997 Quadrennial ~e fense f  shifted US strategy frdm collectively deterring 
and domimting to unilaterally and preemptively destroying the enemy, and 
when Bin Laden issued his pseudo-fatwas which decreed Christian and - . . . . . . . . . , . ... . 
Jewlsh clvlllans legltlmate targets ot the ]]had. 

As in the older, tidier balance of terroS the doctrine of taking civilians 
hostage and if necessary killing them still held for both sides, but it now oper- 
ated as a contingent factor of an asymmetrical relationship. Regardless of 



ilci i , i r>  Imaging Terror 343 

nomenclature - 'terror' or 'counter-terror' - high numbers of civilians would 
(and continue to) be killed in the process. It might be small solace to the vic- 
tims to know they were primary targets as opposed to 'accidental' or 'collat- 
eral' victims, especially since casualty rates have been terribly skewed in both 
cases. When one takes into account how war-related fatalities have been 
reversed in modern times, from 100 years ago when one civilian was killed 
per eight soldiers, to the current ratio of eight civilians per soldier killed, then 
compares the similarly-skewed combatant-to-non-combatant casualty figures 
of 9/11, the Afghan War, and the Iraq War, the terrorlcounter-terror distinc- 
tion begins to fade even further. Perhaps it is time for a new Burson compos- 
ite, using the leaders of the three conflicts to proportionally represent the 
number of civilian casualties from the three conflicts. 

With weapons systems, war-fighting doctrine and war games often wag- 
ging the dog of civilian policy, the narratives as well as the paladins of the Cold 
War seem destined to an eternal return in US foreign policy. Having mapped 
this phenomenon before 9/11, I wish to focus on what ( i f  anything) has 
changed since then, and to understand the celerity and alacrity by which our 
age has now been defined by terrorism.' Although the fundamentalist religious 
and political beliefs of the major combatants have attracted the most atten- 
tion, I think we need to pay more attention to the multiple media, which trans- 
mit powerful images as well as help to trigger highly emotional responses to 
the terrorist event. Thanks to the immediacy of television, the internet and 
other networked information technology, we see terrorism everywhere in real 
time, all the time. In turn, terrorism has taken on an iconic, fetishised and, 
most significantly, a highly optical character. After witnessing the televised 
images of kamikaze planes hitting the World Trade Center, the home videos of 
Bin Laden, the internet beheading of Nicholas Berg, we were all too ready to 
agree with President Bush: 'Evil now has a face'. 

However, somewhere between the Pyrrhic victory of Tora Bora and the 
disastrous post-war of Iraq, the face of terror began to morph into a new 
Post-Bursonian composite. The 'terrorist' can now easily do  double-duty as 
an airport security profile, featuring the checkered keffiyeh of Arafat, the 
aquiline nose of Osama Bin Laden, the hollowed face of John Walker 
Lindh, the maniacal grin of Saddam Hussein, the piercing eyes of Abu 
Musab Zarqawi ('He could direct his men simply by moving his eyes', said 
Basil Abu Sabha, his Jordanian prison doctor). The historicity, specificity 
and even the comprehensibility of terrorism have been transmogrified by 
the new holy and media wars into a single physiognomy of global terror. 

Of course, our image of terror did not arrive by itself or on its own. Just 
as every image comes with an explicit or implicit caption - what Roland 
Barthes, the gifted semiotician, referred to as the 'anchorage' which seeks to 
fix the 'polysemy' of the sign4 - so too is the war on terror freighted with 
the narratives of the Cold War. Moreover, the legacy of the Cold War lives on 
through popular culture, a 'fact' ably noted by a Hollywood actor who knows 
a thing or two about the morbidity of comebacks. Playing a 'C-fuckin7-I-A 
agent' doubling as a Gulf war arms dealer, up against FBI straight man (another 
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constant in national security culture) Willem Dafoe, Mickey Rourke colour- 
fully notes how the dead continue to weigh on the living: 

This isn't about sides. This is about confusion. This is about creating 
enemies when there aren't any. And, man, the whole Goddamn world's 
falling apart. Peace reigns, freedom reigns, democracy rules. How are we 
gonna keep the military-industrial complex chugging forward without 
clear-cut, pit-faced, scum-sucking evil breathing down our neck? Hmmm? 
Threatening our very shores. Now my job is to  make sure the other side 
keeps fighting; whatever side - I mean whatever side we're officially not 
on this year." 

Seen in this light, the war on terror is not new but part of a permanent state 
of war by which the sovereignty of the most powerful state is reconstituted 
through the naming of terrorist foe and anti-terrorist friend. 

There are lessons to be learned from an earlier inter-war - one that is 
beginning to look too much like our own - in which two media critics, 
avant la lettre, first confronted this new matrix of art, politics and terror. 
Walter Benjamin took his first measure of film production in his celebrated 
essay, 'The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction', taking 
note of how mechanically reproduced art, especially film, could be especially 
useful to, if not generative of, fascism. Rendering politics into aesthetics had 
the advantage of mobilising the masses for war without endangering tradi- 
tional property relations. He quotes the futurist Marinetti to chilling effect: 

War is beautiful because it establishes man's dominion over the subju- 
gated machinery by means of gas masks, terrifying megaphones, flame 
throwers, and small tanks. War is beautiful because it initiates the dreamt- 
of metalization of the human body . . . War is beautiful because it creates 
new architecture, like that of the big tanks, the geometrical formation 
flights, the smoke spirals from burning villages, and many others ... 
Poets and artists of Futurism! ... remember these principles of an aes- 
thetics of war so that your struggle for a new literature and a new graphic 
art ... may be illumined by them!6 

The aesthetic of the reproducible image overpowered the aura and authen- 
ticity of the original. In T h e  Arcades Project Walter Benjamin studied the sig- 
nificance of this new development for the Rankean realism that hitherto had 
underwritten much of geopolitical discourse. 'The history that showed things 
"as they really were" was the strongest narcotic of the century.' He went on 
to declare that 'history decays into images, not into stories'. Benjamin defined 
an image as 'that wherein what has been comes together in a flash with the 
now to form a constellation'; or, as he more simply put it, images are 'dialect- 
ics at a standstill'.' I believe his endorsement of a counter-medium, the use of 
montage as 'the art of citing without quotation', in which 'truth is charged to 
the bursting point with time', has become just as valid for our own times. 
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Also writing in Germany in the inter-war period, and trying to under- 
stand the immense popularity of Berlin's new picture palaces, Siegfried 
Kracauer thought the Berliners had become 'addicted to distraction'. He 
called them 'optical fairylands' - 'to call them movie theaters', he said, 
'would be disrespectful' - where 'distraction - which is meaningful only as 
improvisation, as reflection of the uncontrolled anarchy of the world - is fes- 
tooned with drapes and forced back into a unity that no longer exists'. In 
Kracauer's view the picture palaces served as a kind of Hegelian asylum from 
Weimar disorder, ornate spaces where the alienated Berliner could seek 
reunification through what he called a 'cult of distraction'. Substitute Fox, 
CNN, MSNBC for the picture palace, and we find another potential guide 
for leading us through an 'Age of Info-terror'. 

The Pathos of Terror 

We 'moderns' might now recognise the increasing power of images over words, 
but we have been slower to understand the consequences, as they have increas- 
ingly taken on a pathological character, for the war on terror. How might we 
read, in the spirit of Benjamin and Kracauer, the Bin Laden videos as well as 
the official response to them? 

At first viewing the Bin Laden home videos understandably yielded a 
fairly uniform and deserved response of outrage in the USA and Europe. 
However, not just in the Middle East but in parts of America with large Arab 
populations, like Dearborn, MI and Los Angeles, questions were soon raised 
about their authenticity. The doubts can be understood in Benjamin's terms, 
of the loss of aura from the original produced by technical reproducibility, 
but multiplied many times by the convergence of the Ages of Terror and 
Adobe Photoshop, or what I have referred to as the Age of Info- te r r~r .~  It 
reflects as well an increasingly global view that Hollywood, Silicon Valley 
and Washington, DC have joined forces in the war on terror. 

For those who might detect a whiff of conspiracy in such claims, a short 
history of events after 911 1 might be instructive. By early October 200 1 
White House advisers had already begun a series of  meetings with directors, 
producers and executives from the entertainment industry on how Hollywood 
might best help the war effort. To be sure, an alliance between the military 
and the entertainment industry was not entirely new. The mixing of spectacle 
and war goes back to the beginnings of film, when DW Griffith, already 
famous for his 1915 Birth of the Nation, went to work for Lord Beaverbrook's 
War Office in World War I. However, there was some cause for worry with 
this new overture. My own concern was first triggered at the opening of 
the innocuous-sounding Institute for Creative Technologies (ICT), which I 
covered for Wired magazine in 1999. The ICT was set up at the University of 
Southern California to spearhead a remarkable project: with $43 million pro- 
vided by the US Army it would combine the virtual reality tools of Silicon 
Valley and the talent of Hollywood film studios to produce state-of-the-art 
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military simulations for future war. On the day of the opening one speaker 
after another, from the Secretary of the Army to the Governor of California, 
spoke of 'making the quantum leap to the Army After Next'; 'creating virtual 
environments for total immersion of participants'; and, my favourite, 'engross- 
ing stories stocked with emotional characters who may either be simulated or 
manned', Jack Valenti, head of the Motion Picture Association, opened his 
remarks by correcting a previous speaker: 'Los Angeles is not the "entertain- 
ment capital of the world" [pause], Washington, DC is the entertainment cap- 
ital of the world [laughter].' 

I expressed my concern at the opening ceremony in the form of a question 
to Steven Sample, President of University of Southern California (USC): might 
not the linking up of Hollywood and the Pentagon repeat the World War I1 
experience, when training films were mixed with propaganda films, and mili- 
tary simulations became a tool for public dissimulations? Were there any eth- 
ical checks and balances to assure that the ICT would not produce something 
like Wag the Dog? President Sample deadpanned a nervous sideways look 
and said, 'As Jack is coming up to respond to that. . ..' But Sample chose to 
respond by going back to an earlier observation, that the ICT would develop 
'synthetic experiences so compelling that people will react as though they were 
real - a virtual reality of sensations and sights'. He went on to make a deft 
analogy to Plato's poor opinion of the poets. Not actually using the word 
mimesis, he suggested as much was going on at the ICT: by performing the 
classical function of poetry and theatre - artistically and dramatically mimick- 
ing reality for a higher purpose - it could not help but arouse anxieties about 
whose version of reality was the true one. The allegory of the cave lurked 
behind the curtains. 

Where Sample applied nuance, Jack Valenti chose pugnacity. Responding to 
my question he said: 'I want to illuminate a central truth to the gentleman - 
everything leaks, in Hollywood, in Washington. There's no way you can keep 
a secret. You can't fool the people for very long.' He then informed me that 
I needed to correct my 'Copernican complex'. He contrasted my view to the 
decision to drop the atomic bomb on the Japanese. Some might have seen 
that as a 'heartless and terrible thing to do ... but not the 150 000 American 
boys whose lives would have been lost. This is a lesson in Philosophy 101 
that I am giving to you right now.' 

I came away with a different lesson. Valenti, like many in power today, 
are all too ready to drop the bomb on dissident viewpoints. Nonetheless, he 
was on target in one regard: what separates and elevates war above lesser, 
'Copernican' conceits is its intimate relationship to death. The dead body - on 
the battlefield, in the tomb of the unknown soldier, in the collective memory, 
even on the movie screen - is what gives war its special status. This fact can 
be censored, hidden in a body bag, air-brushed away, but it provides, even in 
its erasure, the corporeal gravitas of war. However, everything I witnessed that 
day at the ICT was dedicated to the disappearance of the body, the aestheti- 
cising of violence, the sanitisation of war: in other words, to everything we 
have seen implemented since 911 1. 
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Barely a week after the terrorist attack, the ICT began to gather top tal- 
ent from Hollywood to create possible terrorist scenarios that could then be 
played out in their Marina del Rey virtual reality facilities. Then Karl Rove, 
White House special adviser, travelled to Beverly Hills to discuss with the 
top ceos how Hollywood might provide talent and resources for the battle 
against terrorism. Among those reported as contributing to the virtual war 
effort were Die Hard screenwriter Steven E. De Souza, Matrix special effects 
wizard, Paul Debevec and directors David Fincher (Fight Club), Spike Jonze 
(Beinglohn Malkovich) and Randal Kleiser (Grease). Fans of Kleiser might 
wonder why his classic work, Honey I Blew Up the Kid (about an amateur 
physicist who turns his son into a giant) went unmentioned in the press 
releases. Was it proof that the US government might be embarrassed to have 
hooked up with B-list directors? Or  was it part of an info-war campaign to 
keep the lid on 'Operation Shrink Bin Laden Back to Size'? When holy war 
comes to Hollywood, the truth is hard to come by. 

As more Bin Laden tapes emerged there were calls for censorship, height- 
ened threat levels, and a cottage industry of media critics. Debates continued 
to focus on whether the tapes were real or not, was he dead or alive and then, 
most ominously, on whether he had joined ranks with Saddam Hussein. 
Gone missing was any attempt to understand why Bin Laden continued to 
command a global audience. 

After A1 Jazeera broadcast the first videotape, National Security adviser 
Condoleeza Rice made personal calls to heads of the television networks, 
asking them to pre-screen and to consider editing Al-Qaeda videos for pos- 
sible coded messages. Secretary of State Powell interpreted the February 
2002 audiotape as proof positive that Bin Laden had forged an alliance 
with Saddam Hussein. Yet the most significant and constant message, 
intended for the aggrieved and dispossessed in Islam, has remained, like 
Edgar Allan Poe's purloined letter, out in the open, in plain sight, and pecu- 
liarly unnoticed. Bin Laden was adeptly using networked technology to dis- 
seminate a seductive message of prophecy, reciprocity and ultimate victory. 

Shortly after the bombing campaign began in Afghanistan, and Bin Laden 
delivered his first videotape as a counter air-strike to the USA, he spoke 
with his guest and camera crew of the many dreams that had preceded 911 1: 
of playing soccer games against American pilots, in which Al-Qaeda mem- 
bers become pilots themselves in order to defeat the Americans; of a religious 
leader who dreamt of carrying a huge plane through the desert; of the wife 
of a jihadis who saw a plane crashing into a building a week before the 
event. An unidentified man off-camera interrupts Bin Laden, saying that 
'Abd A1 Rahman saw a vision before the operation, a plane crashed into a 
tall building, he knew nothing about it'. At this point Bin Laden turns to his 
guest and says: 'I was worried that maybe the secret would be revealed if 
everyone starts seeing it in their dreams. So I closed the subject'. The koranic 
view of dreams as prophecy appeared to be taken so seriously that Bin 
Laden believed operational secrecy was at  risk. For Bin Laden prophecy 
anticipates the inevitable: a violent confrontation with the West. He further 
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states in the video that 'America has been filled with horror from north to 
south and east to west, and thanks be to God what America is tasting now 
is only a copy of what we have tasted'. 

Prophecy is tied to  reciprocity once again in the November audiotape, in 
which he opens with a florid invocation of 'God, the merciful, the compas- 
sionate' who sanctifies Al-Qaeda's violence because 'reciprocal treatment is 
part of justice ... as you kill you will be killed and as you bomb you will be 
bombed'. With the release of the February 2002 tape, most of the media, 
following Powell's lead, focused on Bin Laden's invocation to defend Iraq 
against the 'crusaders' by copying the 'success' of trench warfare in Tora 
Bora. Left unnoticed was Bin Laden once again calling on religious purity 
not only to counter Western technological superiority in planes, bombs and 
soldiers but also by an info-war: 'we realized from our defence and fighting 
against the American enemy that, in combat, they mainly depend on psy- 
chological warfare'. He adds: 'This is in light of the huge media machine 
they have'. Bin Laden instructs the jihadists that they will triumph in a 'just 
war' by fighting 'in the cause of Allah' and 'against the friends of Satan', 
and by avoiding 'all grave sins, such as consuming alcohol, committing 
adultery, disobeying parents, and committing perjury'. 'They should,' adds 
Bin Laden, 'in particular mention the name of God more before combat'. 

Unfortunately, the US intelligence and intellectual communities, bound 
by rational models of decision making, were slow to comprehend this power- 
ful synergy of prophecy, reciprocity and technology. This mythologically 
informed terrorism, or 'mytho-terrorism', helps explain not only Bin Laden's 
own motivations but also why his appeal among the aggrieved will prob- 
ably outlive him and exceed the impact of his own crimes. 

Mytho-terrorism has similar characteristics to other forms of violence 
like wars or revolutions that bind together the deprived, the weak, the 
resentful, the repressed or just the temporarily disadvantaged. The difference, 
however, that gives mytho-terrorism its spectacular power as well as antici- 
pating its eventual failure, is the targeting of innocent victims in the name of 
a higher good. Conducted for an imagined collectivity, looking backwards 
to a supposed Golden Age, or predicting a future paradise, mytho-terrorism 
undermines a political order through asymmetrical violence but is unable to 
generate public legitimacy for any earthly alternatives. It relies on a perpetual 
struggle, a jihad or holy war. 

The messages of the tapes portray an escalating conflict dating from the 
medieval Crusades that can only end in a final conflagration of vengeance 
against the infidel and of redemption for the jihadist. Bin Laden's vision 
depends not only on the idea of an original act of injury against Islam, but also 
on the persistence of reciprocal injustices. From the start, President Bush was 
quick to fall into this mimetic trap, responding in kind when he vowed at the 
Washington National Cathedral shortly after the attack 'to rid the world of 
evil'. By imitating the evangelical rhetoric and practice of with-us-or-against-us, 
he ignored the counsel and constraint of sympathetic allies who had prior 
experience with terrorism at home. 
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The obvious must be restated: this is not to  claim any moral equivalence 
between Bush and Bin Laden but rather to identify a mutual pathology in 
operation, the kind of mimetic relationship that often develops in war and 
terror. People go to war not only out of rational calculation but also because 
of how they see, perceive, picture, imagine and speak of each other: that is, 
because of how the construction of difference of other groups, as well as the - - 

sameness of their own, takes on irreconcilable conditions of hostility. Neither 
Bush nor Bin Laden is the first to think that mimesis might be mined for 
political advantage, only to find themselves caught in its own dynamic. From 
Greek tragedy and Roman gladiatorial spectacles to futurist art  and fascist 
rallies, mimetic violence has regularly overpowered virtuous intentions as 
well as democratic practices. The question, then, is how to break this mimetic 
encounter of mytho-terrorism? 

Historically, terrorist movements without a mass base quickly weaken 
and rarely last more than a decade. However, the mimetic struggle between 
Bush and Bin Laden, magnified by the media, fought by advanced technolo- 
gies of destruction, and unchecked hy the UN or our allies, has developed a 
pathologic of its own in which assimilation or extermination become plaus- 
ible solutions for what appears to be an intractable problem. 

As subsequent acts of terror and counter-terror surpassed the immediate 
effects of the 9/11 attack, as Bin Laden morphed into yet another avatar of 
evil, Saddam Hussein, we now face a pathological form of mimesis that has 
been medically defined as 'the appearance, often caused by hysteria, of symp- 
toms of a disease not actually present'. Bin Laden's videotapes inflame the 
mimetic condition by linking terrorist attacks in Tunisia, Karachi, Yemen, 
Kuwait, Bali and even Moscow to an age-old crusade of Islam against the 
West. In response, the White House's new 'National Strategy to Secure 
Cyberspace' called on all Americans to guard against a 'digital disaster' by 
becoming 'digital citizen soldiers'. The Pentagon's main research arm, the 
Defense Advance Research Projects Agency (DARPA), proposes under the 
rubric of 'Scientia Est Potentia' (knowledge is power) data-mining operations 
to provide 'Total Information Awareness' on citizens and foreigners alike. 
Meanwhile a 'Green Scare' of Islam threatens the body politic as severely as 
the hysteria of past Red Scares. 

Dead or alive, prophet or crackpot, symptom or disease, Bin Laden as 
well as Hussein require a mimetic foe. Without a reciprocal hatred their 
prophecies lose their self-fulfilling powers. As is often the case with narcis- 
sistic psychopaths, the worst thing we could do  is to deprive them of their 
reflections. 

As we know from medical pathology, the auto-immune response can kill 
as well as cure. The response to the most powerful images after the Bin 
Laden tapes, the Abu Ghraib photos, bears this out. Consider Donald 
Rumsfeld's first Complaint upon the appearance of the Abu Ghraib images: 

In the information age, people are running around with digital cameras 
and taking these unbelievable photographs and then passing them off, 



350 Debating Security and Strategy and the Impact of 9-1 1 

against the law, to the media, to our surprise, when they had not even 
arrived in the P e n t a g ~ n . ~  

An escalating war of images ensued. Heinous crimes were revealed, public 
outrage expressed, official apologies proffered, congressional hearings con- 
vened and court martials put into progress. But something went missing in 
this mass-mediated picture of pictures. In the rush to moral condemnation 
and for political expiation, the meaning of the images became moot. In the 
case of the Abu Ghraib photos, once established as 'authentic', they took 
on a singular significance: a crisis for the Bush administration and the USA's 
reputation in the world. Numerous reports of earlier instances of dissimu- 
lations, group-think acts of self-deception, and outright lies by the US gov- 
ernment, from claims about Iraqi ties to Al-Qaeda, the presence of weapons 
of mass destruction, and the likelihood of a swift post-war transition to 
peace and democracy, all paled in comparative political effect to  the digital 
images of simulated sex, dominatrix bondage, and mock KKK-lynchings 
(with electrical wires substituting for the hangman's noose). 

Roland Barthes identifies the source of this power in the image: 'From a 
phenomenological viewpoint, in the photograph, the power of authentica- 
tion exceeds the power of representation'.1° How does the authenticity of 
the image come to trump the representation of the word? And in the age of 
Adobe Photoshop, just what does authentic mean? This is not to suggest 
that the photos taken at the Abu Ghraib prison are fake, as proved to be 
the case with facsimile images published in the Daily Mirror tabloid of 
British soldiers torturing an Iraqi prisoner and with the images published by 
Egyptian newspapers of an American soldier sexually abusing a woman 
(actually downloaded from an unrelated porn website). It is rather to raise 
critical questions that the press and academics have been slow to consider. 
These are questions on how not just cultural interpretation, moral judge- 
ment and ideological fervor, but also new technical means of reproduction, 
real-time transmission and global circulation via the internet produce pro- 
found and potentially uncontrollable truth-effects through the use of photo- 
graphic and videographic imagery. 

As we are exposed to loop-images of prisoner abuse, Islamicist hip-hop 
videos, and a brutal snuff film of hostages, at some point (a point rapidly 
shrinking in duration) between the initial shock produced by the images 
(they are just too unbelievable) and the banalisation of evil through replica- 
tion (they have become too familiar), the reality principle itself begins to dis- 
appear with a flick of the channel, click of the mouse. Consider just a few of 
the 'aberrant' responses to the Abu Ghraib images circulating on the inter- 
net. According the Associated Press, the editor of the one of the Egyptian 
newspapers in question, Mustafa Bakri, justified publication of the porno- 
graphic images of American sexual abuse because 'the kind of pictures on 
CBS made us believe that any other picture is authentic' (5 May 2004). The 
Guardian quoted the British Liberal Democrat leader, Charles Kennedy, as 
saying that the photos showing British abuse of an Iraqi would lead to 
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renewed violence even if they were fake (7 May 2004). And, as one sample 
from many blogs, 'SkepticOverlord' likened the fakery to an episode of the 
CBS-produced television series 'The Agency', in which the CIA staged a 
porno film to discredit a militant Islamic leader. 

It may well be that in the search for authenticity we are witnessing a 
deeper desire for a lost moral certainty, in which the public representation 
of reality becomes a function of a collective struggle for ethical superiority, 
of a kind that initially justified the US intervention in Iraq and that ulti- 
mately provides the twisted rationale of the torturer. 

The Ethos of Terror 

US foreign policy has always been a struggle of ethics and power, and when 
politics escalates into war, the first casualty - as isolationist Senator Hiram 
Johnson famously remarked in 1917 - is the truth. With the casualty list 
growing every day in the war against terror, a war of images was inevitable. 
The biggest salvos in this homegrown struggle of morality, truth and power 
came with Michael Moore's documentary, Fahrenheit 9/11. 

Promoted in the film trailer as the 'true story that will make your tem- 
perature rise', duly attacked by Bill O'Reilly as 'Leni Riefenstahl Third 
Reich propaganda', and challenged by the right-wing group Citizens United 
as a violation of federal election laws, Fahrenheit 911 1 ,  all about the news, 
swiftly became the news. Lost in the polarised debate was much of an 
account of how this film succeeds, particularly of Moore's uncanny ability 
to evince powerful moral and emotional responses from an image-saturated 
mix of media. Like the Rodney King video (or the Stanley Miller sequel) of 
black men being beaten up by the police, the looped shot of the twin towers 
falling, Bin Laden's home movies, the Abu Ghraib digital snapshots, and the 
Richard Berg snuff film, Fahrenheit 9/1 1 plays to the modern sensibility that 
our leaders might and often do lie but that images cannot. 

In the process irrefutable images damn the guilty by association. Blacked- 
out names from Bush's National Guard records magically reappear like 
invisible ink in reverse; the Bush posse morphs into the Cartwright family 
from the TV series, 'Bonanza'; and shaking the hands of an Arab becomes 
poof-positive of calumny and conspiracy. It might be better to celebrate 
Fahrenheit 911 1 as an imaginary rather than a documentary. 

This is not a criticism. We had best remember again the words of Benjamin 
on realism as the 'the strongest narcotic of the century'. He went on to exhort 
those in the grip of a faux realpolitik that 'in times of terror, when everyone is 
something of a conspirator, everybody will be in a situation where he has to 
play detective'. 

As proof, numerous print reports of earlier instances of dissimulations, 
group-think acts of self-deception and outright lies by the Bush administra- 
tion, from claims about Iraqi ties to Al-Qaeda, the presence of weapons of 
mass destruction, and the likelihood of a swift post-war transition to peace 
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and democracy, continuously surface, sink and bubble-up from a variety of 
news holes. Confusion, not freedom, reigns. But in Fahrenheit 9/11 the image 
seized and sustained public attention and demanded a response. Why? 

We are back to the power of authentication over representation: what the 
word can only represent, the picture supposedly proves. The traditional print 
media have been slow to understand how the internet, with its real-time trans- 
mission and global circulation of images, has force-multiplied this effect and 
transformed the political as well as media game. Indeed, many of the most 
ludicrous as well as most disturbing images in Moore's film - like Bush goof- 
ing in the Oval office before he goes primetime to announce the beginning of 
the Iraq war, or the gun camera shot of an Apache helicopter crew coolly tak- 
ing out three Iraqis - have been seen on websites for well over a year. 

However, in an Age of Info-terror one begins to wonder just how pro- 
found and lasting these image-effects truly are. The King video incited 
plenty of righteous anger, but notably failed to indict the perpetrators. 
Regardless of photographs and videos to the contrary, a French nonfiction 
best seller arguing that 9/11 was fabricated found a credulous audience. 
The Abu Ghraib images shocked us but have yet to cause any heads to  roll 
(or at least not any adorned with stars). 

How long before photographic immanence loses its power of authenti- 
cation and stimulation, we stop believing what we see, and the significance 
of the image itself is called into question? How many times can the truth 
take a beating before the public just stops believing anything it hears, reads 
and sees? Not soon enough? 

It may well be that the early newspaper ads promoting Fahrenheit 9/11 - 
Moore and Bush frolicking hand-in-hand in front of the White House, with 
'Controversy ... What Controversy?' underneath - contain a hidden answer 
to these questions. Bush, Bin Laden and Moore have tapped into a great 
insecurity in which the search for authenticity becomes inseparable from the 
desire for moral superiority. In their projection (dare I say simulation) of 
exclusive truths, they have each found their mirror other. 

In Twilight of the Idols, Nietzsche exhorts us in our search for meaning 
to eschew quick moral judgements in favour of a more arduous semiotic 
investigation: 

Morality is only an interpretation of certain phenomena, more precisely a 
misinterpretation. Moral judgement belongs, as does religious judgement, to 
a level of ignorance at which even the concept of the real, the distinction 
between the real and the imaginary, is lacking: so that at such a level 'truth' 
denotes nothing but things which we today call 'imaginings'. To this extent 
moral judgment is never to be taken literally: as such it never contains any- 
thing but nonsense. But as semiotics it remains of incalculable value: it reveals, 
to the informed man at least, the most precious realities of cultures and inner 
worlds which did not know enough to 'understand' themselves. Morality is 
merely 'sign' language, merely symptomatology; one must already know 
what it is about to derive profit from it." 
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So what is it about? Here's an historical clue: 'semiotics', or the study of 
signs, emerged in the 16th century in the arts of war and medicine. It 
referred to new methods of military manoeuvre based on visual signals, as 
well as new medical techniques for identifying pathological symptoms in 
humans. From day one signs had the power to kill as well as to cure. In the 
21st century we need to develop a new semiotics for the images of the war 
against terror. Otherwise we will continue treating its most morbid syrnp- 
toms with morality plays rather than finding a cure for the all-too-real dis- 
ease of imperial politics. 

Epilogue 

The war of images continues. Osama Bin Laden, who knocked the balance 
of terror askew, saw fit in an October-surprise election video to give the 
USA notice that this particular insurgent was resurgent. Ostensibly direct- 
ing his remarks to US citizens rather than to the presidential candidates, he 
provided a civics lessons on the meaning of freedom and security. In case 
they had found the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon too 
subtle, he offered a more explicit explanation for his actions: 

Security is an important pillar of human life. Free people do not relin- 
quish their security. This is contrary to Bush's claim that we hate free- 
dom ... We fought you because we are free and do  not accept injustice. 
We want to restore freedom to our nation. Just as you waste our secur- 
ity, we will waste your security. 

After a short digression on the strategic advantage al-Qaeda gained by 
President Bush 'being preoccupied with the little child's talk about her goat 
and its butting' (prompting former New York Mayor Guliani to remark 
that Bin Laden was 'taking his lines from Michael Moore's film'), he ends 
the video by returning to the security dilemma: 

Your security does not lie in the hands of Kerry, Bush, or al-Qaeda. Your 
security is in your own hands. Each and every state that does not tamper 
with our security will have automatically assured its own security. 

It took Saturday Night Live just two days to subvert not only the medium 
and the message of Bin Laden's videotape, but also the self-image upon 
which global democracy is supposed to be modelled. In the skit, a news 
anchor (bearing some resemblance to Tom Brokaw) introduces a clip of an 
Osama Bin Laden impersonator speaking in Arabic with English subtitles: 

Hello. I am Osama Bin Laden. And Allah be praised, this is my message 
to  the American people. In a few days, you will hold your election to 
choose between the ignorant cowboy Bush and the gigolo Kerry. Over 
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the last several months, I have been approached repeatedly by represen- 
tatives of both candidates, who have asked me if I would please endorse 
their opponents. But I have refused to  do this. First, because frankly, I 
find this request sort of insulting, which it really is, if you think about 
it. Especially coming from Bush, who has not shown the least bit of 
interest in me since he invaded Iraq. And also, because to me, voting is 
a private matter, and one which I take very seriously. For a time, I feared 
that I would not be eligible to vote in this election. But recently, praise 
Allah, I was tracked down by two volunteers from the Kerry campaign. 
They signed me up, and apparently, I am now registered in Cincinnati. 

Facing the logos, pathos and ethos of terror, the weapon of mass whimsy 
might still be the best way to counter the mimetic war of images. 
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Should HIVIAIDS Be Securitized? The Ethical Dilemmas 
of Linking HIVIAIDS and Security 

Stefan Elbe 

N ow in its third decade, HIVIAIDS is well poised to become one of 
the most devastating pandemics in modern history. Over the next 
years, many of the 42 million people living with HIV around the 

world will unfortunately join the 25 million who have already succumbed to 
AIDS-related illnesses. Every day the pandemic continues to kill three times 
as many people than died during the terrorist attacks of September 11,2001, 
not least because in some southern African countries national HIV preva- 
lence rates presently exceed a third of the adult population. Nor is the 
growth potential of the AIDS pandemic exhausted, as HIV rapidly spreads 
in parts of Asia, Latin America, the Caribbean, Russia, and Eastern Europe 
(Eberstadt, 2002; Grisin and Wallander, 2002; National Intelligence Council 
2002). Scholars across a plethora of disciplines, ranging from economics and 
sociology to development studies and social policy, have rightly recognized 
that the effects of this pandemic will not be confined to individual human 
tragedies; HIVIAIDS will have a host of wider political, economic, and social 
ramifications around the globe that will need to be carefully considered and 
addressed (Garrett, 1994; Bloom and Godwin, 1997; Linge and Porter, 1997; 
Godwin, 1998; Hope, 1999; Whiteside and Sunter, 2000; Barnett and 
Whiteside, 2002; Holden, 2003; Seckinelgin, 2003; Kalipeni, 2004; Kauffman 
and Lindauer, 2004). Despite the international scope of the AIDS pandemic, 
and the growing involvement of a number of prominent international organ- 
izations in its management, the discipline of international relations still lags 
notably behind many of these related fields in studying these effects.' Only 
very recently has the AIDS pandemic begun to make inroads into the core of 
the field through the efforts of a small group of scholars exploring the impli- 
cations of the pandemic for international security (Ostergard, 2005). 

This article wishes to expand the discipline's engagement with the global 
AIDS pandemic by opening up a novel, normative debate on HIVIAIDS 
and security. It does so through identifying and outlining a complex ethical 

Source: Internattonal Studies Quarterly, 50(1) (2006): 1 19-44. 
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dilemma at the heart of recent attempts to frame the global AIDS pandemic as 
a security issue. On the one hand, a successful "sec~ritization"~ of HIVIAIDS 
could accrue vital economic, social, and political benefits for millions of 
affected people by raising awareness of the pandemic's debilitating global con- 
sequences and by bolstering resources for international AIDS initiatives. These 
benefits cannot be easily dismissed and make a strong case in favor of pres- 
enting HIVIAIDS as a security issue. Through the novel application of secur- 
itization theory, however, this article also shows how such use of security 
language is simultaneously accompanied by two very serious and hitherto 
overlooked normative dangers. First, the securitization of HIVIAIDS could 
push national and international responses to the disease away from civil soci- 
ety toward state institutions such as the military and the intelligence commu- 
nity with the power to override human rights and civil liberties - including 
those of persons living with HIVIAIDS. Second, the language of security also 
brings a "threat-defense" logic to bear on HIVIAIDS, which may ultimately 
prove counterproductive to international efforts to stem the pandemic because 
(i) this logic makes such efforts not a function of altruism but of more restric- 
tive and narrow national interests, (ii) because it allows states to prioritize 
AIDS funding for their armed forces and elites who play a crucial role in main- 
taining security, and (iii) because the portrayal of the illness as an overwhelm- 
ing security "threat" works against the efforts of many grassroots AIDS 
activists seeking to normalize social perceptions regarding persons living with 
HIVIAIDS. These dangers in turn strongly caution against framing HIVIAIDS 
as a security issue, giving rise to a profound ethical dilemma at the heart of 
recent efforts to securitize the global AIDS pandemic. The article concludes 
that securitization theory cannot, in the end, resolve this complex dilemma, 
but raising awareness of its presence does allow policy makers, activists, and 
scholars to begin drawing the links between security and HIVIAIDS in ways 
that at least minimize some of these dangers. 

HIV/AIDS a n d  Security: The  N e e d  for a Normative Debate  

HIVIAIDS is increasingly being portrayed by a range of international organ- 
izations, national governments, non-governmental organizations, and scholars 
of international relations as having important security implications. This was 
not always so. In the first two decades since the discovery of HIVIAIDS in the 
mid-1980s, the disease was conceptualized primarily as a public health and 
development issue. Although the links between HIVIAIDS and security were 
sporadically explored in the 1990s by a small number of analysts in the U.S. 
Central Intelligence Agency and in some security think tanks, the major inter- 
national turning point in terms of conceptualizing HIVIAIDS as a security 
issue did not occur until 2000. On January 10 of that year, at the behest of 
U.S. Ambassador Richard Holbrook and Vice-president A1 Gore, the United 
Nations Security Council officially designated HIVIAIDS as a threat to inter- 
national peace and security in Africa3 It was an immensely symbolic occasion 
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because this was the first meeting of the Council in the new millennium and 
because it was the first time in the Council's history that it had designated a 
health issue as a threat to international security. In his position as president of 
the World Bank, James Wolfensohn (2000) argued on this occasion that 
"[mlany of us used to think of AIDS as a health issue. We were wrong. ... 
Nothing we have seen is a greater challenge to the peace and stability of 
African societies than the epidemic of AIDS. ... We face a major development 
crisis, and more than that, a security crisis." The meeting was accompanied by 
the declassification of a National Intelligence Estimate entitled The  Global 
Infectious Disease Threat and Its Implications for the United States. This esti- 
mate spelled out the debilitating impact of HIVIAIDS and other infectious dis- 
eases on U.S. national security in sufficient detail to merit the Clinton 
administration's designation of HIVIAIDS as a threat to the national security 
of the United States in the spring of that same year.4 The securitization of 
HIVIAIDS had begun in earnest. 

Since that watershed meeting, there have been a plethora of reports and 
scholarly studies mapping out the implications of HIVIAIDS for security in 
greater detail. These studies have sought to assess empirically the multiple ways 
in which HIVIAIDS has ramifications for human security5 (Kristoffersson, 
2000; Fourie and Schonteich, 2001; Piot, 2001; Chen, 2003; Leen, 2004), 
national security (Price-Smith, 1998, 2001, 2002; Harker, 2001; Heinecken, 
2001a; Yeager and Kingma, 2001; CSIS, 2002; Ostergard, 2002; Sarin, 2003), 
and international security (National Intelligence Council, 2000; Singer, 2002; 
Elbe, 2003; Prins, 2004).6 They argue that the social, economic, and political 
stability of communities (and even entire states) can be undermined in the long 
run by HIV prevalence rates ranging between 10% and 40% of the adult 
population (ICG, 2001; Pharaoh and Schonteich, 2003; ICG, 2004), that in 
some African armed forces HIV prevalence rates are estimated to be between 
40% and 60%, raising concerns about their combat effectiveness (Heinecken, 
2001b; Mills, 2000; Elbe, 2002), and that HIVIAIDS even has important ram- 
ifications for international peacekeeping operations, which because they are 
staffed by members of these same armed forces, can serve as a vector of the 
illness where and when they are deployed (Bazergan, 2001, 2003; U.S. Gov- 
ernment Accountability Office, 2001; Bratt, 2002; Tripodi and Patel, 2002). 
Although a few scholars (David, 2001; Mock, 2002; Peterson, 200212003; Elbe, 
2003; Bazergan, 2003) have since begun to raise questions about the unprob- 
lematic way in which some of these empirical relationships are increasingly 
posited, arguments about the security implications of HIVIAIDS have clearly 
not fallen on deaf ears. "The national security dimension of the virus is plain," 
the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency (Tenet, 2003) could be heard 
arguing before a Senate intelligence panel in 2003, "[ilt can undermine eco- 
nomic growth, exacerbate social tensions, diminish military preparedness, cre- 
ate huge social welfare costs, and further weaken already beleaguered states." 
The United Nations Security Council, moreover, has held three further meet- 
ings on HIVIAIDS subsequent to its first one in January 2000 and is plan- 
ning to have further meetings on this issue in the future - rendering the AIDS 
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pandemic the latest in a long line of wider social issues to become framed as 
an international security concern. 

Despite the evident importance of continuing to empirically assess the 
security implications of HIVIAIDS, the debate about HIVIAIDS and secur- 
ity cannot be conducted on such narrow empirical grounds alone. This 
debate urgently needs to  be widened because recent attempts to bring the 
language and analytic apparatus of international security to bear on the 
global AIDS pandemic raise equally important normative questions about 
the long-term benefits and drawbacks of using such a security framework 
to respond to the disease. Amidst the pressing efforts to assess the complex 
impact of HIVIAIDS on international security, scholars and policy makers 
in this area have yet to engage in a more comprehensive, systematic, and 
open debate about the ethical tradeoffs inherent in pursuing such a strat- 
egy.' This is a striking silence, given that normative concerns clearly form 
an integral part of the debate about HIVIAIDS and security, never lurking 
far from its surface. Many of those drawing the links between HIVIAIDS 
and security do so instrumentally in the hope that this will accrue import- 
ant humanitarian benefits by bolstering international efforts to combat the 
spread of the disease. Peter W. Singer (2002: 158) argues that presenting 
HIVIAIDS as a security threat "strengthens the call for serious action against 
the menace of AIDS. It is not just a matter of altruism, but simple cold self- 
interest." Many policy makers agree, including the director of the Joint 
United Nations Program on HIVIAIDS (UNAIDS), who has similarly argued 
(Piot, 2000) that framing HIVIAIDS as a security issue is not merely an aca- 
demic exercise but "defines how we respond to the epidemic, how much is 
allocated to combating it, and what sectors of government are involved in 
the response." In the debate on HIVIAIDS and security, scholarly interest in 
understanding the wider social dynamics of the AIDS pandemic frequently 
goes hand-in-hand with an underlying normative commitment to scaling up 
international efforts to respond to the disease. 

This progressive belief in the humanitarian benefits of framing HIVIAIDS 
as a security issue has not gone entirely unchallenged, however. Taking 
her cue from earlier debates seeking to link environmental concerns with 
national security, Susan Peterson (200212003: 81) has warned that "[ilf well- 
intentioned people seek to rally support among western governments for anti- 
AIDS efforts in Africa, portraying disease as a security issue may be exactly 
the wrong strategy to employ." In her view, such a strategy is unlikely to 
achieve its objectives because the empirical security implications of HIVIAIDS 
for the United States are insufficiently strong to motivate a sustained com- 
mitment to the issue, and because such a strategy may even begin to trigger 
novel security dilemmas, fueling further suspicion and rivalry between states, 
rather than encouraging the more open and multilateral policy approaches 
needed to address the illness on a global scale. Moreover, even in heavily 
affected countries, she finds that these security implications pale in compari- 
son with the much more pressing impact of HIVIAIDS on health, human 
rights, and development, as well as social and economic justice - making 
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these alternative, non-security framings much more fruitful to pursue in the 
long run.x Crucially, however, Peterson does not only challenge the political 
efficacy of using security language; in the conclusion to her article she also 
begins to raise important normative reservations about the long-term effects 
of pursuing such language in relation to HIVIAIDS. Rather than bolstering 
international efforts to reduce the spread of the disease, she is concerned that 
such moves may paradoxically end up absolving states from any moral 

responsibility to react to diseases in the developing world that do not engage 
their essential national interests. lnstead of going through the complicated 
and ambiguous route of securitizing AIDS, the world should instead "face 
AIDS for what it is and will be for the foreseeable future - a health tragedy 
of unprecedented and staggering proportions that cries out for international 
and transnational humanitarian assistance, not for the garrisoning of states 
behind national boundaries and national security rhetoric (Peterson, 20021 
2003: 81)." Peterson thus raises for the first time the possibility that the nor- 
mative aspects involved in framing HIVIAIDS as a security issue may be 
much more complex and complicated than has hitherto been assumed by par- 
ticipants in the debate, and hence require further analysis. 

A more detailed exploration on the ethical implications of securitizing 
HIV/AIDS becomes unavoidable, then, for at  least two reasons. First, as is the 
case with so many discussions revolving around this highly politicized illness, 
the debate on the security implications of HIVIAIDS is already deeply 
invested and infused with a host of subtle normative commitments that need 
to be brought to the fore and debated more openly.' Second, as Peterson's 
intervention shows, strongly divergent views about the ethical consequences 
of framing HIVIAIDS as a security issue are beginning to emerge, necessitat- 
ing more systematic attention to the possible benefits and drawbacks of fram- 
ing the disease in this manner. Over the past decade, such normative debates 
have proved similarly unavoidable in relation to a wide variety of other non- 
military issues framed by the international community as security concerns - 
ranging from the environment (Deudney, 1990; Kakonen, 1994; Litfin, 1999; 
Ney, 1999; Ostrauskaite, 2001) and migration (Weiner, 199211993; Waever 
et al., 1993; Huysmans, 1995, 2000; Bigo, 1998; Doty, 1998; Ceyhan and 
Tsoukala, 2002), to the "war on drugs" (Husak, 1992; Aradau, 2001), trans- 
national crime (Emmers, 2003), and even development more generally (Duffield, 
2001). Given the growing policy resonance of arguments about the security 
implications of HIVIAIDS, the time has come to reflect more thoroughly on  
how such a framing of the pandemic could facilitate international efforts to 
reduce its spread and how this framing might also be counterproductive to 
these efforts. This is undoubtedly an enormous task encompassing a multi- 
plicity of actors, issues, and arguments, and one that easily exceeds the limits 
of a single article; yet it is a task that must be begun if the discipline of inter- 
national relations is not to restrict itself to merely tracing the impact o f  
HIVIAIDS on international security, but to also actively contribute to finding 
the most appropriate ways for international political actors to respond to the 
pandemic. 
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Securitization Theory and HIVIAIDS 

How, then, does one begin such a normative debate? Even though there has 
been an immense resurgence in normative theorizing in international rela- 
tions over the past decade (Brown, 1992, 2002; Nardin, and Mapel, 1993; 
Bonanate, Puchala, and Kegley, 1995; Frost, 1996; Keim, 2000; Seckinelgin 
and Shinoda, 2001; Odysseos, 2002, 2003), there has been markedly less 
engagement with the particular ethical tradeoffs involved in bringing the lan- 
guage of international security to bear on wider social issues. For those inter- 
ested in such questions, the locus classicus has quickly become the influential 
study by Barry Buzan, Ole W ~ v e r ,  and Jaap de Wilde (1998) entitled 
Security: A N e w  Framework for Analysis.lo Not only is the "securitization" 
theory presented in this framework widely considered to be among the most 
important, original, and controversial contributions to  the field of security 
studies in recent years (Huysmans, 1998: 480), it also remains the only sys- 
tematic scholarly study of the ethical implications of widening the security 
agenda to include an array of non-military issues - making it a natural start- 
ing point for a more sustained normative debate about the securitization of 
HIVIAIDS. Although securitization theory is not exclusively concerned with 
normative questions, and also has important analytical interests in tracing 
the detailed social processes through which security threats become con- 
structed by political actors, it is predominantly this normative dimension of 
the framework that remains indispensable for opening up a wider ethical 
debate about framing HIVIAIDS as an international security issue." 

Indeed, securitization theory can address these normative questions more 
readily than many longer standing neorealist or neoliberal approaches to 
international security, because its constructivist account of security remains 
highly sensitive to the intersubjective and performative nature of portraying 
social issues as security concerns, that is, of "speaking" security.I2 Securi- 
tization theory forms part of a growing body of literature bringing the 
insights of speech act theory - as pioneered by J.L. Austin (1962) at Harvard 
University in the 1950s and subsequently developed by several other promi- 
nent philosophers and linguists (Searle, 1969) - to bear on social and polit- 
ical analysis. Austin (1962: 1) famously argued that the point of speech act 
theory was to challenge the assumption that "the business of a 'statement' 
can only be to 'describe' some state of affairs, or to 'state some fact,' which 
it must do either truly or falsely." Even though language certainly encodes 
information, speech act theory illustrates that language can also do much 
more than just convey information, and that even when it is used primarily 
to convey information, language often conveys more than just the literal 
meaning of the words. Austin became particularly interested in phrases that 
in themselves constitute a form of action or social activity, that is phrases 
such as saying "thank you," "you are fired," "I promise," "I bet," "I nom- 
inate," etc. These are instances in which a speaker is using language not just 
for the purposes of description, but also for actually doing something with 
considerable social significance - hence the term speech acts. In saying "thank 
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you," for example, one is not making a statement that is either true or false, 
but is undertaking the act of thanking somebody. 

By way of extension, for Buzan, Waever, and de Wilde, labeling an issue a 
security issue also constitutes such a performative speech act. For them (1998: 
26) security "is not interesting as a sign referring to something more real; it is 
the utterance itself that is the act. By saying the words, something is done (like 
betting, giving a promise, naming a ship)." Security is thus not viewed by these 
three scholars as something that exists independently of its discursive articula- 
tion," but rather as a particular form of performative speech act; security is a 
social quality political actors, such as intelligence agencies, government offi- 
cials, and international organizations, inject into issues by publicly portraying 
them as existential threats (Buzan, Waever, and de Wilde, 1998: 204). Whereas 
more traditional approaches to security operate within a specific definition of 
security, revolving for example around the deployment of armed force in 
world politics, and then seek to ascertain empirically whether an issue genu- 
inely represents a security threat, for securitization theory the designation of 
an issue as a security threat is primarily an intersubjective practice undertaken 
by security policy makers. "It is a choice to phrase things in security . . . terms, 
not an objective feature of the issue. .. . " (Buzan, Waever, and de Wilde, 1998: 
211); or, as Wzver (1995: 65) put it elsewhere, the "[u]se of the security label 
does not merely reflect whether a problem is a security problem, it is also a 
political choice, that is, a decision for conceptualization in a special way." The 
leader of a political party, for example, can choose whether to portray immi- 
gration as a security issue or as a human rights issue. Similarly, leaders of inter- 
national organizations can choose whether they portray HIVIAIDS as a health 
issue, as a development issue, or, as they have done more recently, as an inter- 
national security issue. 

According to the framework of Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde, the deter- 
mination of which issues end up on the international security agenda cannot 
consequently be made solely on the basis of empirical criteria. Much security 
analysis entails making speculative predictions about future developments, 
necessitates prioritizing between competing claims with imperfect informa- 
tion, and, especially when it comes to wider social issues, requires deciding 
about whether an issue is best addressed under the heading of security rather 
than another competing framework. Inevitably, there is a considerable elem- 
ent of politics involved in determining how a social issue is presented in pub- 
lic debate. An issue can either remain non-politicized if it is not made an issue 
of public debate or decision, or it can become politicized if it is successfully 
made part of public policy and subject to a public decision. Finally, in the 
extreme case, an issue can become "securitized," by which Buzan, Waever, 
and de Wilde (1998: 23-24) mean very specifically that it is "presented as an 
existential threat requiring emergency measures and justifying actions outside 
the normal bounds of political procedure." The security quality of an issue 
thus does not reside for them in the nature of the issue itself or in the antici- 
pated empirical effects of a particular phenomenon, but it derives from the 
specific way in which an issue or phenomenon is presented in public debate. 
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Buzan, Wever, and de Wilde provide their framework with a high degree 
of analytical focus by further specifying the precise conditions that collect- 
ively make up this "security" speech act. Rather than addressing all instances 
in which the word "security" is used, or all wider calls for the adoption of 
emergency measures, securitization theory applies only to those issues that 
are presented according to the particular logic or grammar of the security 
speech act (Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde, 1998: 25). The four constituent 
components of this security speech act (Buzan, Wever, and de Wilde, 1998: 
24, 36) are presence of the following: (i) securitizing actors (such as political 
leaders, intelligence experts, etc.), declaring (ii) a referent object (such as a 
state)14 to be (iii) existentially threatened (e.g., by an immanent invasion), 
and who make a persuasive call for the adoption of (iv) emergency measures 
to counter this threat (e.g., declare war or impose a curfew). The framework 
advanced by Buzan, Wever, and de Wilde confines itself to analyzing only 
those issues - be they of a military or non-military nature - that are pre- 
sented in a manner conforming to all four of these criteria. The term secuv- 
itization, in turn, formally refers to the process whereby an issue is taken out 
of its non-politicized or politicized status and is elevated to the security 
sphere by portraying it in a way that meets these four criteria. This is pre- 
cisely what has happened to the issue of HIVIAIDS in recent years, where 
arguments have shifted from humanitarian and public health ones to officials 
in international organizations, governments, and non-governmental organ- 
izations (securitizing actors) increasingly arguing that beyond these humani- 
tarian considerations, the survival of communities, states, and militaries 
(referent objects) is now being undermined (existentially threatened), unless 
drastic measures (emergency measures) are undertaken by national and 
international actors to better address the global pandemic . l~IV/AIDS has 
become securitized. 

This radically constructivist view of security also generates important 
new tasks for security analysts, who must now begin to reflect in greater 
depth on the normative consequences of securitizing a particular issue. "Our 
approach," Buzan, Wever, and de Wilde (1998: 212) insist, "has the basic 
merit of conceptualizing security as a labeling for which actors can be held 
responsible rather than an objective feature of threats"; securitization theory 
"serves to underline the responsibility of talking security, the responsibility 
of actors as well as of analysts who choose to frame an issue as a security 
issue. They cannot hide behind the claim that anything in itself constitutes a 
security issue (Buzan, Wever, and de Wilde, 1998: 34)." Because security 
analysts have a choice about whether or not to present a given issue in the 
language of security, they need to reflect on the wider consequences of doing 
so. This also means that the debate about HIVIAIDS and security cannot be 
waged solely on empirical gounds; for if there is an inevitable choice to  
"speakingn security in relation to HIVIAIDS, then the debate about the secur- 
ity implications of the disease will remain incomplete, unless the wider nor- 
mative implications of using such language are assessed as well. Securitization 
theory was designed with a view to this very task; with its help "it is possible 
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to ask with some force whether it is a good idea to make this issue a secur- 
ity issue - to transfer it to the agenda of panic politics - or whether it is bet- 
ter handled within normal politics" (Buzan, Waever, and de Wilde, 1998: 34). 
Yet because the global AIDS pandemic was securitized only after the publi- 
cation of their study, this line of inquiry has not yet been pursued specifically 
in relation to HIVIAIDS. 

Raising this normative dimension is all the more important because Buzan, 
Waever, and de Wilde think scholars would be mistaken in simply assuming 
that bringing the language of security to bear on the growing number of social 
issues is always a favorable political development. After the end of the Cold 
War, some security scholars quickly faulted such an expansion of the inter- 
national security agenda on the grounds of the inability of security studies to 
accommodate such a wide variety of issues without losing analytical focus as 
a result. Stephen Walt (1991: 213) famously argued that expanding the field 
of security studies to include issues such as pollution, diseases, and economic 
recessions "would destroy its intellectual coherence and make it more difficult 
to devise solutions to any of these important problems." From a different the- 
oretical perspective, Daniel Deudney (1 990: 464) echoed that "[ilf everything 
that causes a decline in human well-being is labeled a 'security' threat, the term 
loses any analytical usefulness and becomes a loose synonym of 'bad"'. Buzan, 
Wzver, and de Wilde, by contrast, have criticized such an expansion on dif- 
ferent, normative grounds. Already on the first page of their study, they warn 
readers of serious intellectual and political dangers involved in securitizing 
social issues, and hence in widening the security agenda. "Basically, security 
should be seen as negative, as a failure to deal with issues as normal politics. 
Ideally, politics should be able to unfold according to routine procedures 
without this extraordinary elevation of specific 'threats' to prepolitical imme- 
diacy" (Buzan, Waever, and de Wilde, 1998: 29; Williams, 2003: 523). In the 
conclusion to their study (1998: 208), they again point to the dangers of secu- 
ritization, insisting that "[a]voiding excessive and irrational securitization is 
thus a legitimate social, political, and economic objective of considerable 
importance." By highlighting the normative choices that are always involved 
in framing issues as security issues and by warning of potential dangers inher- 
ent in doing so, their framework marks an ideal starting point for a deeper 
debate on the ethical implications of using the language of international secu- 
rity to respond to the global AIDS pandemic. 

The Dangers of Securitizing AIDS 

What, then, are the specific normative dangers Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde 
identify, and how do  they pertain to the ongoing securitization of HIVIAIDS? 
Based on their selection of case studies, such as the securitization of migra- 
tion in Europe in the 1990s, two general dangers emerge. Both of these dan- 
gers result from the unique connotations of the word "security," about which 
Wzver (1995: 47) has observed elsewhere that it "carries with it a history and 
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a set of connotations that it cannot escape. At the heart of the concept we still 
find something to do with defense and the state. As a result, addressing an 
issue in security terms still evokes an image of threat-defense, allocating to the 
state an important role in addressing it. This is not always an improvement." 
This passage expresses in summary form both the major normative concerns 
that securitization theorists have about securitization processes, namely that 
(i) these processes usually lead to a greater level of state mobilization, enabling 
the state to encroach on an increasing proportion of social life where it might 
not be desirable (Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde, 1998: 4), and (ii) that the lan- 
guage of security attaches to issues a particular "threat-defense" logic that may 
not always be appropriate or beneficial for addressing these issues. It is worth 
exploring these two concerns in greater detail. 

In many ways, this first concern about excessive state mobilization is 
deeply liberal, in that it assumes an a priori preference for a minimalist state 
that maximizes individual liberty, rather than for a state that is heavily 
involved in the management of social life. Although this is not explicitly men- 
tioned in their framework, Buzan and Waever have pointed to the liberal 
nature of such an objection elsewhere when they observe that classical liber- 
alism can itself be understood as a project that seeks to narrow the range of 
things seen as security threats, so as to enlarge the realm of "normal politics" 
and to reduce as far as possible the areas of social life within which force 
could be used (Buzan and Wzver, 1998: 4; Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde, 
1998: 210). More specifically, Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde wish to highlight 
two concrete threats to democratic politics inherent in using security lan- 
guage in order to incite state mobilization. First, states can use the language 
of security in order to remove an issue from routine democratic consider- 
ations and push it into the higher echelons of the state's inner circles of power, 
where there is less political transparency and hence also less democratic 
scrutiny of issues. Second, state representatives often also invoke the term 
"security" to justify the use of any necessary means to confront the threaten- 
ing condition or to silence opposition to the state (Buzan, Waever, and de 
Wilde 1998: 21). Any emergency measures taken by the state can thus be used 
to override the rule of law and infringe upon valued civil liberties. Hence, 
Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde (1998: 29) are generally concerned about how 
the language of security has historically served to silence opposition to the 
state, how it has given state representatives special powers that could be 
exploited for domestic purposes, and how it can lead to the suspension of 
important democratic control mechanisms. 

Even though this danger of excessive state involvement has not been hith- 
erto acknowledged in the debate on AIDS and security, advocates of the secu- 
ritization of HIVIAIDS will need to devote greater attention to this outcome 
of past securitization processes. In the case of HIVIAIDS, too, framing the 
issue as a security issue pushes responses to the disease away from civil soci- 
ety toward the much less transparent workings of military and intelligence 
organizations, which also possess the power to override human rights and civil 
liberties - including those of persons living with HIVIAIDS. One analyst 
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(Chowka, 2000) has pointed out that the designation of HIVIAIDS as a secur- 
ity issue is "a bit frightening and a bit scary ... [blecause that means you're 
going to begin to call in the FBI, you can call in the CIA. If people are talking 
about things which are decided to be a national security issue, they in fact can 
be spied upon and civil rights protections can be suspended." Not everyone 
would go this far, but it is certainly true that in the United States the armed 
forces and the CIA are becoming increasingly involved in assessing the secur- 
ity implications of HIVIAIDS. It is also true that historically state responses to 
the disease have frequently been undemocratic and have been characterized by 
periods of great insensitivity toward persons living with the virus. Calls for 
quarantining such people, subjecting them to various forms of violence, 
attempting to bar them from serving in state institutions, and refusing to issue 
visas to HIV-positive foreigners are only a few of the examples in which per- 
sons living with HIVIAIDS have been ostracized and even persecuted by some 
states for their illness. In the early stages of HIVIAIDS in the United States, 
Haitians were variously denied housing, required to undergo tests before 
entering the country, dismissed from jobs, and so forth. In Europe and Russia, 
moreover, many Africans were similarly targeted because of the perception 
that they were disease carriers (Schoepf, 2004). Portraying HIVIAIDS as a 
national and international security threat risks fueling such exclusionary and 
dehumanizing responses and could serve as an implicit legitimization of any 
harsh or unjust "emergency" policies that states may adopt in relation to per- 
sons living with the virus. After all, examples of such measures are not con- 
fined to the dustbin of history. In the United States, the Institute of Medicine 
not long ago proposed a policy of introducing mandatory screening for tuber- 
culosis - a common condition for people living with HIV - for immigrants 
from countries with high prevalence rates, and it even made the case in favor 
of linking the permanent residence card (green card) to taking preventative 
treatment (Coker, 2003: 2). As recently as February 2003, the British govern- 
ment similarly considered implementing compulsory HIV screening for 
prospective immigrants amid alleged worries that HIV-positive foreigners are 
traveling to the United Kingdom to seek treatment (Hinsliff, 2003: 2). Such 
moves undoubtedly justify the first normative concern of Buzan, Waever, and 
de Wilde that the involvement of the state in the management of wider social 
issues can also have detrimental effects in terms of placing the management of 
such an issue behind closed doors, and by paving the way for civil liberties to 
be overridden if this is deemed necessary by the state.I6 

Participants in this debate will also need to reflect more deeply on the 
second danger inherent in their efforts to portray the pandemic as an inter- 
national security issue, namely that such efforts bring the unique "threat- 
defense" logic of security to bear on an ever-growing range of social issues. 
Buzan, Waever, and de Wilde observe on a deeper level how the immense 
increase in the number of securitization processes occurring over the past 
decade collectively construes the notion of "security" as a universally good 
thing - as a desirable condition toward which to push all social relations. 
The cumulative social effect of this proliferation of securitization processes, 
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of which HIVIAIDS is only the latest manifestation, is thus to convey the 
impression that working toward a condition of security is always socially ben- 
eficial - that "more security" is always better. Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde 
(1998: 29) find this to be a dangerously narrow view, because the connota- 
tions of security also attach a specific "threat-defense" logic to issues that may 
not always be appropriate or beneficial for their resolution. 

This too is a valid normative concern in the case of HIVIAIDS, where the 
"threat-defense" logic entailed in the language of security can have three 
detrimental consequences. First, the securitization of the disease removes the 
issue from the more cosmopolitan and altruistic frameworks of health and 
development, locating it instead within a state-centric framework, where 
states are primarily concerned with maximizing power and security, rather 
than with addressing wider humanitarian concerns. In such a context, 
national and international action taken on HIVIAIDS is likely to be confined 
to those instances where it touches upon the selfish security interests of states. 
States may take action to defend their core security interests, but they are 
unlikely to undertake measures extending much beyond these narrow con- 
cerns. As Susan Peterson points out, responding to HIVIAIDS as a security 
issue transforms the logic of international action on HIVIAIDS into one based 
on narrow self-interest, which historically has not proved very effective in 
terms of addressing global health issues. Indeed it creates the impression that 
global health issues are not worth addressing in their own right, but only to 
the extent that they touch upon the core security interests of states, which 
may mean that in the long run, states will cease to be concerned about global 
health in areas where it does not concern their core national security interests 
(Peterson, 200212003: 46, 80). This is an important side effect of the language 
of security that needs to be borne in mind by those drawing the links between 
HIVIAIDS and security. 

A second and closely related effect of the "threat-defense" logic in the case 
of HIVIAIDS is that it may adversely shift the identification of national and 
international funding priorities. Within a security framework, concern about 
HIVIAIDS will not revolve primarily around how HIVIAIDS affects civilian 
populations, but around how it affects the core institutions of the state, 
including the armed forces. In low-income countries in particular, this may 
mean that scarce resources for medicines are provided on a priority basis to 
the armed forces and state elites rather than to civilian populations as a whole, 
or, in the worst case, are diverted from civilian programs to military programs 
as a result of the portrayal of HIVIAIDS as a security issue. Examples of the 
latter have not yet been officially documented by NGOs or civil-society 
organizations, but there is certainly evidence that in many countries members 
of the armed forces routinely enjoy preferential access to medicines vis-a-vis 
the civilian population, or have at least moved to the front of the line in terms 
of receiving access to expensive antiretroviral medicines (ARVs). In Zambia, 
for example, members of the military have begun to argue that the armed 
forces should have priority access to more government funding for ARVs, 
because the military and their families are more at risk because of the nature 
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of their job and because this would contribute to world peace (Allocate More 
AKVs to Military Personnel, 2003). Similarly, in Rwanda, high-ranking offi- 
cers increasingly have access to AKVs, but the general population does not 
(Amnesty International, 2004). This is part of a wider development in Africa, 
whereby the soldiers of many countries now have greater or better access to 
health care and AIDS medicines than the civilian population." As Radhika 
Sarin (in Conklin, 2003) argues, "quite a few African militaries are committed 
to providing treatment for their soldiers, such as the Ugandan People's Defense 
Forces and Nigeria's Armed Forces. These militaries do  try and work with 
military spouses and civilian communities to provide HIV prevention educa- 
tion. However, access to antiretrovirals is very low in many African nations." 
The portrayal of HIVIAIDS as a security issue thus plays into the hands of 
those who already have the greatest chances of access to medicines, rather 
than into the hands of those who are currently least likely to receive such 
access. Indeed, it may inadvertently help to ensure that soldiers and elites who 
play a crucial role in the maintenance of national and international security 
receive access to treatment, without being able to ensure that such treatment 
is also provided democratically and universally to all who need it. This too is 
an important normative drawback that needs to be reflected upon in a more 
sustained manner. 

Finally, the "threat-defense" logic inherent in the securitization of HIVI 
AIDS also works against the grassroots efforts undertaken by many non- 
governmental organizations and AIDS charities over the past decade in terms 
of normalizing societal attitudes regarding people living with HIVIAIDS. The 
goal of many of these groups has been to move away from the perception that 
people living with HIVIAIDS are dangerous "outsiders" and a threat to soci- 
ety. Rather than avoiding contact with such persons in the quest to be com- 
pletely safe and secure from the virus, what is needed instead is more tolerance 
and a better understanding of the illness. Already in the 1980s the writer 
Susan Sontag described how the view of disease as "invader" is a perennial 
feature of many public pronouncements about the "war on AIDS," and she 
famously made the case for abandoning the military metaphor - both in terms 
of portraying the illness as something that invades the person and that invades 
entire societies. She (1998: 94) felt that the military metaphor "overmobilizes" 
and "powerfully contributes to the excommunicating and stigmatizing of the 
ill." In such a context, a strategy of normalization can, from an ethical stand- 
point grounded in the lived experiences of those living with HIVIAIDS, easily 
be seen as highly advantageous in terms of cultivating a more inclusive and 
supportive public posture toward those persons. Ongoing efforts to securitize 
HIVIAIDS, by contrast, once again work against this goal by portraying the 
illness as a destructive and debilitating threat, and risk reversing important 
advances made to date regarding societal attitudes about the illness. In this 
way, the language of security deployed in international organizations also has 
important implications at the grassroots level. 

The contribution, then, that securitization theory can make toward an 
ethical debate about whether the global AIDS pandemic should be framed as 
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a security issue is not just methodological but also substantive. While its 
unique methodological standpoint highlights particularly clearly the choice 
that analysts have in terms of whether they frame issues such as HIVIAIDS in 
security terms, its wider normative concerns about excessive state mobilization 
and its questioning of the usefulness of using the "threat-defense" logic of 
security to respond to a growing range of social issues help to highlight import- 
ant and previously overlooked normative dangers inherent in the ongoing 
securitization of HIVIAIDS - and this despite the fact that securitization the- 
ory was formulated well in advance of these more recent efforts. It is also pre- 
cisely because of such dangers that Buzan, Wasver, and de Wilde (1998: 4) 
generally do not believe that scholars should eagerly rush to publicly present 
an ever-growing range of issues as security issues; they should aim instead for 
"desecuritization," that is for shifting issues out of the emergency mode and 
returning them to routine political processes. Securitization theory thus com- 
pels those linking HIVIAIDS and security to think more deeply about whether, 
upon reflection, such efforts should best be abandoned, resisted, and reversed 
because of these adverse effects. At this stage, the answer to the question of 
whether HIVIAIDS should be securitized might well be "no." As the next sec- 
tion illustrates, however, such a conclusion would be premature, because in 
the case of HIVIAIDS, uncovering these ethical dangers does not mark the end 
of the normative debate about its securitization, but only the beginning of a 
much more complex and complicated ethical terrain that begins to unfold. 

The Benefits of Securitizing AIDS 

Taking securitization theory's ethical imperative seriously also necessitates 
reflecting on the possible benefits a successful securitization of HIVIAIDS 
could have for persons living with the illness. Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde 
(1998: 29)  insist that although desecuritization remains the abstract ideal of 
their framework, "one has to weigh the always problematic side effects of 
applying a mind-set of security against the possible advantages of focus, 
attention, and mobilization." Pursuing this line of thought shows that the 
ethical concerns identified above in fact only apply in a qualified manner in 
the case of HIVIAIDS and that they also have to be balanced with a plethora 
of competing political, economic, and legal advantages that a successful 
securitization of the AIDS pandemic could accrue for persons living with 
HIVIAIDS. For example, although the concern raised by Buzan, Wzver, 
and de Wilde about excessive state mobilization certainly resonates within 
the context of a liberal democracy where the state should, ceteris paribus, 
not seek to forcefully interfere with democratic deliberation processes, out- 
side the context of Western democracies, the relationship between state, 
society, and security is often more complex, so their findings in this regard 
may consequently be less readily applicable. 

In some of the countries most seriously affected by the AIDS pandemic, it 
is not excessive state mobilization that poses the main problem, but, on the 
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contrary, the utter absence of a meaningful state response to the disease. In 
several southern African countries there is a widespread desire among per- 
sons living with HIVIAIDS for more action to be taken to ensure the provi- 
sion of medicines - a prominent example of which is the Treatment Action 
Campaign in South Africa.I8 In many other African countries there are mil- 
lions of people who do not even have the privilege of being informed about 
this illness, let alone knowing whether they have contracted the virus or not; 
yet, their governments remain unable or unwilling to demonstrate leadership 
on the issue, or to  make such medical provisions, or even to prioritize their 
illness politically. Over the past years, Thabo Mbeki's refusal to instruct the 
South African government to prioritize efforts to address the AIDS pandemic 
has been a case in point and continues to receive widespread media attention. 
It is, unfortunately, only one case among many. Because of the stigmatized 
nature of the illness, and the long illness cycle, the strategy of denial has been 
particularly convenient for many governments to pursue in the past, albeit 
with catastrophic social consequences. Whar is more, many scholars and 
AIDS activists view the minimalist (neoliberal) state promoted in Africa 
through the structural adjustment programs favored by several international 
political and financial institutions over the past decade as part of the under- 
lying structural conditions facilitating the emergence of the AIDS pandemic, 
and as contributing to the limited health care infrastructure currently avail- 
able in many of the countries seriously affected by HIVIAIDS (Lurie, 2004). 
In such a context, where a devastating illness remains largely ignored by 
states and where a minimalist conception of the state promoted by the inter- 
national community is not helping the situation, the concern of many polit- 
ical AIDS activists understandably does not revolve around fears of excessive 
state mobilization, but, on the contrary, around the utter absence of adequate 
state involvement. What is needed is an urgent attempt by the international 
community and by governments to respond to the disease, which is what 
those framing HIVIAIDS as a security issue are actively trying to provoke. 

The securitization of HIVIAIDS through the United Nations Security 
Council, because of its high public profile and unique status in international 
law, is one way of working toward this goal; it tries to increase the political 
pressure on governments to begin addressing the issue in a way that would 
help to ensure the survival of millions of persons living with HIVIAIDS, and 
it tries to encourage them to do so through early and prompt responses to 
the pandemic. Thus, where Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde see dangers to 
democracy emanating from securitization processes because of the poten- 
tially oppressive role they accord to the security institutions of states, for 
some AIDS activists, compelling states hitherto unresponsive to the needs of 
their people into greater action is an equally important political goal with 
a strong democratic dimension. However imperfect, it is a way of repre- 
senting the ignored political voice of those with HIVIAIDS at the highest 
levels of government." Speaking at the UN Security Council in January 
2001, Dr. Peter Piot, Executive Director of UNAIDS (2001), argued that 
"[tlhe simple fact that the Security Council regards AIDS as a significant 
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problem sends a powerful message: AIDS is a serious matter for the global 
community." In the case of HIVIAIDS, then, the key normative question 
does not revolve around the quantity or intensity of state involvement, 
because some state involvement is undoubtedly needed, but around the mode 
and nature of such state responses.20 Securitization, in this instance, is not 
intended to remove the issue of HIVIAIDS from the political sphere and to 
shift it into the security sphere, but instead to shift it out of its non-politicized 
status in many countries and to begin a proper politicization of the issue. 

By way of extension, where Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde generally see dan- 
gers with pushing issues higher up the echelons of state bureaucracies - and 
thus away from civilian control - many AIDS activists see this as precisely 
what is needed for getting many African governments to undertake more sus- 
tained efforts and to commit more resources to addressing a pandemic that is 
already affecting more than 40 million people. To date, the securitization of 
AIDS at the international level has encouraged political actors to break the 
silence surrounding HIVIAIDS. For example, the Abuja Declaration on 
HIVIAIDS, Tuberculosis and other Related Infectious Diseases adopted by 
several African heads of state and by the Organisation of African Unity in 
2001 reasoned that it was necessary to break the silence around HIVIAIDS 
because HIVIAIDS is not just a health issue, but also a threat to Africa's polit- 
ical stability, and that fighting illnesses such as HIVIAIDS must consequently 
form a part of Africa's strategy for ensuring durable peace and political secur- 
ity on the continent (OAU, 2001). In some instances, moreover, the securitiza- 
tion of HIVIAIDS has also allowed states to shift responsibility for addressing 
the issue from ministries with only very little political clout to political bodies 
with greater influence on the political process. Denis Altman (2000) has 
observed that in countries such as Nigeria, Cote d'Ivoire, and South Africa, 
where health ministries only enjoy a modest degree of political influence and 
are perennially short of financial resources, the securitization of the pandemic 
has helped to move the issue higher up the political agenda, and HIVIAIDS has 
subsequently become the responsibility of ministries or committees with a 
greater degree of political clout and with more resources at their disposal. By 
illustrating that HIVIAIDS is not only a humanitarian concern but also a 
security concern affecting the core institutions of states, the securitization of 
HIVIAIDS can increase the political priority accorded to the issue by gov- 
ernments, which in turn could benefit those living with HIVIAIDS if this is 
translated into the scaling up of treatment programs. 

Finally, where Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde point to the danger of security 
arguments being used to override the rule of law, and hence also to threaten 
civil liberties, from an economic perspective this ability of security concerns to 
override certain legal provisions is deemed to be a potential advantage. The 
patents on many AIDS medicines are presently protected by the World Trade 
Organization's Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property 
(TRIPS) - barring poorer countries from producing generic antiretroviral ther- 
apies and other medicines at lower prices, or even importing them from other 
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countries who can procure them at lower costs. Those countries who try to 
circumvent these restrictions can subsequently be threatened with a variety of 
political, economic, and legal sanctions. In 1997, some 39 different pharma- 
ceutical companies attempted to legally challenge the South African Medicines 
and Related Substances Control Amendment Act, which would have enabled 
South Africa to "parallel" import much cheaper generic HIVIAIDS medicines. 
The securitization of HIVIAIDS assists groups wishing to weaken the grip of 
patents on life-saving medicines because these patents could potentially be 
overridden in light of national security considerations. The TRIPS agreement 
contains an important set of "security exceptions," including Article 73(b), 
which notes that nothing contained in the agreement should be construed to 
"prevent a Member from taking any action which it considers necessary for 
the protection of its essential security interests" (World Trade Organization, 
1994). Although no dispute has yet occurred under Article 73 since the estab- 
lishment of the World Trade Organization, the devastating social and eco- 
nomic impact of HIVIAIDS is raising the possibility of invoking these security 
provisions. A recent report by the United Nations (Roffe and Melendez-Ortiz, 
2005: 10) has noted that it might be possible to invoke the security exceptions 
of TRIPS because "it could be argued that pandemics such as HIV affect a 
nation far beyond purely economic interests and might therefore justify action 
otherwise inconsistent with the TRIPS Agreement." If states do wish to over- 
ride these patents on expensive life-saving medicines in the future, or at least 
maintain pressure on the pharmaceutical companies when negotiating prices, 
it will be essential for them to demonstrate that the AIDS pandemic constitutes 
an emergency affecting the security of states, especially as attempts to protect 
such access to medicines through widening the public health provisions of 
TRIPS agreed at Doha in 2001 are proving increasingly ineffective and are 
being actively side-stepped through bilateral free trade agreements (Oxfam, 
2004; Medecins Sans Frontiers, 2005). Some participants in the United 
Nations Security Council debates on AIDS and international security have 
already been able to use that forum in order to make precisely this point. The 
Indian representative (Sharma, 2001) has urged the Security Council, in line 
with its responsibility of maintaining international peace and security, "to rule 
that Article 73 of the TRIPS Agreement must be invoked to urgently provide 
affordable medicines that help in the treatment of the epidemic." 

This legal dimension to the securitization of HIVIAIDS is becoming even 
more important because of the strong role that Indian pharmaceuticals have 
recently been playing in providing generic and affordable AIDS medicines 
to many developing countries. Because India's Patent Act of 1970 did not 
apply to medicines, Indian pharmaceuticals have been able to produce generic 
versions of AIDS drugs for some time. The pressure of their generic products 
has meant that prices for ARVs have dropped from over U.S.$ 10,000 
annually to, in some instances, U.S.$140 annually, but this has only been 
possible because some of the provisions of the TRIPS agreement have hith- 
erto not applied to India. What is more, Indian Pharmaceuticals have also 
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been at the forefront of developing the three-in-one cocktail pill, which 
means that patients only need to take two pills instead of six pills a day, 
making their administration considerably easier. However, as members of 
the Affordable Medicines and Treatment Campaign point out, India is in 
the process of changing its Patent Act in a way that would comply with 
TRIPS, which requires all governments to  grant developed countries a 20- 
year monopoly patent on all essential medicines, including HIVIAIDS drugs. 
There are several proposed amendments to the Act that would potentially 
impede generic competition. If the supply of cheap Indian medicines dries 
up in the near future, this will make the ability to invoke the security excep- 
tions of TRIPS all the more pressing (Grover, 2004). In this way, the secur- 
itization of AIDS continues to  play into the hands of those countries that 
might wish to invoke legal provisions necessary for procuring life-saving 
medicines at lower costs, maintaining background pressure on pharma- 
ceutical companies. This illustrates how securitization processes can have 
normative benefits beyond merely raising attention and resources. Further- 
more, it means that where Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde - coming from a 
political perspective concerned with civil liberties - point to the dangers of 
security arguments being used to override the rule of law, from an economic 
perspective grounded in the attempts of poorer states to access cheap 
generic medicines, this same ability of security concerns to override legal 
provisions is deemed to be a crucial potential advantage, and something 
that the language of security can uniquely bring to the debate in a way that 
health or development language cannot. In either case, the point here is not 
that the concern of Buzan, Waever, and de Wilde is not justified, but rather 
that in the context of HIVIAIDS, the advantages and disadvantages for 
those persons living with HIVIAIDS are much more evenly balanced than 
their normative criticism about excessive state involvement would initially 
seem to suggest. 

The same is true regarding their other warning about the appropriateness 
of applying security's unique "threat-defense" logic to an ever-growing range 
of issues, such as HIVIAIDS. Although concern is clearly justified here as well, 
upon reflection, all three of the adverse side affects that this logic can have in 
the case of HIVIAIDS emerge in a much more complex form. The state-centric 
and self-interested nature of security, for example, is not seen by many of 
those advocating the links between HIVIAIDS and security as a drawback, 
but on the contrary, as an important asset that can mobilize global responses 
to HIVIAIDS. "It is a simple truth," Alex de Waal (2003) notes in reflecting 
on his experience with many African governments over the past decades, 
"that governments act when they perceive real threats to their power. This is 
a lesson from government famine prevention strategies: the political impulse 
is primary . . . To date, few African governments have recognized the political 
threat posed by the HIVIAIDS pandemic." Where humanitarian development 
or other more altruistically inclined international initiatives have failed to 
generate sufficient political will and resources, for those advocating the 
HIVIAIDS-security nexus, the appeal to the naked self-interest of states is the 
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only strategy left in light of the pressing daily humanitarian implications of 
the pandemic. 

Indeed, appealing to the self-interest of states through the language of 
security can be economically useful in terms of increasing the amount of 
international attention the AIDS pandemic receives. Securitizing the illness 
could assist in freeing up more scarce resources for preventing the transmis- 
sion of HIV in the future, as well as for purchasing medicines to treat those 
persons already suffering from AIDS. In the United States, arguments about 
the long-term security implications of AIDS reportedly already informed 
President Bush's decision to launch his five-year U.S.$ 15 billion Emergency 
Plan for AIDS Relief (Stolberg, 2003).21 There has been much controversy 
about the strings attached to this money, about its emphasis on bilateral 
rather than multilateral programs, as well as the considerable delay in its 
appropriation, indicating that this was a shrewdly calculated political move, 
but such resources will undoubtedly be necessary for international efforts to 
respond to the global pandemic. This shows the ability of leaders to use 
security arguments in order to justify appropriating such considerable sums 
and the general expansion in AIDS funding that has taken place in recent 
years.22 The logic of security can thus help to maintain such funding in the 
years ahead as will be necessary for treatment and prevention programs. 

The securitization of HIVIAIDS is not only useful in terms of increasing 
international aid for HIVIAIDS, but it is also an important tool in terms of 
provoking African governments themselves into taking the issue more ser- 
iously within their domestic politics, that is to prioritize HIVIAIDS efforts 
on their own political agendas and budgets. Highlighting the security impli- 
cations of HIV on the armed forces, for example, can even serve as an import- 
ant initial trigger for placing HIVIAIDS on the political agenda (UNAIDS, 
1998; Elbe, 2002). There is evidence from countries such as Uganda, Ethiopia, 
and Malawi that highlighting this military relationship was crucial in secur- 
ing wider political leadership on the issue of HIVIAIDS. In Uganda, President 
Museveni began to take the issue seriously when, in 1986, Fidel Castro took 
him aside at a meeting of the Non-Aligned Movement in Harare and in- 
formed him that 18 out of the 60 military staff that Museveni had sent to 
Cuba for military training were HIV positive. This spurned Museveni into 
commencing a wider social program on HIVIAIDS in Uganda (Museveni, 
1995). Commenting on the response to HIVIAIDS by the Ethiopian army in 
1996, de Waal (2003: 22)  similarly observes how "within the military such 
as the quasi-democratic 'council of commanders,' a legacy of the army's roots 
as a revolutionary guerrilla army, allowed the institution to develop and 
implement its own distinctive AIDS program." There is also some evidence 
from Malawi indicating that the impact of HIVIAIDS on the army and 
members of parliament was crucial in prompting political leadership on this 
issue (Lwanda, 2004: 40). In this way, highlighting the impact of HIVIAIDS 
on the armed forces undermines the ability of political leaders to deny the 
importance of the problem and can present a very obvious way of putting 
HIVIAIDS on the political agenda, as well as marking an entry point for 
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wider HIVIAIDS programs and efforts. Thus, although in an ideal world 
HIVIAIDS would be addressed as a humanitarian and altruistic issue, out- 
lining how HIVIAIDS programs would also benefit the national interests of 
states can help to increase international funding and can spur heavily 
affected states into action in a way that more altruistic health and develop- 
ment frameworks have not been able to do over the past decade. 

This still leaves unresolved, however, the second problem: that the 
"threat-defense" logic could lead to the redirection of funding priorities 
toward the core institutions of the state. Will such a security framing not 
simply shift funding to the elites and the armed forces at the expense of 
more universal programs? Here, too, there are factors complicating the pic- 
ture; for even when money is allocated to the military, this money can have 
a wider beneficial impact. The securitization of HIVIAIDS spurred Congress 
to allocate $10 million to begin setting up a program to address the spread 
of HIVIAIDS in selected African militaries. In 2001, this culminated in the 
Department of Defense HIVIAIDS Prevention Program, which has secured 
funding in excess of U.S.$35 million through fiscal year 2004 (U.S. 
Department of Defense, 2005). Through this program, the Department of 
Defense has assisted 35 countries in developing HIVIAIDS prevention pro- 
grams in the armed forces. Although these programs primarily focus on mili- 
tary personnel, and their levels of funding are small compared with other 
expenditures undertaken by the Department of Defense, they can have a 
broader impact. In Kenya, for example, the U.S. military HIVIAIDS program 
also extends to soldiers' dependents, with the result that 1,500 Kenyans, half 
of whom are not soldiers, are now receiving treatment through the program - 
a program which has also helped train many HIV counselors (Fisher- 
Thompson, 2005). A similar program is currently underway in Tanzania, 
and a further one is planned for Nigeria. As long as such funding does not 
come at the expense of funding for civilian programs, the securitization of 
HIVIAIDS could generate new resources that are crucial for building the 
health care infrastructure in poor countries and thus for international efforts 
to mitigate the spread of HIVIAIDS. What is more, as an organization, the 
armed forces also have a duty to protect the health of their soldiers when 
deployed abroad. This means that unlike many commercial pharmaceutical 
companies that lack economic incentives to develop medicines for illnesses 
affecting the developing world, the U.S. military continues to be engaged in 
vaccine research for strands of HIV that predominate in Asia and Africa in 
order to protect troops that might contract HIV while deployed abroad. 
Historically, many of the medical advances that people still benefit from 
today originally emerged from military research. 

What is more, drawing attention to the role of HIVIAIDS in the armed 
forces will invariably have to form an important part of international 
efforts to respond to HIVIAIDS. Although many would clearly oppose priv- 
ileged access to treatment for the armed forces of developing countries, 
when the issue of HIVIAIDS is approached from the angle of prevention, 
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a slightly different picture emerges. In a recent overview of new security 
issues, James Wirtz (2002: 31 1 )  notes that "it is not clear how military 
action can help stop the [AIDS] epidemic that is sweeping Africa and other 
parts of the world." Yet around the world members of the security sector 
are not only profoundly affected by, but are also important actors in, the 
AIDS pandemic. Although Wirtz is thus correct in the sense that the secur- 
ity sector cannot (and indeed should not) co-ordinate national or inter- 
national responses to HIVIAIDS, it is similarly true that such efforts to 
mitigate the spread of the virus are unlikely to succeed unless they incorp- 
orate strategies for targeting members of the security sector. In many coun- 
tries members of the armed forces mark a high-risk group, and prevalence 
rates in several militaries around the world are thought to range between 
two and five times that of comparable civilian populations. A study carried 
out regarding gonorrhea and chlamydia infections at  the Fort Bragg U.S. 
Army installation in North Carolina, for example, found that even after 
standardization of rates by age, race, and sex, the adjusted rates for Fort 
Bragg were higher than state or national averages (Sena et al., 2000). Around 
the world it is suspected that this is true in many militaries regarding levels 
of HIV as well, given that one of the transmission routes is through un- 
protected sexual intercourse. In some African militaries, average HIV preva- 
lence rates are even thought to have reached between forty and sixty 
percent of the armed forces (National Intelligence Council, 2000). Soldiers 
that are of a sexually active age, and that are very mobile and stationed 
away from home for long periods of time often valorize violent and risky 
behavior, can have frequent opportunities for casual sexual relations, and 
often seek to relieve themselves from the stress of combat. Members of the 
armed forces can thus be an important vector for transmitting the virus, and 
will have to play a vital role - not in leading or orchestrating national and 
international AIDS policy - but rather in terms of taking seriously their role 
in the pandemic and undertaking responsible steps to reduce the transmis- 
sion of HIV both within and outside of the ranks. Again, this is not to insist 
that the armed forces should enjoy privileged access to medicines, but rather 
to suggest that, given the prominent role of the military sector in the pan- 
demic, international efforts to prevent the spread of the pandemic are unlikely 
to succeed in the absence of a strategy for also addressing HIVIAIDS in the 
military. It makes a big difference, therefore, whether the issue of HIVIAIDS 
in the military is approached from the perspective of treatment or prevention. 
Although highlighting HIVIAIDS in the military could thus be seen as detri- 
mental if it leads to privileged access to treatment, from the perspective of 
global prevention efforts, drawing attention to the role of HIVIAIDS in the 
armed forces seems inevitable - mitigating against this second problem inher- 
ent in bringing the "threat-defense" logic of security to bear on HIVIAIDS. 

What, then, of the third concern about the impact of the "threat-defense" 
logic on grassroots attempts to normalize social responses to the illness? Does 
the portrayal of HIVIAIDS as a debilitating security threat not just further 
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stigmatize those living with the illness? Here, too, the normative picture 
becomes much more complicated when the threat is not seen to emanate from 
a group of persons, but rather from the virus. Although many would find 
the portrayal of persons living with HIV as a security threat to be ethically 
abhorrent and as something to be avoided at all costs, the question of 
whether such an assessment is also appropriate regarding the virus itself is 
much less certain. There is a crucial difference between arguing that "people 
with HIVIAIDS are a security threat" and arguing that "AIDS is a security 
threat": while the former aims to be politically exclusionary, and would 
bring into play a host of normative concerns already outlined by other 
scholars (Huysmans, 1995,2000) in relation to the securitization of migrants 
in many countries, the latter can be understood as a more inclusive gesture 
arguing that those living with HIVIAIDS should receive assistance if they so 
desire. It is also the latter claim that predominates among those linking 
HIVIAIDS and security. 

What is more, one may well be skeptical about whether, in order to avoid 
the "threat-defense" logic of security, the optimal long-term relationship 
between people and the HIV virus really is one of complete normalization 
and "desecuritization." A certain normalization regarding the perception of 
people living with the illness would, of course, serve to reduce stigma and 
discrimination, but it might also culminate in an increased "threat" to life if, 
as a result, people begin to underestimate the lethal nature of the virus and 
cease to  the take precautions against its transmission. In Western countries, 
where public reactions to people living with HIVIAIDS have become slightly 
more normalized compared with much of the 1980s, transmission rates are 
again increasing - even though there is no cure for HIVIAIDS and the virus 
may well become drug resistant in the long run (UNAIDS, 2002: 25). In this 
way, aiming for normalization regarding the HIV virus might have more 
adverse side effects. Again, the point here is not that the normative concern 
of securitization theory is not justified - especially as many political actors 
may not be able to differentiate at this level of detail and might perceive peo- 
ple living with HIVIAIDS as a threat rather than the key to reversing the 
global pandemic; the point is that in the case of HIVIAIDS, there are, 
depending on where precisely the threat is seen to emanate from, also strong 
arguments complicating any hasty rejection of the securitization of 
HIVIAIDS. In the case of HIVIAIDS, the ethical picture rapidly becomes 
much more complex. 

In all of these aforementioned instances, then, linking HIVIAIDS and 
security can also have important benefits for those living with HIVIAIDS, 
especially in terms of reinforcing national and international efforts to stem 
the spread of HIV and treating those already suffering from AIDS-related 
illnesses. Many of these advantages are also unique to the language and 
apparatus of security, that is benefits that a securitization of HIVIAIDS 
could bring to the international debate on HIVIAIDS in a way that, as the 
first two decades of the pandemic's history have shown, portraying 
HIVIAIDS primarily as a health issue or as a development issue has not been 
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able to achieve. In terms of securing high-level political leadership and 
increased funding, the framing of HIVIAIDS as a security issue is clearly 
useful; it is essential in terms of potentially overriding the TRIPS provisions 
and politicizing the role of the security sector in the pandemic. Given these 
competing normative benefits and drawbacks of framing the international 
response to the global AIDS pandemic in the language of security, partici- 
pants in the debate are left confronting a profound and complex ethical 
dilemma about whether they should continue to frame HIVIAIDS as a secur- 
ity i~sue.~"ndeed, just as there are clear normative dangers inherent in pre- 
senting HIVIAIDS as a security issue, there appear to be equally important 
normative costs involved in not doing so. All of this generates a much more 
complex and unyielding normative terrain surrounding the securitization of 
AIDS. At this stage, the answer to the question of whether HIVIAIDS should 
be securitized could justifiably be both "yes" and "no." 

Conclusion 

Can this ethical dilemma be resolved? It is not actually the intention of secu- 
ritization theory to solve this dilemma on behalf of individual policy makers, 
activists, and scholars. Rather, its purpose is to cultivate among all of these 
audiences a deeper ethical sensibility about "speaking" security and to 
encourage them to reflect more thoroughly on whether the language of secur- 
ity is the most appropriate avenue for addressing any particular social issue. 
Securitization theory, Wzver (1999: 334) notes, "puts an ethical question at  
the feet of analysts, decision makers and political activists alike: why do you 
call this a security issue? What are the implications of doing this - or of not 
doing it?" This article has sought to take this challenge seriously and to out- 
line both the possible benefits and dangers of framing HIVIAIDS as a secur- 
ity issue. Yet securitization theory is also very cautious not to prejudge the 
complexity of issues such as HIVIAIDS. While Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde 
(1998: 29) have a general preference for resisting securitization processes, 
they also grant that "although in the abstract desecuritization is the ideal, in 
specific situations one can choose securitization, only one should not believe 
this is an innocent reflection of the issue being a security threat; it is always 
a political choice to securitize or to accept a securitization." In the end this 
choice about whether to endorse or reject securitization processes cannot be 
made for analysts and scholars; it must be made by them - independently 
and with respect to  each particular securitization they encounter, as well as 
with the particular audiences they engage. 

What an awareness of this dilemma can do  in the case of HIVIAIDS, how- 
ever, is spur those advocating the links between HIVIAIDS and security to at 
least do so in ways that seek to minimize some of these aforementioned dan- 
gers. There are three ways in which this could be achieved. First, those pre- 
senting HIVIAIDS as a security issue could be sure to insist that it is not 
exclusively a security issue, but rather a security issue in addition to also 
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being a health issue, a development issue, an economic issue, a social issue, a 
political issue, a gender issue, etc. In this way, insisting on the security impli- 
cations of HIVIAIDS does not unreflectively reify the traditional hierarchy 
between achieving security and the attainment of other social values, such as 
health. Nor does it simply replace an altruistic logic with a self-interested one. 
The security dimension of HIVIAIDS could then complement, rather than 
supersede, existing frameworks, and it would not undermine alternative 
rationales for global health initiatives, or unduly prioritize the needs of the 
security community over those of civil society. Second, the ethical dangers of 
securitizing AIDS could be further minimized by framing the illness as a 
security issue, or as an issue with an important security dimension, rather 
than as a dangerous and overwhelming security threat. This would still add 
considerable political gravitas to international efforts to  respond to HIVIAIDS. 
It would probably also suffice in terms of invoking the security exceptions 
within TRIPS should this become necessary in the years ahead, and would 
similarly allow for the role of the security sector in the pandemic to be politi- 
cized, without doing so at the cost of playing on excessive fears and further 
stigmatizing persons living with HIVIAIDS. Finally, those framing HIVIAIDS 
as a security issue could also take great care to indicate that their primary 
concern lies with those people living with HIVIAIDS - that the problem lies 
not with the people living with the virus, but with the virus itself. 

Here, then, the uniqueness of the case of HIVIAIDS in relation to previ- 
ous securitization processes also begins to emerge particularly clearly. For it 
is a "danger" residing within the human body. If, as a result of the securi- 
tization of HIVIAIDS, persons living with the virus come to be seen as the 
threat, then many of the dangers already highlighted by scholars in relation 
to the securitization of migration and its detrimental effects on migrants 
come into play. If, however, it is the virus that is seen to be the threat, then 
these concerns are much less applicable, and the parallels reside much closer 
to environmental security, where nature is part of that which is being secu- 
ritized. In this case, people living with HIVIAIDS would not be the enemy 
of global efforts to reduce the pandemic's debilitating consequences, but in 
fact would be the only hope for achieving viable improvements in the 
future. Consequently, they would have to be included in these efforts in a 
way that does not infringe upon their human rights or civil liberties. 
Precisely because the virus resides inside the human body, however, the case 
of HIVIAIDS in the end neatly parallels neither the securitization of the 
environment nor that of migration; it reaffirms instead the need for security 
analysts to continually assess the effects of linking security and wider social 
issues with due consideration of the specificities of each particular issue. All 
of this requires participants in the debate on HIVIAIDS and security to 
at least follow securitization theory's ethical imperative of thinking much 
more carefully about the intended audience, about the way in which 
the term security is used, and about the general language deployed in rela- 
tion to HIVIAIDS. In the end, however, the securitization of HIVIAIDS 
undoubtedly remains a gamble on the ability of those presenting HIVIAIDS 
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as a security issue to maintain control over the uses to  which this language 
will be put - albeit a gamble that has perhaps become necessary because of 
the particular vicissitudes of contemporary world politics. 
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Notes 

1. For two rare attempts to probe the implications of health for internatiorml relations, see 
Fidler (1998) and Youde (2005). 

2. The term securitization refers to the process whereby HIVIAIDS is presented hy officials 
o f  national and international institutions not iust as a health or develonrnent issue. bur also as 
a pressing matter of national and international security requiring the adoption of emergency 
measures. See also the more detailed discussion of securitization in "Securitization Theory and 
HIV/AII>S" of this article. 

3. For an account of  the genesls o f  this meeting, see Sternherg (2002). 
4. That same year, the C h o n  administration also invoked nC~tional security just~ficatlons 

for other non-military purposes, such as granting China "normal" tradmg status with the 
United States. Several decades earlier, in 1955, Dwight Eisenhower had similarly tried to pro- 
mote his administration's National System of Interstate and Defense Highways on the hasls of 
a national security justification, arguing that such a highway network would he essential for 
evacuation plans and mobilizing defenses. See Sanger (2000). 

5.  For competing definitions of "human security," see United Nations Developnlent Program 
(United Nations Development Program 1994); Commission on Human Security (2003); and the 
special issue of Security Dialogue (Vol. 35, No. 3: September 2004) on human security. 

6.1 have explored competing definitions and meanings of human, national, and international 
security, as well as the ways in which HIVIAIDS bears on them, in greater detail in Elbe (200.5). 
For other accounts of human and national security, see Fidler (2003) and Peterson (200212003). 

7. For two notable exceptions, see the brief discussion in Altnian (2000) and I'eterson 
(200212003). 

8. These arguments closely parallel those in Deudney (1990). 
9. For more general reflections on the normative questions the AILIS pandemic gives rise 

to, see Harris and Siplon (2001), and the special section on "Health and Global just~ce" in 
Ethrcs and International Affairs 16(2), Fall 2002. For pieces on the ethics of conducting 
research into HIVIAIDS see Kesby (2004) and Craddock (2004). 

10. See also Wzver (1995) and Williams (2003). 
11. A more comprehensive analysis of the securitizing actors, agendas, and strategies has 

already been undertaken by Sheehan (2002). 
12. In this way, their study forms part of a larger research effort to view security issues as 

being socially constructed. See, for example, Wendt (1992, 1999), Finnetnore (1996), Katzenstein 
(1996), Adler (1997), Hopf (1998), Karnett and Fumemore (1999). 

13. On this point see also Hansen (2000: 288). 
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14. Referent objects of security do not necessarily have to be states or militaries, but more 
generally "things that are seen to be existentially threatened and that have a legitimate claim 
to survival" (Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde 1998: 36). Examples of this security grammar can 
thus be found operating both in regard to  military issues and throughout the wider security 
agenda. For example, it is just as possible for non-governmental organizations (securitizing 
actors) t o  declare humanity or the biosphere (referent objects) existentially threatened by 
geenhouse gases, requiring drastic social changes. Of course, Buzan, Wzver, and de Wilde are 
aware that, in practice, there are important constraints on which actors can successfully secu- 
ritize issues. Although it remains a theoretical possibility, they find that individuals and small 
groups of people are rarely able to  establish a wider security legitimacy in their own right. 
Nevertheless, this flexibility in their framework in principle allows it to be applied to the wider 
security agenda, including HIVIAIDS, without losing analytic focus as a result. 

15. These specific and narrow criteria also set the securitization of HIVIAIDS distinctly apart 
from other emergency responses to HIVIAIDS that have occurred within the contexts of public 
health, development, or even disaster relief, such as the Ryan White Comprehensive AIDS 
Resource Emergency Act in the United States. The latter clearly calls for emergency measures that 
provide health care and support for those persons living with HIVIAIDS, whose health needs 
would otherw~se remain unmet. This act, however, is not intended to protect the United States 
from an existential threat, but instead to "reduce the use of more costly inpatient care, increase 
access to care for underserved populations, and improve the quality of life for those affected by 
the epidemic" (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 2005). In this case, there are no 
securitizing actors arguing that a referent object is existentially threatened. 

16, Indeed, this danger is not only inherent in relations between the state and the civilian 
population, but also u~ithin state institutions, such as the armed forces. In many of the world's 
armed forces, security arguments have already been cited for no longer accepting HIV-positive 
applicants for service. 

17. For a more comprehensive list of medical provision for HIVIAIDS in the civilian and 
military populations of Afr~can countries, see www.uniformservices.~~naids.org/ 

18. For a good overview, see Sell and Prakash (2004). 
19. This 1s part of deeper tension inherent in securitization theory. By grounding their nor- 

mative framework in speech act theory, the framework encounters difficulties when dealing with 
social groups that are not able to voice their views due, for example, to political marginalization. 
O n  this point see Hansen (2000: 287). 

20. Even among theorists of democracy, there is considerable disagreement regarding the 
role the state should perform in social life, with some models arguing in favor of a role 
restricted to  the provision o f  security and with others suggesting that the state must make 
important social provisions and perform redistributive functions. 

21. Another important factor was the push for action by evangelical Christian religious 
groups in the United States. See Burkhalter (2004). 

22. It also seems to parallel an insight expounded by William H. Foege, the former director 
of the Center for Disease Control in Atlanta, Georgia: one must "[tlie the needs of the poor with 
the fears of the rich. When the rich lose their fear, they are not willing to invest in the problems 
of the poor." Quoted in Gellman (2002). 

23. Nor are there clear historical precedents that one could turn to. There are certainly his- 
torical precedents for diseases shaping the unfolding of human history, and indeed influencing 
battle outcomes. See, for example, Cartwright (1972), Diamond (1997), McNeill (1998), 
Oldstone (2000), Watts (1997), and Zinsser (1953). There are, however, no diseases in recent 
history that match the experience of HIVIAIDS in terms of transmission methods, geographic 
extent, demographic impact, and disease pattern. 

References 

Adler, Emmanuel. (1997) Seizing the Middle Ground: Constructivism in World Politics. 
European Journal of International Relations 3(3): 319-365. 



El bc1 Should HIVIAIDS Be Securitized? 38 1 

Allocate More, ARVs to Mditary Personnel. (2003) Times of Zambia, November 17. (http:l/ 
www.times.co.zm) (June 28, 2005). 

Altman, Dennis. (2000) Understanding HIVIAIDS as a Global Security Issue. In Health Impacts 
of Globalization: Towards Global Governance, edited by Lee Kelley. London: Palgrave. 

Amnesty International. (2004) Marked for Death: Rape Survivors Living with HIVIAIDS in 
Rwanda. Report AFR 471007/2004. Available at  (http://weh.amnesty.org/library/index/en 
gafr470072004) (Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Aradau, Claudia. (2001) Beyond Good and Evil: Ethics and Securitization/Desecuritization 
Techn~ques. Ruic~ikon. Available at  (http://venus.ci.uw.edu.pV-rubikon/forudclaudia2.htm) 
(Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Austin, John. (1962) How to D o  Things with Words. Camhridge: Harvard Un~versity Press. 
Barnett, M~chael, and Martha F~nnemore. (1999) The Politics, Power and Pathologies of 

International Organizations. International Organization 53(4): 699-732. 
Barnett, Tony, and Alan Whiteside. (2002) AlDS in the Twenty-First Century: Drsease and 

Globalizatron. Basingstoke: Palgrave. 
Bazergan, Roxanne. (2001) UN Peacekeepers and HIVIAIDS. World Today 57(5):  6-8. 
Bazergan, Roxanne. (2003) Intervention and Intercourse: HIV/AII>S and Peacekeepers. 

Conflict, Security and Development 3 (  1 ): 27-5 1. 
Bigo, Didier. (1998) SCcuritC et immigration: vers une gouvernementalire par I'inquietude. 

Cultures et Conflits 3 1-32: 13-38. 
Bloom, David E., and Peter Godwin, eds. ( 1  997) The Economics of HIV and  AIDS: The Case 

of South and South E h t  Asia. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Bonanate, Luigi, Donald Puchala, and Charles W. Kegley Jr., eds. (1995) Ethics and Internatronal 

Pulrtirs. Columbia: University of South Carolina Press. 
Bratt, Duane. (2002) Blue Condoms: The Use of International Peacekeepers In the Fight 

Against AIDS. international Peacekeeping 9(3): 67-86. 
Brown, Chris. (1  992) lnternatro?ral Relations Theory: New Normatrue Approaches. New York: 

Columbia University Press. 
Brown, Chris. (2002) Soverergnt, Rights and ]ustice: fntc~rnatronal Polrtinrl Theory Toria>!. 

Camhridge: Polity. 
Burkhalter, Holly. (2004) The Politics of AIDS: Engaging Conservative Activists. Forcrgn 

Affarrs 83: 8-14. 
Buzan, Barry, and Ole Wrcver. (1998) Liberalism and Security: The Contradict~ons of the 

Liberal Leviathan. Working papers no. 23, Copenhagen Peace Research Institute, 
Copenhagen. Available at  (http://www.ciaoner.org/wps/b~1b02/) (Accessed June 28, 200.5). 

Buzan, Barry, Ole Waver, and Jaap Ile Wilde. (1998) Securrty: A New Framework for 
Analysrs. Boulder: Lynne Rienner. 

Cartwright, Frederick. (1972) Disease and History. New York: Barnes tic Noble. 
Ceyhan, Ayse, and Anastasia Tsoukala. (2002) The Securitization of Migrat~on in Western 

Societies: Ambivalent Discourses and Policies. Alternatives 27(1): 2 1-39. 
Chen, L~ncoln, et al., eds. (2003) Global Health Challenges for Human Srctirity. Cambridge: 

Harvard University Press. 
Chowka, Peter. (2000) AIDS Deemed a "National Security" Threat by U.S. as South Afr~can 

President Challenges Med~cal  Orthodoxy. Natural Healthline, May 1. Available at 
(http://www.naturalhealthvill3ge.com/newsletter/0l1nay00/aids.htni) (Accessed June 28, 
2005). 

Coker, Richard. (2003) Migration, Public Health and Compulsory Screening for TB and HIV. 
Asylum and migration working paper 1, Institute for Public Policy Research, London. 

Cotnniission on Human Security. (2003) Human Security Now. Available at (http://www.humar~se 
curity-chs.org/finalreport/FinalReport.pdf) (Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Conklin, Steve. (2003) Interview with Radhika Sarin, Author of the Enemy Within: AlDS in 
the Military. World Watch Institute, Washington, March 28. Available at (http:l/ 
www.worldwatch.org/live/discussion/70/) (Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Craddock, Susan. (2004) AIDS and Ethics: Clinical Trials, Pharmaceuticals, and Global 
Scientific Pract~ce. In HIV and  AIDS in Africa: Beyond Epidemi~lo~).: edited by Ezekiel 
Kalipeni, et al. Oxford: Blackwell. 



382 Debating Security and Strategy and the Impact of 9-1 1 

CSIS. (2002) The Destabilizing Impacts of HIVIAIDS. Washington: Center for Strategic and 
International Studies. Available at (http:Nwww.csis.orglafrica/destabilizing~aids.pdf). 

David, Marcella. (2001 ) Rubber Helmets: The Certain Pitfalls o f  Marshalling Security Council 
Resources to Combat AIDS in Africa. Human Rights Quarterly 23(3): 560-582. 

Deudney, Daniel. ( 1  990) The Case Against Linking Environmental Degradation and National 
Security. Millennzum 19(3): 461-476. 

De W a d ,  Alex. (2003) How Will HIVIAIDS Transform African Governance? African Affairs 
102: 1-23. 

Diamond, Jared. (1997) Guns, Germs and Steel: The Fates of Human Societies. New York: 
Norton. 

Dotp, Roxanne. (1998) Immigration and the Politics o f  Security. Security Studies 8(2-3): 71-93. 
Duffield, Mark. (2001 ) Glohal Governance and the New Wars: The Merging of Development 

and Secunty. London: Zed Books. 
Eberstadt, Nicholas. (2002) The Future o f  AIDS. Foreign Affairs 81(6): 2 2 4 5 .  
Elbe, Stefan. (2002) HIVIAIDS and the Changing Landscape o f  War in Africa. International 

Security 27(2): 159-177. 
Elbe, Stefan. (2003) The Strategic Dimensions of HIVIAIDS. International Institute for 

Strategic Studres. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Elbe, Stefan. (2005) HIVIAIDS: The International Security Dimensions. In New Threats and 

New Actors in international Security, edited by Elke Krahmann. New York: Palgrave. 
Emmers, Ralf. (2003) ASEAN and the Securitization of Transnational Crime in Southeast 

Asia. Pacific Review 16(3): 419-438. 
Fidler, David. (1998) Microbialpolitik: Infectious Diseases and International Relations. 

American Universrty International Law Review 14(1): 1-1 1. 
Fidler, David. (2003) Public Health and National Security in the Global Age: Infectious Diseases, 

Bioterrorism, and Realpolitik. George Washington 1nternationalI.a~ Review 35: 787-856. 
Finnemore, Martha. (1996) National Interests in International Society. Ithaca: Cornell University 

Press. 
Fisher-Thompson, Jim. (2005) Kenya Provides Firm Ground for U.S. Military AIDS Partnership. 

U.S. Department o f  State Information Service (USINFO), Washington, February 18. Available 
at (http:llusinfo.state.gov/gi/Archive/2005Eeb/22-54l177.html) (Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Fourie, Pieter, and Martin Schdnteich. (2001) Africa's New Security Threat: HIVIAIDS and 
Human Security in Southern Africa. African Security Review 10(4). Available at (http:/l 
www.iss.co.za) (Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Frost, Mervyn. (1996) Ethics in International Relations: A Constitntive Theory. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Garrett, Laurie. (1994) The Coming Plague: Newly Emerging Diseases in a World out of 
Balance. New York: Penguin Books. 

Gellman, Barton. (2000) World Shunned Signs o f  the Coming Plague. Washington Post, July 5. 
Grisin, Sarah, and Celeste Wallander. (2002) Russia? HIVIAIDS Crisrs: Confronting the Present 

and Facing the Future. Washington: Center for Strategic and International Studies. 
Godwin, Peter, ed. (1998) The Looming Epidemic: The Impact of HIV and AIDS in India. 

London: Hurst & Company. 
Grover, Anand. (2004) Letter from the Affordable Medicines Treatment Campa~gn to 

India's National Human Rights Commission. Human Rights News, Human Rights Watch, 
October 11. Available at (http://www.hrw.org/english/docs/20O4/l0/22/india9556.htm) 
(Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Hansen, Lene. (2000) The Little Mermaid's Silent Security Dilemma and the Absence o f  
Gender in the Copenhagen School. Millennium 29(2): 285-306. 

Harker, John. (2001) HIVIAIDS and the Security Sector in Africa: A Threat to Canada. Canadian 
Security Intelligence Service, Ottawa. Available at (http://www.csis-scrs.gc.ca/eng/comment/ 
com80-e.btml) (Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Harris, Paul, and Patricia Siplon. (2001) International Obligation and Human Health: 
Evolving Policy Responses to HIVIAIDS. Ethics and International Affairs 15(2): 29-52. 



f I h  Should HIVIAIDS Be Securitized? 383 

Heinecken, Lindy. (2001a) Strategic implications of HIVIAIDS in South Africa. Conflict, 
Security and Development l ( 1 ) :  109-1 13. 

Heinecken, Lindy. (2001 b) Living in Terror: The Looming Security Threat to Southern Africa. 
Afrrcan Security Review 10(4): 7-17. 

Holden, Sue. (2003) AIDS on the Agenda: Adapting Development and Huma,irtarian 
Programmes to Meet the Challenge o f  HIVIAIDS. Oxford: Oxfam. 

Hinsliff, Gaby. (2003) Britain Slams the Door on Foreign NHS Cheats. The Observer, 
February 9. 

Hope, Kempe Ronald, ed. (1999) AlDS and DeveIopment rn Africa: A Soc~al Science Perspectiue. 
New York: The Haworth Press. 

Hopi, Ted. (1998) The Promise of Constructivism In International Relations Theory. 
lnternatronal Security 23(1): 171-200. 

Husak, Douglas. (1992) Drugs and Rights. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Huysmans, Jeff. (1995) Migrants as a Security Problem: Dangers of "Securitizing" Societcil 

Issues. In Migration and European Integration, edited by Robert Miles and Dietrich 
Thranhardt. London: Pinter. 

Huysmans, Jeff. (1998) Revisiting Copenhagen: Or, on the Creative Development of a Security 
Studies Agenda in Europe. European Journal of International Relntions 4(4):  479-505. 

Huysrnans, Jeff. (2000) The European Unlon and the Securitization of Migrat~on. Journi7l o f  
Comnmn Market Studres 38(5):  75 1-777. 

ICG. (2001) HIVIAIDS as a Security Issue. Washington: Internarional Crisis Group. 
ICG. (2004) HIVIAIDS as a Security Issue rn Africa: Lessons From Uganda. Kampala, Ugand'l: 

International Crisis Group. 
Kakonen, Jyrki, ed. (1994) Green Security or Militarized Environment. Aldershot: Dartmouth 

Publ~shing Company. 
Kalipeni, Ezekiel, et al., eds. (2004) HIV and AIDS in Africa: Beyond Epidemiology. Oxford: 

Blackwell. 
Katzenstein, Peter, ed. ( 1996) The Culture o f  Natronal Security: Norms and Identity in World 

Politics. New York: Columbia Univers~ty Press. 
Kauffman, Kyle, and David Lindauer, eds. (2004) AIDS and Sorcth Africa: The Soc-la1 

Expression of a Pandcmx. Basingsroke: Palgrave. 
Keim, Willard. (2000) Ethics, Morality anti Internatronal Affairs. Lanham: University Press of 

America. 
Keshy, Mike. (2004) Participatory Diagrarnrn~ng and the Ethical and Practical Challenges of 

Helping Themselves to Move HIV Work "Beyond Epidemiology." In HIV and AlDS in 
Afrrca: Beyond Epidemiology, edited by Ezekiel Kalipeni, et a[. Oxford: Blackwell. 

Kristoffersson, Ulf. (2000) HIVIAIDS as a Human Security Issue: A Gender Perspective. Paper 
presented at the expert group meeting on  "The HIVIAIDS Pandemic and Its Gender 
Implications," 13-17 November, Windhoek, Nam~bia.  

Leen, Maura. (2004) The European Union, HIVIAIDS and Human Security. Dublin: Dochas. 
Linge, Godfrey, and Doug Porter, eds. (1997) No Place for Borders: The HIVIAIDS Eprdrrnic 

and Development in Asia and the Pac~fic. New York: St. Martin's Press. 
Litfin, Karen. (1999) Constructing Environmental Security and Ecological Interdependence. 

Global Governance S(3):  359-378. 
Lurie, Peter, Percy C. Hintzen, and Robert A. Lowe. (2004) Socioeconomic Obstacles to HIV 

Prevention in Developing Countries: The Roles of the International Monetary Fund and 
the World Bank. In HIV and AIDS in Africa: Beyond Epidemiology, edited by Ezekiel 
Kalipeni, Susan Craddock, Joseph R. Oppong, and Jaya t~  Ghosh. Oxford: Blackwell. 

Lwanda, John Lloyd. (2004) Politics, Culture, and Medicine: An Unholy Trin~ty. In HIV irnd 
AIDS in Africa: Beyond Epidemiology, edited by Ezekiel Kalipeni, et al. Oxford: Blackwell. 

McNeill, William. (1998) Plagues and People. New York: Anchor Books. 
Medecins Sans Frontiers. (2005) A Guide to the Post-2005 World: TRIPS, R&D and Access 

to  Medicines. Available at  (http://www.msf.org/msfinternational/co~~tentl~d~~ocacyl 

a c c e s ~ t o e s s e n t i a l l n e d i c i n e s c a m ~ a i ~ n l i n d e )  (Accessed June 28, 2005). 



384 Debating Security and Strategy and the Impact of 9- 1 1 

Mills, Greg. (2000) AIDS and the South African Military: Timeworn Cliche or Timebomb? In 
HIVIAIDS: A Threat to the African Renaissance?, edited by Michael Lange. Johannesburg: 
Konrad Adenauer Foundation. 

Mock, Nancy. (2002) HIV/AIDS in our Ranks. Presentation to the Woodrow Wilson Center, 
Washington, June 4. Available at  (http://www.certi.org/strategy/militarylrole~of~the~mili- 
tary.htm) (Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Museveni, Yoweri. (1995) Opening Speech at the Ninth International Conference on AIDS and 
STDs in Africa. Kampala, Uganda, December 10. Available at  (http://www.museveni.co.ug) 
(Accessed March 15, 2005). 

Nardin, Terry, and David Mapel, eds. (1993) Traditions of International Ethics. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

National Intelligence Council. (2000) The Global Infectious Disease Threat and Its 
Implications for the U.S. Washington DC. Available at  (http:/lwww.cia.govlcia/reportslnie/ 
repordnie99-17d.htmI). 

National Intelligence Council. (2002) The Next Wave of HIVIAIDS: Nigeria, Ethiopia, 
Russia, India, and China. Washington, DC. Available a t  (http:Nwww.cia.govlnic/ 
special-nextwaveH1V.htrnl). 

Ney, Steven. ( 1  999) Environmental Security: A Critical Overview. Innovation: The European 
Journal of Social Sciences 12(1):  7-30. 

OAU. (2001) Abuja Declaration on HIVIAIDS, Tuberculosis and other Related Infectious 
Diseases. Abuja, Nigeria: Organisation of African Unity. Available at  (www.un.org/ga/ 
aiddpdflabuja-declaration.pdf) (Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Odysseos, Louiza. (2002) Dangerous Ontologies: The Ethos of Survival and Ethical Theorising 
in International Relations. Review of International Studies 28(2):  403-418. 

Odysseos, Louiza. (2003) On the Way to Global Ethics? Cosmopolitanism, Ethical Selfhood 
and Otherness. European Journal of Political Theory 2(2): 187-207. 

Oldstone, Michael. (2000) Vruses, Plagues, and History. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Ostergard, Robert L. Jr. (2002) Politics in the Hot Zone: AIDS and National Security in Africa. 

Third World Quarterly 23(2):  333-350. 
Ostergard, Robert L. Jr., ed. (2005) HIV, AIDS and the Threat to National and International 

Securrty. London: Palgrave. 
Ostrauskaite, Rasa. (2001 ) Environmental Security as an Ambiguous Symbol: Can We Securitize 

the Environment? Ruhikon. Available at (http://venus.ci.uw.edu.pV-rubikon/forum/rasa2.htm) 
(Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Oxfam. (2004) Undermining Access to  Medicines: Comparison of Five US FTAs. A Technical 
Note. Available at  (http://www.oxfam.org.uk/what~we~do/issues/health/downloads/ 
undermining_access-ftas.pdf) (Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Peterson, Susan. (2002/2003) Epidemic Disease and National Security. Security Studies 
12(2): 43-81. 

Pharaoh, Robyn, and Martin Schonteich. (2003) AIDS, Security and Governance in Southern 
Africa: Exploring the Impact. Pretoria: Institute for Security Studies. 

Piot, Peter. (2000) Global AIDS Pandemic: Time to Turn the Tide. Science 288: 2176-178. 
Piot, Peter. (2001) AIDS and Human Security. Speech delivered at the United Nations 

University. Tokyo, October 2. Available at (http://www.unaids.org/ht~nVpub/media/speechesOl/ 
piot-tokyo-02oct01-en-doc.htm) (Accessed June 28,2005). 

Price-Smith, Andrew. ( 1  998) Ghosts of Kigali: Infectious Disease and Global Stability at  the 
Turn of the Century. lnternational Journal 54: 4 2 6 4 4 2 .  

Price-Smith, Andrew. (2001) The Health of Nations: Infectious Disease, Environmental 
Change, and Their Effects on National Security and Development. Cambridge: MIT Press. 

Price-Smith, Andrew. (2002) Pretoria's Shadow: The HIVIAIDS Pandemic and National 
Security in South Africa. Washington: Chemical and Biological Arms Control Institute. 

Prins, Gwyn. (2004) AIDS and Global Security. International Affairs 80(5): 931-952. 
Roffe, Pedro, and Ricardo Melendez-Ortiz. (2005) Resource Book on TRIPS and Development: 

An Authoritative and Practical Guide to the TRIPS Agreement. Geneva: The United 
Nations Conference on Trade and Development and The International Centre for Trade 



t'lbc Should HIVIAIDS Be Securitized? 385 

and Sustainable Development. Available at  (http://www.iprsonline.org/unctadictsd/ 
ResourceBookIndex.htm) (Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Sanger, David. (2000) Sometimes, Nat~onal  Security Says It All. N e w  York Times, May 7. 
Sar~n ,  Radhika. (2003) A New Security Threat: HIVIAIDS in the Military. World Watch 

(MarchIApril), 17-22. 
Schoepf, Brooke Grundfest. (2004) AIDS, I-Iistory, and Struggles over Meaning. In HIV and 

AIDS rn Africa: Beyond Epidenziology, edited by Ezek~el Kalipeni, et a/.  Oxford: Blackwell. 
Searle, John. (1969) Speech Acts: A n  Essay in the Phrlosophy o f  Langunge. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 
Seckinelgin, Hakan. (2003) HIVIAIDS, Global Civtl Soctety and People's Polit~cs: An Update. 

In Global Civil Society Yearbook, edlted by Mary Kaldor, et al. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

Seckinelgin, Hakan, and Hideaki Shinoda, eds. (2001) Ethics and International Relatrt~ns. 
London: Palgrave. 

Sell, S., and A. Prakash. (2004) Usmg Ideas Strategtcally: The Contest Between Business and NGO 
Networks in Intellectual Property Rights. International Studies Quarterly 48( 1): 143-1 75. 

Sena, A., W. Miller, I. Hoffman, M. Cohen, P. Jenkins, and J .  Mckee. (2000) Trends of 
Gonorrhoea and Chlamydia1 Intections During 1985-1996 Among Active Duty Soldiers 
at  a US Army Itistallation. Cliniial infectious Diseases 30: 742-748. 

Sharrna, Kamalesh. (2001) Statement by Mr. Kamalesh Sharma, Permanent Representative at  
the Open Meeting of the Security Council on the Responsibility of the Security Council in 
the Maintenance of International Peace and Securtty: HIVIAIDS and International 
Peacekeeping Operations, January 19. Available at (http://www.un.int/india/md499.htm) 
(Accessed June 28, 2005). 

Sheehau, Carrie. (2002) Securitizing Global Health Issues: HIVIAIDS in Africa as a U.S. 
National Security Threat. Paper presented at  the International Studies Association, New 
Orleans, LA, 26 March. 

Singer, Peter. (2002) AIDS and International Security. Sctruiual44( 1 ): 145-158. 
Sontag, Susan. (1988) AIDS and Its Metaphors. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux. 
Sternherg, Steve. (2002) Former Diplomat Holhrooke Takes on Global AIDS. USA Today, June 10. 
Stolberg, Sheryl. (2003) Rush Proposal on AlDS Funds Shows Concern ahout Security. Neuj York 

Times, January 29. 
Tenet, George J. (2003) Testimony of D~rector  of Central Intelligence George J. Tenet before 

the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence. Washington, February 1 I .  
 tripod^, Paolo, and I'reet~ Patel. (2002) The Global Impact of HIVIAIDS o n  Peace Support 

Operations. International Peacekeeping 9(3):  5 1-66. 
UNAIDS. (1998) AlDS and the Military. Geneva: UNAIDS. 
UNAILX. (2001) AIDS Now Core I ~ s u e  at UN Security Council. Press Release, New York, 

lanuary 19. 
UNAIIX. (2002) AIDS Epidem~c Update: 1)ecemher 2002, Geneva. 
United Nations Development Program. (1994) Human Development Report, 1994: New 

Dimensions of Human Security. New York: Oxford University Press. 
LJ.5 Department of Defense. (2005) Background Information on HIVIAIDS Prevention Progran. 

Available at  (http://www.nhrc.navy.mil/programs/dhapp/background/b~~ckgrou~~d.l~tn~l) 
(Accessed June 28, 2005). 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (2005) Ryan White Comprehensive AlDS 
Resources Emergency (CARE) Act. Available at  (http://hab.hrsa.gov/history.htm) (Accessed 
June  28,2005). 

U.S. Government Accountability Office. (2001) U.N. Peacekeeping: United Nations F L ~ C E S  
Challenges in Responding t o  the Imp~zct oj HIVIAIDS o n  Peacekeeping Operations. 
Washtngton: U.S. Government Accountability Office. 

Wzver, Ole. (1995) Securitization and Desecuritization. In On Security, edited by Ronnie 
Lipschutz. New York: Columbia University Press. 

Wzver, Ole. (1 999) Securitizing Sectors? Reply to Er~ksson. Cooperation m d  Conflict 34(3): 
334-340. 



386 Debating Security and Strategy and the impact of 9-1 1 

Waver, Ole, Barry, Buzan, Morten, Kelstrup and Pierre, Lemaitre. (1993) Identity, Migration and 
the New Security Agenda in Europe. New York: St. Martin's Press. 

Walt, Stephen. (1991) The Renaissance of Security Studies. lnternational Studies Quarterly 
35(2): 211-239. 

Watts, Sheldon. (1997) Epidemics and History: Disease, Power, and Imperialism. New Haven: 
Yale University Press. 

Weiner, Myron. (199211993) Security, Stability and International Migration. International 
Security 17(3): 91-126. 

Wendt, Alexander. (1992) Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The Social Construction of 
Power Politics. lnternational Organizatron 46(2): 335-370. 

Wendt, Alexander. (1999) A Social Theory of International Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Whiteside, Alan, and Clem Sunter. (2000) AIDS: The Challenge for South Africa. Cape Town: 
Human & Rousseau. 

Williams, Michael. (2003) Words, Images, Enemies: Securitization and International Politics. 
International Studies Quarterly 47(4): 51  1-53 1. 

Wirtz, James J. (2002) A New Agenda for Security and Strategy? In Strategy in the 
Contemporary World, edited by John Baylis, et al. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Wolfensohn, James. (2000) Speech delivered to the UN Security Council. New York, January 10. 
World Trade Organisation. (1994) The Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual 

Property Rights. Available at  (http://www.wto.org/english/docs~e/legal~e/27-trips~0l~e.htm). 
Yeager, Rodger, and Stuart Kingma. (2001) HIVAIDS: Destabilizing National Security and the 

Multi-National Response. International Review of the Armed Forces Medical Services 
74(1-3): 3-12. 

Youde, Jeremy. (2005) Enter the Fourth Horseman: Health Security and International Relations 
Theory. Whitehead journal of Diplomacy and Internatzonal Relations 6(1): 193-208. 

Zinsser, Hans. (1953) Rats, Ltce, and History. Boston: Little, Brown and Company. 



From Social to National Security: On the Fabrication 
of Economic Order 

Mark Neocleous 

W here did 'National Security' come from? It is well known that, 
following World War 11, a range of civilian and military heads of 
different parts of the US state were brought together before a 

Senate committee to consider the unification of the military services. In 
his message to Congress in December 1945, US President Harry S. Truman 
had asked for the creation of a unified military establishment along with a 
'national defense council', and by May 1946 both the US Army and the US 
Navy were advocating a 'Council of Common Defense'. Yet, by 1947, 'com- 
mon defense' had been dropped and replaced with 'national security' - 
hence the creation of the National Security Council and the National 
Security Act. The most forceful advocate of the concept, Navy Secretary 
James Forrestal, commented that 'national security' can only be secured 
with a broad and comprehensive front, and made a point of adding that 
'I am using the word "security7' here consistently and continuously rather 
than "defense"', highlighting just how new and exciting this idea seemed 
(cited in Yergin, 1980: 194). 

It was certainly new: 'I like your words "national security"', one senator 
commented. But it was also exciting: the fact that it was 'national security' 
was part of the excitement, for 'security' was a far more expansive term than 
'defence', which was seen as too narrowly military, and far more suggestive 
than 'national interest', seen by many as either too weak a concept to form 
the basis of the exercise of state power or, with its selfish connotations, simply 
too negative (Yergin, 1980: 195; Rosenberg, 1993; Sherry, 1995: 126). 

The combination of novelty and intrigue meant that, from thereon, 
national security has had a great career. Just a decade earlier, the multi-volume 
Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences, published by Macmillan in 1934, con- 
tained no entry for 'national security'. The next edition of the Encyclopaedia 
in 1968, however - by which time it had become the International Encyclope- 
dia of the Social Sciences - not only contained an entry for 'national security', 

Source: Securzty Dzalogue, 37(3) (2006): 363-84. 
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but suggested that the term 'has long been used by politicians as a rhetorical 
phrase and by military leaders to describe a policy objective' (Bock & 
Berkowitz, 1968: 40). 'Long been used' may have been an exaggeration - the 
authors of the entry had in a journal article only two years previously de- 
scribed 'national security' as an 'emerging field' (Bock & Berkowitz, 1966). 
Nonetheless, this begs the obvious question: from where did it emerge, and 
why, by the late 1960s, did the concept also seem to have so seeped into polit- 
ical discourse that it clearly felt like it had been in use for a long time? Or, to 
put it another way: just what was it about this idea that made it so exciting? 

'The doctrine of national security', suggests Yergin (1980: 193-194), 
'developed to explain America's relationship to the rest of the world'. Many 
have accepted that this is indeed what national security is about: inter- 
national relations. So, the obvious route to take here might appear to require 
an examination of the postwar development of the national security idea 
and following the mainstream tendency of highlighting its centrality to for- 
eign policy and the birth of the national security state. But, to do this would 
be to remain within what Robert Latham (1997: 94) calls the auto-referential 
paradigm of national security, where the issues and stakes are exactly what 
the policymakers say they are. Adopting the language, discursive tradition 
and key assumptions of national security would be to replicate the ration- 
ale and rhetoric of the Cold War policymakers. The fact that the impetus 
and thrust of the idea of national security appears to be outwards, towards 
international relations and foreign policy, has in fact buried an interesting 
part of the history of 'national security', and has therefore obscured some 
interesting links between this and related concepts. 

What I want to do here, then, is to unearth some of the history, and to 
do so by exploring a hitherto unexplored dimension of the history of 
'national security', namely in the emergence of social security in the 1930s. 

Social security and national security are not often talked about together. 
The extent to which 'security' has been 'disciplined' over the years (Dalby, 
2002: xxvi) has meant that the study of social security and the study of 
national security are often miles apart - or at least several corridors apart in 
the modern university - with the one seen simply as a set of social policies 
concerned with levels of subsistence and well-being and the other seen as per- 
taining to foreign policy, intelligence-gathering and counter-subversion both 
domestically and internationally. This remains the case despite the recent 
surge of interest in widening the security agenda (Buzan, 1991; Wzver, 1995; 
Buzan, Wzver & de Wilde, 1998), in particular by redefining or developing 
alternative notions of security (Baldwin, 1997; Matthews, 1989; Tickner, 
1995; Ullman, 1983; Huysmans, 1998), and often as part of an attempt at 
developing a critical security studies (Walker, 1990; Krause & Williams, 
1997; Klein, 1998; Burke, 2002; Dalby, 2002). For example, even in the 
hugely influential new 'framework' for analysing and expanding security pro- 
posed by those working in the 'Copenhagen School', social security is way 
down the agenda, if it appears at all. This framework has sought to incorpo- 
rate into security studies some critical thinking about an expanded security 



Neocleous On the Fabrication of Economic Order 389 

agenda, proposing 'sectors' through which security might be analysed. Yet, 
despite one of the sectors being the 'societal' sector, little is said about the 
idea, institutions or practices of 'social security' as such, other than that 
there is perhaps a link through the idea of collective identity (Buzan, Wzver 
& de Wilde, 1998: 7 ,21,  131; Wzver, 1995: 65-71). More generally, even 
though international relations theory has increasingly been interested in the 
'inside-outside' relationship (Walker, 1993, Bigo, 2001), little has been said 
about the possible relation between the security discourse most obviously 
associated with 'outside', namely national security, and the security discourse 
most obviously associated with 'inside', namely social security. 

So, for all the talk about a 'security dialogue', there has not actually been 
much communication between those dealing with social security and those 
dealing with national security. Simon Dalby (2002: 7) has commented that 
'income support payments were sometimes considered in terms of the provi- 
sion of "economic security". The historical dimension of these themes should 
not be forgotten in all the claims to novel understanding of security.' However, 
the historical dimension clearly has been forgotten. The first aim of this art- 
icle, then, is to help develop a genuine 'security dialogue' between the dis- 
ciplines and discourses of social and national security by arguing for a better 
grasp of the historical links between them. 

The second aim is to do so by suggesting that if there is any mileage in the 
idea of 'securitization' as a process, its primary example may lie not in the field 
of international politics and national security, but in the realm of social secur- 
ity. As part of the broad agenda for widening the field of security studies, 
'securitization theory' treats security not as a clearly definable objective, nor as 
a specific state of affairs, but rather as the product of social processes. 
Securitization theory has thereby set out its stall as a critical exploration of the 
social construction of security issues through an analysis of who or what is 
said to be being secured. 'Security', on this view, is the outcome of 'securitiz- 
ing speech acts': 'a self-referential practice, because it is in this practice that the 
issue becomes a security issue - not necessarily because a real existential threat 
exists but because the issue is presented as such a threat' (Buzan, Wzever & de 
Wilde, 1998: 24; see also Wzver, 1995). It strikes me that securitization the- 
ory has missed perhaps the most remarkable historical example of this process, 
namely in the political fabrication of a set of concerns as 'social security'. 

The third aim is more conceptual, which is to link social security and 
national security via the notion of economic security. To do this not only 
requires moving between conceptual history and social history; it also involves 
bringing together themes within the study of international political economy 
and security studies. During much of the Cold War, international political 
economy and security studies tended to be worlds apart, with the latter often 
being conceived of as independent of any interest in political economy. The 
security studies literature was often dominated by a rather na'ive distinction 
between 'high' and 'low' politics, with 'economics' thought of as a rather lowly 
affair (Ripsman, 2000; Kirshner, 1998; Mastanduno, 1998; DeSouza, 2000; 
Dombrowski, 2005). This was always more than a little strange: first, because 



390 Debating Security and Strategy and the Impact of 9-1 1 

given the extent to which the state system is obviously cut through by the 
dynamics of production, consumption and class, the extent to which the inter- 
national economy is penetrated by state structures, the economic causes and 
consequences of international confrontation, and the budgetary constraints on 
grand strategy, an obvious connection exists between national security and 
questions of economics; second, because for these very reasons the main actors 
in global politics certainly never divorced security from political economy; and, 
third, because a number of key academics had pointed to the integral relation- 
ship between economics and security during the 1940s (for example, Earle, 
[I9431 1986; Hirschman, 1945; Viner, 1948). And yet, despite this, main- 
stream security studies came to conceive of security rather narrowly, in terms 
of the military and intelligence services, while international political economy 
developed an independent path, more or less treating economic power inde- 
pendently from security questions. 

The conjunction of economics and security, or 'economic security', has 
more recently become an increasingly important dimension of both inter- 
national political economy and security studies, driven not only by academics 
in the field but also by institutional shifts in global power. The line between 
the study of security and the question of economic order has become far less 
noticeable, as more and more scholars have highlighted the importance of 
studying the two together. And yet, for the most part, the work in this field 
focuses on the state as the referent object; only then does economic security 
come to figure. ' I f  the state is taken as the referent object, then economic 
security becomes part of the national security agenda', says Buzan, adding 
that 'the idea of economic security becomes awkwardly entangled with a 
range of highly politicized debates about employment, income distribution 
and welfare.' For this reason, Buzan suggests, the conflation of social and 
national security can be electorally persuasive (Buzan, 1991: 232, 237, 241; 
emphasis added). I want to suggest that there is much more at stake here 
than the question of electoral gains. At stake are the far more substantive 
political gains to  be had by the state from the idea of security. If, as Mick 
Dillon (1996) suggests, we think of security not as a noun that names some- 
thing but as a principle of formation, then we can consider security as the 
principle of formation behind the reordering of the social world. And so, 
building on arguments I have made elsewhere (Neocleous, 2000), I will 
argue that what is at stake in this principle of formation is the fabrication of 
economic order, at the heart of which has been the idea of 'economic secur- 
ity' and which can be seen in both its internalldomestic dynamics (social 
security) and externaVinternationa1 dynamics (national security). 

'Security - This i s  More Like It' 

If the key idea animating the Depression was fear, the New Deal was driven 
by the idea of security. On  8 June 1934, US President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
announced that, among the objectives of his administration, 'I place the 
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security of the men, women and children of the Nation first'. Comparing 
simpler societies in which security was attained through the family and 
local community, Roosevelt suggested that 'the complexities of great com- 
munities and of organized industry make less real these simple means of 
security': 

Therefore, we are compelled to employ the active interest of the Nation as 
a whole through government in order to encourage a greater security. ... 
If, as our Constitution tells us, our Federal Government was established 
among other things, 'to promote the general welfare,' it is our plain duty to 
provide for that security upon which welfare depends. . . . Hence I am look- 
ing for a sound means which I can recommend to provide at once security 
against several of the disturbing factors in life. (Roosevelt, 1938b: 
287-292) 

Later that month he signed Executive Order 6757 creating the Committee 
on Economic Security (CES), the main aim of which was to prepare recom- 
mendations for 'A Program of National Social and Economic Security'. 

Roosevelt's choice of the language of security would turn out to be of 
major historical importance. In his biographical fragment of 1934, O n  O u r  
Way, in which Roosevelt tells the story of his administration up to March of 
that year, the concept of security is almost entirely absent. He refers to 'secur- 
ities', as in the Securities Act of 1933, and makes an oblique reference to the 
'permanent welfare and security' in the context of pricing policy (Roosevelt, 
1934: 182, 230), but nowhere does security figure as a major theme. The 
same is true of his inaugural address of 4 March 1933. And yet, between June 
1934 and 1936, security gradually became the concept of the New Deal. 

To understand why, we need to note that by 1934 Roosevelt was faced 
with various insurgents, such as the followers of Huey Long, the organizations 
of the unemployed, elderly people organized and led by Francis Townsend, 
and religiously motivated activists around Charles Coughlin. Less well 
known, but central to the argument here, he also faced various left-wing 
social insurance experts. The latter in particular had been increasingly using 
the notion of 'insecurity' as a theme for social criticism and public policy 
proposals. The economist Abraham Epstein, for example, had published a 
book called Insecurity: A Challenge to America, in which he spoke of 'the 
specter of insecurity' as the bane of the worker's life under capitalism 
(Epstein, 1933: 1-20; see also Epstein, 1935b), while Max Rubinow (1934a) 
had been articulating demands for 'a complete structure of security' in a book 
called The  Quest  for Security. 

At the same time, we might also point to the influence of someone like 
Harold Laski, who spent various month-long visits lecturing in the USA in 
the 1930s, becoming one of the intellectuals close to Roosevelt and writing 
articles in favour of strong presidency and the New Deal. His course of lec- 
tures at Brown University in the summer of 1929, published as Liberty in  the 
Modern State in 1930 and reissued in 1937, had as a theme the idea that 
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without economic security liberty becomes meaningless: 'If [a man] is deprived 
of security in employment he becomes the prey of a mental and physical servi- 
tude incompatible with the very essence of liberty. Nevertheless, economic 
security is not liberty, though it is a condition without which liberty is never 
effective. . . . [Wlithout economic security, liberty is not worth having' (Laski, 
1937: 50-51; see also Laski, 1935: 16-17). 

Roosevelt's adoption of the rhetoric of security in mid-1934 represented 
an attempt to outflank critics and build on the suggestions of writers such as 
Laski. In so doing, Roosevelt adopted and pushed the idea of security, help- 
ing to drive the concept into the very heart of political discourse. Security 
thereafter became central to the political debates and intellectual culture 
of the time, permeating the articles of national journals and becoming a 
major theme for books, newspapers and conferences. For example, The New 
Republic ran a series on 'Security for Americans' in late-1934 and early-1935, 
with contributions from major figures such as Rubinow, Epstein, Mary Van 
Kleeck and Paul Douglas (see Epstein, 1934, 1935a; Rubinow, 1934b; 
Brandeis, 1934; Van Kleeck, 1934; Douglas, 1934; Soule, 1935), while the 
Survey Graphic ran a series of articles on 'welfare and security', with pieces 
by leading figures from within social work, economics and welfare (e.g. 
Perkins, 1934a, b). Many of these were critical of the way the Roosevelt 
administration was working, insisting on insecurity as the fundamental 
problem generated by capitalism. To give just one example: 'For a long time 
now people have been saying that perhaps the greatest evil of capitalist 
industrialism is not its unequal distribution of wealth but the insecurity it 
brings to the majority of the population' (Soule, 1935: 266). The political 
scientist Harold Lasswell (1950) also came to highlight the question of inse- 
curity as a pressing concern, in World Politics and Personal Insecurity, first 
published in 1934, while from a different political position, former president 
Herbert Hoover argued in a book, also published in 1934, that one of the 
greatest challenges to liberty is the problem of economic insecurity (Hoover, 
1934: 168-188). At the same time, however, many claimed that the new pro- 
posals being suggested by the programme of 'National Social and Economic 
Security' would not solve the problems. Mary Van Kleeck (1934: 123), for 
example, suggested that 'mass provision by government and industry to pro- 
vide for mass insecurity is the new definition of social insurance', while The 
Nation challenged the government on the grounds that the 'feebleness' of 
the proposals would leave the majority still insecure regardless of the 'high- 
sounding talk of economic security' (Swing, 1934: 319). Either way, insecur- 
ity was the problem, and security - of some sort - the solution. Security was 
now at the heart of political debate. One of the key problems of capital -the 
everlasting uncertainty generated by the market system - was becoming 
'securitized'. 

Throughout 1934 and 1935, while the CES was at work assembling the 
Bill on Economic Security, Roosevelt could barely stop speaking about secur- 
ity. On topics as diverse as banking legislation, industrial relations and the 
gold standard, security had become the major theme. In his 'fireside chat' 
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of 30 September 1934, for example, on the theme of 'Greater Security for 
the Average Man', Roosevelt suggested that his administration was moving 
towards a 'broader definition of liberty under which we are moving for- 
ward ... to greater security' (1938b: 413). In an address to the Advisory 
Council of the CES in November 1934, held in Washington and attended 
by activists from across the country, Roosevelt equated 'greater general 
security' with economic recovery: 'In developing each component part of 
the broad program for economic security, we must not lose sight of the fact 
that there can be no security for the individual in the midst of general inse- 
curity. ... Everything that we do  with intent to increase the security of the 
individual will, I am confident, be a stimulus to recovery' (Roosevelt, 1938b: 
454). In his message to Congress in January 1935, he reiterated the theme: 
'the main objectives of our American program [are] the security of the men, 
women, and children of the Nation' (Roosevelt, 1938c: 43). So enormous 
was the theme that the film We the People and Social Security, distributed 
days before the 1936 election, had by 3 November been seen by approxi- 
mately 4 million people. New pieces of legislation were constantly being 
brought under the umbrella of security, even when 'security' did not appear 
to be the central issue: the new authority to administer the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenancy Act of 1937, for example, was called the Farm Security 
Administration. 

Thus, by the mid-1930s, the New Dealers had begun to claim the lan- 
guage of security. In trying to outflank critics by adopting their language, in 
pushing the CES and the Bill for Economic Security, and in making security 
the central task of national reconstruction, the New Deal gradually gener- 
ated an ideology of security (Piven 81 Cloward, 1972: 92; Schurman, 1974: 
64; Klein, 2003: 78-79, 115, 138, 204). 'In the present time "security" is 
the word that is being bandied about on every tongue', noted the Spectator 
journal in 1936 (cited in Klein, 2003: 98). Symptomatically, this securitiza- 
tion followed the declaration of a state of emergency in Roosevelt's inaug- 
ural address of March 1933. Buzan, Wasver & de Wilde (1998) suggest that 
the successful securitizing of an issue relies on the declaration of an exis- 
tential threat, requiring emergency action and exceptional measures. This is 
precisely the opening that Roosevelt had created in his inaugural speech, in 
which he claimed 'broad Executive power to wage a war against the emer- - 

gency, as great as the power that would be given to me if we were in fact 
invaded by a foreign foe' (Roosevelt, 1938a: 15). It might be said that only 
after Roosevelt's declaration of emergency could the securitization follow; 
on the other hand, it might also be said that after the declaration the secu- 
ritization became likely. 

The ideology of security being developed, however, was very much an 
ideology of what became known as social security. The idea of social secur- 
ity had been used on occasion before, in a letter of 1908 by Winston 
Churchill - the first noted reference cited by the Oxford English Dictionary - 
but it was in the context of the political- administration b f  contempor&y 
US capitalism in the mid-1930s that the idea really took off, as more and 
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more people and groups began to use the idea. In July 1933, the American 
Association for Old Age Security had become the American Association for 
Social Security, and its journal, Old Age Security Herald, became Social 
Security. Note that the Economic Security Bill eventually became the Social 
Security Act of 1935. As late as spring of that year, the leading figures in the 
US administration, including Roosevelt himself, still had not firmly settled 
on this as an idea: they were still talking in terms of economic security and 
the Economic Security Bill. Note also that the original Executive Order 
6757 that set in motion the programme that would eventually lead to the 
Social Security Act was designed to develop a scheme for 'national social 
and economic security'. The security in question is social and economic, but 
it is also national. The legislation that would eventually emerge would be 
'social security', which then became the label used by other states. The idea 
of 'national security' disappears, but, as I will suggest, then re-emerges in 
the context of a different set of debates. And, as I shall also suggest, the idea 
of 'economic security' initially behind the Social Security Act is what will 
link national security to its social forebear. We can get at this through plac- 
ing the development of 'social security' in the wider context of class ten- 
sions and capital accumulation during the period. 

At the heart of the Social Security Act was the notion of social insurance. 
It is now generally accepted that social insurance is definitive of 'social' ways 
of governing that can be traced back to the 1880s and the 'new' 'social' lib- 
eralism that develops out of this in the 20th century. Between the mid-1880s 
and World War I, much of Western Europe, Canada and Australasia put into 
place some form of social insurance scheme, which became a permanent fea- 
ture of political administration. The chief attraction for social liberalism of 
the practice of social insurance is that because insurance requires regular 
contributions from the beneficiary, the practice appears as a form of indi- 
vidual thrift and prudence; moreover, it has a contractual form. In contrast 
to the poor laws and charitable relief, in which the recipients make no con- 
tribution to their security and are not required to exercise self-reliance, social 
insurance becomes a legally enforceable right that is also an 'earned' right, 
rather than a relationship of dependence characteristic of the poor laws and 
charity. Thus, as a 'moral technology of governance, constantly articulating 
how people should act' (Ericson, Doyle & Barry, 2003: 72), social insurance 
involved a shift in the cultural and political understanding of individual 
'security' in relation to both the present and the future. Via the idea of social 
insurance, an objective insecurity in economic life was taken as read, with 
thrift used to think about and govern the subjective assumptions surround- 
ing it. Far from being the binary opposite of security, insecurity becomes a 
tool for the marketing of security. Concomitantly, security becomes a tool 
for the reshaping of individual behaviour and notions of citizenship, consti- 
tuting a certain vision of economic order in the process (Ewald, 1991; 
O'Malley, 2004; Wzever, 1995: 56). Roosevelt's New Deal programmes lay 
clearly within this historical trajectory: the 'social' had become 'securitized'. 
And if, as Ericson, Doyle & Barry (2003: 50) suggest, insurance is part of 



&eoclenus On the Fabrication of Economic Order 395 

the 'will to security', Roosevelt's New Deal programmes are an integral 
expression of this political will. 

Now, on the one hand, this idea of social security was very much aimed at 
the working class: it went some way to help reshape notions of responsibility 
and risk (reminding us that the notion of risk is far from a new one in polit- 
ical discourse), independence and thrift among the working class, thereby fos- 
tering new conceptions of citizenship and social solidarity. In so doing, it 
helped cultivate the idea of 'economic security' and popularize the new means 
by which such security could be achieved: through social, political and cultural 
reconstruction engineered by the state. Through this, the Industrial working 
class became increasingly ordered around a regime of insurance contributions 
administered by the state (Neocleous, 1996: 131-140). 

On  the other hand, the idea of social security also became important to 
the way capital reorganized itself during this period. Jennifer Klein (2003) 
has shown that the conjunction of interests around security helped launch 
a new economy of welfare that in turn helped set in motion a rapid expan- 
sion of the insurance, health-care and income-maintenance options offered 
by non-state institutions. Where critics on the left had used the notion of 
security as part of a challenge to government, giving rise to a class dynamic 
within the debates about security, businesses and corporations quickly came 
to recognize the social and political premium to be gained from the new stress 
on security. Thus, in the years immediately following the Social Security Act, 
major corporations leapt on security as a way of reorganizing their corpor- 
ate interests. The corporate mentality that had allowed financial and in- 
dustrial corporations to accommodate themselves to the New Deal meant 
that insurers and business advisers quickly and easily adjusted their lan- 
guage and arguments to the new discourse of security. Klein comments that 
security had become a politically useful term now that the economic times 
had changed. But, it was also an economically useful term now that the 
political times had changed. William Graham, chief group insurance spokes- 
man of Equitable Life, gave lectures to business groups around the country 
on the theme of security, while presidents of key corporations preached the 
new ideology: 'we subscribe to the ideals of worker security', Standard Oil's 
President Walter Teagle wrote in an essay entitled 'Security - This Is More 
Like It' in the journal Factory Management and Mazntenance (February 
1936).  In the same journal a few months later, Packard Motor Company 
President Alvin MacCauley contributed his own views on how 'We Work 
Toward Worker Security' (Klein, 2003: 98). 

Unsurprisingly, insurance companies took the lead in pushing this new idea 
of security to other companies. 'We in the life insurance business are selling 
security and preaching security', is how Equitable's Thomas Parkinson put it 
(cited in Klein, 2003: 207). Insurance companies became behind-the-scenes 
promoters of the government programme for security, while government pro- 
moted the new corporate 'initiatives': each legitimized and affirmed the other. 
Klein (2003: 207) writes that, by 1940, 'life insurers believed that Social 
Security had been a tremendous boon to the sale of insurance and old-age 
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pensions. Insurance executives instructed their agents to incorporate the new 
Social Security program in their sales pitch, emphasizing that federal old-age 
pensions would meet only the barest subsistence needs.' This quickly led to a 
set of close institutional connections between 'welfare entrepreneurs' and their 
main clients, the larger corporations, which increasingly initiated group pen- 
sion, accident and health plans throughout the mid- to late 1930s. Thus, both 
the commercial purveyors of 'social security' and the immediate consumers of 
the new policies saw that they could not only survive within this new system, 
but might actually flourish. 

This provided a number of advantages to companies. For a start, the pur- 
chase of commercial group insurance became a key mechanism for contain- 
ing union power, not least through the idea of 'worker security': if workers 
are 'secure' under capital, what's the point in challenging it? But, the plans 
for security were 'twisted' in ways conducive to business rather than the 
workers. The key practice was for a company to dovetail its own plans for 
worker security with those of the government. In the case of pensions in par- 
ticular, companies modified their own existing pension plans so that the total 
retirement annuity including social security benefits ended up being the same 
as under the former plan. In other words, if the amount of a public pension 
was likely to equal or exceed the amount owed by the company, the com- 
pany pension would not be granted. Thus, companies directly reduced the 
benefits by the amount being paid in 'social security' by the state. Moreover, 
dovetailing benefited upper-income employees and corporate executives 
most, since companies stared offering supplemental pensions solely for 
their most well-paid employees: General Motors created an 'Employees 
Retirement Plan' for executives and managers earning over $250 per month, 
while at Kodak anyone earning less than $5,000 per annum was excluded 
from the company pension plan. Finally, for top corporate executives, pen- 
sion trusts became a useful tool for avoiding taxes, since individual taxes on 
pension income were deferred. Thus, the new insurance schemes functioned 
as a huge subsidy for large employers who had company plans, and corpor- 
ations quickly learned how to use the social security system as a class sub- 
sidy for the well-paid, salaried middle class (Swenson, 2004: 9,23; Klein, 2003: 
101-102). 

It is clear, then, that during these years the concept of security was 
quickly transformed, tweaked and adjusted. The new ideology of security 
worked against trade union radicalism, improved the position of the well- 
paid middle class, preserved the notion of the paternalistic employer, and 
helped sustain levels of capital accumulation despite the supposedly strin- 
gent demands made on business by the state. The radicalized political cli- 
mate of the 1930s centred on the politics of security compelled corporations 
to offer a degree of economic security that they had previously failed to do, 
but corporations did so very much on their own terms, without making old- 
age or illness support an employee right and by maintaining managerial 
control. And behind all of this was the implicit idea that those living within 
capitalism would have to accept the inherent insecurity it produces. In other 
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words, employers sought to use the security plans to demonstrate that the 
firm was a generous employer. But, in shifting emphasis away from state 
and political arena to private individual economic relationships, employers 
and insurers redefined the meaning of security, creating a new private firm- 
centred definition of security. In this way, 'social security' could easily come 
to reflect liberal ideology and the main assumptions of corporate capital 
(Holl, 2005: 30). Thus, as well as securing the state, 'social security' easily 
became a tool for fabricating a new set of mechanisms around which indus- 
trial capital could be reordered. As the Chairman of the Board of Directors 
of Chase National Bank put it, security must imply 'not merely security for 
certain individuals or groups, however needy or worthy, but security for the 
productive system as a whole' (Aldrich, 1936: 3; emphasis added). That is, 
if we are to  talk about 'economic security', then we must apply this idea to 
corporations and the capitalist system as a whole as much as to the indi- 
vidual worker. 'Economic security' for the worker morphed into the eco- 
nomic security of capital and turned to the advantage of the capitalist class. 
The logic of security provided a means for reshaping capital and the behav- 
iour of workers around a new regime of insurance. 

According to Bruce Ackerman (1998), the New Deal was a crucial moment 
in US constitutional history: in legitimizing the activist state via a great act of 
popular sovereignty, the New Deal consolidated the foundations of activist 
government and so fundamentally altered the USA's constitutional politics. We 
might add that this period fundamentally altered politics more generally, 
because it placed security at the centre of activist government, reformist pol- 
itics and a 'social' liberalism. In practical terms, it legitimized some limited 
working-class demands vis-a-vis the capitalist economy. At the same time, 
however, it also satisfied middle-class desires and was turned to the advantage 
of corporations, legitimating the latter's place in the modern polity. In theor- 
etical terms, 'security' had become central to the dominant ideology, if not the 
dominant idea itself; the modern capitalist social formation had gone some 
way to becoming securitized. As a principle of formation, security had become 
a key part of the political administration of capitalist modernity. 

But, 'security' only gained such cardinal political legitimacy in the form of 
'social security'. As social security, it could satisfy the demands of large num- 
bers of radicals and socialists, who could read it as an advance for the work- 
ing class. Moreover, the especially important legitimacy attached to this idea 
of social security would then create a special status for the idea of national 
security when the latter eventually emerged. From hereon in, 'security reasons' 
could be cited for any and every attempt at a political reordering of society. 
And if this could work on the domestic front. what about the international? 

'One Supreme Objective' 

Despite the commonplace assumption that social security refers merely to a set 
of social policies concerned with welfare, Roosevelt in fact had a much greater 
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vision for his social security reforms, which were to be introduced as a means 
of strengthening and defending the nation as a whole. At the same time, the 
emerging idea of national security was not to be restricted to military defence 
but would have major social consequences. This is the logic of 'national secur- 
ity' originally behind the CES and the Economic Security Bill, but one can also 
trace these links through a 'Message to Congress' on 4 January 1939. Com- 
paring dictatorship and democracy, Roosevelt comments that the strength of 
the latter 'can be mustered only when its people . .. have conviction that they 
are receiving as large a share of opportunity for development, as large a share 
of material success and of human dignity, as they have a right to receive'. In 
this sense, 'our nation's program of social and economic reform is therefore a 
part of defense, as basic as armaments themelves' (Roosevelt, 1941: 5). This 
was a hint as to how much Roosevelt equated the New Deal with national 
defence. On the one hand, 'national security' was far from reducible to a ques- 
tion of military hardware. Rather, his idea was that US security rested on all 
constituents of national power, especially on the unity of the US people. On 
the other hand, 'social security' was a means of strengthening the nation. 
Thus, his address wove together his domestic and international security pol- 
icies such that they were almost indistinguishable. 

Writers interested in developing the international dimensions of security in 
this period were also picking up on the same connection. In an important art- 
icle on 'American Security' attempting to define security in terms of national 
strength vis-A-vis the allies and other international powers, for example, 
Edward Mead Earle initially distinguishes this kind of security from 'domestic' 
security: 'this definition does not deal, of course, with security in the domestic 
sense, important as that is'. But, he then adds that 'social security, especially 
manifest in the phenomenon of unemployment, has important repercussions in 
foreign affairs' (Earle, 1941: 189). In this sense, social security programmes 
were seen as the first line of national defence by many liberals (Sherry, 1995). 

It was this broad vision of security at the heart of the New Deal that 
helped shape and develop the idea of national security. In his State of the 
Union Address in January 1944, Roosevelt outlined his discussions with 
other leaders concerning the conduct of the war and the prospects for the 
postwar world: 

The one supreme objective for the future, which we discussed for each 
Nation individually, and for all the United Nations, can be summed up 
in one word: Security. And that means not only physical security which 
provides safety from attacks by aggressors. It means also economic secur- 
ity, social security, moral security - in a family of Nations. (Roosevelt, 
1950a: 33). 

The project of security at home had in Roosevelt's view achieved a new set of 
rights - to decent housing, education, good health, protection from economic 
fears ('all of these rights spell security') - and only this security is the basis for 
peace in the world (Roosevelt, 1950a: 41). Just as the New Deal brought 
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'social security' to the USA, so 'one world' of a family of nations would bring 
'political security' to the entire world (Schurman, 1974: 42); just as the 
essence of the New Deal was the notion that big government must spend lib- 
erally in order to achieve security and progress, so postwar international 
security would require liberal outlays to overcome the chaos created by the 
war. Thus, aid to other nations would have the same effect as social welfare 
programmes within the United States - it would achieve 'security' for 'men 
and women and children in all Nations', which in turn would help sustain 
security for Americans at home: 'Freedom from fear is eternally linked with 
freedom from want' (Roosevelt, 1 9 . 5 0 ~  33-34). Imperialism by any other 
name, this 'one world' would quickly become the 'free world' and be founded 
on a particular concept of economic order. 

As the question of fear became increasingly externalized onto a foreign 
enemy, however, so the question of security appeared to point in increasingly 
international directions. 'Social security' was clearly an inadequate term for 
this, as it now was gradually becoming associated with 'soft' domestic policy 
issues such as old age insurance. And 'collective security' would not do, asso- 
ciated as it was with the dull internationalism of Woodrow Wilson, on the 
one hand, and still very much connected to the institutions of social security, 
on the other (a series of pamphlets published from 1947 called Studies in 
Individual and Collective Security were essentially about social security). 
Only one term would do: national security. What we are dealing with here, 
then, is what Paul Virilio (2005: 170) has described as a short circuit estab- 
lished between 'national security' and 'social security', in which the policies 
'insuring' the security of the population are a means of securing the body 
politic, and vice versa. Social security and national security were woven 
together: the social and the national were the warp and the weft of the secur- 
ity fabric. The warp and the weft, that is, of economic security. 

Robert Pollard (1985: 13) has suggested that 'the concept of "economic 
security" - the idea that American interests would be best served by an open 
and integrated economic system, as opposed to a large peacetime military 
establishment -was firmly established during the wartime period'. In fact, the 
concept of 'economic security' became a concept of international politics in 
this period, becoming liberalism's strategic weapon of choice and the main 
policy instrument from 1945 (Latham, 1997: 143; Pollard, 1985: 3), but the 
concept itself had longer history, as we have seen. Economic security, in this 
sense, provides the important link between social and national security. As a 
weapon of choice, it would be used as diplomatic leverage in arguments for 
international aid. As one State Department memo of February 1944 put it, 
'the development of sound international economic relations is closely related 
to the problem of security' (cited in Pollard, 1985: 13). But, it would also con- 
tinue to be used to think about the political administration of internal order. 
Hence Roosevelt's comment in December 1943 that 'we must plan for, and 
help to bring about, an expanded economy which will result in more secur- 
ity ... so that the conditions of 1932 and the beginning of 1933 won't come 
back again' (Roosevelt, 1950b: 574). On security grounds, inside and outside 
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were constantly folding into one another, the domestic and the foreign never 
quite properly distinguishable. The reason why lay in the kind of economic 
order that was being secured. 

Take, as a starting point, the European Recovery Program (ERP, or 
Marshall Plan). This has generally been understood as a huge economic 
panacea, 'saving' Europe from economic disaster. However, Alan Milward 
has suggested that this conventional reading of the Marshall Plan and US 
aid tends to accept the picture of postwar Europe on the verge of collapse 
and with serious social and economic discontent, such that it needed to be 
rescued by US aid. In fact, excluding Germany, no country was actually on 
the verge of collapse. There were no bank crashes and very few bankruptcies, 
and the evidence of a slowdown in industrial production is unconvincing. 
There is also little evidence of grave distress or a general deterioration in the 
standard of living. By late 1946, production had roughly equalled prewar 
levels in all countries except Germany. And yet Marshall Aid came about. 
Milward argues that the Marshall Plan was designed not to increase the rate 
of recovery in European countries or to prevent European economies from 
deteriorating, but to sustain ambitious, new, expansionary economic and 
social policies in Western European countries (which were already in full 
bloom conditions). In other words, the Marshall Plan was predominantly 
designed for political objectives (Milward, 1984; Kolko & Kolko, 1972; 
Leffler, 1992). This is why the Marshall Plan was so inextricably linked to 
the Truman Doctrine's strategy of new global commitment, at the heart of 
which was the possibility of intervention in the affairs of other countries in 
order to rebut a perceived worldwide trend away from the 'system of free 
enterprise'. 

The point here is not just that the Marshall Plan was 'political'. It is fairly 
clear that the Marshall Plan was multidimensional, and to distinguish rea- 
sons that are 'economic' from reasons that are 'political' misses the extent to 
which the economic, political and military were entwined. The point is that 
it was very much a project driven by the ideology of 'security'. The referent 
object of 'security' in this context is 'economic order', viz., capitalist order. 
The government and the emerging national security bureaucracy saw the 
major threat as economic - or, at least, the potential of a counter-hegemonic 
power exploiting economic disorder - as far more important and likely than 
military confrontation. As Latham (1997: 175) notes, at first glance the idea 
of military security within a broad context of economic containment appears 
to be one more dimension of strength within the liberal order. But, in another 
respect, the project of economic security might itself be viewed as the very 
force that made military security appear to be necessary. In this sense, the 
priority given to economic security was the driving force behind the US com- 
mitment to underwrite military security for Western Europe. 

More to the point, however, is that the Marshall Plan and Truman Doc- 
trine implied not just a programme for 'economic security', but an attempt at 
reordering global capital. And this project was also undertaken in the guise 
of national security. NSC-68, the most significant national security document 
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to emerge in this period, stated that the 'overall policy at the present time 
may be described as one designed to foster a world environment in which 
the American system can survive and flourish' (National Security Council, 
1950: 401). In this sense, we can also read the Bretton Woods institutions, 
the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the General Agreement on Tar- 
iffs and Trade (GATT) of 1947, as part and parcel of the security project 
(Mastanduno, 1998; Pollard, 1985). The key institutions of 'international 
order' in this period invoked a particular vision of order, with a view to 
reshaping global capital as a means of bringing social order and thus secur- 
ity - political, social and economic - from the communist threat. 

'Communist', that is, as opposed to 'Soviet'. Communism, of course, pre- 
dates and exceeds the Soviet Union. But, the nature of the military threat 
ascribed to the latter is related to the character of the former as a more gen- 
eral threat to the system of private property. The implication drawn from 
this by David Campbell (1992: 159) is that 'the well-developed antipathy 
towards communism within the United States stems from the way in which 
the danger to the private ownership of property it embodies is a code for 
distinguishing the "civilized" from the "barbaric"'. This, Campbell suggests, 
is the basis for the interpretive framework that constituted the Soviet Union 
as a danger independent of its actual military capacity. Thus, the rise of the 
national security state was not dependent on any supposed military threat 
posed by the Soviet Union; even the US national security managers correctly 
identified this at the time as both limited and weak. Indeed, in many ways 
the Soviet Union was a side issue. NSC-68, the most significant national 
security document to  emerge in this period, stated that the policy of creat- 
ing a world environment in which the American system can survive and 
flourish embraces two subsidiary policies: 'One is a policy which we would 
probably pursue even if there were no Soviet threat. It is a policy of 
attempting to develop a healthy international community. The other is the 
policy of "containing" the Soviet system'. Thus, the document later adds, 
'even if there were no Soviet Union we would face the problem of the free 
society ... of reconciling order, security, the need for participation, with the 
requirements of freedom' (National Security Council, 1950: 401,412). The 
policies would have been followed, then, even if there were no Soviet threat. 
The issue was communism as a threat to private property, and thus to the 
vision of an 'economic order' of the 'civilized West'; that is, communism as 
an alternative socio-economic order, not the Soviets as a military threat. 
And the real danger of this communism was that it might reside within the 
civilized West rather than 'over there' in the East. Just as communism waslis 
a problem of the 'inside' as well as the outside, so the security solution had 
to straddle the domestic and the foreign. 

The mediating link between inside and outside, the concept through 
which the attempt to reshape capital could oscillate between the domestic 
and foreign, the national and international, was 'economic security'. Just as 
the doctrine of containment looked to economic aid to produce the neces- 
sary resistance to communism in Europe and elsewhere, policies such as the 
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Marshall Plan mirrored the doctrine of containment, with the Truman gov- 
ernment seeking to overcome Congressional recalcitrance to the ERP by pro- 
moting it as a security measure (Gaddis, 1982; Latham, 1997; Pollard, 1985; 
Ambrose, 1985). The major National Security Council documents from 
1948 through to 1950 all highlight this dimension of the security project. 
NSC-2011 (National Security Council, 1948: 102), for example, noted ap- 
provingly of the role of the ERP in limiting Soviet influence and thereby 
securing the USA in its objectives, while NSC-68 (National Security Council, 
1950: 408) noted that 'foreign economic policy is ... an instrument which 
can powerfully influence the world environment in ways favourable to the 
security and welfare of this country', again citing the ERP as a principle fea- 
ture of the policy. Similarly, the 'Military Aid Program' (MAP) to help 
rearm Western Europe in the light of an emerging NATO was administered 
by the State Department rather than the Defense Department because MAP'S 
main purpose was to continue the Marshall Plan's policy of buttressing eco- 
nomic stability and thus political order in Western Europe. The Mutual 
Defense Assistance Act of 1949 explicitly stated this: 'Congress recognizes 
that economic recovery is essential to international peace and security and 
must be given clear priority' (cited in Pollard, 1985: 227-228). And, in con- 
joining security and economy in such ways, the USA was able to gain ideo- 
logical support for both the politico-strategic and economic dimensions 
of liberal order building. The conceptual consistency between the strategy 
of economic security and liberal order-building meant that 'economic secur- 
ity' could be justified on liberal grounds, emphasizing economic (and thus 
'human') needs over military ones. The fabrication of the new order of global 
capital could thus look decidedly liberal and humanitarian, an appearance 
which helped co-opt the liberal Left into the process and, of course, played 
on individuals' desire for personal and 'social' security by using notions 
such as 'personal freedom' and 'social equality' (Latham, 1997: 144-146). 

All of this is to suggest that although the late 1940s saw the emergence 
of what has become known as the 'national security state', this emergence 
was heavily driven by the notion of 'economic security'. In other words, the 
emerging global power moved very quickly to reassert the connection 
between economic and national security: the commitment to the former was 
simultaneously a commitment to the latter, and vice versa. As the doctrine of 
national security was being born, the major player on the international stage 
would aim to use perhaps its most important power of all - its economic 
strength - in order to fabricate a certain vision of economic order, both inter- 
nally and internationally. Marx and Engels (1848) once highlighted the his- 
torical role of the bourgeoisie in shaping the world according to its own 
interests, pointing out that the need for a constantly expanding market for 
its products forces the bourgeoisie across the whole surface of the globe and 
compels all nations to adopt the bourgeois mode of economic order. From 
the mid-20th century onwards, this project would increasingly be conducted 
under the guise of security, through which the USA has seen fit to reorder - 
either overtly or covertly - the affairs of myriad nation-states, even those 
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with democratically elected governments, and to thereby restructure inter- 
national order more generally. Far from merely 'reacting' or 'responding' to 
events, under the guise of national security, the USA has sought to reshape 
international society, administering global order according to a security doc- 
trine behind which lies a commitment to capital accumulation. 

Conclusion 

I have been arguing, then, that a commitment to understanding security and 
the process through which the world has become increasingly securitized 
requires us to focus some attention on the history of 'economic security'. To 
say this is not just to argue for a more sustained cross-referencing, overlap or 
even a reuniting of international political economy and security studies. 
Much as there is of value in recent innovations along these lines (for example, 
Ripsman, 2000; Kirshner, 1998; Mastanduno, 1998; Dombrowski, 2005), 
such developments have all too often omitted the domestic links between 
political economy and security. As I have tried to show, in the space of 15 years 
the concept 'economic security' moved from being a key ideological trope for 
reorienting individuals, classes and corporations around a new form of capi- 
talist order, under the rubric of 'social security', to being a key factor in the 
US attempt to shape the world in an anti-communist fashion, under the 
rubric of 'national security'. It has constantly shifted between these two reg- 
isters ever since, being a crucial tool for fabricating a particular vision of eco- 
nomic order. On the one hand, the power politics of both domestic and 
international life became securitized, and the common thread underpinning 
such securitization was a vision of a certain kind of economic order. To achieve 
such an order, the concept of 'economic security' was of paramount impor- 
tance. On the other hand, we might also say that it has been through the com- 
bined effect of social and national security that security per se has come to be 
one of the major mechanisms for the fabrication of the political order of cap- 
italist modernity. 'Economic security', in this sense, has been far more than a 
question of politicians trying to be electorally persuasive. And its importance 
requires us to go beyond even the conjunction between international political 
economy and security studies. Rather, economic security has been integral to 
the theory and practice of both social and national security, uniting the 
domestic and international, the inside and the outside: it has been the foun- 
dation stone of the project of security. 
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