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Introduction

James N. Rosenau and Ersel Aydinli

We live in a time of enormous contradictions, of dualities that are moving
people and societies in opposite directions. Some paradigms are coming
undone and yet others are as fixed as ever. Changes and transformations are
pervasive and yet constancies persist. Globalizing processes are accelerating
and yet localizing processes remain powerful. Many nations and states are
weakening and yet others are undiminished in their competence. Wealth is
expanding and yet poverty is omnipresent. New technologies are adding to the
pleasures and comforts of daily life and yet insecurities are ubiquitous. Regions
are unifying and yet others are mired in conflict and war. People are becoming
ever more skillful and yet they are marked by a sense of losing control over
their lives. The world’s prime superpower is flexing its muscles and yet it is
forced to seek assistance from the United Nations.

Tensions and ambiguities are prime consequences of these contradictions,
and some of the main ones constitute the focus of the following chapters. We
collectively seek to comprehend the changing paradigms that are altering the
structures of world politics and adding new issues to the global agenda. More
specifically, we are concerned with the impact of globalization on the conduct
of international affairs, on the capacities of states, and on the security of both
peoples and their collectivities. The various authors do not share similar per-
spectives on such matters, but the differences among them make for lively
writing and provocative ideas that are bound to be clarifying for the reader.

More specifically, differences can be discerned over whether the course of
events are overtaking nations and their states and leading to some of their
competencies being superseded by activist nongovernmental organizations and
local authorities. Some of the contributors argue that world affairs continue to
be a state-dominated system, but others highlight ways in which the system
has been undermined by the dynamics that have unfolded since the end of the
Cold War and that, in effect, have led to a bifurcation of global structures into
state-centric and multicentric worlds. One focus in this regard is the impact of
global terrorism on the so-called security dilemma of states. None of the
authors denies that the advent of terrorism on a global scale constitutes a major
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alteration of international structures that calls into question the nature of indi-
vidual and collective security. But they differ over whether this and the mili-
tary responses it has evoked are the only major sources of pervasive insecurity,
with some contending that widespread poverty and discrepancies between the
developed and developing worlds are no less significant as dynamics that
underlie the insecurities now intruding on individual, national, and global
well-being. And throughout this book there is a preoccupation with the extent
to which globalization has served as a source of terrorism and insecurity.

Inasmuch as the dynamics of globalization continue to unfold at a rapid
rate, estimating the ways in which it has fomented positive and negative trans-
formations is not a simple matter. Much depends on how globalization is con-
ceptualized. For some it is seen as primarily a set of economic processes, a
paradigmatic transformation that, in turn, has fostered social, political, and
cultural changes. Others perceive a more complex paradigmatic shift in which
no single dynamic is perceived as the prime source of change. Rather, causal
dynamics are conceived as overlapping and mutually reinforcing, with the
social, political, and cultural dynamics interacting with and shaping economic
processes as much as they are shaped by these processes.

A brief review of the thrusts of the various chapters serves to highlight
these various themes and the different approaches to them. The book is
divided into four sections that focus, respectively, on reconceptualizing secu-
rity, state transformations, regional reflections, and emerging international
patterns. The chapters were papers first delivered at an international Confer-
ence on Globalization and National Security convened in Ankara, Turkey, late
in June 2002 and sponsored by the Center for Eurasian Strategic Studies
(ASAM) and its director, Dr. Ümit Özdağ. All the papers were subsequently
revised in response to suggestions made during the conference deliberations
and subsequently by the editors.

RECONCEPTUALIZING SECURITY?

The three chapters in Part I offer different perspectives on modern-day secu-
rity. The chapter by Mohammed Ayoob, “Security in the Age of Globalization:
Separating Appearance from Reality,” argues that globalization is overesti-
mated. He views globalization rhetoric as a deliberate attempt by the realist
northern world to disguise a still realist world and at the same time further its
dominance over the South. Ayoob’s analysis springs from a state-centric per-
spective in the sense that he believes in the resilience of the state and that it
remains as the primary starting point for International Relations (IR) para-
digms. New security concepts such as human, societal, and environmental
security are seen as secondary to state security.
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Assuming a very different perspective, Ken Booth’s chapter, “Two Terrors,
One Problem,” presents globalization as a real, transformative phenomenon
with concrete consequences. He sees the interaction between the state-centric
and multicentric worlds as producing largely negative consequences. In so
doing, he disavows state-centrism and embraces the new era of globalization.
Booth believes that the state has to share its space with increasingly powerful
and numerous other types of actors. Thus, the state is likely to be challenged
in its relations with society, which is being empowered by globalization. Even
though his analysis reveals a conflicting relationship between the security out-
comes of the state-centric world (state security) and those of globalization
(human security), Booth warns us to avoid either/or thinking (e.g., security vs.
ethics, us vs. them, politics vs. economics).

T.V. Paul’s chapter, “The National Security State and Global Terrorism:
Why the State Is Not Prepared for the New Kind of War,” treats global terror-
ism as a key manifestation of a transformed, globalized, and insecure environ-
ment. While he asserts that the traditional threats and responses within the
state-centric system remain intact, he also sees these same mechanisms as being
challenged by an outside threat. He portrays 9/11 as part of an asymmetric
strategy; a new level of threat is seen as emerging from the multicentric world
and striking at the state-centric world, which is unprepared to respond to such
a “nonfrontal” hit. Accordingly, Paul proposes revisions of four foundations of
military strategy: offense, defense, deterrence, and compellence. Globalization
in this chapter is seen as having given new impetus to certain old security
threats. By affecting their formats and magnitudes, globalization turns the old
threats into new ones capable of threatening the old, state-centric system. He
perceives the multicentric world as having produced a threat capable of shaking
the state-centric, “Clausewitzian” understanding of world affairs.

STATE TRANSFORMATIONS

Part II focuses particularly on the state itself and its responses to globalization.
Mark Brawley’s chapter, “The Rise of the Trading State Revisited,” examines a
question posed by Richard Rosecrance in the mid-1980s. In considering state
choices between trading strategies and strategies of conquest, Brawley pro-
poses that dramatic changes in military technology, the so-called Revolution
in Military Affairs, should cause us to reconsider the findings of Rosecrance’s
earlier work. Interestingly, he argues that the state’s traditional security orien-
tations and aggressiveness, rather than being called into question by and whit-
tled down by globalization’s effects, may in some ways be increased.

Georg Sørensen’s chapter, “State Transformation and New Security
Dilemmas,” begins with the basic argument that the classical security dilemma
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argument that Herz described as a “vicious circle of security and power accu-
mulation” is no longer appropriate or adequate to explain every state’s security
dilemmas because of subsequent changes in the nature of states. With the
transformation of states, new security dilemmas emerge. Sørensen proceeds to
identify three different state types and the corresponding shifts in economic,
political, and “nationhood” security dilemmas that states encounter as they
undergo transformations from “modern” states to “postmodern” ones. He
focuses his analysis particularly on two of the three state types outlined, the
postmodern state and the weak postcolonial state.

Ersel Aydinli’s chapter, “Anarchy Meets Globalization: A New Security
Dilemma for the Modernizing State,” follows up on Sorensen’s discussion by
looking in depth at the dynamics of the modern state’s transformation in
response to the pressures posed by political globalization and the security
dilemma. His particular focus is the modern state of the developing world,
which he identifies as the “second” or “modernizing” world. His model postu-
lates that these modern state structures, pressured simultaneously by the
power-diffusing effects of globalization and power-centralizing demands of
security agendas, frame a dual agenda of securitization and desecuritization
that develops into an institutionalization of hard and soft state structures—a
state-level adaptation to the tensions between state and multicentric worlds.
States seek to centralize their power to better manage the transformation, but
this tendency conflicts with the power diffusion agenda of societal actors.
Thus, the model also suggests that the new security dilemma for transforming
modern states is about the management and safety of power diffusion.

REGIONAL REFLECTIONS

Part III consists of three regional case studies. The first is Alexander Ser-
gounin’s chapter entitled “Global Challenges to Russia’s National Security:
Any Chance for Resisting/Bandwagoning/Adapting/Contributing to an
Emerging World Order?” What comes through in this chapter is a clear reflec-
tion of the distinction between the state-centric and multicentric perspectives
or, as Sergounin calls them, “hard” and “soft” agendas. These two perspectives
are viewed as being competitive, if not conflictual. They highlight tensions
between the old and new worlds that mark Russia’s security concepts—at least
at the level of discourse. By analyzing and comparing security documents from
the Yeltsin and Putin eras, Sergounin traces the swing between a more multi-
centric security conceptualization in 1997 (human, environmental security)
and a sharp reversal toward state security in 2000.

The second of the regional cases is Bahgat Korany’s chapter on the Arab
Middle East and North Africa (AMENA), “Globalization and (In)security in
AMENA: A Contextual Double-Pronged Analysis.” Korany analyzes regional
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security questions in a balanced manner, giving due consideration to tradi-
tional security issues and new security agendas such as societal security and
desertification. He offers the interesting observation that the new security
challenges, although highly acute and threatening, have been overshadowed by
traditional ones such as the Arab–Israeli conflict. The two are presented as
being in a dichotomous relationship, though when traditional security issues
cool off for brief periods, the new issues spring to the fore. He also touches on
the uneven distribution of globalization benefits as a source of a number of
new insecurities at the domestic level.

The last of the regional studies is Ole Wæver’s “The Constellation of
Securities in Europe.” In this chapter, Wæver explains the dynamics of the
EU-centered European Security Complex by applying securitization and
regional security theories. He argues that moving away from a state-centric
security understanding does not necessarily mean that a state or community
has abandoned security and become desecuritized. Europe may be desecuri-
tized in terms of state security, but it is still highly securitized in terms of other
forms of security—as he puts it, Europe is “in the grip of security, even if in
unusual forms.” One of those forms, interestingly, may be Europe’s own past.
Wæver is in this sense skeptical about the extent to which globalization has
actually changed traditional security concepts in Europe, given the region’s
continued preoccupation with its past as a security challenge.

EMERGING INTERNATIONAL PATTERNS

Part IV draws on various aspects and perspectives of the themes of globaliza-
tion, security, and the state, and explores various implications for emerging
international patterns in world affairs. The section leads off with a chapter by
Barry Buzan entitled “The Security Dynamics of a 1 + 4 World.” Buzan sets
out to understand the security dynamics of the post–Cold War world. He first
presents various possible scenarios involving the distribution of superpower(s),
great power(s), and regional powers, and asserts that the most likely outcome
is one of continued “1 + 4,” in which the United States remains as the sole
superpower, with China, Russia, Japan, and the EU classified as great powers.
Although he does not directly focus on globalization processes or other chal-
lenges to the state-centric system, his analysis nevertheless indirectly suggests
several ways in which an emergent multicentric world is competing with its
state-centric counterpart.

David Goldfischer’s chapter, “Prospects for a New World Order,” develops
a very different perspective. In light of the post-9/11 war on terrorism, he
reconsiders E. H. Carr’s 1940s inquiry into the combining of power and moral-
ity to create a peaceful world order. In so doing, Goldfischer focuses on the
“capitalist security community” (CSC), generally composed of businessmen,
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scholars, state leaders, and their supporters, whose interests and security lie in
the continuing spread of a free market economic system and Western values.
On the one hand, he reveals the tremendous power of these actors in the multi-
centric world. On the other hand, the state-centric system and the processes of
globalization are posited as inextricably linked, since for most of the world the
ideological, economic, and security interests of both converge and are supported
by the CSC.

The final chapter is James N. Rosenau’s introspection on the relevance of
the post-9/11 world for his turbulence model. Entitled “Turbulence and Ter-
rorism: Reframing or Readusting the Model?,” he starts by pointing out that
the events and subsequent effects of 9/11 require us to question existing theo-
ries of world politics. In particular, the nature of those events highlights a need
to reconsider how we should think about security. Rosenau’s model is founded
on an understanding of change at the macro, micro, and micro/macro levels of
aggregation. Change at the macro level refers to what Rosenau calls a “bifur-
cation of global structures” that differentiates the state-centric and multicen-
tric worlds. The micro level refers generally to the individual, and the
micro/macro level to links and interactions between individuals and their col-
lectivities. The model presumes constant change sustained through interaction
among the levels. Rosenau concludes that the 9/11 terrorist attacks are consis-
tent with the premises of the turbulence model, that they are expressive of a
war between a hegemon and actors in the multicentric world, thus revealing
the disaggregated and bifurcated global structures at the core of the turbulence
model. Even the one point that seemed early on to run counter to the model,
the united surge of post-9/11 support in the United States for the state, has
faded in the years since the attacks. An increasing questioning of authority,
consistent with the model, has become ever more prominent today.

In sum, the reader is embarking on an exciting journey through the con-
cepts, ideas, and processes that lie at the heart of world politics in the present
era. It is an intellectual journey with twists and turns that mirror the course of
events and lead one to pondering the best way to assess how they unfold.
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Part I

Reconceptualizing Security
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1

Security in the Age of Globalization

Separating Appearance from Reality

Mohammed Ayoob

I

This chapter makes several arguments. First, it contends that the proponents
of globalization (those who insist that the free market is now firmly in the
driver’s seat and will determine the future trajectory of the international
system) and the exponents of a global society (those who advocate solidarist
norms for global governance) overestimate the nature of economic, technolog-
ical, and normative changes that impact the security arena. Second, it main-
tains that these same groups underestimate the resilience of the state and, even
more, its role as the primary provider of security and the preeminent locus of
security decision making. Third, it claims that there has been an attempt,
deliberate in substantial part, by policymakers and analysts in the global North
to portray a basically realist world as a liberal one by conflating rhetoric with
reality. Fourth, it suggests that security relations among the countries of the
global North have become subject to a different logic from the security rela-
tionship between the North and the South as well relations within the South
itself. Fifth, it argues that neither of the major paradigms in the field of Inter-
national Relations—neoliberalism or neorealism—is able satisfactorily to
identify and explain the major security problems of the world we live in today.
This is because both paradigms draw their data from a geographically circum-
scribed universe and are not adequately informed by the history of the evolu-
tion both of the modern state and the system of states. Sixth, it asserts that
since the large majority of the members of the international system as well the
overwhelming majority of conflicts in the international system are located in
the global South, no adequate explanation of international security issues is
possible without focusing on the Third World. Furthermore, that such
attention to the Third World must be two-dimensional, focusing both on
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intra-South relations and the relationship of the Third World with the global
North (for details on this argument, see Ayoob & Acharya in Neumann,
1998).

Finally, at the most fundamental conceptual level, this chapter argues that
the concept of security should not be unduly broadened and made so elastic as
to lose all analytical utility. Security is a concept that addresses issues of order
and authority and is, therefore, preeminently political in its connotation. The
state, as the primary political institution, must, therefore, form the primary
point of reference for any security paradigm. Variables from the ecological to
the economic may impinge on the security arena, but their influence must be
filtered through the political arena in order to become a part of the security
calculus. Delinking security from the political realm and from the state does
no service either to the concept of security or to other values that particular
analysts would like to preserve and promote.

The various propositions that this chapter attempts to put forward are so
closely interwoven that often it is difficult clearly to separate one argument
from another. As a result, the reader may find that more than one argument is
made in the same paragraph if not in the same sentence. The reader will have
to bear with me on this score because, given the interrelatedness of the argu-
ments, one cannot completely disentangle them.

II

When discussing the notion of “security,” proponents of globalization and
those who subscribe to the notion of a global (rather than international) soci-
ety make two arguments to which they are wedded in different degrees.1 How-
ever, they rarely, if ever, test these arguments against international realities.
When they do, they choose their data from a restricted universe and even then
distort the data considerably to fit their conclusions.2

The first argument made by the proponents of globalization is that “secu-
rity” concerns as traditionally conceived by scholars and practitioners of inter-
national relations have become marginal, if not totally irrelevant, to the
functioning of international society. Therefore, the study of security should be
relegated to a secondary position in International Relations curricula. This
argument is based on the assumption that the privileged position occupied by
states in the arena of international relations has declined dramatically as a
result of globalization. It is also based on the premise that issues of economic
exchange and interdependence, resulting from advances in the technology of
production, communication, and information, now occupy positions of pri-
macy in the international agenda. Therefore, the argument runs that security
issues that had dominated a state-centric world should no longer occupy the
pride of place in discussions about the international system.
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Second, even those enthusiasts of globalization and the proponents of a
global society who concede the relevance of security concerns assume that
“security” needs to be redefined in the current context to focus on “human
security” rather than the security of states and regimes. Thus, they challenge
the integral connection between state and society that has formed a part of the
conventional wisdom in the field of International Relations. They do so in two
ways. On the one hand, they argue that states are no longer able to protect
their citizens from external threats because the nature of these threats has
undergone fundamental transformation. States are not equipped to meet these
new challenges and, in many cases, new technologies of communication, infor-
mation, and warfare have made state boundaries redundant. Security of indi-
viduals, therefore, has to be ensured through different mechanisms and
institutions. However, they refuse to elaborate what these mechanisms and
institutions are likely to be and how they are expected to carry out the func-
tions currently performed by the state. Above all, they decline to evaluate the
capacity and the efficacy of either IGOs or NGOs, in whom they put a great
deal of trust, to provide order to territorially defined political communities.

Many critics of the integral relationship between state and society also
argue that often the state is the primary threat to the security of its citizens.
Drawing on examples of selected predatory regimes in the Third World, they
argue that the notion of human security should, therefore, be delinked from
that of state security because in these cases the two appear to be polar oppo-
sites.3 They argue that, for individuals to be secure, the state, especially in the
Third World, must of necessity be weak or ineffective so that it is unable to
harm individuals and groups in arbitrary fashion. They argue further that given
recent changes in international norms, especially with regard to human rights,
issues of human security must take precedence over those of state security.
Where the two come into conflict the former must prevail over the latter, if
necessary with the help of agents of international society such as the United
Nations and other multinational organizations.

All these arguments against privileging both the institution of the state
and the concept of security carry certain ingredients of truth. However, they
disproportionately magnify the diminution in the role of the state and radically
underestimate the operation of the traditional state-centric security paradigm
in the current context. Thus, they fail to portray the existing realities in the
international system and are unable to provide satisfactory explanations for the
current workings of the international system. Their inability to explain ham-
pers their capacity to adequately predict the future of the international system
and prescribe strategies that may help mitigate conflict and produce greater
order in the system.

The devotees of globalization and human security fail to provide intellec-
tually satisfactory explanations of the way international politics operates for a
number of reasons. Above all, they fail to do so because they conflate rhetoric
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with reality. As Graham Allison has pointed out, “As currently used, global-
ization is too often an ill-defined pointer to a disparate array of phenomena—
frequently accompanied by heavy breathing that implies that behind these
phenomena, or at their root, is some yet-to-be-discovered substance” (Allison,
2000: 72). The proponents of globalization, both as fact and as a positive phe-
nomenon, especially in academia, often fail to recognize that much of the rhet-
oric on which they base their conclusions is not merely out of sync with reality
but is deliberately self-serving.

This is especially the case with the rhetoric emanating from the policy-
making community in the West, particularly the United States, and their
hangers-on among the journalist and academic communities. The neoliberal
rhetoric about an interdependent world in which absolute gains are not only
far more important than relative gains but are also distributed relatively fairly
is the example par excellence of deliberate obfuscation that flies in the face of
the reality experienced by most societies. It makes a great deal of sense for the
powerful to portray their own relative gains as absolute gains for the entire
international society. It also makes great sense for them to make a strong case
that the status quo that protects, in fact enhances, the advantages they enjoy is
best for all humankind. Similarly, denigrating the normative barriers to their
domination constructed by notions of sovereignty and nonintervention works
enormously to their advantage.4 However, it is the duty of serious academics
to scrutinize such claims very carefully before they accept them.

The self-serving nature of such claims is very obvious in the economic
arena. Bringing down barriers imposed by state boundaries allows the eco-
nomically powerful states to penetrate weak and vulnerable societies and per-
fect the system of an international division of labor in which all societies
know their place. Even the rigidity of the Indian caste system pales by com-
parison to the caste system embedded in the international economy under the
guise of economic liberalization and globalization. Benefits of economic lib-
eralization go disproportionately to the industrialized countries of the global
North.5 The overwhelming majority of economic interactions that make for
interdependence in a “globalizing” world take place among the triad of North
America, Europe, and Japan. As Hirst and Thompson have pointed out,
“Capital mobility is not producing a massive shift of investment and employ-
ment from the advanced to the developing countries. Rather foreign direct
investment (FDI) is highly concentrated among the advanced industrial
economies and the Third World remains marginal in both investment and
trade, a small minority of newly industrializing countries apart”(Hirst &
Thompson, 1999: 2).

That the disproportionate benefits of globalization go to the developed
states is not limited to FDI flows alone. In different forms this argument also
applies to the protection of intellectual copyrights and patents as well as access
to markets and cheap labor in the Third World by MNCs headquartered in
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the global North. It also applies to the imposition of tariff and nontariff bar-
riers on the import of selected commodities, both agricultural and nonagricul-
tural, on grounds either of dumping or of much needed subsidies required to
satisfy important domestic constituencies.

The recent American decision to impose steep tariffs on the import of
steel and the EU’s policy of subsidizing agriculture under the Common Agri-
cultural Policy (CAP) form prime examples of this phenomenon. The attempt
to use stringent social and environmental criteria to curb cheaper imports from
the global South further stacks the cards in favor of the industrialized coun-
tries of Europe and North America while denying Third World states the one
competitive advantage they possess, namely, low production costs of low-tech
manufactured goods.

The skewed nature of globalization is especially demonstrated by the fact
that while there is much made of the need to provide for the unfettered mobil-
ity of capital globally, no voices are raised in the global North in favor of the
unfettered mobility of labor, and therefore of human beings, across the globe.
The logic of economic globalization is obviously supposed to apply selectively
to cases that enhance the interests of the powerful against the weak, of the rich
against the poor, but not vice versa.

In the political arena, tearing down the sovereignty barrier in the name
of humanitarian intervention serves much the same purpose of preserving the
dominance of the global North. Such interventions undertaken selectively to
punish “rogue” states, such as Iraq and Yugoslavia, unwilling to fall in line
with the wishes of the great powers, send the clear message that opposing the
international establishment is likely to incur heavy costs. These could include
the severe derogation of sovereignty and immense damage to state capacity.
The use of the U.N. Security Council to endorse such actions provides the
veneer of international legitimacy under which decisions based on realpolitik
are disguised. The refusal of the P-5 to seriously countenance the issue of
expanding the permanent membership of the Council as well as their refusal
to consider the suggestion that they should abjure the use of veto in cases of
humanitarian intervention demonstrate the unrepresentative character of that
body.6

When the façade of U.N. endorsement is not available, as in the case of
the Kosovo intervention in 1999, the services of the Security Council are dis-
pensed with altogether. This is done on the basis of the argument, to quote
then NATO Secretary General Javier Solana, that NATO “is a serious organ-
ization that takes a decision by consensus among serious countries with dem-
ocratic governments” (cited in Daalder, 1999: 10). Reactions to the NATO
bombing of Yugoslavia made it very clear that many important countries,
China and India foremost among them, vehemently rejected the argument
that NATO can claim the right to speak and act on behalf of the international
community.
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The selectivity with which the ground rules of globalization and of the
emerging global society are applied makes this charade very clear. Interven-
tions take place when it suits the strategic and economic interests of the “coali-
tion of the willing and the able” (read the North Atlantic Concert). Where it
does not suit the global hegemon or the dominant concert, norms of the evolv-
ing global society are disdainfully disregarded. Interventions in Iraq and
Yugoslavia are undertaken enthusiastically without regard for the normative
barrier provided by the concept of state sovereignty. Northern Iraq is declared
a safe haven where the exercise of Iraqi state authority is barred. Kosovo, for
all practical purposes, is treated as an independent entity from which Yugoslav
state authority is expelled.

At the same time, however, all attempts at international intervention in
occupied Palestinian lands face the threat of U.S. veto despite the fact that
Israel has defied a plethora of U.N. Security Council resolutions, supposedly
mandatory in character, on a number of issues ranging from settlements to
Jerusalem. Many more draft resolutions favored by the overwhelming major-
ity of the members of the Security Council have been either vetoed by the
United States or died because of the threat of such a veto. This even though
Israel has not merely thumbed its nose at the Security Council, it has also reg-
ularly violated major provisions of the Fourth Geneva Convention prohibiting
demographic changes in the occupied territories. Such defiance and violation
if committed by any other state would have immediately drawn the threat of
international economic and military sanctions. The recent Israeli rejection of
the U.N. fact-finding mission to Jenin and the subsequent decision by the
U.N. secretary general to disband the mission drives home the point that some
states are more equal than others, not only in terms of power but also in their
“right” to defy international opinion and international law. There is no better
refutation of the argument for a solidarist conception of international society
than Israeli behavior over the past 35 years and American support for its defi-
ance of international law and opinion.

The unilateral American decision to invade Iraq in order to effect regime
change makes clear that the neoliberal paradigm does not apply even in the
sphere of intra-NATO relations when the interests of the global hegemon
diverge from those of other members of the coalition. This was symbolized by
American Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s statement in the run-up to
the war against Iraq that declared unequivocally that for the United States “the
mission determines the coalition and the coalition ought not determine the
mission”(U.S. Secretary of Defense, 2002). The expectation that the United
States, unlike earlier hegemons, was a “liberal” (as opposed to a presumably
“realist”) hegemon was given a decent burial with the launching of the mili-
tary campaign against Iraq. This “hyperrealist” example set by the most pow-
erful state in the international system is bound to have a major effect on the
behavior of other states. It can also be expected to seriously erode the interna-
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tional norms that the global North was attempting to propagate in the
post–Cold War era.

The selectivity demonstrated in the application of the norms of global
society leads one to draw two important conclusions. One, sovereignty contin-
ues to be a cherished value as far as powerful states and their clients are con-
cerned. Advising the weak to dispense with sovereignty and with their
preoccupation with state security is one thing—applying it to powerful states
and their coalitions is quite another. As Lyons and Mastanduno have pointed
out, the argument that sovereignty has been superseded as the organizing prin-
ciple of international political life cannot be successfully sustained unless it is
demonstrated “by reference to ‘critical’ cases. . . . The clearest set of critical
cases would involve instances in which the exertion of some form of interna-
tional authority significantly constrained major powers in their pursuit of their
interests. . . . If we look at the present processes of international decision
making [the veto power of the P-5 in the U.N. Security Council and the G-
7’s domination of international financial institutions], however, the prospect of
finding such critical cases appears to be unlikely” (Lyons & Mastanduno,
1995: 17).

Two, the rhetoric of globalization and of the global society is employed to
provide a veneer for the operation of a very realist paradigm by the powerful
states of the global North in their relationship with the states of the global
South, many of whom continue to be weak and vulnerable and, therefore, inca-
pable of ensuring their own security. Australian scholar James Richardson has
captured this reality very lucidly. According to him, “The realist dictum ‘the
strong do what they can, the weak do what they must’ draws attention to the
dark shadows in North-South relations. . . . Realism survives not only in the
North-South economic relations but also in the military preparedness of the
major powers. . . . Self interest now appears to dictate that the leading powers
remain associates rather than rivals, as balance of power logic would have
required, but the anarchic system structure points to their retaining a military
capability to protect their favored position against the less favored” (Richard-
son, 1993: 45–46).

III

I would like to explore these points further. That sovereignty is considered a
cherished value by the powerful states is demonstrated by recent decisions
taken by Washington not to ratify the CTBT, to build BMD systems in
violation of the ABM treaty, to refuse to adhere to the Kyoto Protocol on the
protection of the environment, and, most recently, to withdraw its signature
from the treaty setting up the International Criminal Court (ICC). The
importance of sovereign decision making on issues of war and peace has been
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demonstrated most dramatically in the U.S. decision to invade Iraq in March
2003 despite the opposition of the large majority of states, including several
NATO members.

Paradoxically, it is also demonstrated by the decision on the part of West
European states to surrender part of their sovereign functions to the EU but
at the same time strengthen border and immigration controls vis-à-vis non-
EU countries and their populations, thus forming a laager in order to protect
their privileged lifestyle. What the European project seems to be achieving is
the creation of a European quasistate that may evolve into a European sover-
eign state one day. Whether this project culminates in a single European state
or not, the European vision does not include the sacrifice of sovereignty at the
altar of global society, something Third World states are constantly advised to
do. Such sacrifice is aimed at bolstering the capacity of an exclusive club of rich
states to ward off economic and political challenges and unwanted intruders
from outside their borders.

The doublespeak on the part of the industrialized and powerful states of
the global North points to another phenomenon—namely, the difference in
state capacity among different categories of states. States that are administra-
tively effective, socially coherent, and economically affluent are able to regulate
transborder transactions in such a way that they do not harm the political,
social, and economic interests of the populations they preside over. They are
also confident enough to sacrifice portions of their sovereignty in order to
enhance their collective capacity and affluence while protecting their economic
and political core interests against the barbarians knocking at their gates. The
EU is a product of such calculations on the part of effective, affluent, and
cohesive states. These states do not fear partial loss of sovereignty as long as
such loss translates into strengthening the patrician institutions of the global
North and protecting them from challenges from the hordes inhabiting the
plebeian South. They also do not fear such partial loss of sovereignty in favor
of a multinational institution composed of states with similar socioeconomic
characteristics because they are at a stage of development in which no external
party can dare intervene forcefully into their societies’ affairs.

Adequate regulatory capacity is essential for states to benefit from the
processes of economic liberalization. As Peter Evans has demonstrated in a
well-argued and well-documented article, the logic of the current international
economy does not point toward the “eclipse of the state.” According to Evans,
those societies that have effective states as regulators of internal and external
economic transactions have fared, and will fare, far better in a globalized econ-
omy than those that do not. He bases this conclusion on the data on OECD
countries that demonstrate that “countries that are more exposed to trade have
bigger governments.” He also bases it on the argument that “those who sit
astride the international financial system need capable regulators.” And,
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finally, Evans reinforces his conclusion on the grounds that “powerful trans-
national economic actors may have an interest in limiting the state’s ability to
constrain their own economic activities but they also depend on a capable state
to protect their returns, especially those from intangible assets.” He concludes,
therefore, “In this optic, the persistence of the state’s institutional centrality
looks more likely than eclipse” (Evans, 1997: 62–87). In plain English, this
means that those states with the institutional capability to regulate economic
transactions within and across their borders will have an enormous advantage
in the age of globalization compared to those who do not have such capacity
or possess it in inadequate measure.

Societal cohesiveness is equally essential for states to remain largely
immune from external intervention. Such cohesiveness is a function of the
longevity of the state and its ability to bring to bear superior force against
recalcitrant elements among its population. It is also based on its ability over
time to weld a diverse population into a “nation” by the standardization of
laws, language, and often religion, and the construction of historical memories
that provide the foundational myths both for the nation and the state.
Longevity, effectiveness, and successful mythmaking are essential ingredients
of the state legitimacy formula. The developed states of Europe and North
America have had the time and coercive capacity to attain such societal cohe-
siveness and to create shared myths and memories (for one of the best accounts
of state formation in Europe, see Tilly, 1985). However, most Third World
states are very far from reaching this goal. It is no wonder, therefore, that
developed, industrialized states are the greatest exponents of economic liber-
alization and humanitarian intervention. They are the primary beneficiaries of
the former and unlikely targets for the latter.

This happy situation does not apply to the large majority of states that
collectively form the Third World. Their regulatory capacity is weak and their
societal cohesiveness is low. Additionally, their economies are vulnerable, in
many cases dependent on the export of a couple of primary products (oil-pro-
ducing countries are essentially one-product economies), and their per capita
income (even in the case of countries with relatively diversified economies and
large GDPs, such as India) is low. In other words, the political, social, and eco-
nomic dices are all loaded against them. They are quintessentially the losers in
the process of economic liberalization and the potential targets for humanitar-
ian intervention.

Historical experience shows that late industrializers need substantial state
intervention in their economies for the latter to reach the takeoff stage. Simi-
larly, the history of state formation demonstrates that states in the early stages
of state making need to insulate themselves from external intervention so as
not to jeopardize their task of imposing and maintaining political order, which
often entails the use of force. The processes of economic liberalization and
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humanitarian intervention are not conducive to providing them the environ-
ment in which they can industrialize and mature as autonomous political
actors.

Therefore, to demand that such states emulate the attitudes of the devel-
oped, powerful states on liberalization and humanitarian intervention is akin
to making many of them sign their own death warrant. One should not be sur-
prised that their sense of insecurity escalates as their economies are forced
open and international norms begin to favor coercive intervention and the
consequent derogation of state sovereignty. They suffer from what I call the
“Opium War syndrome,” the perception that what was done to China in the
nineteenth century by the overt exercise of force is being done to them today
by a far more subtle form of coercion.

IV

As a result, the security predicament of most states in the global South
appears both to these states and to informed observers of the Third World
scene to be very different from the challenges faced by the states of the global
North. It is no wonder that this division between the North and the South
has been referred to as “the tale of two worlds” (Goldgeier & McFaul, 1992).
The neoliberal paradigm that seems to prevail in the relationship of the
northern countries among themselves cannot explain either the security
predicament or the economic quandary faced by states in the Third World.
One can reasonably argue that the realist paradigm continues to determine
outcomes both in intra-South relations and in many of the interactions
between the countries of the North and the South. The West’s neoliberal
rhetoric ignores this chasm between the security situation prevailing in the
South and in North–South relations as compared to that operating among
the countries of the global North.

Globalization makes the North more secure and dominant while making
the South more insecure and increasing its subordination to the centers of eco-
nomic and military power. Add the Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA),
also called the Military Technological Revolution (MTR), to this equation and
you get a very bleak picture from the perspective of the Third World. The
RMA capacity has been summed up succinctly by Eliot Cohen in the follow-
ing words: “What can be seen by high-tech sensors can be hit, what can be hit
will be destroyed” (Cohen, 1996: 45; see also Freedman, 2000). The concen-
tration of such capacity in the hands of a very few states makes one thing very
clear—the hierarchy of military power has never been as rigidly stratified as it
has become today as a result of RMA. The United States, the leading RMA
power, sits in lonely glory at the top of the technological-military pyramid.7 A

18 SECURITY IN THE AGE OF GLOBALIZATION



group of major industrialized countries is clustered probably two-thirds of the
way up. Then there are the rest who form the base of the pyramid, except for
a few, such as China and maybe India, who have been able to claw their way
up to about a quarter of the pyramid’s height. For those located at the base of
the structure or close to it, this would appear to be a prospect that could range
from the very uncomfortable to the extremely scary.

The RMA’s lessons regarding the extreme disparity in military power and
its political consequences have been driven home over and over since 1990. It
was made explicit during the Gulf War and with even greater clarity during
the bombing of Yugoslavia in 1999 and the U.S.-led military campaign in
Afghanistan in 2001–2002. What impressed much of the Third World with
regard to these military ventures was not the righteousness or otherwise of the
causes espoused by the dominant Concert, but the enormous destructive
power the coalition, and especially the United States, brought to bear on its
enemies from long distances, thereby making itself immune to retaliation. The
precision and impunity with which the U.S.-led Concert could destroy the
vital military nerve centers of Iraq and Yugoslavia and render them incapable
of defending themselves were perceived as a technological miracle that
dwarfed even the nuclear weapons revolution in terms of its actual impact on
military affairs.

The use of RMA weaponry by the United States and its allies has left an
indelible mark on the psyche of the Third World political elite. One the one
hand, it has increased their feeling of insecurity manifold. On the other, those
among Third World elites who continue to harbor a defiant streak have been
spurred to find “equalizers” that may deter RMA powers from initiating mili-
tary action against them. These equalizers are obtainable only in two forms.
They can be procured either as weapons of mass destruction accompanied by
delivery systems that can reach RMA troop and weapons concentrations at
relatively long distances or as “terror” tactics that render RMA weapons mili-
tarily irrelevant, thereby reducing their political utility.

The attempt to attain weapons of mass destruction and missile capability
by “states of concern” as well as the terrorist attacks on New York and Wash-
ington on September 11, 2001, should be seen at least in part as the response
of certain states and groups in the Third World to the acquisition and use of
RMA weapons by the United States and its allies. For those in the Third
World bent on defying the dominant Concert, weapons of mass destruction
and terrorist attacks seem to be the only instruments that can act as “equaliz-
ers” of sorts against the precision-guided conventional weaponry that can be
unleashed by the United States and the coalition it leads. This adds to their
attraction for those who are unwilling to embrace the New World Order that
the dominant coalition is intent on imposing on the rest of the members of the
international system.
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V

A response needs to be made to the argument mentioned earlier that in today’s
world the requirements of human security run counter to the imperatives of
state security. Such a response should also be able to address the issue of state
failure that poses a major threat to the security of the citizens of the failed or
failing states. This response must begin by stating baldly that human security
and state security are not the same thing and that on occasion their logics may
diverge quite considerably. Nevertheless, the security of individuals, who by
necessity form part of a political community, cannot be guaranteed unless the
security of the entire political community is first ensured. This is clearly
demonstrated by the fact that where the state has failed, as has been the case
recently in Somalia, Liberia, Sierra Leone, the Congo, and Afghanistan, life
has become truly “poor, nasty, brutish and short.” In the final analysis, state
security and the security of the society over which the state presides cannot be
disassociated from each other.

Anyone with a passing knowledge of Thomas Hobbes would immediately
realize the veracity of this assertion. The state acts as the primary provider of
order and, therefore, of security to its citizens. It is, as Charles Tilly (1985) has
pointed out, the ultimate “protection racket.” When the state fails to do this
job, the entire political and societal structure collapses and individuals and
groups are left to their own devices to ensure their security as best as they can,
usually at the expense of each other. Societal competition, indeed most socie-
tal interaction, becomes a zero-sum game and countries descend into the
bleakest form of social Darwinism. Conflict entrepreneurs with vested interest
in the continuation of civil war and state infirmity adopt very “rational” strate-
gies to prolong civil conflict in order to extract major economic and political
gains from the uncertainties and insecurities accompanying state evaporation.8

Therefore, while it is indeed the case that in some instances states, or
predatory regimes acting on behalf of states, act as the major source of threat
to their citizens (or at least to some part of their citizenry), one should not
generalize from this argument that state security and human security are anti-
thetical. Such an argument is akin to throwing the baby out with the bath-
water. In fact, it is worse, for it amounts to throwing out the baby but still
retaining the filthy bathwater in the form of an aggravated situation of inse-
curity for citizens who experience state collapse. Where the state poses a threat
to the security of its citizens, it needs to be tamed—that is, legitimized on the
basis of a social contract that constrains the arbitrary exercise of power. It cer-
tainly cannot be dispensed with altogether or weakened to the extent that it
can no longer provide for the security of its citizens.

This is the major reason why, I believe, the concept of security must be
rescued from its newfound friends who insist on hyphenating it with the word
“human” or prefixing other adjectives such as “economic” or “ecological” to
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what is essentially a concept that derives from one’s understanding of the
“political.” It needs to be reiterated that the “political” is that sphere of human
activity that deals with the exercise of authority and the provision of order. The
business of “securitizing” all sorts of phenomena from the economic to the eco-
logical detracts from the quintessentially political nature of security and
delinks it from its primary referent, the state. It thereby renders the notion so
elastic that the concept of security loses all analytical utility.

This does not mean that economic and other concerns do not have the
potential to affect the level of security enjoyed by the state and its citizens. All
it means is that for such phenomena to have an impact on the security arena,
they must become potent enough to intrude in a major way into that arena.
Economic and ecological problems, and for that matter the problem of human
rights, do not become security issues until and unless they become so salient as
to be perceived as posing a threat to the state’s institutions or boundaries
and/or the regime that is recognized as acting in the name of the state (for
details, see Ayoob, 1991). In other words, for any phenomenon to become
“securitized,” it must first be “politicized.” In the absence of politicization,
securitization cannot take place.9

VI

Such a political definition of security must at the same time be accompanied
by the clarification that it is not exclusively driven by the perception of exter-
nal threats, but that it is equally applicable to, and useful for, deciphering
threats emerging from within the boundaries of the state. This will ensure that
the security discourse in International Relations does not become the preserve
of neorealists who live in a reified world of their own, refuse to look beyond
the anarchical nature of the international system and the security dilemma that
such anarchy generates, and theorize on the basis of the sameness of states.

To understand the problems of security that states face, it is essential that
one looks inside the black box. Once one does that, it will become clear that
despite the diversity that states demonstrate, they can be categorized roughly
into two groups based on two interrelated variables—the time when they
became full members of the international system and the stage of state build-
ing at which they find themselves. Based on these two variables, one can deter-
mine the types of threats they are likely to face and the primary source or
sources from which such threats can be expected to emanate.

The large majority of states today are relatively young states that have
entered the system late and are at early stages of state building and nation con-
struction.10 These include not only those states of Asia, Africa, and Latin
America traditionally recognized as belonging to the Third World, but also
states in Central Asia, the Caucasus, and the Balkans that emerged in the
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1990s following the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the dismember-
ment of Yugoslavia. In addition to other factors complicating their security
problematic, their newness means that they have not been able to establish
either their effectiveness or their legitimacy in the eyes of their populations. As
a result, threats to their security originate to a substantial extent from within
these states and are by-products of the attempt to impose political order on
societies that have only recently emerged into independence within colonially
crafted boundaries.

The domestic origins of most conflicts in the international system today
also denote that in several cases attempts to consolidate state power and
monopolize the instruments of violence in the hands of the state have not suc-
ceeded.11 This has led in some cases, as discussed earlier, to state evaporation
or collapse with the political and security vacuum being filled by conflict entre-
preneurs purporting to speak on behalf of ethnic, regional, or religious con-
stituencies. State collapse also has major implications for regional order.
Conflicts linked to state failure displace persons both internally and across
state boundaries.12 Transborder human movements have important conse-
quences for neighboring states as they complicate the latter’s attempts to
impose and maintain order within their own territories. They also have the
potential to trigger inter-ethnic conflicts, which often take on cross-border
dimensions. Thus, state failure has grave implications for regional peace. This
has been demonstrated in Africa, the Balkans, and Afghanistan, to name the
most obvious examples.

VII

In most cases, however, states in the Third World have not failed. They have
been challenged, sometimes severely, but have continued to function as the
primary providers of order, in however imperfect a fashion, to most of their cit-
izens most of the time. Furthermore, the challenges they have faced have not
been exclusively domestic in character. State and nation building in the Third
World is carried out within a context in which contiguous and proximate states
are simultaneously engaged in these extremely important political endeavors
crucial to their survival as coherent polities. The proliferation of interstate con-
flict in Third World regions is intimately connected to the fact that the process
of state and nation building is usually under way concurrently among contigu-
ous and proximate states.

The simultaneous nature of this endeavor among contiguous states has
often made the success of state making and nation building crucially depend-
ent on the existence or creation of regional balances of power favorable to par-
ticular states. Those states that have been able to create a favorable regional
balance for themselves, either through their own endeavors or by borrowing
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power from external great power patrons, have succeeded to a greater extent in
consolidating state power, imposing order among their populations, and con-
trolling territories that are also claimed by their neighbors. Those states that
have operated within an adverse regional balance have found their state- and
nation-building enterprise made increasingly difficult as their more powerful
neighbors have encroached on the demographic and territorial space claimed
by them. Their inability to fend off such incursions has further delegitimized
such states in the eyes of their own populations and eroded their capacity to
construct effective domestic political orders.

Regional balances have, therefore, crucially influenced the consolidation
of state power among postcolonial states and thus become an essential com-
ponent of their security problematic. It is no wonder that, given this linkage
between domestic and regional variables, intrastate and interstate conflicts
have become so closely intertwined in most regions of the Third World that it
is difficult to determine where one ends and the other begins. Issues of inter-
nal and external security, therefore, play off each other, making the security
predicament of most states in the international system very complex and
resistant to easy solutions.

VIII

The process of globalization and attempts at changing international norms to
make them conform to a solidarist rather than pluralist notion of interna-
tional society have not changed the basic security predicament of most states.
In fact, they have immensely complicated the security problems that these
states inherited at the time of independence.13 Imposing solidarist norms on
states that have not completed the process of state consolidation and that
continue to suffer from inadequate nation formation intensifies their security
dilemmas. Demanding that Third World states transcend the Westphalian
model when many of them have not even approximated that model to any
significant extent flies in the face of common sense. One cannot transcend a
stage that one has not reached. The necessity for such states today is to attain
the Westphalian model of effective and legitimate statehood rather than
attempt to transcend it.

In these circumstances, elevating human security above state security and
applying this logic indiscriminately without reference to context does not serve
to enhance the objective of ensuring the security of individual citizens. It may
in most cases end up making individuals more insecure as the state begins to
lose its capacity to enforce its will and to monopolize the instruments of vio-
lence in its hands. The loss of these capacities almost inevitably leads to the
state relinquishing its role as the provider of protection to its citizens. Prizing
open the borders of states that do not have adequate regulatory capacity in the
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name of globalization further exacerbates their problems of state effectiveness
and political legitimacy, thus adding to their insecurity.

When one adds to these factors the unprecedented and unbridgeable
stratification in the hierarchy of military power currently witnessed in the
international system thanks to RMA, most states unsurprisingly suffer from an
acute sense of vulnerability and helplessness vis-à-vis the dominant coalition.
Unable to protect themselves from the combined onslaught of economic, mil-
itary, and normative forces previously outlined, they either succumb and
descend into state failure or attempt to consolidate their domestic base
through a strategy based on unalloyed force and repression rather than the
more painstaking process of building social compacts.14 Sometimes they com-
bine the worst of both worlds, first indulging in repression and then succumb-
ing to state failure. Both these outcomes—state failure and domestic
repression—contribute enormously to the insecurity of their populations as
well as of their neighbors and dramatically increase the probability of both
intrastate and interstate conflict.

IX

This analysis makes clear that the forces of economic and normative global-
ization, whose beneficiaries are few but whose negative fallout affects many,
contribute handsomely to making the insecure even more insecure. Pretending
otherwise, and presuming that globalization somehow makes security concerns
either redundant, contributes to their mitigation, or transforms the primary
referent of security, is the grandest form of self-delusion from which a student
of International Relations can suffer. Nevertheless, this self-delusion seems to
have become a growth industry in this field. It is time that such academic pre-
tensions are subjected to closer scrutiny because perpetuating self-delusion can
turn out to be dangerous, not only for the discipline but for the future of the
international system itself.

It is imperative, therefore, that “security” be defined as a political concept
and its usage limited to issues dealing with authority, order, and protection.
This need has become more acute as the process of economic liberalization,
the revolution in military affairs, and attempted innovations in international
norms make the majority of states feel highly insecure. These processes have
not transformed the basic logic of the international system, which continues to
be based on the classical foundations of realism (not neorealism). What they
have done is to make unbridgeable the gap between the powerful minority and
the weak and vulnerable majority in all arenas of interstate interaction—eco-
nomic, military, and normative. They have thus increased the danger of eco-
nomic exploitation and coercive intervention by the powerful in the affairs of
the weak that is unrestrained by the operation of the traditional norms of
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international society and the “prudence” enjoined by classical realist thinkers
(see Morgenthau, 1948).

This state of affairs appears to be extremely deleterious from the perspec-
tive of international society that emphasizes the importance of normative con-
sensus and the existence of common institutions that mitigate the anarchical
nature of the international system and make international political life tolera-
ble and predictable. By wishing away security and denigrating sovereignty, the
proponents of globalization and of a global society do great disservice to the
fragile bonds of international society that alleviate the more extreme Hobbe-
sian characteristics of the international system.

To save ourselves from greater international disorder, it is essential that
the security discourse, which resides primarily in the political realm, be taken
seriously and its links to the concept of sovereignty and of the state be reestab-
lished firmly. Wishing away or obfuscating the concept of security, denigrat-
ing the state, and diminishing the importance of sovereignty as a normative
barrier to coercive intervention, under the mistaken assumption that these
phenomena are no longer relevant in a globalizing world, would be playing
into the hands of the powerful beneficiaries of globalization. The result may be
greater disorder than order and a system that is far more predatory than one
based on the notion of an international society that proclaims sovereign state-
hood, and, therefore, the need for security, as its foundational principle.

NOTES

1. For the difference between global, or world, society and international
society, see Bull (1977), chapter 1.

2. For details of this argument, see Ayoob (2002b).
3. For a discussion of the genesis of the human security argument and

its links to social constructivism, see Newman (2001).
4. For sovereignty, see James (1999). For the classical statement on non-

intervention as a norm of international society, see Vincent (1974).
5. For trenchant criticism by a former chief economist of the World

Bank of the policies adopted by international financial institutions and the
major industrialized countries ostensibly to promote globalization and their
deletrious effect on developing countries, see Stiglitz (2002).

6. For a discussion of the unrepresentative character of the U.N. Secu-
rity Council and how this detracts from its legitimacy as the primary forum
where issues of humanitarian intervention are decided, see Ayoob (2002a).

7. For a succinct and persuasive case that America’s current global pre-
dominanace constitutes unipolarity, see Brooks and Wohlforth (2002).

8. For a perceptive discussion of conflict entrepreneurs, see Keen (1998).
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9. This is the major difference I have with Barry Buzan’s comprehensive
analysis of “security” in Buzan et al. (1998).

10. Much of what follows is based on my book Ayoob (1995).
11. SIPRI yearbooks throughout the 1990s and into this decade provide

data showing that the overwhelming number of conflicts since the end of the
Cold War have been intrastate in character. Even many of those that exhibit
interstate characteristics have their origins within one or both of the warring
states. This is a pattern that was visible during the Cold War years as well.
However, it gained greater salience after the end of the Cold War and the out-
break of post-Soviet and post-Yugoslav conflicts.

12. The UNHCR estimated that at the end of 1999 there were over 22
million refugees in the world. See UNHCR, The State of the World’s Refugees
2000. New York: Oxford University Press, 2001.

13. For a solidarist conception of international society, see Wheeler
(2000). For a pluralist conception of international society, see Jackson (2000).

14. Incidentally, the construction of social compacts includes coercive
and persuasive strategies, both sticks and carrots. However, this is not the place
to go into a discussion of how social compacts are constructed, maintained,
and augmented.
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Two Terrors, One Problem

Ken Booth

The starting point of my argument is that when it comes to the theory and
practice of security, we have seen the past and it did not work. To advance this
proposition, I want to make three further claims: that human society is con-
fronted by a world-historical crisis and not just a temporary period of interna-
tional turmoil; that the interacting dynamics of the states system and
globalization are producing generally negative consequences; and that a signif-
icant part of today’s crisis in human society arises from dualistic thinking. The
discussion will finally be crystallized around the continuing relevance of Mark
Twain’s idea of ‘Two Terrors’ reigning at the time of the French Revolution.

WHERE ARE WE NOW?

To begin, I want to make five general claims about the grim state of human
society in world-historical perspective (Booth, 2000a).

Proposition one: human society is not as far along the path of progress as many
would like to think. It is sobering to realize that for the greater part of human
history the most intelligent people of their era believed that the earth was flat.
How will today’s most intelligent people look to historians in 500 or 2000
year’s time? Will contemporary society, like our distant ancestors, be seen as
primitive?

I believe this is likely, and the key area will be the destructive relationship
humans have developed with the rest of the natural world. We will surely
appear as flat-earthers to distant generations—denying evident realities—as,
in a blink of historical time, we destroy the environmental bounty it has taken
millions of years to create. To those future generations for whom the tiger will
be a mythical creature, for whom fish will be fewer and farmed, for whom the
climate will be an unpredictable threat, and for whom agricultural land will be
ever-more scarce, the primitive behavior of twentieth-century humankind will
attract particular scorn.
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Proposition two: the self-image of Western elites as decent people is seriously
flawed. It is commonplace to hear people sneer at ancient Greek philosophers,
pointing out that their distinguished culture was built on a slave economy.
How can we take the ethical systems of such ‘hypocrites’ seriously? 

But are we any better today? If history does sneer, nobody can complain.
In truth, we are worse than the ancient Greeks; their ethical systems did not
include slaves as equals. We have the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
as one of the many measures of our hypocrisy. Despite the supposedly more
egalitarian global culture of this era, there is a global “dictatorship of the rich”
ruled over by the West. At the bottom of the pile live one billion people in
absolute poverty, while the richest 225 individuals have a combined wealth
equivalent to the annual income of 47% of the whole population (UNDP,
1998: 30). Those living in what J. K. Galbraith calls the culture of contentment
(1992) are far removed from the real lives of most humans on earth. The
wiring of the world is celebrated—with huge annual increments in the hun-
dreds of millions of telephone sets already in existence—but the minority
owning multiple sets seems unaware that most people on earth have never
dialed a friend. According to U.N. figures, the additional annual cost of edu-
cation for everybody on earth would be 6 billion dollars; 8 billion dollars is
spent annually on cosmetics in the United States alone (UNDP, 1998: 37). In
global society, the spirit of Marie Antoinette is alive and well.

Proposition three: human society is presently at the start of the first truly global
age. The context for living, globally, is being reinvented in radical ways. We are
in the first stages of one of the most decisive periods of human history, com-
parable with the invention of tools or the Industrial Revolution. This is the
first truly global age—one of those step-changes in the human graph, leading
to the reinvention of space, time, boundaries, economics, identities, and poli-
tics (Booth, 1998: 338–355).

Globalization refers to a set of dynamics that became manifest in the final
decades of the last century: the transnational organization of production, the
liberalization of markets, the growth of world cities, the spread of advanced
information technology, the 24–hour global financial system, changing con-
sumption patterns and expectations, pressures on family and emotional life,
the penetration of cultural norms and political authority, the disruption of
local communities, and on and on. Globalization is a contested term, but as
Anthony Giddens, one of its leading theorists, has put it: “Something very new
is happening in the world” (Hutton & Giddens, 2001: 1). What is more, there
is a sense that it is not all it is cracked up to be and that nobody controls it;
instead the global transformations control us. It is a “runaway world,” a world
of “turbulence,” a world “on the edge” (Giddens, 1998: 309; Hutton & Gid-
dens, 2001; Rosenau, 1990).
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Proposition four: this period of history is characterized by a multiplication of
morbid symptoms. “The old is dying and the new cannot be born; in this inter-
regnum there arises a great diversity of morbid symptoms.” Even before the
end of the Cold War, these words of Antonio Gramsci seemed to offer a help-
ful way into thinking about the global predicament (Booth, 1991: 1–28). The
years since have more than borne them out (Cox et al., 1999: 3–19).

The morbid symptoms of our time include: nuclear proliferation, the
AIDS pandemic in Africa, the real threat of nuclear war in Kashmir, the mil-
lions of people seeking refuge in countries other than their original home, the
increasing death toll year by year from terror tactics, the “new barbarism” in
western Europe ( Jacques, 2002), accelerating desertification in Africa, suicide
bombers (female as well as male) in the Middle East, a preventive war strategy
by the United States, the breaking away of massive chunks of the ice cap, dis-
eased foods, the threat of nuclear, chemical, and biological attack by terrorists,
and on and on. On the opening day of the 2002 World Cup, a major British
newspaper published an editorial that described it as “not merely the biggest
sporting event ever, but possibly the largest globally shared experience in his-
tory” (Guardian, 2002). In the same issue, with nuclear war looming in South
Asia, was an article describing how Pakistan was shifting thousands of troops
from its western border (weakening the “fading hunt for fugitive members of al
Qaeda”) to the front line in the possible war with India (Harding, 2002).The
bread and circuses of ancient Rome have been swapped for pizza and soccer.

Proposition five: human society prefers to “escape from the real.” Ignoring
human wrongs and not facing up to some of the more cruel aspects of life is
common, and even extends, paradoxically, to mainstream academic Interna-
tional Relations—a discipline frequently criticized for worst-case forecasting
escapes the worst (Booth, 1995). The ideology directing the way the Interna-
tional Relations “camera” is pointed excludes as well as includes. It shows a
picture of the facts that allows the telling of whatever stories the teller favors.
According to Clement Rosset, the discipline of philosophy in the early 1990s
represented an “escape from the real.” It produced an endless interpretation of
texts “totally oblivious to what exists,” and created “the illusion of a truth
which would remove us from the suffering necessarily entailed by an encounter
with the real” (Rosset, 1993: viii, xiv). This warning was equally pertinent to
International Relations.

A few years later, the playwright Jean-Claude Carriere (1999) compared
human society to those wealthy and more than normally egocentric American
businessmen (they are always men, I think) who over recent decades have had
the idea of being deep frozen in old age, or when sick, and sealed in cryogenic
cylinders. They believe that their fatal disease (or even old age) may one day
be curable. Consequently, they are preserving their bodies in the expectation of
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eventual salvation. Globally speaking, human society has been behaving in a
similar fashion. We carry on regardless—voraciously consuming, for exam-
ple—in the hope that there will be solutions in a few generations time to the
problems we have brought upon ourselves, and the world as a whole.

HOW DID WE GET HERE?

If this grim picture is valid, how did it come about? I reject simple arguments
deriving from biology or destiny—human nature or the will of god. Instead, I
prefer to remember the words of the peace researcher Kenneth Boulding: “We
are as we are because we got that way” (Booth, 2003).

If history was open, how is it that human society came to create for itself
this age of anxiety? The broad answer lies, paradoxically, in the power of the
very ideas that once seemed solutions to the biggest questions in human soci-
ety. The ideas that came through history to set the broad parameters of soci-
eties have been—in rough chronological order of invention—patriarchy,
proselytizing religions, capitalism, sovereign statism (together with national-
ism), and consumerist democracy. Each of these ideologies promised answers
to the great questions of life: patriarchy seemed to respond to biological reali-
ties, religions gave insight into the meaning of life, capitalism delivered the
most effective means of production, sovereign states gave hope of security from
internal and external threats, and democracy institutionalized a yearning for
fairer governance. But each of these historical solutions had a dark side. Look
around. Patriarchy produces systematic violence against women; religious fun-
damentalisms feed bigotry and intolerance and sometimes terrorism; multi-
national corporations deny AIDS victims cheap drugs; sovereignty allows
governments to behave badly to their own citizens; and democracy has devel-
oped into a “culture of contentment.” A distinctive global sociology was cre-
ated by the interaction of 4000+ years of patriarchy, 2000+ years of organized
religion, 500 years of capitalism, 350 years of statism, and about 100 years of
consumerist democracy. By their excesses and successes, its elements have con-
spired to create a world-historical crisis.

The security dimensions of this crisis will be significantly shaped by two
particular sets of dynamics: globalization and the states system.

Globalization

Globalization is a defining feature of the contemporary world. This is incon-
trovertible, even for those who question how to define it and how to describe
its ‘real’ character. The momentum behind it is twofold:
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1. Globalization as a politico-economic project. Globalization here is synony-
mous with the growth of an integrated world economy. In this sense, it refers
to the acceleration and triumph of capitalism, the domination of neoliberalism
and U.S. hegemony/imperialism. Globalization is “always for someone and for
some purpose,” to use Robert Cox’s characterization of all theories (1981:
128). In its politico-economic form, it is for the U.S. state and for its enhanced
power and prosperity. Globalization is a U.S. project.

2. Globalization as a techno-cultural process. Globalization in this sense is
synonymous with multiple and complex interpenetrations of the local and the
global. It refers to the shrinking of space and time, the communications revo-
lution, the 24/7 world, and the confrontation of “Western” and other identi-
ties. Globalization is the set of processes constructing a smaller world.

Globalization—as world economy/small world—is without doubt here to
stay, though it need not take the forms that have dominated recent decades. It
is difficult to imagine that the world economy would again become a patch-
work of localisms. The character of politico-economic globalization might—
should—change, but autarky is not on the horizon. Equally, failing some
global catastrophe (comprehensive nuclear war, a worldwide plague, etc.)
techno-cultural globalization cannot be turned back. Any reversal of the secu-
lar trend toward a smaller world would require a radical disruption of the
growth of global communications, not to mention the collapse of those with
an interest in their growth. Critics of globalization sometimes argue it is not a
new phenomenon—they are right. They usually make the point to try to
diminish its significance, here they are mistaken. Its long historical trajectory
simply underlines that it is here to stay.

The States System

The dynamics of the global economy have circumscribed the scope for
autonomous action by the governments of juridically sovereign states. The
power of the market was evident in the way the Soviet Union—a military
superpower—had to bend before the global power of capitalism. Never before
had such a powerful state surrendered without suffering military defeat in the
traditional games of nations. The Westphalian states system is under transfor-
mation (Held et al., 1999), but (some) states continue to be key sites of power,
and will remain so for the indefinite future. Whether it is taxes or welfare, con-
scription or human rights, state borders matter. If they did not, why are so
many people on the move, seeking new homelands? 

Sovereign states should be problematized as analytical categories, empiri-
cal power centers, and normative institutions/projects; nevertheless, they will
remain significant organizational forms in global governance—that is, the
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relationships between forms of political authority, and the character of that
authority, on a global scale. Future global governance will include states, but
also other organizations such as international organizations and varieties of
nonstate actors. What emerges from the mix will have a profound effect on
theories and practices of security.

GLOBALIZATION AND INSECURITY

Having made a start to describing where we are in history and how we got
there, I want to suggest some characteristic insecurities that derive from the
dynamics of globalization and the structure of the states system. Beginning
with globalization, the most important overall feature is its uneven impact on
different groups (classes, nations, genders, etc.), states, and regions. This is evi-
dent in the field of security, just as it is in economics.

The world economy produces a patchwork of differently affected local
regions. In human terms, the most decisive aspect of the uneven impact of
globalization has been to widen the disparities between the haves and the
have-nots within and between countries. This trend, potentially, will play a
decisive role in the security of individuals and groups, governments and polit-
ical systems, and states and regions. The divisive potential of economic strati-
fication raises the probability that definitions of class will again emerge as a
categorical feature of human society.

A framework for thinking about the relationship between globalization
and insecurity is provided by the “sectoral” schema of Barry Buzan and his
colleagues. Five security-issue areas are identified (Buzan et al., 1998). The
following arguments are neither original nor likely to be particularly contro-
versial, and they lead to two generalizations: first, that globalization has both
positive and negative impacts on security; and second, that generalization is
difficult because the impacts of globalization on security are uneven. (The
framework and some of the illustrations are from Scholte, 2000.) Space allows
only a snapshot of each sector.

Military

Positive. It might be argued that globalization has had two main positive
impacts on military security at the state level. First, politico-economic global-
ization is strengthening historical trends against interstate war, alongside other
trends, such as the increasing potential for destructiveness in war (Mueller,
1990). Major war between industrial powers has been in decline as an instru-
ment of policy for decades (which is not the same as saying it has disappeared)
and the interconnectedness of the global marketplace assists in this evolution.
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Second, politico-economic globalization places extra incentives on conflict
management, if not actual resolution. The difference in external (U.S. and EU)
concern about instability in the Middle East as opposed to violence in the
Great Lakes region of Africa is revealing in this respect.

Negative. What makes the global economy work so well in delivering fresh
produce to supermarkets halfway round the world at a reasonable price (to
consumers, if not the original laborers) also delivers less wholesome products.
The international drug trade, for example, is one such globalized industry that
contributes to the insecurities of streets, neighborhoods, and regions across the
world. A similar globalized enterprise, but this time dealing in the currency of
political violence, is terrorism. Several observers have pointed to the globalized
character of al Qaeda. John Gray, for example, has written: “In organization, it
seems to be a hybrid of the semi-virtual business corporations that were so
fashionable in the Nineties and the loosely linked cellular structures that run
the world’s drug cartels. Like the most advanced businesses, al Qaeda is a
worldwide network that is only vestigially territorial. Though some states may
have sheltered it, it is not under the control of any of them. Thriving on weak
government and the mercurial mobility of stateless wealth, it is a perfect
embodiment of globalization” (Gray, 2002).

Political

Positive. Whether globalization enhances security in “political” areas depends
on the position particular states and societies occupy within the global capital-
ist system, together with their particular culture of capitalism. These consider-
ations will affect issues such as the practice of human rights and the character
of governance (Madeley, 1999). Winners in the global economy will have more
resources than the losers, and this will give them relative independence and
security, but it may be security at somebody’s expense—never a totally com-
fortable situation. Some of the regulatory aspects of globalization, to help
economies work more profitably, can empower workers who previously have
been ignored.

Negative. Globalization has led some governments to make the lives of their
people distressingly insecure by reducing public spending; this can affect
health and other life chances, and also can have the effect of disempowering
people. The Asian miracle obscured the vast difference in the actual daily lives
of people; these differences in economic wherewithal translated into both
political and economic insecurities for the have-nots ( Jindy Pettman, 2003).
Equally, while there may be improved regulatory aspects of globalization, the
drive for profit by multinational companies can have negative human rights
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outcomes, as has been the case with some Western oil companies in South
America and West Africa (Madeley, 1999: 121–127). Strong corporations and
strong-arm governments ally against workers and their supporters seeking
better life conditions.

Societal

Positive. It is easy to exaggerate the significance of global civil society, but it
would be even more of a mistake to ignore it (Ekins, 1992; Keck & Sikkink,
1998). On the positive side, there has been the growth of a global conscious-
ness evident in the densification of networks of “global civil society.” These
“transworld solidarities” have helped indigenous peoples struggle against their
governments and multinational corporations (Booth, 1999: 55–56). One
example is the Survival International campaign organized on behalf of the
Kalahari bushmen.

Negative. Identity politics and the politics of identity have become central con-
cerns for some schools of thought about world politics. It has been argued, for
example, that the security problem in Europe has become that of societies
seeking to protect their identity rather than of states protecting their sover-
eignty (Waever et al., 1993). The insecurity of ‘local’ identities against the cul-
tural power of Americanization is a widespread phenomenon. Counters to the
threat of McWorld have taken several forms, including the fundamentalism of
the Taliban in Afghanistan (Barber, 1996). Globalization puts pressures on
local, traditional cultures, especially if they are small. Languages become
threatened as the local is increasingly engulfed by outside influences, and
global figures (world leaders, film stars, soccer players, etc.) become more rec-
ognizable than local politicians or even neighbors (Giddens, 1998: 311). But it
is not only small societies that are suffering. Even before September 11, Amer-
icans seem to have become less happy, despite their steady rise in consumption
(New Internationalist, 1999: 18; Putnam, 2001). The pressures of competing,
even successfully, in the global economy can erode local community and per-
sonal fulfillment.

Environment

Positive. Because of the need for companies to compete, environmental stan-
dards are not always high on their list of their priorities. But sometimes they
are, and this promotes standards in places where previously there were none,
especially if local governments attach importance to the environment; this is
both a cause and consequence of the growing awareness within civil society,
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nationally and globally, of environmental issues. Such groups have learned to
share knowledge and coordinate more effectively.

Negative. It is difficult to draw any other conclusion than that globalization
has proved to be a net polluter, with resulting insecurities for local communi-
ties. Over a long time-scale, the overexploitation of fisheries and the distur-
bance of the global climate will provoke massive insecurity, affecting
livelihoods, communities, and habitats. Many communities live in areas that
are fragile in relation to the capacity of the natural world to keep delivering,
and hence there is a growing fear of where it might end.

Economic

Positive. There are many defenders of globalization (Leadbeater, 2002); they
argue that it is having a benign effect on human society through global growth,
increases in aggregate welfare overall, and rapid industrialization bringing jobs
and wealth.

Negative. The key indicator affecting the security of people(s) at all levels is not
the global aggregate, but how the figures play out in specific situations. Global
growth figures hide particular insecurities. One potent symbol of the different
perspectives one can adopt on these issues has been dam-building (Madeley,
1998: 115–120). Globalization pushes governments into attempting to com-
pete internationally, create jobs, promote nationalism, and construct efficient
infrastructure. Dam-building is often seen as a key element of economic
progress and modernization. Others think differently, seeing their traditional
land disappear as a result of such projects, and with it their livelihoods and
identity. The Himba in Namibia faced greater insecurity from their own state’s
dam-building project than from the military attacks of the former apartheid
regime in South Africa (Vale, 2003). Globalization also promotes stresses as
the rich get richer, within and between countries, and the poor get poorer
(Thomas, 1999). Internal violence may be provoked by the working of the
global system. The end of the Cold War opened up space for the expression of
old ethnic animosities in Europe—notably in the Balkans. But the disintegra-
tion of Yugoslavia was also shaped by the country’s changing role in the global
economy—from being a favored Cold-War recipient of credits to being a rel-
atively unimportant region in the neoliberal world economy (Woodward,
1995). Economic change exacerbated ethnic insecurity.

These snapshots have attempted to suggest ways in which globalization
produces insecurities at all levels of human society, even though there are some
positive sides. But as long as today’s highly competitive form of globalization
persists—which looks like a very long time—it is bound to produce winners
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and losers. Although there has been movement away from the more funda-
mentalist Washington consensus that dominated globalization a decade ago—
note the concerns of some of its former masters such as George Soros
(2002)—there is a great distance to travel before a more humane globalization
can emerge.

Without a radical transformation in the character of globalization, pres-
sure on “human security” will increase. Business-as-usual will result in insecu-
rities growing at the level of individuals, societies, and in important respects
globally, too. The causes will vary: governments responding to globalization by
reducing public spending and so exposing their populations to the insecurities
that come from poverty and ill health; the incompetence, oppression, and cor-
ruption of elites dominating different global regions; crises of identity in the
face of powerful economic, cultural, and political forces; the increase in envi-
ronmental problems as long as growth and profit are valued above sustainabil-
ity and conservation; and insecurities arising from hyperglobalization’s
creation of widening gaps between the rich and the poor. It is a sign of the
deepening crisis that a higher profile is being given to human and not simply
state security needs (UNDP, 1994). Human insecurities, magnified many
times, can lead to serious international consequences. These range from the
provision of the foot soldiers for terrorism to the collapse of economies. The
former may result in Western interests being violently targeted, the latter in
Western governments having to contemplate assistance or military interven-
tion in failed states.

Traditional thinking about security assumes a states system characterized
by domestic order and external anarchy; consequently, when a government is
threatened (by the military power of a foreign adversary), the inhabitants are
threatened as well. With globalization, the dynamics of insecurity are more
complex. One’s own government is a player in the world economy, and each
state competes as local agents of the world capitalist good (to paraphrase
Hedley Bull). Running hard to compete in the global marketplace, govern-
ments will often have different agendas and pressures to those of the mass of
their people; certain classes will benefit, while others suffer. Attempts to adapt
to the mechanisms of globalization—literally structural adjustment—have
usually resulted in the victory of market advantage over human security. The
first president of Tanzania, Julius Nyrere, put the choice with stark clarity
between meeting the demands of structural adjustment programs or providing
public spending on food subsidies. “Must we starve our children to pay our
debts?,” he asked (quoted in New Internationalist, 1997: 37).

The world is not working for most of its inhabitants; perhaps it never did.
But today more of the world knows about it. Globalization spreads insecurities
and also knowledge about the winners and losers. The insecurity felt by most
people does not come from a neighboring army across the nearest border, but
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from the strengths and weaknesses of their own governments. Many feel addi-
tionally insecure because of low expectations about their governments. They
perceive governments getting weaker in the context of a global economy run by
corporations in the interests of their own profit, not by politics in the interests
of the people (George, 1999; Klein, 2000; Korten, 1995; Madeley, 1998).

DANGEROUS DYNAMICS IN A RUNAWAY WORLD

Two further dynamics, morbid symptoms both, could seriously exacerbate all
the existing dangers.

The Population Dynamic

On 12 October 1999 a baby was born in a hospital in Sarajevo and became,
symbolically, the sixth-billionth human alive. There are lots of us already, but
the number could double again before today’s young adults reach late middle
age.

The worst predictions may not come about—growth rates are slowing
down—but nevertheless global public policy has not begun to appreciate the
potential magnitude of the environmental, social, and political stresses that
may lie ahead as a result of the population dynamic. Britain and other parts of
Western Europe worry about a few thousand asylum seekers. Right-wing
politicians are finding increasing favor in the liberal-democratic world, where
the liberal spirit is declining alongside faith in politics. In Australia, the right-
wing prime minister, John Howard, came from behind in the polls in the gen-
eral election by manipulating the threat to Australian society supposedly posed
by boatloads of refugees (Dunne & Booth, 2002). Meanwhile, in Denmark,
another supposedly liberal and tolerant country, a law was passed in 2002 to
prevent anyone under the age of 24 from living in the country with a non-EU
spouse; it also prohibits asylum seekers from marrying while their applications
are being processed (Smith, 2002). Xenophobia and racism are rising, and the
major surge in the world’s population growth has yet to come.

How will all the new mouths be fed? How will they get jobs when they
reach adulthood? What will life be like in the 100-mile cities of the future?
What will the vast armies of unemployed youth in Third World megacities do
to pass their time, with their minds fueled by the global media and whatever
else? Who will pay the pensions of the grey-haired world? Will race join class
as a revived category in the ontology of world politics? What will be the con-
sequences of mass migrations of desperate people? Population growth is a
potential global time bomb.
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The Ideological Dynamic

As the Cold War wound down, there was a temptation among Western elites
(and their counterparts elsewhere) to believe that the great political and eco-
nomic questions of life had been settled. The “end of history” thesis of Francis
Fukuyama, which was neither as brilliant nor as silly as it was greeted at the
time, saw a world dominated by one way of life, based on democracy and cap-
italism (1993). Liberal triumphalists have been correct when they have argued
that there is no immediate challenger to liberal capitalism, but I believe that
the objective conditions over the next half-century will ensure that alternatives
do arise, as the present system fails to work for most of humanity. Conflict cre-
ates convictions.

There are abundant warning signs. One is the growth of fanaticisms of all
types. We are in an era when there seems to be a growing tendency for
people(s) to reject reason in favor of fundamentalism, extremism, or hate.
There was growing evidence of this worrying ideological dynamic in the
1990s: the brutal hypernationalism in the Balkan conflicts; the genocidal men-
tality in Rwanda; the medieval simplicities of the Taliban; the fundamen-
talisms of Islam; the “fascism” of Hindu nationalism; the back-to-basics
Christianity of the religious Right in the United States; the anti-Semitism and
anti-Roma attitudes in eastern Europe; the rise of the xenophobic Right in
western Europe, and on and on.

Religion has been a traditional glue holding societies together, but it has
been in decline in many parts of the world. G. K. Chesterton once said that
the problem when people stop believing in God is not that they believe in
nothing, but that they believe in anything. It is usual (in the West) to look for
thought-extremism in “rogue states” or those outside their liberal homelands.
But this is not always the case. I recently heard on the radio that there are more
fortune tellers now in France than priests. According to polls, 40% of Ameri-
cans believe that aliens have visited the planet, and a range of similar weird
beliefs have been reported as having wide support (Linden, 1998: 122–133).
Politically, some militia organizations in the United States consider the United
Nation as a potential threat, and it is not long since a very popular president is
supposed to have consulted astrologers. Under President Bush the country has
moved to the political Right, in a fundamentalist manner that frightens much
of the world.

No matter how persuasive Fukuyama’s vision appeared in the short term,
it seriously underestimated the interplay between material circumstances and
convictions. In future circumstances of predictable social stress within coun-
tries (such as massive unemployment resulting from population growth) and
unpredictable conflicts between them, it is likely that world politics will be
witness to a new age of ideology. Human society feels primed for it, not least
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because massive inequality has the potential to make ideologues of us all. Des-
peration can lead people to believe in anything, and today the search for mean-
ing and the will to dominate are both served by amazing technological
wizardry. The circumstances are such that widespread crises will occur as dis-
parities grow between and within countries, the global population will surge to
9–12 billion, environmental problems will increase, as key states will remain
competitively militarized and suspicious, and a sense is growing of system
overload and helplessness about the future. If all this is the case, it cannot be
assumed that the ideologies to which the rich will be drawn (feeling insecure
because they are rich) or the poor are drawn (feeling desperate because they are
poor) will be characterized by benign and progressive social and political—and
racial—views about the social order and its betterment.

In some ways it would be comforting to believe that poverty was the only
or chief cause of fanatical ideologies, but their origins are more complex. This
is evident in the growth of the Japanese ‘cult’ Aum Shinrikyo (Supreme Truth),
which, according to one writer, was made up of the “highly educated, well-off
children of an ‘economic miracle’” (Buruma, 2002). This group, based on a
complex mix of religions and nonreligions, was the product, according to one
of its historians, of “the lack of a broad world vision” in Japanese life, which
had narrowed into purely material, technocratic aims. The religious killers
wanted “a meaningful Armageddon.” Ian Buruma has argued that parallels
exist between the situation in Japan and the rest of the industrialized world,
though it is in an extreme form in Japan. His warning is worth quoting at
length: “As politics become increasingly bureaucratic, as organized traditional
religion fades away, as history is turned into a theme park and social life is
usurped by television and the internet, we too become vulnerable to sudden
eruptions of irrationality. In a society where masses of people cry louder over
the death of a celebrity than for their own kin, strange cults are never far away.
Here, too, we have searchers for absolutes. If they can no longer find them in
churches, there is no telling where they will explode.”

This is a snapshot of a world in which rage, hate and extremism are in
season—a world in which fanatical leaders will readily gather fanatical follow-
ers. In the early 1990s, the manner in which ruthless leaders in disintegrating
Yugoslavia were able to mobilize hatred for political purposes was instructive
in its speed, depth, and violence. In many parts of the world in the years ahead
there will be situations in which economic dislocation, prejudice, historical
scores, and present tensions will match those that fueled the disintegration of
Yugoslavia. The coming into season of fanaticism was evident before Septem-
ber 11, but that fateful morning, when mass murder came out of a clear blue
sky, demands that we consider it a central dynamic when contemplating the
future of global insecurity.
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TWO TERRORS

The meanings of that morning will be debated endlessly, and rightly so. A
continuing controversy will be the motives of the perpetrators. My concern
here is not with this important question, however, but how the events have
been perceived, and what this tells us about Western thinking about globaliza-
tion, security, and the nation-state.

The key insight comes from the great nineteenth-century American
writer Mark Twain and his views about the French Revolution. This was high-
lighted in an editorial in the British weekly magazine the New Statesman
shortly after the terror attacks on the United States (2001). Recalling the
intense fear gripping Europe in the 1790s as a consequence of the French Rev-
olution, Twain pointed out that there were two Reigns of Terror to consider,
and not just the great terror that so dominated the history books. The first was
the immediate and urgent one, which brought “the horror of swift death”; this
was the terror caused by the French Revolution itself. The second was the daily
terror affecting the poor, which resulted in “lifelong death from hunger, cold,
insult, cruelty and heartbreak.” The great terror “inflicted death upon a thou-
sand persons, the other upon a hundred million.” He went on to say that the
one brief terror “we have all been . . . diligently taught to shiver at and mourn
over,” whereas the other we had never learned to see “in its vastness or pits as
it deserves.”

Twain could have been writing in the days after September 11, 2001,
given the contrast between the fully reported horror of 9/11 in the United
States and the generally unreported daily horror faced by the world’s poor. The
headline writers of the New Statesman noted that those killed in New York,
Washington, and Pennsylvania on 9/11 added up to less than half the number
of children who die somewhere in the world each day from diarrhea as a result
of the lack of clean water.

I want to push this argument further. There are indeed two reigns of
terror, today as in the 1790s. But they are not autonomous: we in the com-
fortable world are complicit in one of them, just as we are the targets of the
other. Dirty water is not a geographical phenomenon: it is the result of dirty
politics and economics. Children need not die from diarrhea, as is obvious
from the fact that nowhere on earth do the children of comfortably off parents
suffer from the lack of clean water. In this sense, the thousands of dying chil-
dren across the world are not victims of diarrhea; they are victims of poverty.
Their deaths are the result of governments—their own and others—behaving
badly. And there will be no improvement until it is accepted that these chil-
dren do not “die” from natural causes: they are killed by world politics.

In making this point I am not minimizing the horror of the mass murder
and torture inflicted on their victims by the al Qaeda fanatics on 9/11. I am
simply underlining the continuing relevance of Twain’s insight that terror
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comes in different guises. Nobody should forget what happened in and to the
United States on September 11, 2001. As it happens, there is no fear of that,
because it will be kept alive by the world’s most powerful media. Equally,
nobody should ignore what happens in and to the world’s oppressed people(s)
between January 1 and December 31, every year. We may well, because this is
the suffering of the largely silenced majority.

ONE PROBLEM

September 11 was a wake-up call about the two terrors, though it remains to
be seen whether it results in world order reform or a continuing snooze. The
specific call to action in this chapter relates to the need to change orthodox
(realist-inspired) thinking about security. In particular, I want to address the
problem of dualism. (I am not using “dualism” here in the sense that philoso-
phers employ it, to refer to the theory that mind and matter are two distinct
things, or in the theological sense of humans having two basic natures, the
physical and the spiritual). By dualism I mean the way in which orthodox con-
ceptualizations of security operate in a series of twofold or discrete relation-
ships: the separation of security/ethics, us/them, politics/economics, and
ends/means. I believe such conceptualizations represent yesterday’s tribal
answers to tomorrow’s global challenges. Each of these dualisms is based in
turn on other features of traditional thinking about international politics:
“problem-solving” approaches, ethnocentrism, statism, and instrumental
reason.

Dualism One: Security/Ethics

The problem here, paradoxically, is problem solving. Specifically, it is the way
in which traditional thinking about security has been confined to Robert Cox’s
conception of problem solving theory (Cox & Sinclair, 1996: 87–88; Hoffman,
1987: 237–238). This type of theory works inside a particular framework of
social or political (or security) ideas. It “takes the world as it finds it, with the
prevailing social and power relationships and the institutions into which they
are organized as the given framework of action. The general aim of problem
solving is to make these relationships and institutions work smoothly by deal-
ing effectively with particular sources of trouble.” The alternative to this
approach is what Cox calls “critical” theory.

Problem-solving theorists are concerned with technical questions: “how?,”
not “why?” Security policies are a technique, not an ethics. This leads some
strategists to talk about “balancing” morality and power. But how can one bal-
ance what one cannot separate? Power is a currency from which morality
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cannot be extracted, and morality is the arena in which power always operates.
The security/ethics bifurcation is evident in the history of nuclear deterrence
strategy during the Cold War, not to mention its manifestations since. When
the employment of military technology is seen simply as instrumental, it is
strategic reductionism, not politics (Booth, 1987: 43–44). Such an attitude was
brutally manifest in the plans of General Sherman in the American Civil War.
“War is hell,” he said, implying a context of unmitigated cruelty—the “Sher-
man simplifier” (Walzer, 1977).

But there are always choices, and all security practices have consequences;
hence there are no ethics-free zones. Only the cruel and desperate and those
in denial can persuade themselves otherwise. The negative results of so much
done in the name of security might have been mitigated had the ethical
dimension been explicit, as opposed to being theorized away, or otherwise
rationalized. The traditional question about security would be something
along the lines: How can we improve our security in the twenty-first century?
In this problem-solving formulation, definitions of the problem, and possible
answers, are predefined. A critical perspective—inclusive, open—would start
by asking: Who should the twenty-first century be for? In the beginning of
security is the who, not the how.

Dualism Two: Us/Them

Ethnocentrism is a universal phenomenon, though its grip on thinking varies
considerably between individuals (Booth, 1979: 14–15). In its broadest sense
it is a synonym for being culture-bound; this refers to the inability of one
individual or group being able to see the world through the eyes of others, and
it is invariably associated with ideas of in-group superiority. It emphasizes
“the right to be different” rather than “the right to be the same” (Malik, 1995:
277.

Dualistic thinking constructs a world of us/them. It turns possibilities into
either/or instead of both/and. Such social reductionism seeks to impose an
identity based on one characteristic (Muslim, black, gay, German) at a time
when due recognition must be given to peoples’ multiple identities, and the
fact that people these days are more self-consciously members of different
groups. Every society is becoming more porous as people live increasingly in
each others’ pockets under conditions of globalization. Identity politics have
the effect of reifying a political, social, and cultural reality that is multifaceted
and changing. One of the least helpful reifications is the postcolonial ritual-
ization of “the West” and “the Rest.” Not only were the lines never more
blurred, but who, what, and where, these days, is the West? And when was the
West? Analysts of security should never forget Adorno’s view that “all reifica-
tion is a forgetting” (quoted in Wyn Jones, 1999: 107).
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To illustrate the importance of transcending us/them in favor of thinking
about our community of fate (and collective responsibility), I offer what might
not appear the most obvious case: AIDS, a pandemic that not only devastates
the lives of individuals and families, but also threatens economies. It is a
metaphor for security in the age of globalization.

When a disease spreads rapidly, its causes are “never merely biological”
according to the French epidemiological pioneer Louis Pasteur (quoted by
Ellwood, 2002: 10). This has been the case with AIDS. Before examining local
causes, its etiology encompasses colonialism and the Western domination of
the world economy; it also implicates everybody, however remotely, to the
extent that any of our attitudes and behavior assists in the replication of
poverty, gender, and class inequalities. AIDS is a global “us” issue. Looking at
the social conditions for AIDS in sub-Saharan Africa, the South African pho-
tographer Gideon Mendel lists the following: commercial sex-work, urbaniza-
tion, and poverty-driven job migration. These social forces he then relates to
the political and economic conditions exacerbated by economic adjustment
policies and debt. Further back, he argues, colonialism “set the template for
African labour migration, tearing men away from their villages and families to
work in mines and plantations.” Mendel reports from one of the pandemic’s
battlefronts: “You go to some of the mines and there are between 20,000 and
30,000 men working there. They go home for two weeks a year. The mines are
surrounded by squatter camps full of sex workers, many of whom are infected
with HIV. If an evil genius were asked to design an ideal scenario for the
spread of AIDS, he couldn’t come up with anything better” (quoted by Ell-
wood, 2002: 10).

The AIDS pandemic is not simply a biological phenomenon of the 1980s
and afterwards; it has been incubating in our history. It also challenges our
futures, for it not only wrecks individuals and families, it also threatens
economies (the following examples are from WHO/FAO reports quoted by
Ellwood, 2002: 10). It is estimated that one-quarter of all families in Botswana
might lose a wage earner to AIDS in the next 10 years, with obvious impact
on household income. Zambia has already lost one in three teachers to AIDS.
Across sub-Saharan Africa it is predicted that farm workers will die in the mil-
lions. Earning, education, agriculture are at risk; public health will not be able
to cope. In these conditions, states can fail. When they do, others are called on
to rescue them. AIDS is a potential security issue at all levels.

In its causes and consequences, AIDS underlines the importance of rec-
ognizing human relatedness under conditions of globalization. If ethical uni-
versalism has not so far been a persuasive argument for communitarians,
self-interest should be. Humans increasingly share a community of fate. The
old us/them dualism of the realist/communitarian outlook is illustrated in its
most brutal political simplicity in the Bolshevik formula, kto-kovo—“literally,
‘who-whom,’ but in its most radical sense, ‘who kills whom’” (Bell, 1971: 301).
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In contrast to learning “Who/whom?” as the fundamental issue of politics—
the world of us/them, nation/alien, self/other—we need to recognize the com-
monness of humans, based on the I-that-is-another in all of us (Booth, 1999:
31, 64–66). This is part of the need to privilege human equality over intra-
human difference. Otherwise, as Kenan Malik has argued, “difference becomes
resolved into indifference” (this is the theme of Malik, 1995: 217–259).

Dualism Three: Politics/Economics

The problem here begins with statism. Among its top-down manifestations is
the idea of ‘high’ and ‘low’ politics, with security issues belonging to the
former, and economics to the latter. But politics and economics are not only
separated hierarchically; they have too often become regarded as autonomous
realms. Neoliberalism in the 1990s, for example, became management; only
the victims and their supporters recognized the iron political fist hidden in the
corporation’s glove. Such a separation of politics and economics includes the
privileging of the victims of politics over the victims of economics, as men-
tioned earlier. This dualism may serve national interests in terms of state secu-
rity, but it is always unfriendly to security in the human interest.

An illustration of the politics/economics dualism was evident through the
1990s in the militant humanitarianism of some of the major liberal-demo-
cratic states, and in particular the United States and Britain (Booth, 2000b).
In their rhetoric, no doubt those who speak for these states would spin in sym-
pathy for the victims of all life’s hardships. In the aftermath of 9/11, Prime
Minister Blair spoke of reordering the world (Blair, 2001): but where is the
follow-up? Actions always speak louder. Professors of security, for the most
part, only have words, and for the most part those who have written about
humanitarian intervention, focusing on the means of rescuing the political vic-
tims of tyrants, have not engaged with the economic system that has some-
times played a role in creating the conflict necessitating intervention.

When state leaders start using the term “international community” it usu-
ally serves as a warning that an interventionist initiative is on the way. During
the Kosovo crisis of 1998–1999, the great power club who form the nucleus of
the so-called international community behaved in ways that drew attention to
some of the questions raised by the distinction between the victims of poli-
tics/economics. The basic issue can be stated baldly. Why did the great powers
in 1999 give so much attention to the victims of politics in Europe—the tar-
gets of Milosovic’s ethnic policies—as opposed to the far greater number being
victimized (and dying) by global economics? The answer is self-interest. Those
who would question this—convinced that NATO’s motives were purely
humanitarian—might ask themselves what would have happened had Milose-
vic been more subtle in his policies, and had history been kinder to him in the
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matter of timing. Would NATO have gone to war against Serbia at the end of
2001, had circumstances conspired to allow Milosovic to wait until after 9/11
before expanding his human rights abuses against the Kosovar Albanians? Or
would the Serbian leader’s “counterterror” against the Islamic extremists of the
KLA have made him an ally, albeit an uncomfortable one, in the global strug-
gle against international terrorism? It is inconceivable that NATO’s humani-
tarian impulses on behalf of the Kosovar Albanians would have outlived 9/11
and a canny Milosevic. On the contrary, a diplomatic Milosevic could have
made it virtually impossible, by prosecuting his counterterror at acceptable
levels of violence while standing shoulder to shoulder with the U.S. president
on all important world issues, such as their joint rejection of the idea of estab-
lishing an International Criminal Court.

The academic development of the discipline of International Relations
has mirrored the politics/economics dualism of state policy. Dead soldiers have
always been thought so much more interesting and important a source of study
than the 14,000-a-day dead babies from preventable disease in the global
South (Booth, 2000b). Dualistic thinking about politics/economics often
serves to rationalize racial, patriarchal, and nationalistic prejudices. The vic-
tims of economics, like the victims of politics, are equally victims of world pol-
itics; they are presumably equally worthy of consideration by students of
security.

Dualism Four: Ends/Means

The separation of ends and means is deeply embedded in Western political
theory, including the tradition of Machiavelli and Clausewitz. What Theodor
Adorno and Max Horkheimer called instrumental reason, in which decision-
making systems operate free from moral constraints in accordance with the
ends and means logic of strategic action, is one way of representing this dual-
ity (Wyn Jones, 1999: 31–32, 35). It has been seen throughout history in polit-
ical practice in the old question: Do the ends justify the means?

President Bush’s war against terrorism illustrates some of the problems of
dualistic thinking about ends and means. All his reactions to date have been
calculated (whether consciously thought out and articulated or not) to return
the challenge to comfortable categories. Declaring it a war was one move,
which permitted a range of well-established means to secure the desired end.
Military assets were deployed, bombs dropped, alliances formed, domestic
critics silenced, troops inserted, and loyalty tests made. It was, ostensibly, a
return to realpolitik (though falling short of the realpolitik originally conceived
by Bismark, concerned with limited objectives and modest moves). A non-
dualistic ends–means approach to the challenge of September 11 would lead
to a different posture to that so far adopted by the White House. While
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accepting the obligation of the United States to protect its citizens and use
violent means when unavoidable, the conception of victory would be different:
dealing with terrorism would become a political process more than a military
“end.”

A nondualist strategy against terror would make conceivable the immedi-
ate declaration of victory, though not the immediate elimination of all terror-
ists. Albert Camus hints at the general idea by suggesting that the means one
uses today shapes the ends one might perhaps reach tomorrow (Hoffmann,
1981: 197). Better still is the Ghandian idea, believing that “ends and means
amount to the same thing” (Richards, 1995: 31–32). Such an approach is not
about the ends justifying the means—the idea that has caused countless harm
through history—but instead sees the means as equivalent to the ends. This
involves employing means that embody everything implied in the end sought.
In other words, some “end” might not be achievable, but means that are its
equivalent are. So, for example, it might not be possible to lessen the gap
between haves and have-nots quickly, but it is possible to implement policies
equivalent to bringing about the humanization of globalization; it might not
be possible to reverse the worrying trends in global climatic change, but
treaties can be signed that change the daily behavior of consumers and corpo-
rations; it might not be possible to eradicate terrorists quickly, but victory over
terrorism can be achieved if prisoners are treated properly, dissidents respected,
and antiterrorism not used as an excuse to suspend the lawful values of society
(Booth & Dunne, 2002: 21).

One way of expressing this nondualistic idea is Joseph Nye’s distinction
between process as opposed to end-point utopias (Nye, 1987). The dualistic
response to terrorism prioritizes the military means to bring about the end of
al Qaeda. The nondualistic response accepts that there are no end-points,
when all will be well, only ethical and law-governed processes that are conso-
nant with constructing the ethical and law-governed world one seeks.

AFTER SEPTEMBER 11: BEYOND DUALISM?

Nondualism is vulnerable to the familiar mainstream put-down of idealism.
But what about the projection into the future of the implications of old think-
ing, the grim world that realism has wrought? In comparison with the latter,
nondualistic thinking about security in world politics appears tactically astute
as well as a strategic necessity.

As long as the traditional games of nations and unstoppable globalization
interact so dynamically, it is difficult to imagine that it will be possible to keep
the two terrors of world politics apart. What is more, global and local winners
and losers will be in more instantaneous and cognitive contact. The winners
will feel threatened because they are winners, the losers because they are losers.

46 TWO TERRORS, ONE PROBLEM



It would not be a surprise if ambitious, aggressive, or desperate leaders did not
seek to take advantage of those with a sense of grievance—those who feel
themselves victims, or can be made to feel so. The stoking of historic and not
so historic wrongs can turn insecure people into violent thugs. This is the case
at all levels, from ethnically threatened minorities to superpowers.

The world is getting smaller, but small will not necessarily be beautiful. At
the moment, the image to keep in mind is less of a global village than a global
inner city; that is, less of a real community than a tense and dangerous place,
a world of volatility, not stability, of rage, not self-realization, and of ghetto
wars, not friendly interaction (Booth, 1979: 178; Heilbronner, 1995). Human
society faces the prospect of a “long hot century” (Booth, 2003).

In sum, human society has not progressed as much as we think; our ethics
are flawed; we are living at the beginning of a radically new era; world politics
are characterized by morbid symptoms; the dynamics of globalization and the
states system combine to produce manifold insecurities; there is a sense of a
runaway world with worrying trends and irrationalities; the events of Septem-
ber 11 underline a well-established tendency to conceive global insecurities in
terms of two terrors, with one being prioritized; orthodox thinking about secu-
rity is part of the problem; human society, in the long hot century ahead, needs
a global cultural change if it is not to be rent by unprecedented levels and types
of insecurity. The traditional global culture of the powerful in human society
is running out of time; the ideologies and structures that have made us what
we are today—the dominating ideas about patriarchy, capitalism, religion, sov-
ereign states, and democracy—are calculated only to increase global insecuri-
ties to the breaking point.

The aim of this chapter has been to underline the case for one element in
that global culture to change: from dualistic to nondualistic praxis. This
involves thinking beyond the orthodox categories. In the vernacular of gov-
ernmental officials, the holistic approach being proposed is sometimes called
joined-up thinking. It has been badly lacking.

The resources for such thinking are all around; they are not the preserve
of one country or period of history. I will illustrate it by an anecdote, a story
that is more telling, memorable, and inspirational than most of what passes for
political analysis these days. It concerns an episode during a recent book tour
by the inspiring figure of Maya Angelou (Younge, 2002: 18). In the short para-
graph that follows can be learned more about how to construct a more secure
world politics than in 10 realist-informed books on strategic studies. Here can
be detected the elements of joined-up thinking in the global human interest:
ethics through action, captured in Aristotle’s view that by acting virtuously we
become virtuous (1985: 1104a 30–35); learning across borders, as celebrated in
Leopold Senghor’s emphasis on the way we all benefit from being cultural
“half-castes” (Gordimer, 1999); equality as a key value, as expressed by Thomas
Jefferson and enshrined in the U.S. Declaration of Independence (Callinicos,
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2000: 20; Ishay 1997: 127–130); and practicing the nonduality of ends–means,
as attempted in Ghandhi’s political action (Richards, 1995: 31–32). The
reporter who had interviewed Angelou wrote: “‘When she began this current
tour in North Carolina, the county commissioner was part of the official wel-
coming committee. When Angelou noticed he had tried to get her to sign his
books ahead of others in line, she told the crowd: ‘In West Africa, in times of
famine, in times of drought, the chief tightens his belt first. I ask those of you
who are leaders to wait.’”

It is a simple story. What it shows is that humans have choices. We have
choices about where to stand in a book-signing line, just as we have choices
about the way to deal with terrorism or the plague of childhood diarrhea. The
choices can be made selfishly, ethnocentrically, hierarchically, and assertively,
or by trying to act virtuously, being willing to learn from others, valuing equal-
ity, and being as concerned with the morality of the means as of the ends. We
are all faced by choices, though some of our answers will obviously be more
influential than others. Leaders, from the president of the United States
downward, please take note.
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3

The National Security State 
and Global Terrorism

Why the State Is Not Prepared 
for the New Kind of War

T. V. Paul

The effects of globalization on the national security state are multifaceted, as
exemplified by the chapters in this volume. This chapter specifically addresses
the question of global terrorism, a key manifestation of the transformed glob-
alized threat environment, and its impact on the national security state. The
rise of global terrorism as a major challenge to the nation-state has occurred in
the context of the post–Cold War international order, characterized by the
absence of a major power rivalry and near unipolarity, with the United States
as the dominant power. While no nation-state is currently capable of directly
challenging the U.S. dominance on a global scale, the subnational global ter-
rorist networks with asymmetric strategies have adopted this mantle. This
challenge is not an easy one to detect or defeat. In the following analysis, I
present the constraints that traditional national security establishments face in
fighting enemies with terrorist strategies. Asymmetric strategies rely on non-
frontal hit-and-run approaches, and targets are often selected for their visibil-
ity and political message. The smaller asymmetric challenger is not capable of
or expecting substantial victory in a positional, frontal collision that is the
domain of regular armed forces. What he expects is the incremental weaken-
ing of the nation-state that he is challenging.

The terrorist attacks on the U.S. in September 2001 were based on asym-
metrical strategy by a global network and they have suddenly raised several
challenges in security policymaking for states around the world. Although ter-
rorism is not a new phenomenon in world politics, and terrorists have been
ravaging established states in many parts of the world for decades, the magni-
tude of the attacks, the suddenness of their impact, the massive casualties and
the intensity of property destruction they caused, and the high-value nature of
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the targets (symbols of global and American capitalism, the World Trade
Center, and the headquarters of the American military establishment, the Pen-
tagon), all gave the attacks a much greater significance than any previous
episodes of terrorism. Despite warnings by specialists and media analysts of
the possibility of cataclysmic terrorist acts in the United States for well over a
decade, policy planners in both the military and civilian realms were caught by
surprise. The policymakers seemed to be under the misapprehension that the
most likely route of massive attacks by terrorist groups would be the use of
weapons of mass destruction against urban targets. The unusual instrument of
the terrorist acts, commercial aircraft fully loaded with jet fuel, was not con-
sidered a serious possibility, since, barring individual instances on a much
smaller scale in the Middle East and South Asia, terrorists until September 11
rarely used suicide as a means for causing massive destruction.

The apparent unpreparedness of the United States to prevent and con-
front terrorist attacks occurred in a context in which both policymakers and
scholars have been generally focused on nation-states as the central makers or
breakers of security. From a state-centric security point of view, substate actors
could engage in nibbling activities on the periphery, often causing limited
security challenges, but they were not perceived as a threat to the domestic
security of states, especially in North America and Europe. Countries in pro-
tracted zones of conflict, such as Israel, India, and Russia, have long lived with
terrorism, often initiated by terrorist groups sponsored by homegrown move-
ments or adversarial states. But terrorism in the latter two countries has been
confined largely to specific provinces such as Kashmir and Chechnya, without
causing much of a global impact. Terrorist activities from the key breeding
ground in the geographical arc stretching from the Middle East to Southeast
Asia took a while to reach North America in their intense form.

In this chapter, I argue that most national military organizations, espe-
cially Western ones, are not fully equipped to meet the new security challenge
posed by transnational terrorism. For more than a century, leading Western
powers have structured their military forces and operational plans on Clause-
witzian rational assumptions. Their defense policies have been very much
state-centric because it is states that have traditionally posed the major secu-
rity challenges to each other. War has been conducted by territorially organ-
ized states, often for rational purposes, and peace has been attained through
postwar settlements (Holsti, 1996). In the Clausewitzian world, “war is poli-
tics by other means” in which opponents array forces to make political, eco-
nomic, or territorial gains through the use or threat of organized violence.

For well over two hundred years, the main Western conception of security
has been state-centric. At least since 1792, warfare has been national, fought
by citizen armies against similar forces of nation-states. In most Western
countries, “the army reflected the state. . . . The officers whose incentive was
honor, class consciousness, glory or ambition and soldiers enlisted for long
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terms who fought as a business for a living, who were thought incapable of
higher sentiments, and whose strongest attachment was usually a kind of naïve
pride in their regiments” (Palmer, 1971: 50). Because war has been “organized
violence carried on by political units against each other” (Bull, 1977: 184), the
main purpose of military force has been to confront other similarly organized
military forces of enemy states. As Bull characterizes it: “it is war and the
threat of war that help to determine whether particular states survive or are
eliminated, whether they rise or decline, whether their frontiers remain the
same or are changed, whether their peoples are ruled by one government or
another, whether disputes are settled or drag on, and which way they are set-
tled, whether there is a balance of power in the international system or one
state becomes preponderant” (1977: 187).

Since the Napoleanic era, leading Western strategic analysts, from Henri
Jomini to Karl von Clausewitz to Basil Liddell Hart, have spoken in rational
terms when discussing war and its conduct (Moran, 2002: 17–74). To them,
war has been an instrument of state policy to maximize territorial, political, or
economic gains. To Clausewitz, war was an “act of force to compel our enemy
to do our will” (1976: 75). The political culture assumed in Clausewitz’s On
War was state-centric. For Clausewitz, the European states were the principal
actors, with strong central governments, armies, commanders, and populations
mobilized politically, under the direction of a powerful state (Gray, 1999: 102).
Although the colonial European armies sometimes fought guerrilla forces in
the colonies and were able to adopt flexible strategies, the principal nature of
the organization of warfare remained largely intact (Porch, 2000). The United
States also imbibed these notions of warfare. From the U.S. historical perspec-
tive, war meant total war, and victory in war implied victory over nation-state
enemies, often achieved through the use of massive air power (Brodie, 1946).

The Cold War conflict reinforced the state-centric approach to security.
The arrival of the nuclear age made it all the more imperative that states
remain the principal possessors and managers of security. The bipolar compe-
tition under the leadership of the two superpowers also meant the broad con-
trol of Moscow and Washington over the conduct of military forces of the
allied states. The Cold War was waged between states, organized as two com-
peting blocs that quarreled over political and strategic objectives. Both the
superpowers knew that they could hurt each other if they crossed a certain line
in their conflict. They could engage in crisis behavior, but, when the crisis was
about to get out of hand, they could sit down and negotiate and manage the
endgame, thereby precluding an all-out war. Large military and institutional
structures were created to conduct the Cold War conflict, deter potential wars,
and influence global politics involving secondary actors. No effective sub-
national challenge emerged to their dominance, as the superpowers managed
to maintain their aura of invincibility. In the Soviet case, effective control over
its empire in Eastern Europe was often achieved through coercive means.
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With the demise of the Cold War, this situation has changed. As the pos-
sibility of a major-power war declined dramatically, large military organiza-
tions with the primary mission of fighting interstate wars became somewhat
redundant. The new security challenges that arose, be they transnational ter-
rorism, drug trafficking, illegal migration, or ethnic conflicts, all required new
or modified instruments to combat them. In the meantime, the number of
interstate wars began to decline, although there is dispute over whether the
waning of major wars is a reality or a temporary phenomenon (Vayrynen,
forthcoming). Most of the new wars of the post–Cold War era have been char-
acterized by a blurring of the distinction between interstate wars, organized
crime, and large-scale violations of human rights. While the main issue of con-
tention has been identity politics, the weapons have been a combination of the
old and the new and the units of combat have not been vertically organized
hierarchical entities (Kaldor, 1999).

Military planning in established states, however, remained almost on the
same earlier lines so as to be ready to fight other states, as military organizations
refused to change their ways in a big way. The Clausewitzian conception of war
as a means to serve state interests continues to form the “intellectual and con-
ceptual foundation for international organizations, national military institutions
and practices of diplomacy and the academy” (Holsti, 1996: 6). States seem to
be driven by the assumption that, although the Cold War has ended, the poten-
tial for new systemic and subsystemic rivalries exists. Major powers proceeded
as if they should always be prepared for the eventual arrival of a challenger or
challengers. In the U.S. case, the general expectation has been that China would
emerge as the most powerful rising challenger to American dominance. The
United States has also been focusing on a small group of regional challengers
(e.g., Iraq, Iran, and North Korea) with ambitions to acquire weapons of mass
destruction while preparing to fight in two different regional theaters simulta-
neously. In addition, security planners have been attempting to keep up with the
revolutionary changes taking place in arms technology and information war-
fare. In the past, terrorism rarely struck security planners as a core security
threat and the defensive measures against it were confined to intelligence and
political solutions aimed at eliminating the root causes of the problem.1 More-
over, state military organizations have not often been equipped with the oper-
ational skills to deal with highly motivated ideological or religious fanatics
whose goals and strategies are often difficult to pin down.

ASSUMPTIONS BEHIND NATIONAL MILITARY STRATEGIES
AND DOCTRINES

Military strategies and doctrines of major states, especially the United States,
have remained relatively constant, although the political environment has
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changed since the end of the Cold War. Armed forces often base their security
planning on worst-case assumptions involving other states, as the main chal-
lengers to security have been territorially organized states with military organ-
izations founded on rational organization and planning. The four foundations
of military strategy—offense, defense, deterrence, and compellence—all
assume that the opponent is a rational actor who would make cost/benefit cal-
culations and would not engage in war if the costs of attacking are higher than
the payoffs. National militaries often project one or a combination of these ele-
ments in their strategic approaches. These four aspects of military strategy
need further elaboration.

Offense

The key offensive function of a military force is to launch an attack if and
when an opportunity or need arises. First-strike and surprise attacks are
favored as these may achieve major payoffs since the attacker could gain initial
advantage over the defender. If the attacker can sustain the offensive, the
defender will lose the will to fight and concede the object in question. Taking
the offensive is severely costly and risky unless the attacker holds advantages
in term of numerical, technological, or terrain-based strengths. Offense can,
however, achieve battlefield dominance, especially if the political environment
is conducive to such a strategy and if the available weapons capability is in
favor of the power engaging in offensive action (Van Evera, 1984). However,
the political costs of offense have to be factored into the calculations for war,
as these are often unpredictable.

Defense

Unlike offense, a defense-based strategy assumes that the first strike would
come from the opponent. In defensive mode, states deploy forces to ward off
an attack and, if the attack takes place, try to minimize the damage that the
attacker can inflict. Invariably, the defender will direct his military against the
attacking forces and not the civilian populations (Art, 1980: 5). If defense is to
succeed, the defender should be able to thwart the attack even after absorbing
the costs of the first strike. Historically, a numerical advantage of 3:1, and in
some cases 5:1, was required to decisively defeat a well-entrenched defensive
force. However, most limited wars are not conducted for a long duration and
the attacker’s goal in such wars often has been to end the war as quickly as pos-
sible in order to gain tactical and political objectives (Paul, 1994: 24–25).
Armed forces most of the time prepare for defensive operations. They go by
the assumption that victory can be denied to an attacker and that offense can
be made costly if the defense is superior.
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Deterrence

A military strategy based on deterrence assumes that opponents will not
launch an attack, as the retaliatory punishment would be so high that the
attacker has no rational reason to launch a strike. Rationality is thus the basic
assumption behind the strategy of deterrence. Both deterrence by denial and
deterrence by punishment are based on the expectation that a rational opponent
will desist from attacking if he believes that victory will be denied or, as in the
latter case, that the punishment will be higher and that the attacker will suffer
more harm than the benefits he is likely to gain (Morgan, 1977: 30–32).

Compellence

A compellent strategy assumes that, when threatened with massive use of
force, an adversary would back down, fearing incalculable harm. The threat of
retaliation is assumed to be especially credible if it involves destruction of the
opponent’s society. Although compellence is often a risky and uncertain strat-
egy, as it involves the reputation of the power forced to back off, it is a tempt-
ing strategy, nevertheless, for a state with enormous advantages in air power.
In modern times, compellence has been more nuanced and it has been com-
bined with diplomacy in the aim of achieving the goals of the initiator with-
out using force (George, 1991; Schelling, 1966: 72).

Being a status quo world power, the United States has made deterrence
and compellence the most salient features of its defense policy. The United
States has historically been secure from the major wars of Europe and Asia.
Both deterrence and compellence served its security interests fairly well
because the enemy forces could not reach the U.S. mainland easily. In the
nuclear age, major-power challengers were deterred from undertaking military
action against the U.S. homeland because of the threat of massive retaliation,
while regional powers were often coerced not to undertake certain actions
against U.S. vital interests. This strategy was pivotal in both world wars. In the
period after World War II, even when the United States could not win against
guerrilla-type armies such as the Korean and the Vietnamese, the effects of
these wars reached the home front only indirectly. Those who seriously chal-
lenged U.S. interests (e.g., Iraq) faced massive air strikes and, as a result, gave
up their territorial ambitions. Conventional deterrence also has been the
bedrock of U.S. strategy in other regions such as East Asia. The September 11
terrorist strikes have, however, affected the long-standing assumptions behind
US security strategy, although it is not apparent how deep the changes are
because state-centric security strategies still dominate the policy process.
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THE ASYMMETRIC STRATEGY OF TERRORISM

War against terrorism poses fundamental problems for state actors. The ter-
rorist adversary does not hold the same Clausewitzian rationality assumptions,
although one can argue that a form of instrumental rationality is inherent in
the calculations of terrorists. Military strategies that are relevant in the inter-
state context may not be very applicable in the war against terrorism. Let us
look at each of the traditional foundations of military strategy and examine
their application to combating terrorism.

Offensive action against terrorism is hampered by the fact that terrorists
rarely possess fixed targets that are easily detectable for offensive action. Ter-
rorists are elusive actors who often work amid their sympathizers in heavily
populated cities or sparsely populated tribal areas. For regular forces, terrorists
constitute more difficult targets to conduct offensive action against as com-
pared to guerrilla forces that operate from hideouts and sometimes within pos-
sibly identifiable areas. States that sponsor terrorism can be made targets for
offensive action, but such actions may not result in major victories against ter-
rorists themselves. The targeted states may be deterred from future support for
terrorism, but the terrorists can change their locations of operation. Offensive
action against terrorists is further constrained because states often cannot use
the same tactics that terrorists employ, such as indiscriminate killing of inno-
cent people, due to moral, legal, and political (both internal and external) con-
straints. In the past, when states attempted offensive action against terrorists
and their sponsors, the results have been mixed, as in the cases of Israel in
Lebanon, India in Kashmir, and the United States in Afghanistan.

Defense against terrorist attacks is heavily constrained by the surprise ele-
ment in terrorist acts. States can defend against terrorism only if they know
where the terrorists are coming from and what their strengths and weaknesses
are. For this reason, conventional defensive as well as preemptive strategies
may be ineffective against terrorists; unconventional defensive and preemptive
strategies could be more suitable, but national military organizations are not
often equipped with such operational skills. Unconventional limited defensive
strategies are often the domain of police and intelligence agencies but, in order
for such unconventional strategies to succeed, high levels of intelligence on the
whereabouts and plans of terrorists are needed. Targets such as high-rise build-
ings, major industrial and population centers, and transportation and commu-
nication networks are sitting ducks for terrorist attacks and poorly suited for
defensive action. Defense against terrorists is further complicated when they
engage in suicide attacks.

Deterrence may not work with substate actors of this nature, because the
terrorists are prepared to die for the particular ideological cause that they
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expound while committing acts of terrorism. Massive retaliatory strikes on the
state or the population that supports terrorism would simply make the terror-
ists’ cause gain an even wider appeal among hitherto ideological fencesitters.
Such retaliation may not even touch the center of gravity or focal point of ter-
rorist operations, which may be a basement in a Western city. If the terrorist
group holds millenarian objectives, the “ultimate disaster is a joyful prospect
rather than something to be dreaded. Rational calculations, such as the likeli-
hood of doing damage to themselves, do not apply” (Laqueur, 1998: 266).

Deterrence against terrorism is hampered by many factors. A successful
deterrence strategy requires adequate capability, commitment to use force,
credibility in the threat of retaliation, and the ability of the deterrer to com-
municate to the target tacitly or openly about its determination to retaliate.
The adversary needs to know that it will get hurt in a major way if it under-
takes military action. Societal destruction is the ultimate price that deterrence
may call for, especially if it involves nuclear weapons. The deterrer needs cred-
ible information about the adversary’s motives, intentions, and capabilities for
immediate deterrence to succeed. For general deterrence, capabilities and mil-
itary postures need to be kept ready for retaliation even though no immedi-
ate attack is expected (Morgan, 1977: 30–32). This is where terrorism
generates difficulties for states, as military planners may not have sufficient
information regarding the intentions and capabilities of terrorists. If the
adversaries do not mind their own destruction or the destruction of the soci-
eties they come from, deterrent threats will not work. Terrorists who operate
in small, ad hoc groups or cells have little to lose against their state enemies.
Terrorists who are driven by religious zeal would like to see chaos, as martyr-
dom may be their ultimate goal. Deterrence has no meaning against groups
that aim for Armageddon or total societal destruction (Stern, 1999: 131).
State sponsors of terrorism are more deterrable, but even in their case deter-
rence may not work, if they believe that they can “camouflage their involve-
ment, that they have nothing to lose, or that their adversaries lack the will (or
the ability) to retaliate harshly” (Stern, 1999: 131). A case in point could
arguably be Pakistan vis-à-vis India in Kashmir.

Compellence also has its limitations in overcoming the challenge of terror-
ism as the opponent, knowing the larger power’s inability to execute a war that
could bring victory, can ignore the compelling threats altogether. Further, the
opponent can retaliate years later when, from the perspective of the status quo
power, the military operations have ended. In this case, compellence might
have succeeded in the short run but, in the long run, compellence has led to
more strikes and counterstrikes.

Likewise, coercive diplomacy is unlikely to work because a negotiated set-
tlement may be virtually impossible to achieve with terrorists who may be
holding millenarian ideological objectives. Their strategy is war by indirect
means, which implies avoiding direct contact by all means. Because of the
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extreme secrecy surrounding most terrorist groups and the surprise or lack of
warning employed by them, the gathering and assessing of accurate intelli-
gence warnings are at best difficult. Negotiations with terrorists also create
great difficulty for states. When states negotiate with terrorists, they may lend
them legitimacy. States generally wage war or conclude peace with other states
that are legitimate entities in the international system. Terrorists often lack
legitimacy, both in the societies they come from and in the eyes of the state
they target. The problem gets especially complicated if the terrorists are fight-
ing for religious causes, as there is no real solution to their grievance other than
the final victory of the religious view that the terrorists uphold.

Thus, the key element of coercive diplomacy that states employ vis-à-vis
one another—that is, coercion plus diplomacy—may not be appropriate at all
in the case of terrorism. Part of the problem is that the threat posed by terror-
ism is so diffuse because terrorism is changing in terms of its nature, instru-
ments, adherents, and objectives as years pass by. As Paul Kennedy states:
“What was needed to defeat the Spanish Armada or Hitler’s Panzer columns
may not be all that useful against a new amoeba-like foe, which attacks from
within and through civilian instruments and in a decentralized and shadowy
form” (Kennedy, 2001: 60).

Terrorists wage a form of asymmetric conflict vis-a-vis militarily and
politically superior states. Terrorism thus is a form of power struggle between
inferior and superior entities in conventional military terms. Contemporary
terrorists themselves are pursuing a form of compellence vis-à-vis nation-
states. By definition, terrorism involves the “systematic murder, maiming and
menacing of the innocent to inspire fear for political ends”(Harmon, 2000: 1).
As terrorist mastermind Osama Bin Laden puts it, the aim of his activities is
to create a “balance of terror” to equalize the “geopolitical score between Mus-
lims and Americans” (Kurtz, 2002: A2).2 By showing that even the most pow-
erful states are vulnerable to terrorism, the terrorists do gain a symbolic sense
of powerfulness, in their own perceptions and in the perceptions of others.
Although the power they receive is temporary, successful terrorist acts can
weaken, even if in a limited sense, the power of an established nation-state,
especially if the terrorists succeed in attacking and destroying the symbols of
the power of that state ( Juergensmeyer, 2000: 132–133). It is the interaction
of politics and indiscriminate violence that gives terrorism an unpredictable
character. Unpredictability is also a source of power for terrorists, as regular
military organizations tend to favor predictable military behavior.

A number of features that characterize asymmetric wars also exist in the
terrorist form of violence. First, terrorists with intense religious or ideological
positions are highly motivated. They are prepared to suffer the consequences
of their action. The threshold of the willingness to take pain increases with the
intensity in motivation of the terrorist group. Second, the terrorist strategy
rarely involves a direct head-on collision, but war by indirect means. The
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terrorist combatants are irregular forces who rely on “unconventional methods
of fighting to inflict disproportionate damage on more powerful conventional
forces.” In place of the traditional “heavy metal weapons—[such as] tanks,
combat planes, warships, it employs cheap, low-tech weapons and commer-
cially available technologies (including biotechnology)” (Klare, 2001: 433).
Third, innocent victims are selected for the horror impact created for the tar-
geted audience. Finally, conventionally superior armies tend to follow rigid
organizational patterns, often making them inflexible to confront indirect
strategies. Terrorists, on the other hand, use unconventional and flexible orga-
nizational patterns and strategies.

The use of unconventional methods by terrorists has become especially
prominent in the age of information revolution. John Arquilla refers to this as
“netwars,” in which the “protagonists use network forms of organization and
related doctrines, strategies and technologies attuned to the information age”
(Arquilla & Ronfeldt, 2001: 6). Terrorists who rely on information technology
adopt strategies such as “swarming,” which involves a “deliberately structured,
coordinated, strategic way to strike from all directions at a particular point or
points, by means of a sustained pulsing of force and /or fire, close-in as well as
from stand-off positions” (12). Individuals are linked by internal and external
networks that may have only temporary lifecycles and are sustained by shared
norms, beliefs, and trust (Zanini & Edwards, 2001: 31–32.). The new terror-
ism strategies thus generate immense difficulties for hierarchical organizations
to combat and to prevent.

For states, the difficulties in confronting terrorism are magnified by the
increased use of the terrorist weapon, suicide bomber, that is, an individual car-
rying high explosives and willing to die for the cause. The protective shield of
the state cannot reach each and every possibility of suicide bombing by indi-
viduals who otherwise look normal and above suspicion. Even a police state
with tremendous reach cannot protect citizens in all public places where they
gather. Democracies are especially vulnerable to such attacks, as surveillance
and preventive action can often infringe upon cherished individual rights. By
adopting too many draconian laws against terrorism, a democratic state can
become a police state. The dilemma the United States has been facing since
September 11 is how to protect its citizens while at the same time not aban-
don cherished individual rights or create paranoia among the public.

WHY HAS THE U.S. BECOME A KEY TARGET?

The United States has emerged as the single most powerful enemy for terror-
ists. More than one-third of international terrorist incidents in the 1980s and
1990s were directed against the United States (Pillar, 2001: 57). The United
States is targeted because of its dominant power position, global involvement,
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support or opposition vis-à-vis allies and adversaries in the terrorism-breeding
regions such as the Middle East and South Asia, and because attacks on U.S.
targets tend to receive the maximum publicity for terrorist groups. The pre-
ponderant power position of the United States is the key reason for disgrun-
tled groups and individuals to adopt terrorist strategies against it. In the
contemporary world, no state or coalition of states is in a position to frontally
challenge the United States in a military conflict. Terrorism is an asymmetric
challenge that can, however, create difficulties for the lone superpower. Ter-
rorists realize that no other instrument can have the same effect as terrorism
can have on the U.S. sense of security. Terrorism is thus one weapon that a
weaker challenger can employ against the United States that may have a deci-
sive effect (Pillar, 2001: 57). Moreover, “the physical vulnerability of the US
with a large and open society,” the largest overseas presence of any state, and
the “past examples of U.S. withdrawals from regions after being a target of ter-
rorism” all give incentives to terrorists to engage in strikes on U.S. targets. The
United States is the “prime terrorist target not only because of what it really is
like or really is doing, but because of what the terrorists believe it is doing”
(Pillar, 2001: 65–67).

Modern terrorism has become somewhat similar to the wars of attrition
waged between guerrilla forces and regular forces, where “superior motivation
is often the key to the successful compellence of an adversary, and terrorism is
a way of demonstrating their determination and power. When civil war is
expanded to the international system, vulnerability may be the inevitable
accompaniment to the exercise of power” (Crenshaw, 2001: 432). The effort of
the terrorists is to compel the United States to withdraw or modify its exter-
nal commitments (425). Their aim is also to serve notice to the regional allies
of the United States to modify their policies vis-a-vis the secessionist or free-
dom movements that these states attempt to contain. Terrorist motives may
include regime change and withdrawal of U.S. support for the regimes that the
terrorists would like to overthrow. Invariably, terrorists calculate that their
strategy can work as an equalizer in their otherwise immensely asymmetric
power equation vis-à-vis the United States.

Another problem is that some of the states that are formally allies of the
United States in the struggle against terrorism are the breeding grounds of ter-
rorism. These allies themselves may pursue policies that sometimes help defeat
the American strategy against terrorism. Examples of such allies are Pakistan
and Saudi Arabia. Over the years, the regimes in these states have used ter-
rorism for state purposes or have allowed terrorists to flourish in their coun-
tries to further their domestic or regional political goals. After September 11,
they have been forced to change their positions, but institutions (such as the
Inter-services Intelligence (ISI) in Pakistan) and societal groups (such as the
Wahabis in Saudi Arabia) that have invested so much in terrorism in the past
have little incentive to alter their policies. Many members of these societal
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groups and organizations oppose the United States for religious or ideological
grounds.

From the early 1990s, Afghanistan became the most significant source of
terrorism for the United States, to some extent due to its own policy failures
there. The U.S. policy in Afghanistan, although it succeeded in ejecting the
Soviets out of the beleaguered country, led to failure in the post–Soviet phase.
This failure occurred because of an “overestimation of Soviet power during the
Cold War and an underestimation of the U.S. interests after the Soviets with-
drew” (Khalilzad & Byman, 2000: 66). The bleeding of the Soviets was done
through aid to radical fundamentalists with scant attention being paid to post-
war implications. The United States hurriedly withdrew from the region, leav-
ing power with the radical forces and their state sponsors such as Pakistan and
Saudi Arabia (Khalilzad & Byman, 2000: 65–78). The Taliban regime that
captured power in 1996 became the major sponsor of the terrorist organiza-
tion al Qaeda and its wealthy mastermind, Bin Laden. The U.S. policy did very
little to influence the Taliban or its neighboring ally, Pakistan, until the Sep-
tember 11, 2001, attacks.

GLOBAL NETWORKS OF TERROR AND MILITARY PLANNING

The United States was caught unprepared for the terrorist strikes because of
the low level of attention paid by it to subnational challenges in the immedi-
ate post–Cold War era. It seems that the national security establishments,
including that of the United States, have not properly adapted to the chang-
ing global security environment since the early 1990s. The post–Cold War
world system, characterized by the absence of major systemic conflicts, has
given most policymakers, especially in the West, a false sense of security. The
semi-unipolar order, in which the United States dominates the world’s eco-
nomic and military power structures, is assumed to provide collective goods
fairly uniformly to all. Indeed, this order does provide a certain amount of sta-
bility and prosperity to those who are closely associated with it. However, the
masses of people who are not beneficiaries of this order, even though the elites
in their countries may be successful in gaining their own economic and polit-
ical objectives, are generally ignored. It is precisely the small splinter groups in
these societies that are outside the global order who intensely hate it for vari-
ous political, religious, or ideological reasons. The easy flow of people, money,
weapons, and ideas in the post–Cold War world has provided these groups an
unprecedented global network for their particular form of power in asymmet-
rical warfare. While continued economic prosperity and technological innova-
tion of the advanced states require the smooth flow of people, ideas, and
money across borders, the smaller groups with messianic ideologies also
squeeze through the cracks. Moreover, the revolution in information tech-
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nologies has increased the global reach of the terrorist groups. The new tech-
nologies “have facilitated the conduct and control of operations over long dis-
tances while minimizing the need for a large, fixed physical presence” (Pillar,
2001: 48).

The technological changes that have brought about closer and faster com-
munications and travel opportunities have also made the reach of the terror-
ists and the scope of their activity extend much farther beyond the
geographical regions from where they operate. Homer-Dixon calls this phe-
nomenon the rise of “complex terrorism.” The dramatic technological and
economic advancements in the past decades have made the rich nations targets
of sudden terrorist attacks because in order to maintain economies of scale and
thereby prosperity, these states tend to concentrate their vital assets and key
workforces in small geographical areas. Terrorists who realize the value of such
targets have now developed strategies to attack the “right nodes” in order to
make their point and achieve their objectives (Homer-Dixon, 2002: 52–62).

Al Qaeda represents the new global terrorist group fighting the sole
superpower using highly asymmetric strategies. The strength of al Qaeda is
derived from stealth—the ability of its forces to disappear in societies where
it conducts secret operations and then chooses the time and place for surprise
terrorist attacks. While the United States possesses overwhelming technolog-
ical capabilities, allowing it to strike at fixed targets if and when it chooses, it
is less well endowed to fight a stealthy opponent. The politico-military aims
of the two are also different to the extent that the United States wants to
maintain its presence in the Middle East and other key regions, and preserve
the liberal world’s dominance, while “al Qaeda’s goal is to see the creation of
a Pan-Islamic movement to establish a transnational Islamic state based on its
reading of Islamic law. The purpose of the state would be to insulate the
Islamic world from the economic, political, and cultural power of the non-
Islamic world, and by logical extension serve as the foundation for an
expanded Islamic world” (Starfor.com, November 6, 2001). The U.S. strategy
is to rely on traditional air war, but air power is often successful against fixed
targets and heavy concentrations of armed forces. In the war that began in the
fall of 2001, the United States and allied forces succeeded in toppling the Tal-
iban and the fixed targets of terrorists, especially the caves where al Qaeda
members were operating from. However, it also allowed al Qaeda and Taliban
members to vanish amid their supporters in the tribal areas of Pakistan and
Afghanistan, where they could prepare to strike for years to come. Partly
because of U.S. reluctance to use ground troops due to its antipathy to taking
casualties, the terrorist forces may prove to be much more difficult to eject
from their hideouts.

The changing faces of terrorism also generate difficulties for states to come
up with appropriate strategies. The most significant example of this change is
the rise of the radical religious variety in the place of secular terrorists who

T. V. Paul 61



fought for ideological or nationalist causes. The worldwide resurgence of
radical religious movements has made a major impact on terrorism as it is
practiced today (Laqueur, 1999: 127). The rise of religious terrorism has also
been helped by the demise of Communism and other political ideologies
with large numbers of followers. The spread of Western materialism and
consumerism throughout the globe, with masses of people not having the
wherewithal to acquire wealth, generates the political conditions for the rise
of terrorism in some parts of the world (Harmon, 2000). No wonder that the
largest number of terrorists are drawn from the unemployed or underem-
ployed young adult males, “with weak social and familial support and with
poor prospects for economic improvement or advancement through legiti-
mate work” (Pillar, 2001: 31).

A major change that marks contemporary terrorism is that previous ter-
rorism avoided “massive bloodletting.” The strategies of the Palestine groups
or the IRA since the 1960s “was the calibration of violence” to gain “potential
sympathizers and winning for those groups a place at the bargaining table,
where the status quo could be revised.” Their strategy precluded too many bar-
baric attacks that would have made them ineligible for a seat at the bargaining
table. The new terrorists, on the other hand, express their grievances in reli-
gious terms and deliberately attempt to “maximize carnage” (Campbell &
Flournoy, 2001: 38).

Terrorism in the past was practiced by individuals and groups with ethnic,
separatist, and ideological motives through “selective, discriminate acts of vio-
lence,” with clear political or ideological goals and led by a “command and con-
trol apparatus,” which often took credit for their actions. The new terrorism,
on the other hand, is distinguished by its “amorphous religious and millenar-
ian aims,” high level of lethality due to the easy access to weapons, increasing
number of amateurs as well as professionals because of open availability of
information on terrorism, and the ability of terrorists to operate for longer
duration without being captured or detected (Hoffman, 1999: 7–38).

There have thus been substantial changes in the goals of terrorists. Ter-
rorists previously sought incremental changes in their opponent’s policies, and
their causes were mostly limited to specific issues that had little or no global
significance. The new terrorists, as epitomized in Bin Laden’s al Qaeda, seek
to make radical changes with major geopolitical connotations. This group
wants to expel the United States from the Arabian peninsula, end alleged
repression of Muslims everywhere, establish an Islamic empire stretching from
Spain to Afghanistan, achieve religious change in almost all Muslim countries,
and inspire traditional Islamic law (Campbell & Flournoy, 2001). It also uses
modern capabilities such as computer and telecommunication links, e-mail,
along with cellular and radio networks. It has been successful in defeating air-
port security, engaging in a global network of economic exchange, using non-
governmental organizations to collect money, conducting narcotics trade,
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engaging in sophisticated public relations campaigns, and making inroads to
obtain materials for weapons of mass destruction (Campbell & Flournoy,
2001: 44–49). This group has been especially adept at engaging in terrorism in
front of the global television audience. Terrorism has thus become a “public
performance of violence—as a social event with both real and symbolic
aspects” ( Juergensmeyer, 2000: 144). Thus, the combination of ‘strategic’ or
‘utilitarian terrorists’ with millenarian terrorists, fighting for the “Empire of
God” but with some geopolitical goals, has changed the lethal nature of ter-
rorism (Gill, 2001). Although the United States has succeeded in creating a
temporary wedge between the promoters of strategic terrorism (e.g., Pakistan’s
Pervaiz Musharaff ) and millenarian ones (Taliban and al Qaeda), the societal
links between the two are so strong that the connections linger on. The reli-
gious terrorists do elicit substantial sympathy among disgruntled masses in
their key theaters of operation, and they may find new sponsors as time passes.

CONCLUSIONS

Global terrorism is somewhat akin to the war on drugs, organized crime, or
communicable diseases. Even the most sophisticated states have not been able
to confront these challenges fully. Counterterrorism by states “is a fight and a
struggle, but it is not a campaign with a beginning and an end.” A central
lesson for counterterrorism is that terrorists “cannot be defeated . . . only
reduced, attenuated, or some degree controlled. Individual terrorist or terrorist
groups sometimes are defeated, terrorism as a whole never will be” (Pillar,
2001: 218).

Terrorism thus presents multifarious problems for the nation-state.
These problems arise from the global reach of terrorist networks, the religious
connection, the ability of terrorists to wreak havoc on key economic centers
of the advanced world, and the asymmetrical strategies that they follow that
are difficult to confront using traditional national security approaches. Any
effort to solve the problem of terrorism purely through a traditional state-
centric military approach is not likely to succeed. The consequences of war are
generally unpredictable, this time in a more profound way, as the nation-state
is fighting an invisible enemy who adapts his asymmetrical strategies contin-
uously and has operational bases spread across the globe. Although elements
of a military approach may be relevant in some situations, they will most
likely give more political and ideological legitimacy to the “martyrs.” On the
other hand, not taking any military action also holds risks as groups may
become emboldened by their “victory” and pursue even greater terrorism.
Either way, the stability of the regions in question is at considerable risk. The
challenge for national security planners is to find balanced short-term and
long-term policies that effectively address the military, diplomatic, economic,
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and political dimensions of the problem. The battle against terrorism needs
to be fought on different fronts—political, ideological, economic, and mili-
tary. Any quick-fix solutions and scapegoating, however tempting, will breed
further terrorism and insecurity and challenge to the global order.

NOTES

1. Even after September 11, the U.S. defense priorities may not have
changed drastically, if one goes by the defense spending and procurement pat-
terns of the U.S. military. The U.S. annual defense spending of $396 billion in
2003 is expected to grow to $470 billion by 2007, but much of the money will
be devoted to procurement of new weapons to replace old ones and other tra-
ditional expenses, such as pay for servicemen, rather than combating terrorism
(O’Hanlon, 2000: 61).

2. In an interview with the Arab television network al-Jazeera, Bin
Laden claimed that just as the United States and the United Kingdom are
“killing us, we have to kill them so that there will be a balance of terror”
(Kurtz, 2002: A12).
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The Rise of the Trading State Revisited

Mark R. Brawley

In 1986, Richard Rosecrance’s The Rise of the Trading State captured the sense
and imagery of a new era, as international relations were evolving toward a
greater emphasis on economics rather than security. Rosecrance powerfully
and persuasively argued that shifts in technology had made conquest for eco-
nomic gain foolhardy. In the current era, states were much more likely to
improve their welfare by pursuing an economic or “trading” strategy. The most
powerful and successful states of the late twentieth century were those that had
eschewed territorial expansion through military dominance and were aiming
to develop their economies through international trade and investment. The
models to emulate were Japan and West Germany—states actively engaging in
interdependent economic relations with their neighbors. The losers in inter-
national competition were those continuing to pursue economic self-suffi-
ciency through the domination of vast swathes of territory, such as the Soviet
Union.

If we focus on the economic changes that have swept the globe in the
years between the book’s publication and today, Rosecrance’s views have been
borne out in impressive fashion. The Soviet Empire has collapsed through
economic exhaustion, the “Washington Consensus” (emphasizing market rela-
tions as the key motor for economic development) is widely held, and eco-
nomic globalization has taken off. The United States and its closest allies are
clearly the models for other states to imitate—so much so that Francis
Fukuyama could argue that we have seen “the end of history.” As journalist
Thomas Friedman put it in his best-seller The Lexus and the Olive Tree, “When
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it comes to the question of which system today is the most effective at gener-
ating rising standards of living, the historical debate is over. The answer is free
market capitalism” (2000: 104). Friedman goes on, “If you want higher stan-
dards of living in a world without walls, the free market is the only ideological
alternative left.”

The general proposition Rosecrance’s book is remembered for centers on
the impact of technology on trade. Advances in technology improve the abil-
ity to transport goods over borders and to communicate; these advances lower
the costs of engaging in international economic relations and raise the poten-
tial benefits. Proponents of globalization would argue that the net mutual
gains from economic intercourse have risen in a fashion quite consistent with
the portrait Rosecrance painted. Economists and political scientists may argue
over how the gains from economic globalization are distributed both between
countries and within them, but there is a broad consensus that greater inter-
national economic integration delivers additional benefits overall. Yet the
changes occurring in economic relations accounted for only half of Rose-
crance’s argument. Rosecrance pitched the trading strategy as one option for
increasing a state’s welfare. The alternative is conquest. He argued that the
benefits from conquest were also shaped by changes in technology and com-
munication. Technology had reduced the potential benefits from engaging in
war significantly, by increasing the costs associated with military conflict.

The last fifteen years have seen dramatic changes in military technology,
which should cause us to reconsider how states will choose between these two
strategies in the future. The Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) has
affected how military forces are organized and employed. The U.S. military in
particular has demonstrated in the Gulf War, operations in the Balkans, and in
the war in Afghanistan, that technological change has altered the face of
battle. Satellite imagery and communications, global positioning, precision-
guided munitions (PGMs), drone aircraft, and a host of other innovations
have reduced the costs to going to war in terms of lives, if not money, for those
states that possess such weapons. How will these innovations affect the balance
between the trading and conquest strategies, especially as the barriers to oper-
ating such weapons systems inevitably fall over time? 

In effect, I am merely posing the same question as Rosecrance (1986: 31).
As he put it, “What balance will future generations choose between trading
and territorial worlds?” His own answer was not that trading would dominate
conquest forever. As he answered his own query: “That depends upon the cost
and benefits of waging war on the one hand and engaging in trade on the
other. The greater the restraints on trade and the fewer its likely benefits, the
more willing nations have been to seek to improve their position through mil-
itary force. The higher the cost of war and the more uncertain its benefits, the
more nations have sought trade as a livelihood.”
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ELABORATING THE CHOICE ON STRATEGIES

Rosecrance was careful to set up his claims about the rise of the trading state
by noting that each strategy had dominated at points in the past, and that at
any given point in the past, different states had chosen different strategies. He
was also clear in pointing out that greater economic contact between states did
not necessarily lead to peace or greater understanding. Such contacts could
also be the ingredients for conflicts of interest and strife. Rising interdepend-
ence could increase the costs of going to war, but this was only one piece in the
overall calculation states would undertake.

What is also often forgotten about the logic of his argument is that the
benefits of the trading strategy could remain high, or even increase over time,
but be washed out by changes on the other side of the calculus. Perhaps the
best way to illustrate my point would be to think explicitly of a simple formu-
laic calculation. One side of the equation comes from evaluating the costs and
benefits of the trading strategy; this is contrasted with the costs and benefits
of a territorial expansion/acquisition on the other side.

The benefits associated with the trading strategy = Bt
The costs associated with the trading strategy = Ct
The benefits associated with the strategy of conquest = Bc
The costs associated with the strategy of conquest = Cc

Rosecrance’s argument can then be restated as the claim that the trading strat-
egy is more beneficial when 

(Bt–Ct) > (Bc–Cc)

My purpose for restating in this fashion is to underscore the point that there
are four references (or variables) to consider in this argument. I do not set out
to gather data to test when and where one strategy is dominant. Instead, I wish
to use this formula to remind us what Rosecrance actually pointed to in his
account of the rise of the trading state. He did not seek to measure these vari-
ables, but instead noted how particular trends influenced the values of each.1
The development of containerization is a prime example. By placing cargo in
standard sized containers that could be transported on flatbed trucks or rail-
cars, easily and rapidly hoisted and stacked for short-term storage, or stacked
on ships, the speed and cost of shipping a huge variety of goods were drasti-
cally reduced. (This is a case in which time equals money, since better man-
agement of transportation systems allows producers to lower costs by reducing
inventories of both inputs and outputs.)

Mark R. Brawley 69



Most people focus on Bt alone when they reflect on Rosecrance’s propo-
sitions—undoubtedly due to the memorable title he penned. Debates over
globalization tend to consider the left side of the equation only. These debates
typically include questions evaluating tangible benefits from international eco-
nomic ties combined with intangible costs. The benefits rise as increased trade
and investment create wealth, but these gains are associated with losses in the
form of greater social inequality, less government autonomy in economic
policymaking, less strategic independence, and loss of cultural identity (to
name but a few).2 Attempts to think about economic globalization alongside
changes in the military-security realm were few and far between before Sep-
tember 11, 2001.3

EXPLAINING THE SUCCESS OF THE TRADING STATE:
WHY THE ECONOMIC STRATEGY PAYS

Rosecrance identified a number of factors that have shaped the costs and ben-
efits of pursuing the trading strategy. Having other states open their borders
to trade and investment increases the possible gains from this strategy. This
might best be seen in terms of open international regimes governing economic
relations. When such sets of international rules and norms are well established
and stable, they provide predictability and security to participants in interna-
tional economic affairs. Established explicit rules guaranteeing compensation
for international investments seized abroad, for instance, encourage many
more investors to consider international opportunities. Having treaties or
institutions that promise to keep borders open into the foreseeable future
encourages producers to invest in specialized production to reap the benefits
of trade.

The success of the GATT in promoting freer trade in manufactures is
widely heralded. By providing predictability in terms of access to markets,
GATT members have become more heavily involved in trade. In fact, this
logic is usually employed to understand why GATT has been transformed into
the WTO. Its membership has increased, its rules cover a wider range of goods
than before, its status has been made more permanent, its mechanisms for set-
tling disputes without disrupting economic relations improved, and its author-
ity enhanced. Each of these changes should alter conditions to make the
international political economy more conducive for international trade.

Economic conditions also affect the calculations of individuals, since trade
is always more attractive when economies are growing rather than contracting.
Trade leads to specialization; specialization involves adjusting the employment
of people and assets, creating winners and losers. This adjustment is easier to
bear politically and economically when economies are growing, since expanded
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economic activities generate new opportunities to employ labor or capital oth-
erwise left in declining, less competitive sectors.

The example of containerization cited earlier illustrates how improve-
ments in transportation can shift the balance between the costs and benefits
associated with trade.4 The number of containers shipped internationally last
year hit approximately 72 million. Miniaturization of products also increases
the benefits of trade by lowering shipping costs. Taken to the extreme, one can
consider how digitization of products allows them to be shipped via the Inter-
net. This reduces the costs of transportation quite drastically. Enhancement of
technology in the future promises to reduce these costs—and therefore drive
up the gains to the trading strategy—further.

Technological advances also improve communication. The greatest effect
is in the falling costs of communicating long distances. This makes it easier to
coordinate production abroad, allowing more international investment to suc-
ceed. Improved communication and better management techniques and
equipment (i.e., computers) helped businesses manage their operations better.
By one estimate, changes in infrastructure and managerial capabilities over the
last decade have allowed American businesses to lower their inventory hold-
ings significantly—from 25% of GDP to 15% (The Economist, 2002: 59). This
is one reason why people fear that in the wake of September 11, increased
inspections at border crossings will prove costly—businesses will be forced to
sit on inventory for longer periods, adding to their overhead costs and revers-
ing the impact of investments in infrastructure and technology.

We can therefore identify a number of trends contributing to an increased
value generated by the trading strategy. Rosecrance highlighted several already
present in the 1980s, and if these trends have changed since then, surely they
have accelerated. This is the source of the discussion and debates centering on
globalization (for details, see Brawley, 2002). Almost all economic analyses
point to benefits arising from engaging in greater international economic
interaction, though these gains are not distributed evenly (as previously men-
tioned). Antiglobalization protesters might point out a number of non-eco-
nomic costs associated with these changes. Nonetheless, most states have
shifted to the trading strategy in recent years.

Equally clear however was that interdependence had not prevented wars
in the past. Norman Angell had argued before 1914 that a clash between the
great powers would be self-defeating in economic terms. The great powers
were so enmeshed economically that war would damage them all. Angell was
largely right, but that didn’t prevent the First World War from beginning. As
Rosecrance put it (1986: 33), “The disincentives to engaging in war—it is
likely to be expensive, destructive, and perhaps ultimately futile—do not pre-
vent wars from taking place.” There is little reason to think we have become
much wiser.

Mark R. Brawley 71



UNDERSTANDING THE OTHER HALF OF THE EQUATION:
THE DECLINE OF THE CONQUERING STATE

Rosecrance identified two steps in judging whether territorial conquest was
appealing. First, foreign territory would have to be seized; second, it would
have to be exploited successfully. These costs and benefits would be calculated
together and then compared with the potential costs and benefits associated
with economic integration among independent states.5 Given the success of
European countries creating empires in the past and maintaining them for
decades, the strategy of conquest must have paid off for them at some point.

The European states were able to dominate vast territories because of
their superior military technology and organization. In the sixteenth and sev-
enteenth centuries, European ships were able to transport men and material
around the globe. Even though relatively small numbers of troops were sent,
these soldiers were equipped with weapons that gave them a tremendous edge.
This was clearest in the Western Hemisphere, where small Spanish armies led
by Cortez and Pizarro conquered existing Native American empires. Clad in
armor, wielding firearms, mounted on horses, and sailing in galleons, the
Spaniards defeated armies of greater size.6 They were also able to repel and
then suppress revolts by the conquered peoples in subsequent years.

Rosecrance is clear that the military strategy includes not only being able
to seize territory, but to command it effectively. If it is impossible to control
the seized territory, it will be impossible to exploit it. If it is too costly to com-
mand occupied territory, then the territory may be seized and controlled, but
not in a way that yields benefits for the occupying power. Studies by economic
historians have questioned whether empires paid off economically for coun-
tries such as Britain or France, even when these countries’ empires were at
their height.7 Such vast empires could yield political and strategic advantages
rather than economic benefits, of course.

More surprising, perhaps, is that the European states could hold onto
their empires with relatively little military effort. At the end of the nineteenth
century, Britain ruled an immense empire with a small army (but large navy).
It was able to raise soldiers from its seized territories—especially India—to
employ in exercising authority over other parts of the empire. The same could
be said of France; even such industrial laggards as Spain and Portugal could
hold onto sizable empires up to the end of the nineteenth century.

One can point to several factors that eventually made the European
empires too costly to maintain. Some of these factors were political and ideo-
logical—most important, the rise of nationalism. Yet poorly armed national-
ists failed to rebel successfully. The advent of increasingly destructive small
arms, combined with less and less need for these combatants to be highly
trained to be effective, tilted the balance more in favor of the rebellious. In the
early nineteenth century, European armies with soldiers who maneuvered and
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fired in units held the edge against less organized, less well-armed local forces.
Advances in gunpowder, plus rifling of muskets, changed the accuracy and
range of firearms by the middle of the century. Once we approach the end of
the century, the Boers demonstrated how a small well-equipped force could tie
down the armed forces of the greatest empire of its day.

Continued advances in the development of small arms in the twentieth
century may have tipped the balance even further in favor of those resisting
outside occupation. The weapons of choice for guerrillas defying great powers
in the second half of the twentieth century were surely the AK-47 and the
rocket-propelled grenade. Neither requires elaborate training, yet both can
deal out death and destruction. Wherever the local population has supported
them, guerrilla fighters seeking to disrupt local political order have been
extremely successful, even though they have only been armed with these light
weapons. Moreover, such light weapons have been produced in massive num-
bers and can be found around the globe.

We might conclude, therefore, that occupying territory no longer pays.8
We cannot undo the development of small arms. We have not been able to
regulate the production and trade of small arms either, though the interna-
tional regime established to eliminate antipersonnel land mines points to pos-
sible ways to reduce the sheer volume of such weaponry. Still, many of these
sorts of arms can be manufactured locally, and were, so that even embargoed
countries in the midst of civil war (such as Bosnia) were quite capable of pro-
ducing land mines, small arms, and large amounts of munitions.

Interestingly, many of the same changes that we would consider impor-
tant for understanding the impact of technology on trade or international
investment have also shaped the calculations regarding military strategies.
Mass production shaped patterns of specialization in trade, but also led to the
advances in the quality and quantity of small arms just described. Expansion
of railroad networks and development of the steamship integrated markets in
the late nineteenth century, but both also created new possibilities for project-
ing military forces.

As for the ability to seize territory, nuclear weapons have made this an
extremely costly endeavor if it leads to conflict between the great powers. Both
tactical and strategic nuclear weapons were important for deterring territorial
conflicts between the two opposing sides in the Cold War. Whether the spread
of this technology will continue to have this deterrent effect remains to be
seen, and competing predictions have appeared. From the perspective of the
Cold War era, when Rosecrance was writing, the balance seemed to have
shifted solidly toward one result: the gains from the trading strategy were
rising even as the gains from territorial expansion were falling.

On the other hand, Rosecrance stressed that military technology “is a
volatile factor.” Historically, war-fighting technologies have swung from
advantages for the offense versus the defense, and back again.9 These swings
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may even have been more pronounced than any changes in trade driven by
technology. After all, the current period of globalization is based on a series of
technological developments whose roots lie in the late nineteenth century.
There was a period of economic globalization then. International investment
took place on a large scale, trade as a percentage of GDP was extremely high
for a number of the major military powers, and large-scale labor migrations
were also occurring.10All that came to a crashing halt in 1914, and couldn’t be
reconstructed in the 1920s or 1930s. The advances in technology did not guar-
antee that the balance had tilted in one direction forever, as Angell proposed.
There was not a permanent resolution in favor of one strategy over the other,
as the Cold War also reminded us.

THE REVOLUTION IN MILITARY AFFAIRS

Volatile changes in military technology have occurred in the last 20 years. We
are still trying to decipher and interpret many of these changes. The striking
success of the United States and its allies in employing combined arms in the
Gulf War against Iraq illustrated that there was a qualitative difference
between American military technology and those of regional powers. This
point has been emphasized again by successes in Operation Allied Force and
now again in the fighting subsequent to September 11, 2001. These military
successes were founded on four elements: the use of precision-guided muni-
tions (PGMs), the utilization of global positioning equipment (GPS), the
enhancement of communications for command and control, and the increased
development of information management.11

The use of PGMs rests quite clearly on computers. Computer chips, pro-
gramming, and communications to link systems make it possible to guide mis-
siles or bombs to their targets with stunning accuracy. Films of cruise missiles
departing ships or turning left and right to follow specific routes to their
intended targets have left indelible images, as do videos shot from warheads as
they glide toward their targets. Analysis of the bombing campaigns in
Afghanistan and Iraq show the technology delivers weapons on target with
amazing consistency, but targeting can be quite faulty.12

In the Gulf War, only around 5% of the ordinance dropped from the air
qualified as precision-guided.13 The cost of PGMs used to be fairly prohibi-
tive. Stocks of cruise missiles were easily depleted in the opening stages of the
Gulf War, for instance. Only one or two states other than the United States
had the means to deliver these weapons in 1991. When NATO air power was
used in Bosnia in 1995 in Operation Deliberate Force, 708 of the 1026 bombs
dropped were precision-guided. By the time of Operation Allied Force, several
countries had acquired these means, including countries that do not have large
military budgets, such as Canada and Spain. It seems that the main obstacle
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preventing American allies from adopting PGMs has been political will, not
budget constraints. Still, only around 35% of the bombs dropped in the war for
Kosovo were precision-guided. In both Operation Allied Force and Operation
Deliberate Force, PGMs hit their targets some 60% of the time, and clearly
reduced the impact on innocent civilians (Sloan, 2002).

The military technology continues to be improved, however. A new
weapon used in Afghanistan shows how technological advances translate into
reduced costs in this area. The JDAM, or “joint direct attack munition,” is a
tail kit for taking a “dumb bomb” and making it “smarter.” The mechanism
guides the bomb in its trajectory, using GPS and inertial guidance to steer the
bomb as it falls. Whereas a Tomahawk cruise missile costs an average of
$500,000 (and that price is as low as it is because the weapon has been in pro-
duction for years), the JDAM costs only $18,000 apiece (U.S. Air Force, 2002;
Federation of American Scientists, 2002). JDAMs can be fitted to bombs of
different sizes, and with different warheads designed for different missions,
giving them a greater range of capabilities than cruise missiles. The declining
price of PGMs allowed the United States to drop many more of them in the
war in Afghanistan—shifting the mix upwards so that 60% of the ordinance
dropped was precise (Sloan, 2002: 149). This is also why the U.S. military was
fairly confident about its confrontation against Iraq. Over the decade leading
up to the war, Iraq’s military capabilities deteriorated, while American capa-
bilities rose. The combination of improved technology and cost-savings made
it possible for an intensive, destructive and sustained air campaign ahead of the
ground campaign.

This description of the JDAM underscores how much the RMA is linked
to the use of global positioning system (GPS), which relies on a fleet of satel-
lites in space—something that does not come cheaply. With it, military forces
can locate themselves, their enemies, and their comrades with the requisite
specificity to employ PGMs. GPS is also critical for exercising superior com-
mand and control over military forces. This is increasingly enhanced by the use
of drones for aerial surveillance. Drones can remain aloft for hours on end,
sending back real-time video images of what is happening on the ground.
Canada’s Coyote armored vehicle can do the same thing, along with heat-sens-
ing imagery and ground radar.

To employ PGMs and the GPS successfully, military forces require the
third and fourth elements: advanced information processing and communica-
tions. Military experts refer to these together as the ability to exercise “battle-
space awareness and control” (Sloan, 2002: 6–9). American military doctrine
currently emphasizes the need to be more effective with fewer troops, and the
only way this can be achieved is through improved command and control, cou-
pled with increased firepower. GPS provides information about locations, but
these bits of information have to be gathered into a single picture and that pic-
ture relayed to all the respective players. When there is a breakdown along
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these lines, “friendly fire” incidents occur. The older AWACs aircraft serve as
the nerve center for conducting air operations; the less well-known JSTARS
system carried aboard aircraft serves a similar purpose for coordinating
ground, sea, and air units. JSTARS stands for Joint Surveillance Target Attack
Radar System. Its specific mission is to classify and track ground targets over
a large swath of territory, but it also serves as a flying command post to coor-
dinate combined ground and air forces. In the wake of the Gulf War, the
United States accelerated development of this technology. AWACs are oper-
ated by a number of countries, but only the United States has the JSTARS
capability.14 Once again, the infrastructure does not come cheap.

Command and control issues highlight another way in which the U.S.
military has tapped into technological changes. In the description of the eco-
nomic benefits associated with improved infrastructure and communication, it
was mentioned that businesses today operate with reduced inventories. The
U.S. military has applied these same techniques to the management of its sup-
plies, allowing for just-in-time delivery of military logistics on a global scale
(Sloan, 2002: 12). Once again, the logic is to have smaller forces capable of
doing more with less.

Such technologies may only be available to few states in the near future.
On the surface, JSTARS aircraft do not appear expensive, at $225 million
each. On the other hand, these are useless unless all other military forces have
the requisite equipment to communicate and receive different forms of data
when interacting with the JSTARS, and that includes tapping into the Amer-
ican GPS satellites. The European Union has decided to embark on the
deployment of its own GPS system, Galileo, at a very high cost. So far this is
only intended for commercial purposes. Other states may choose to follow
Europe’s lead for different ends—and thus the weaponization of space will
likely follow. Currently, no state has both the economic ability and the politi-
cal will to engage the United States in such a race.

In other words, the RMA has so far really only been exploited by the
United States and, to a lesser extent, its allies. It also seems unlikely that the
U.S.—the country that has so much “soft power” at its disposal in a globalized
world—is likely to engage in wars of conquest. The costs associated with the
second step in this strategy may deter any state: the balance of costs and ben-
efits when controlling or exploiting seized territory. American experience in
Afghanistan and Iraq shows that destroying an enemy’s infrastructure and mil-
itary assets is easier than exercising authority over occupied territory. Occupa-
tion against a hostile populace remains too costly to make economic sense—as
the burgeoning expense of the American occupation of Iraq illustrates. Israel,
a country with well-developed military technology and tactics (indeed the pio-
neer in several areas of electronic warfare and the use of drones) has not been
able to effectively control the territories it has successfully seized. What the
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RMA has meant so far for the United States is that they have the ability to
exert punitive force on other states at declining costs. Rather than argue that
the RMA will make the United States into a conquering imperial power, I
argue instead that the RMA will reshape the mix of economic links and mili-
tary conflicts we observe in the future.

SMART SANCTIONS VERSUS SMART BOMBS

The RMA will have its most apparent impact in American decisions about
coercing opponents. The trading strategy may remain the dominant choice for
many states, if not most. The expense of the RMA makes it difficult for many
other states to fully implement the set of changes necessary to construct and
deploy such an array of forces. Yet, the United States can and has begun
exploiting the RMA. It may therefore find it more useful to exert force in pur-
suit of its goals than it did in the past. The RMA is surely tilting the balance
in calculating the net costs of using force in favor of additional benefits. I make
this claim on the assumption that the United States prefers to limit its own
casualties in military operations, as well as the “collateral damage” associated
with conflicts. Both costs have been factors restraining the use of force in the
past. They are unlikely to continue to cause self-restraint, though in the
post–September 11 environment it is hard to separate out these effects from
those creating greater public acceptance of casualties.

The RMA promises to allow U.S. forces the ability to deliver precise, pun-
ishing blows against opponents, while the majority of its own forces stay out
of harm’s way. By destroying opposing military forces with minimal civilian
casualties, the political objectives for conducting military action are more likely
to be achieved. Improvements in the ability to destroy opposing forces quickly
also promise to create greater public confidence in support of the use of force
by the United States. On the one hand, the U.S. public may have very high
expectations concerning the performance of its own military in the wake of the
largely successful operations of the last decade—meaning that minor failures
(such as the loss of 18 soldiers in Somalia) caused policies to be reversed. On
the other hand, the consensus among the public that present threats are high
creates a willingness to bear higher costs in terms of American casualties.

A current example to consider is American attempts to alter the policies
of Iraq. Economic sanctions have been applied for a decade—but to what
effect? The United States is roundly criticized for creating “collateral damage”
in the form of deaths and illness among Iraqi women and children. Convicted
terrorist Ramzi Yousef stated this view clearly and concisely in his trial. On
being charged with terrorism, he countered: “And now you [the U.S. govern-
ment] have invented a new way to kill innocent people. You have so-called
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economic embargo, which kills nobody other than children and elderly
people.” He went on to equate the economic embargo with terrorism (Fried-
man, 2000: 404). (This thinking is skewed, since it absolves Saddam Hussein
of any responsibility for how Iraq’s allowed earnings are spent, but it does
reflect commonly heard sentiments concerning the U.N. embargo.) 

There has always been this problem with making economic sanctions
more effective. Most sanctions are imposed in an effort to change the policy of
a government. The target therefore tends to be the political leadership of the
government or, even more precisely, of a political party or faction. Yet it has
proven very difficult to tailor economic sanctions to hit only their intended
victims. Sanctions against Iraq and Serbia in the past decade (or against Cuba
for several decades) have largely served to heighten the popularity of the lead-
ers the sanctions are meant to pressure. Sanctions allow these leaders to garner
allegiance as defenders of the nation. These sanctions also tend to create eco-
nomic shortages, which these leaders can exploit. Shortages enhance their
ability to dole out privileges.

David Cortright, George Lopez, and Joseph Stephanides (2002) have
argued that “smart sanctions” can be created. Their arguments rest on better
logic in applying sanctions, though going from the logic to actual implemen-
tation remains frustratingly difficult (Tostensen & Bull, 2002). Technological
solutions for making sanctions smarter do not exist, in the same way that we
might anticipate technological advances to continue to make weaponry
smarter. Moreover, improvements in technology will certainly bring the price
of smart weapons down further, while economic advances are likely to bind
states together more tightly, making the costs of implementing economic sanc-
tions ever higher. When looking at the specific choice Americans face over
which instrument to use for coercive diplomacy, the costs and benefits associ-
ated with using military force are increasingly positive, while the costs and
benefits associated with economic sanctions are increasingly negative.

The characteristics of the target state clearly matter greatly in this calcu-
lation. The United States may find it particularly attractive to undertake quick,
decisive military action against opponents that are industrializing and have
well-developed infrastructures, yet are merely regional powers. An Iraq or a
Serbia has clearly identifiable military, political, and economic assets that make
these states vulnerable. Countries such as Somalia or Sudan have ineffective
governments, lack infrastructure, and are therefore much harder to hit in a
punishing fashion—precision-guided weapons are no good if targets cannot be
identified. Of course, these same characteristics make them unsuitable for
pressuring through economic sanctions as well. On the other hand, the Taliban
in Afghanistan proved vulnerable, since its military forces in the field could be
detected and defeated. I argue that the RMA has reduced the cost to the
United States of going to war against several possible opponents. When we
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also include the greater chance of success employing military force, as opposed
to the poor performance of economic sanctions, the likelihood of deciding to
use force rises dramatically. When the stakes are high, expect the United States
to turn to the military option more quickly than before.

THE CONTINUED RISE OF THE TRADING STATE?

Rosecrance provided valuable insights into deciphering long-term trends.
While his arguments have been remembered largely for predicting the turn
toward economic strategies for the enhancement of national welfare, and the
declining use of military force to pursue those same ends, he did not predict
a permanent transformation of state strategies in one direction. He would
certainly have anticipated that the majority of states would embrace eco-
nomic globalization, especially since so many have adopted democratic
forms of government in recent years. Yet the economic calculus was only half
his logic.

Changes affecting the other side of the equation can tilt the balance as
well. The effects Rosecrance identified and discussed pushed in the same
direction. That conclusion no longer holds. The RMA could well refocus
American thinking about the value of employing military forces for political
ends. Seizing and controlling territory in the face of a hostile populace
remain costly, so I am not arguing that there is evidence the United States
will soon develop an empire. Instead, I claim the costs to deliver punitive
blows in an effort to coerce other states has surely fallen. Moreover, the costs
promise to fall further as technology advances, and as the American military
implements further organizational reforms and acquires more advanced
weapons. Its mastery over these weapons and tactics will also improve as it
gains experience.

The trading state strategy will remain the one model widely adopted. As
stated toward the beginning of this chapter, there really is no viable alternative
at the moment. It would be wrong to think this means the end of the politi-
cal-military strategy, however. In the short run, military operations may only
be employed by those few states—led by the United States—capable of
exploiting the RMA. We must remember, however, that it is possible that
some other states with different interests and goals could eventually develop
the economic base to allow them to exploit the RMA as well. Since the costs
of various technologies will surely decline, this is a matter of “when” not “if.”
At some point in the future, the trading state strategy could well prove vul-
nerable. Despite the economic changes entailed in globalization, we need to
continue to think about both security and globalization, and the way they
interact to shape the evolution of international relations.
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NOTES

1. In that sense, I wish to parallel what Ellsberg (1961) did in his early piece on
deterrence; by providing a formulaic depiction of the logic, he produced valuable
insights on the impact developments in weapons technology or policy stances would
have on the stability of deterrence.

2. Many of these themes are addressed very nicely in Kapstein (1999a).

3. One interesting exception is Hirst (2001).

4. Rogowski (1989) emphasizes precisely this point.

5. Note that Rosecrance remained within a largely realist framework by assum-
ing states are rational unitary actors. For those approaching this issue from a liberal per-
spective, decision making concerning costs and benefits could vary depending on who
it is in the society who makes the decisions. Thus, the spread of liberal democracies
could also have a powerful effect on the spread of the trading strategy.

6. We shouldn’t forget the impact of disease in aiding the invading Europeans,
as Diamond (1997) reminds us.

7. One excellent example here would be Davis and Huttenback (1986).

8. Or at least it only pays in extreme cases, such as Iraq’s seizure of Kuwait.

9. Quester (1977) remains a classic overview of this issue.

10. These comparisons have been well examined by economic historians (see
Bordo, Eichengreen, & Ki, 1998; and Bordo, Eichengreen, & Irwin, 1999).

11. A number of other areas of technological prowess could also be factored in,
such as the development of stealth capabilities, enhanced surveillance techniques,
improved security of data transmission, and so forth.

12. Several journalists have investigated examples where civilians were hit by
American air attacks in 2002 and discovered that Afghans had provided deliberately
false information to call in strikes as a way to settle old scores against local rivals.

13. This figure is reported in the GAO’s analysis of the air campaign. See the
discussion in Appendix II in the report GAO/NSIAD 97–134.

14. The Europeans were offered participation in the system’s development, but
opted out.
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5

State Transformation and 
New Security Dilemmas

Georg Sørensen

The entire discipline of International Relations (IR) is predicated on the idea
that sovereign states are valuable places. They are precious because they pro-
vide—or are at least expected to provide—basic social values for their citizens:
security, freedom, order, justice and welfare. Historically, other types of social
organizations have catered to these values, for example, bands, tribes, clans, or
ethnic and religious organizations. After all, sovereign states have only been
around for a comparatively short period of time (some hundreds or thousands
of years, depending on definition), whereas people have been around for about
half a million years, since homo sapiens evolved from homo erectus.

Yet, ever since sovereign states became the universally dominant form of
political organization, the major responsibility for provision of basic social
values has come to rest with them. Political theory reflects the unique impor-
tance awarded to the state. Hobbes taught that security—and ultimately other
essential social values—derives from the state. The state must be able to pro-
vide a sufficient level of protection of the population from external as well as
from internal threats. Without the state, there can be no protection; people
will live in the state of nature, where anarchy will reign because egoistic
humans will get at each other’s throats. Law and order, not to mention welfare,
are absent: life is “solitary, nasty, brutish and short.” Under the protection of
the state, by contrast, people can enjoy relative safety and thus pursue happi-
ness and well-being—“felicity” in Hobbes’s term.

With the creation of states, the domestic anarchy of the state of nature is
moved to the international level: “In all times, kings and persons of sovereign
authority, because of their independency, are in continual jealousies, and in the
state and posture of gladiators; having their weapons pointing, and their eyes
fixed on one another” (Hobbes 1946: 101). Using that starting point, John
Herz could, in 1950, formulate what we may call the classical security
dilemma. Sovereign states taking measures to make themselves more secure
may well increase their level of protection, but, given the existence of interna-
tional anarchy—the absence of centralized authority—that very activity will
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lead to greater insecurity of other states. In a self-help system, the creation of
more security for one state is inevitably the creation of more insecurity for
other states. “Striving to attain security from attack, [states] are driven to
acquire more and more power in order to escape the power of others. This, in
turn, renders the others more insecure and compels them to prepare for the
worst. Since none can ever feel entirely secure in such a world of competing
units, power competition ensues, and the vicious circle of security and power
accumulation is on” (Herz, 1950: 157).

This classical understanding of the security dilemma has been the guid-
ing light of the profession for more than half a century. It’s not entirely wrong
of course; anarchy has led to security dilemmas in accordance with Herz’s view
many times. Still, the classical view is highly misleading because it is based on
erroneous assumptions and because it leaves security problems of fundamental
importance in the dark. It was misleading historically, but it is perhaps espe-
cially misleading today because states have been transformed in ways that have
significant implications for their security dilemmas.

That is the argument this chapter aims to develop.1 I review the prob-
lematic assumptions first. That leads to an emphasis on how the Herz–Hobbe-
sian security dilemma is merely the most important one under certain, specific
conditions (i.e., in a world of modern states). The next step in the argument is
the claim that ours is no longer (and never was) a world of modern states.
Today’s world is inhabited by different main types of state. Postmodern states
and postcolonial states are among the most important of these types. The dis-
tinctive security dilemmas pertaining to these states are then identified.

PROBLEMS WITH THE CLASSICAL SECURITY DILEMMA

I focus on three problems: (1) the omission of not looking inside the state, but
only at relations between states; (2) the assumption that the state provides a
framework for ‘felicity’; and (3) the assumption that violent conflict always
lurks between states in anarchy.

The first point—not looking inside the state—is emphasized by Herz
when he speaks of the hard shell of the modern state that protects it from for-
eign penetration. When this hard shell is in place, the state is “defensible and,
at least to some extent, secure in its relation with other units” (Herz, 1959: 40).
Security has to do with protection from outside threat, from the armed might
of competing states. In this context, what goes on inside the state is not terri-
bly interesting. Given protection from outside threat, the ‘good life’ is free to
unfold in the domestic realm.

Hobbes reasoned along the same lines as we saw earlier. Protection by the
state leads to security, order, and the good life. But why should there be pro-
tection with the state? Why would the state elite not be as self-interested and
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power-loving as anyone else? Herz actually hinted, in an earlier analysis, that
domestic power relationships might be a serious security problem (Herz,
1951: 28), but he does not pursue the issue. As with Hobbes, he assumes away
the problem of bad and self-seeking state elites through a strict specification
of demands on the sovereign for protection of people and property. That is, a
Leviathan in Hobbes’s terms by definition honors the social contract in cre-
ating the basis for the good life of the citizens. The difficulty is, of course, that
this is not a valid assumption; we cannot simply assume that security is taken
care of when the hard shell is in order. We know that many of the most seri-
ous security problems for people have domestic rather than international
roots. In most cases the security dilemma emerges from a peculiar interrela-
tionship between domestic and international elements. The analysis of this
whole relationship has been cut off by much of IR theory because it has omit-
ted to look inside the individual state and, instead, focused exclusively on
interstate relations.

Another argument in favor of purely systemic analysis comes from Ken-
neth Waltz. His neorealism builds its systemic analysis of the balance of power
on the idea that domestic structures of states can be disregarded because they
can be considered basically homogenous ‘like units’. The argument is this:
given that they want to survive, states are driven, under conditions of anarchy,
to emulate the more successful states in the system, the theory says simply that
as some do relatively well, others will emulate them or “fall by the wayside”
(Waltz, 1979: 118). Socialization and competition are the two principal ways
in which the anarchic structure affects states. They lead to the creation of like
units. Therefore, we need not look inside the states; they are like units anyway.

Waltz’s view is clearly wrong. Anarchy need not lead to like units through
competition. Innovation can lead in entirely new directions. Moreover, the
international society of states can suspend competition and accept the persist-
ence of weak entities, as in the case of decolonization. In sum, the arguments
for avoiding an analysis of domestic conditions when it comes to security
dilemmas are not valid.

That leads to the second problematic point, the assumption that the state
provides a framework for felicity. This assumption is only valid if the state in
question has certain characteristic structures; in their absence there is no
framework for felicity. It would appear that the modern state—the type of
state that had emerged in the industrialized countries of Western Europe and
North America by the mid-twentieth century and then spread to Japan and a
few other places—provides the framework for felicity, that is, the good life. But
in the early days of the Westphalian state—say, from the fifteenth through the
nineteenth centuries—these modern domestic structures were not in place
and, consequently, security and the good for citizens were not in place either.

Charles Tilly and others’ description of state formation does not provide
evidence to support that states in those days were places of security and the
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good life for the citizens (Tilly, 1990). Nor were citizens secure in such states
as Stalin’s Soviet Union; Stalin’s obsession with domestic enemies sent 10 mil-
lion people to the labor camps. Other millions died in his regime of terror and
torture. The point bears repetition: the arguments for avoiding an analysis of
domestic conditions when it comes to security dilemmas are not valid.

The final point concerns the assumption that violent conflict always lurks
between states in anarchy. The critique that anarchy need not be as ‘raw’ as
indicated by realists and neorealists has appeared in many different versions.
The most important of these are probably the International Society, the lib-
eral, and the constructivist views. All agree that cooperation and common rules
are possible in the absence of a centralized authority above the states. Not all
would go as far as the constructivist claim that “anarchy is what states make of
it” (Wendt, 1992), but it is not necessary to go into these details here. The
major general point is this: security dilemmas are connected not only to inter-
national relations between states but also to domestic structures inside states.
Both in the domestic and the international realm, a variety of security dilem-
mas are possible. A much more nuanced analysis of security dilemmas than the
discipline has been able to offer so far is called for. Especially, the domestic
basis of the security dilemma has not been much addressed by IR theory, with
a few notable exceptions (Berki, 1986; Buzan, 1991).

The interplay between domestic and international calls for much more
concrete analysis that can be offered here. I propose to look at some major
developments of sovereign statehood during the last half of the twentieth cen-
tury. Recall that the classical Herz–Hobbesian security dilemma is relevant for
the modern state. But, in ideal-typical terms, there are at least two other main
types of state in the present international system: the postmodern and the
postcolonial state. They are identified as follows and their peculiar security
dilemmas are briefly discussed.

MODERN, POSTMODERN AND POSTCOLONIAL STATES

States always change. There was no modern state in the seventeenth, eigh-
teenth, and nineteenth centuries. There were developments—political, eco-
nomic, social, and other changes—that would eventually lead to the modern
state. Transformation is therefore the rule and not the exception. States have
always undergone development and change; the present period of transforma-
tion merely adds a new chapter to that story.

It was demonstrated earlier that specific security dilemmas are tied in with
particular structures of statehood. I have indicated that the classical
Herz–Hobbesian security dilemma is relevant for the modern state. The basic
structure of the modern state is set forth in Figure 5.1.
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The modern state provides the context for the good life; the centralized
system of democratic rule creates the basis for domestic peace and order as well
as protection from external threat. Nationhood provides community that binds
nation and state together; the national economy provides the basis for welfare
as well as for resources to defend the realm. The existence of government,
nationhood, and the national economy are the cohesion parameters that com-
bine to forge the link between national security and the security of individual
citizens. Modern states are characterized by a high level of social cohesion; in
that sense they are strong states (Buzan, 1991: 97). But strong states in this
sense emerged relatively late. The security dilemma in previous forms of state,
as well as in contemporary postcolonial and postmodern states, is different
because their domestic structures are different.

So Herz was right in connecting his security dilemma with the modern
state (although he was wrong in implying that the security dilemma in the
Soviet Union looked the same). But we know that the modern state has not
stood still. The modern state of the mid-twentieth century has been trans-
formed. We cannot be entirely sure about what has taken its place because the
changes that are transpiring are still in process. Major developments are easier
to identify in retrospect; the development of the modern state, for example,
was under way for many decades, even hundreds of years. We now know, in
retrospect, that the modern state came to full maturity by the mid-twentieth
century. But we are much less sure where the current process of state change
will take us, because that process has only lasted a few decades and is still
unfolding.

That is why I suggest the label of “the postmodern state” as a way of sum-
marizing those changes still under way. The post- prefix is an indicator that we
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Government A centralized system of democratic rule, based on a set of administra-
tive, policing, and military organizations, sanctioned by a legal order,
claiming a monopoly of the legitimate use of force, all within a defined
territory.

Nationhood A people within a territory making up a community of citizens (with
political, social, and economic rights) and a community of sentiment
based on linguistic, cultural, and historical bonds. Nationhood involves
a high level of cohesion, binding nation and state together.

Economy A segregated national economy, self-sustained in the sense that it com-
prises the main sectors needed for its reproduction. The major part of
economic activity takes place at home.

FIGURE 5.1. The Modern State



are not quite clear about what shape and form the postmodern state will even-
tually take. But at the same time we are quite certain that it is different from
the modern state. Our present situation can be compared with the observers of
the modern state during the first part of the nineteenth century: they knew that
big political, economic, and other changes were taking place, but they were not
quite sure where they were going to lead in the end because the modern state
came to full maturity only many years later. We also know that today big polit-
ical, economic, and other changes are taking place, but we are not quite sure
where they are going to lead. Still, we want to make sense of what is going on.
The ideal type of the postmodern state is an attempt to do just that.

So what are the changes from modern to postmodern? The economy first.
There has been a transformation of the economy, from a national economy
toward a globalized economy. A globalized economy means deep integration,
especially among the advanced economies. Transnational corporations organ-
ize production chains across borders, on a regional and global basis. Produc-
tion by transnationals outside their home countries exceeds world trade. Trade,
in turn, is typically intra-industry and intrafirm. Instead of purely national
financial systems, a globally integrated financial market is emerging. So we
must conclude that the economies of the advanced states are no longer aptly
described as “segregated national economies.” They have been transformed to
globalized economies, where the major part of economic activity is embedded
in cross-border networks. As a result, the “national” economy is much less self-
sustained than it used to be.

What about politics? Governance is changing from an activity conducted
by national administrations over well-defined territorial realms to an interna-
tional, transgovernmental, and transnational activity that includes not only
governments and traditional international organizations, but also nongovern-
mental organizations and other nonstate actors. There is great variation across
countries and regions; clearly, regional cooperation has developed the most in
Western Europe. But the general trend is away from governance in the con-
text of national government, toward multilevel governance in several inter-
locked arenas overlapping each other. Some of that governance reflects a more
intense conventional cooperation between independent states; some of it
reflects a more profound transformation toward supranational governance in a
context of highly interconnected societies.

The last item is nationhood. The nation is both a community of citizens
(i.e., political, social, and economic rights and obligations) and a community
of sentiment (people with a common linguistic, cultural, and historical iden-
tity). The community of citizens is being transformed by three factors: (1) the
emergence of citizenship rights granted from other instances than the sover-
eign state and rights given to nonnationals; (2) the growth of regional move-
ments; and (3) a reduced ability of states to deliver on social and welfare rights.
The community of sentiment is challenged because the creation of identity is
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becoming individualized; that gives increased salience to collective identity
‘above’ the nation. In addition, various resistance identities (e.g., religious,
ethnic, or narrow nationalistic identities) are of growing importance. In other
words, nationhood is being transformed to incorporate new aspects. A major
element of that transformation is that nationhood increasingly includes supra-
national elements, both with respect to the community of citizens and the
community of sentiment. A further development is that collective loyalties are
projected away from the state, toward other entities.

Taken together, as an ideal type, the postmodern state contains the fea-
tures shown in Figure 5.2.

The transformation from modern to postmodern statehood discussed ear-
lier is focused on the advanced states in the triad. This transformation does not
accurately portray the states in the Third World, particularly the weakest
states, primarily concentrated in sub-Saharan Africa. At the same time, it is
clear that the weakest states are qualitatively different from the modern states.
So how do we characterize these weak states?

Before answering that question, a few words about terminology. “Weak”
is not an optimal term, because many will think of states that are weak with
regard to military power and that is not the meaning here. Sometimes the term
“weak” is used in another way, to designate states that have “strong” societies
and “weak” states (such as the United States) in contrast to states that have
“weak” societies and “strong” states (such as France), but that is not what is
meant here either. As the term is used here, the weak state is weak in terms of
all three core aspects of statehood: government, nationhood, and economy.
The typical weak state in this sense has a colonial past: it is a postcolonial state
(states can be weak without having a colonial past, but that is not the typical
pattern).

So the state we are looking to characterize is the weak, postcolonial state
(see Figure 5.3). It has not undergone a transformation from modern to
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Government Multilevel governance in several interlocked arenas overlapping each
other. Governance in context of supranational, international, transgov-
ernmental, and transnational relations.

Nationhood Supranational elements in nationhood, both with respect to the com-
munity of citizens and the community of sentiment. Collective loyal-
ties increasingly projected away from the state.

Economy Deep integration: the major part of economic activity is embedded in
cross-border networks. The national economy is much less self-
sustained than it used to be.

FIGURE 5.2. The Postmodern State



postcolonial because it was never modern in the first place. It is a state with a
radically different type of background than the modern states of the triad. We
need to know about it because there are several such states in the world today.

The next sections will discuss the peculiar security dilemmas pertaining to
postmodern and weak postcolonial states, respectively. I am not claiming that
an analysis of these ideal types will exhaust all empirical cases of sovereign
statehood in the world today. There are some major states, including China,
India, Russia, and Brazil, that are different mixtures of modern, postmodern,
and postcolonial. They will not be treated in what follows. However, I hope to
demonstrate how the security dilemma varies in conjunction with qualitatively
different structures of statehood. The reader is also referred to the other con-
tributions to this volume, several of which demonstrate variations in the secu-
rity dilemma in different contexts.

THE SECURITY DILEMMA OF POSTMODERN STATES

Relations between postmodern states do not correspond to a Hobbesian pic-
ture of anarchy in the sense of anarchy as “the state of nature.” It does not even
correspond to a more moderate realist picture of sovereign states in an anarchy
with rules and institutions, where the balance of power is one significant insti-
tution. Among postmodern states there is legitimate authority. States continue
to be formally independent, but they are increasingly tied to each other
through networks of multilevel governance. Even if much of that cooperation
falls short of the supranational governance especially developed in some areas
of EU cooperation, the general trend is for more rather than less legitimate
authority between postmodern states.

Peace between postmodern states is overdetermined because several dif-
ferent items each help produce a situation in which violent conflict is out of
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Government Inefficient and corrupt administrative and institutional structures. Rule
based on coercion rather than the rule of law. Monopoly on the legiti-
mate use of violence not established.

Nationhood Predominance of local/ethnic community. Neither the community of
citizens nor the community of sentiment have developed to become the
primary bonds among people. Low level of state legitimacy.

Economy Incoherent amalgamations of traditional agriculture, an informal petty
urban sector, and some fragments of modern industry. Significant
dependence on the world market and on external economic interests.

FIGURE 5.3. The Weak, Postcolonial State



the question. These countries are liberal democracies, their level of cooperation
through international institutions is very high, and they are highly interde-
pendent, both in economic and other areas. In addition, they have developed
a common Western civic identity at the core of which is “a consensus around
a set of norms and principles, most importantly political democracy, constitu-
tional government, individual rights, private property-based economic sys-
tems, and toleration of diversity in non-civic areas of ethnicity and religion”
(Deudney & Ikenberry, 1999: 193).

So it is easy to understand why commentators believe that war between
such states has become “subrationally unthinkable” (Mueller, 1989) and that
the classical basis for violent conflict (i.e., aggrandizement through the con-
quest of territory) is historically obsolete (Rosecrance, 1995). The traditional
security dilemma, based on anarchy as a state of nature, has been eliminated.
Yet these countries still perceive possible traditional threats from modern or
modernizing states, or even from weak postcolonial states, so the traditional
security dilemma is not completely eradicated.

At the same time, postmodern states face new challenges. The first set of
problems concerns the identification of the objects of security. Take the econ-
omy. For the modern state, it was easy to define economic security. It had to
do with safeguarding the national economy and securing access to necessary
resources, finance, and markets (cf. Buzan, 1991: 19). But when economies are
deeply integrated across borders and different ‘national’ economies depend
very significantly on each other for their reproduction, what then is the object
of economic security: the larger economic space or merely the ‘national’ seg-
ment of it (to the extent that that segment can be singled out)? Insofar as
national economic autonomy is no longer a viable option because the level of
economic welfare and economic strength depends on continued successful
economic integration across borders, there must be a corresponding shift in the
object of economic security, away from the purely national economy, toward
the regional/global economic framework in which this economy is now irrev-
ocably embedded. Furthermore, political control over the economy becomes
much more difficult because territorially limited regulations cannot effectively
cover the relevant, larger economic space. So political measures to produce
such core values as growth and welfare, as well as securing the economic basis
for state power, must be increasingly challenged.

What about the political level? Again, there would appear to be a shift in
the object of security. When the national political systems are parts of a com-
plex of multilevel governance, the object of security is the entire structure of
that governance including the supranational level, not merely the national and
lower levels. This calls for a redefinition of political security. At the same time,
the provision of other core values in addition to the economic ones previously
mentioned faces new problems; this is the core message in Susan Strange’s
analysis of the Westfailure system, where she focuses on problems concerning
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environmental damage, financial infrastructure, and social inequality (Strange,
1999: 346).

There are also challenges to democracy in the postmodern context, and
therefore challenges to the social value of freedom. So far, democracy has only
developed within the context of independent states. Many theorists of
democracy argue that the sovereign nation-state (i.e., the modern state) is a
necessary precondition for democracy. There are obvious problems with
democracy outside of that framework. First, there is no evident demos, that is,
there is no well-defined political community external to that context. No
demos, no democracy. Second, multilevel governance is not based on a well-
defined constitutional framework; therefore, core decision makers are not
subject to sufficient democratic accountability and control (Dahl, 1999: 31).
In sum, the democratic link between rulers and ruled is challenged in the new
context of postmodern statehood.

Nationhood is at the core of what Buzan calls “the idea of the state” (1991:
69). In the modern state, the identity of the nation was strong; a major aspect
of national security was therefore the security of the nation. Strengthening col-
lective identity with reference to the nation meant strengthening (the idea of )
the state. Under postmodern conditions, by contrast, collective identities are
projected away from the nation; they are much more differentiated and they
develop in ways that may weaken rather than strengthen the idea of the state.
The definition of national security in identity terms is much more difficult
under postmodern conditions because the dynamics of change in identities
turn them into a moving and more complex target. Collective identities are
therefore no longer linked to the sociopolitical cohesion and thus to the
strength of the state in any well-defined way. Postmodern statehood puts the
component of the state that concerns the idea of the state on the agenda in
ways that are not at all foreseen in most of the current analyses of national
security. Some commentators find that the events of September 11 will reverse
the new trend and create a return of the state; I comment on the consequences
of September 11 later.

I have briefly discussed what the changes from modern to postmodern
might mean in security terms for the economic, political, and nationhood
level of the state. But there are other aspects of the new security agenda for
postmodern states. One additional major aspect is the emergence of what
sociologists call a risk society; another concerns the security agenda after Sep-
tember 11.

The idea of a risk society is linked to that fact that postmodern societies
are densely interconnected, not merely with each other, but also with other
countries. That is, postmodern countries are embedded in a globalized social
context. Such a context is also a globalized risk environment in which risks are
“largely without boundaries, not limited in space, and because they are also
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likely to affect future generations, not limitable in time either” (Lash, 1993). It
is the influential analysis by Ulrich Beck (1992) that has termed this state of
affairs “risk society,” indicating that sovereign borders provide little in terms of
effective protection in the postmodern context. A large number of different
problems and risks emerging from single societies can therefore be quickly
transmitted to other societies. Beck’s focus is on environmental problems, but
there are others, such as disease, crime, drugs, migration, and economic crises.
The challenge to effective governance under these conditions is to continue to
be able to provide the basic social values of security, order, justice, freedom, and
welfare.

The most serious new challenge to security has emerged in full after Sep-
tember 11. The world was familiar with terrorism, of course. It was never con-
fined to specific areas, such as the Middle East. There had been a number of
serious attacks, also in the Western world. But we had not realized that ter-
rorists were ready to commit mass murder of innocent civilians. Nor had we
thought that it could be done so relatively easy; no need to be able to start or
land an aircraft, merely to fly it straight. Bring a plastic knife on board—hardly
a recipe for sophisticated, resource-demanding, technology-intensive opera-
tions. Moreover, there appear to be variants of chemical or biological terror
that are not too hard to initiate either.

September 11 revealed how vulnerable open societies are to ruthless ter-
rorism. There is a peculiar security dilemma here: how to create sufficient
protection of the open societies without violating their major, defining qual-
ity—namely, their openness. Sufficient protection will require surveillance,
undercover intelligence, and control of the behavior and movements of civil-
ians, the citizens. Openness requires freedom of movement, speech, organiza-
tion, and behavior in general, within constitutional limits. This dilemma is not
entirely new, of course; it was present during the Cold War also. But it has
become much more pertinent after September 11.

The dilemma has another dimension, related to the struggle against ter-
rorism. How far are open, democratic societies allowed to go in the name of
combating terrorism? Are they allowed to produce as many or more civilian
casualties in the campaign against terrorism than the terrorists themselves
murdered in the first place? Are they allowed to disregard international law in
the name of fighting terrorism? The immediate answer to these questions
would appear to be no, of course not. But the events in Afghanistan and Iraq
have demonstrated the acute relevance of the dilemma.

The final major difficulty with mass-murder terrorism is that—unlike con-
ventional war—one does not probably defeat it once and for all. It is, rather, an
ongoing struggle in which one successful campaign risks producing new adver-
saries. At the same time, there is a complex set of causal layers behind this kind
of terrorism. They include: (a) traditional Muslim elites in Saudi Arabia and
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elsewhere unable to accommodate processes of modernization and Westerniza-
tion; (b) the Middle East conflict, especially the continuing clashes between
Palestinians and Israelis; (c) the existence of weak states such as Afghanistan
(more on this later); and (d) socioeconomic inequalities pushed by uneven eco-
nomic globalization—more than one billion people exist on a dollar a day or
less; another two billion on two dollars or less. That’s half of the world’s popu-
lation. Yet there is no simple relationship between these underlying causes and
the emergence of mass-murder terrorism; they are structural conditions, not the
triggers, the concrete actors. In short, we don’t really know how much more ter-
rorism these underlying factors will actually help create.

September 11 has produced another result with at least potentially posi-
tive consequences for the security of consolidated states: it has presented us
with a common enemy. Recall the comment of Colin Powell in 1991, when he
was chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: “I’m running out of demons. I’m
running out of enemies. I’m down to Castro and Kim Il Sung” (Cover Story,
1991: 28). Mass-murder terrorism is a new common enemy. It will surely add
another dimension to cooperation between postmodern states. But it will also
increase the debate among friends about who is to pay for what and how each
can best make the appropriate contributions; this is the issue on the table in
current discussions in NATO between the United States and Europe. The
expansion of NATO will not make the subject easier to handle. The prospect
of a common enemy raises an additional set of problems: how far could or
should that lead to tolerance of, for example, Russian abuses in Chechnya, or
to cordial relationships with dictators in Pakistan and elsewhere? 

In sum, the security dilemma of postmodern states is qualitatively differ-
ent from the classical Herz–Hobbesian security dilemma. The latter is relevant
for modern states, but it does not sufficiently incorporate the security conse-
quences of the transition from modern to postmodern statehood. Postmodern
states have developed legitimate authority between them, based on a set of
common values and principles. War between them is out of the question.

At the same time, it has become much more difficult to define the sub-
stantial content of national security in economic, political, and nationhood
terms. That is because under postmodern conditions the economies, the poli-
ties, and the collective identities of citizens are no longer neatly confined
behind sovereign, territorial borders. Therefore, the standard way of protecting
the state—by strengthening the hard shell behind which the good life can be
pursued—is no longer a feasible security strategy. Because postmodern state-
hood does not simply involve the amalgamation of states to larger units, the
hard shell cannot be established at any higher level either. The objects of secu-
rity therefore remain suspended in a space that is not easily territorially demar-
cated and confined. That is a challenge to all conventional security strategies,
because they are predicated on such demarcated and confined spaces as their
objects of security.
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Furthermore, there are new challenges to the postmodern state’s provision
of basic social values. This includes the emergence of a risk society and the new
security challenge to open societies defined by September 11. Whatever the
future trajectories of these challenges may be, there can be no doubt that post-
modern societies face a security dilemma very different from the classical
Herz–Hobbesian dilemma.

THE SECURITY DILEMMA OF THE
WEAK, POSTCOLONIAL STATE

The weak, postcolonial state also faces a distinct security dilemma, different
from both the classical and the postmodern dilemma. Seen from the
Herz–Hobbesian viewpoint, the mere existence of the weak states in the inter-
national system is a paradox: these entities are so unable to defend themselves
against any serious external threat that they could most easily be swallowed by
the much stronger states of the North. Yet this has not happened and there is
no indication whatsoever that it will happen. The weak states are not involved
in any kind of serious competition for survival in the international system. The
Waltzian maxim of the weak needing to emulate the strong or “fall by the way-
side” (1979: 118) is not valid for them.

They don’t face any serious external threat because they are protected by
the norms of the international system, norms that are backed by great powers
and other substantial states. These norms were created in the context of decol-
onization. First, colonies were given the right to independence in a 1960 U.N.
declaration that explicitly rejected demands for any kind of political or eco-
nomic substance as a necessary precondition. Status as a colony became a fully
sufficient ticket to sovereignty. What emerged from decolonization was a new
type of very weak player in the international system.

Second, according to the new norms, borders are sacrosanct. As the main
rule, they can only be changed with the consent of the affected parties. That
new norm amounts to a kind of life insurance for weak states: no matter how
weak, they will never be gulped up by stronger states. Yet this can also be a pass
for predatory state elites to run ‘their’ states into the ground: no matter what
the extent of misery and dissolution, a judicially sovereign state does not cease
to exist; it continues to possess formal, juridical sovereignty. Even at the peak
of violent disintegration, for example, the international society has continued
to pretend that there was such a thing as a Somalian state. The weak are not
taken over by the strong—they are merely allowed to disintegrate.

How did postcolonial state elites become predatory in the first place?
Because of the overall domestic situation in the newly independent states. As
already indicated, there was a lack of substantial statehood upon independence.
The most important element appears to be the lack of cultural and political
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community. Independence meant independence for colonial territories, defined
by colonial borders. The people inside those borders were communities only in
the sense that they shared a border drawn by others. Their idea of nationalism
was a negative one: get rid of the colonizers. When that project succeeded,
there was no positive notion of community left over. The attempt by some
elites to create community was quickly abandoned. What emerged instead
were monopoly states: “Confronted by weak administrative structures, fragile
economies, and in some cases dangerous sources of domestic opposition, polit-
ical leaders sought to entrench themselves in power by using the machinery of
the state to suppress or coopt any rival organization. . . . Rather than acknowl-
edging the weakness of their position, and accepting the limitations on their
power which this imposed, they chose to up the stakes and went for broke”
(Clapham, 1996: 59).

Political community was thus not created; the communities that prevailed
were the different ethnic subgroups that competed for access to state power
and resources. State elites based themselves on patron–client relationships
involving a select minority of such groups, shutting off the others from influ-
ence and resources. The predatory state was in place.

A predatory state is obviously no source of protection for the people: no
hard shell and no basis for the good life. It is exactly the opposite: such states
are sources of danger, including mortal danger for their populations. By no
means do they provide security, order, or welfare. In weak, postcolonial states,
the Herz–Hobbesian security dilemma has been turned on its head: because of
the state, life for citizens can be solitary, nasty, brutish, and short. Meanwhile,
the international community, staunchly supported by domestic state elites,
agrees on one crucial point: let the weak state persist, no matter what.

The human cost of this peculiar kind of weak statehood has been
extremely high. The three conflicts in Sudan, Ethiopia, and Mozambique each
cost the lives of 500,000 to one million people (Copson, 1994: 29); casualties
in Angola, Somalia, Uganda, and the Congo have also been very high.

How could it come to that? Who is responsible for the creation of weak
states in the first place? One school puts most of the blame on external inter-
ests. The early colonizers were set on making a profit, not on creating good
conditions for development of the colonies. After independence, dependency
theorists claimed that postcolonial states were more or less doomed to under-
development as a consequence of their inferior status in the global capitalist
system. It is certainly true that globalization is uneven and that there have been
losers in the periphery of the system. But is it not true that postcolonial status
or even a low initial position in the global capitalist hierarchy in itself means
condemnation to underdevelopment. When it comes to the poorest countries
in sub-Saharan Africa, for example, they have not been underdeveloped by
global capital because global capital has not invested there; markets and pro-
duction facilities have simply not been sufficiently attractive.
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By contrast, the successes of Taiwan, South Korea, and others demon-
strate how it was possible for newly independent countries to exploit the
opportunities of the world market. At the same time, world market integration
in itself is no guarantee for development success. Appropriate domestic condi-
tions are critical, so both domestic and international circumstances are always
in the picture.

Another tack on the question about the emergence of weak states is to
focus directly on the worst cases in sub-Saharan Africa. For example, how
could Mobutu’s terrible rule in Zaire persist for so long? As a head of a des-
perately poor country, he was highly dependent on external interests. The book
by Sean Kelly, America’s Tyrant (1993), records how Mobutu relied on the CIA
to save him from coup attempts by rival military factions on more than one
occasion. One explanation for Mobutu then, is that he could conduct his dirty
deals under CIA protection—he was a puppet on a string. This is not all
wrong, but it is misleading in a basic sense because it stipulates that Mobutu
was completely in the pocket of the CIA. He was not, for the simple reason
that he was the leader of a sovereign state. Formal independence is not unim-
portant. At the moment of independence a new political, economic, social, and
cultural sphere is created that has some substantial amount of autonomy. The
new ‘inside’ can still be influenced by external forces, of course, but the condi-
tions of operation are very different from before. On the one hand, there is a
new need for the outsider to find domestic allies; that implies some sort of bar-
gaining situation between insiders and outsiders. Mobutu was not merely in
the pocket of the CIA; he bargained with them: you do this for me, I do this
for you. At the same time, external intervention in weak states cannot be con-
ducted in complete ignorance of the rules of international society. After all, the
basic norm of judicial sovereignty is non-intervention, which means that acts
of intervention have to be justified. So both in the domestic and the interna-
tional sphere the rules of the game change in ways that provide increased
autonomy to domestic actors. And, in the final analysis, the perpetrators are
overwhelmingly local, that is, the violent conflicts are between domestic
groups mostly fighting for the control of the state.

What can be done about the peculiar security dilemma of weak, postcolo-
nial states? Overall economic and political development is of course preferable.
The last four decades have not seen much of that in these countries, for rea-
sons that cannot be explored here. Short of that, some elements of order and
a more responsive state would help: such processes of democratization have
not fared very well either (Sørensen, 1998a). Some commentators recommend
secession as a way forward because that would separate conflicting ethnic
groups from each other, but this also opens a whole new set of problems
(Bartkus, 1999). In sum, there are no easy ways out, so the security dilemma
of weak, postcolonial states will most probably be around for some consider-
able time. In a few cases, such as the current Musharref regime in Pakistan, the
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United States will provide support in order to avoid a complete state failure
that will let Pakistan fall prey to uncontrollable terrorism, but that is no
general solution to the problems of weak statehood.

CONCLUSION

States always change. When they do, it has implications for their security
dilemmas. Specific security dilemmas are connected to particular structures of
statehood. The classical Herz–Hobbesian security dilemma is relevant for the
modern state. But the classical security dilemma is by no means an appropri-
ate tool for a comprehensive understanding of security in earlier forms of state.
Nor does it accurately depict security dilemmas in postmodern and weak, post-
colonial states. Behind these problems is the one-sided fixation of the classical
security dilemma on relations between states. The classical security dilemma
does not make sense unless the increased power of states that is the driving
force of the dilemma is meaningfully connected to the protection and safety of
people inside the state. That premise is true for the modern state, but not for
many other types of state.

Against this background, a further examination of security dilemmas in
relation to different types of state is called for. Every state is of course unique,
and in that sense every security dilemma has its peculiar features. I have sug-
gested that in order to identify more general patterns, we look for major (ideal)
types of states in the present international system. I zoomed in on two such
types, the postmodern and the weak, postcolonial state.

Each of these types is characterized by particular security dilemmas.
Between postmodern states, war is out of the question. But national security is
much more difficult to define because in basic ways these states are no longer
precisely defined in territorial terms. Furthermore, the notion of a risk society
as well as the vulnerabilities exposed by September 11 constitute new serious
challenges to security for the populations of postmodern states. Weak post-
colonial states turn Hobbes on its head: the state, dominated by self-seeking
elites, is the most serious threat to the security of the population. In addition,
there is no external threat of extermination; to the contrary: the persistence of
weak statehood is guaranteed by the international system.

States will keep changing, so new security dilemmas are bound to emerge.
There are many and varied sources of changes in statehood: processes of eco-
nomic and political modernization may be successful or may fail. Groups in
society may be mobilized in new ways. When states change in major ways,
their security dilemmas also change. Postmodern and weak postcolonial states
are unstable types almost by definition because they contain various problem-
atic features. But postmodern states are not about to amalgamate into some
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kind of federation, and weak postcolonial states will not swiftly become devel-
oped. Therefore, these states and their security dilemmas will be major ele-
ments of the international system for several decades of the twenty-first
century.

NOTES

1. I have discussed the subject of this chapter at length in Sørensen, G. (2001).
Some formulations in what follows draw on that work.
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6

Anarchy Meets Globalization

A New Security Dilemma for the Modernizing State

Ersel Aydinli

The mainstream of globalization and the state literature theorizes that state
capacity is undergoing a transformation; however, it has been unable to oper-
ationalize the dynamics of the change. This chapter attempts to address that
gap by exploring how states, which have been designed in reaction to the state-
centric system and its primary demand of survival at home and abroad,
respond to the pressures of globalization and localization.1 The conflictual core
of the transformation, therefore, is understood as occurring between the forces
of power maximization and centralization, and the accelerating forces for
power diffusion. To understand the transformation, we must ask: how is
national power/capacity reconfigured when faced with the power diffusion
impact of globalization and the power maximization demands of internal and
external security dilemmas?2

The primary determinants of the traditional state-centric international
system have been security concerns, both external and internal. These concerns
kept states largely occupied with geopolitics and anarchic conditions in their
immediate environments, as well as in the global system. In order to curb secu-
rity threats and maintain a constant position of readiness, the national forces
of a state had to be kept centralized and concentrated—though, of course, the
degree to which this was true varied according to the acuteness of the nation’s
conceptualization of security threats. To achieve centralized and thus maxi-
mized power, a ruling elite not only had to keep security issues and rhetoric
prominent on the public agenda, but it also had to seek to enhance the exist-
ing institutionalization of the security establishment. This process, which
could be labeled as securitization, is one through which everything becomes
linked to the idea of national security. National security becomes the primary
directive when assessing the feasibility of any major political project requiring
power reallocation at the national level. Ultimately, this led to the creation of
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security-oriented nation-states and, in extreme examples, to garrison states.
The power pattern, securitization process, and resulting state type are shown
in the first row of Figure 6.1.

The third row of Figure 6.1 outlines the new epoch of globalization. This
new epoch has enabled a mobility of resources, ideas, and individuals, and thus
empowered new actors above and below the state level. These new actors, with
their varied agendas, produce demands for a sharing of national power and a
consequent pressure for decentralization. The implication of this process in
terms of security, can be labeled as desecuritization. This term should not
imply an automatic minimizing of security issues, but rather a lowering of the
‘prime directive’ status of security over all other issues, and a reconsidering of
security as one of several major needs to be satisfied by national governance.
Achieving this involves increasing the transparency of and civilian control over
the determining of threats and the implementing of national security policies.
States that seem to be successfully managing this process can be identified as
Western or globalized states, such as those of Western Europe and North
America.

Many modernizing states3 in particular, however, seem to fall somewhere
in between these two worlds, as expressed by the middle row of the diagram.
As such, these states are forced to try and balance contradicting patterns of
power. The resulting conflictive process of power reconfiguration needs to be
further explored theoretically in order to project its possible implications.

THE GLOBALIZATION AND THE STATE DEBATE

Hyperglobalists and Rejectionists

A first group of scholars, “hyperglobalists,” claim that globalization represents
a new epoch of human history in which traditional nation-states have become
unnatural or even impossible business units in the new global economy
(Albrow, 1997; Cox, 1997; Guéhenno, 1995; Luard, 1990; Ohmae, 1995;
Strange, 1996; Wriston, 1992). Based mostly on economic globalization, this
strand of the debate stresses the “denationalization” of national economics by
the powerful transnational networks of production, trade, and finance.

As opposed to the champions of globalization, its skeptics (e.g., Hall,
1996; Hirst, 1997; Hirst & Thompson, 1996; Weiss, 1998) first make their
argument that globalization is not new by drawing on statistical findings on
world trade and on the level of economic interdependence in the nineteenth
century. They imply that state capacity survived those periods and was perhaps
even strengthened. They see intensification of interconnectedness as height-
ened levels of internationalization, which again emphasizes the key role of
national capacities. This line of argument essentially rejects the popular under-
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standing that the power of national governments is being undermined in the
current era by economic internationalization and global interconnectedness
(Krasner, 1993; 1995).

The Transformationalists

In between the total erosionist and statist arguments lies the transformation-
alist strand of thought regarding the fate of state capacity when confronted
with globalization. The transformationalist approach is by nature closer to that
of the hyperglobalizers than the rejectionists since it subscribes to the starting
conviction that in the new epoch globalization is a central driving force behind
the rapid social, political, and economic changes that are reshaping states, soci-
eties, and the world order (Giddens, 1990). According to this group of schol-
ars, globalization dynamics may not be new, but they are certainly existing at
unprecedented levels, and are creating a world of affairs in which no clear dis-
tinction exists between international and domestic lines to which every actor
in world affairs feels the need to adopt and adjust (Cammilleri & Falk, 1992;
Rosenau, 1990; Ruggie, 1993; Sassen, 1996).

While the direction of the globalization impact is not fixed within the
transformationalist approach (Mann, 1997) and, therefore it does not include
claims about future trajectories of globalization and its impact, these scholars’
core emphasis is that globalization is a powerful transformative force that
introduces a “massive shake-out” for the subjects—including the states.

The transformationalists’ main argument regarding state capacity is that
contemporary globalization is reconstituting and reengineering the nature and
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State-Centric Power Securitization Security-
world/security maximization oriented nation-
dilemmas centralization state

Modernizing Turbulent Conflictive power Torn state
world balancing of reconfiguration

the two

Multicentric Power diffusion/ Desecuritization Western/
world decentralization globalized
globalization

FIGURE 6.1. A Taxonomy of State Power Configurations in the Modernizing World



configurations of national governments. This argument does not claim that
the territorial frontiers have no political or military significance, but rather it
accepts that these issues have become increasingly challenged in an era of
intensified globalization. The major basis for this conviction is that the world
is not just state-centric or only state governed. Rather, as authority becomes
diffused among public and private agencies at the local, national, regional, and
global levels, nation-states are not the principal form of authority in the world
(Rosenau, 1997).

States and national governments, being subject to these pressures, devise
strategies to adapt to the new conditions. Distinctive strategies lead to differ-
ent forms of states—from the neoliberal minimal state to varying types of
developmental states to the “catalytic” state, in which the government is a facil-
itator of coordinated and collective action. What is proposed here, therefore, is
that states adapt and transform to become more activist in determining their
destinies (Rosenau, 1997).

There are several arguments why the transformationalist approach is the
most appropriate to explain the dynamics of current world affairs. First, the
hyperglobalist argument that a perfectly competitive global economy is emerg-
ing (or has already emerged) is an unlikely assumption since we have yet to
achieve perfect national economies. In other words, a fully integrated global
market with a minimized, if not completely diminished role for states, does not
represent the true nature of the new epoch.

The rejectionist approach also has shortcomings. The empirical evidence
on which this approach relies can easily be interpreted differently. For exam-
ple, even if the trade/GDP ratios in the 1890s were higher than the ones in
the 1990s, this reveals little about the social and political transformations to
which this trade led. To draw an analogy, Chinese speakers may constitute a
larger number worldwide than English speakers, but this does not make Chi-
nese a global language (Held & McGrew, 1993). It is clear that the expanding
liberal economy is also attached to the expansion of liberal democracy, which
implies that the qualitative implications of these transformations must be
studied in order to understand the phenomenon better.

As opposed to these two approaches, the transformationalist understand-
ing does not see any fixed future in the globalization debate. There is neither
a perfect global economy nor state-system dominated global changes. More-
over, contrary to the hyperglobalists and rejectionists, the transformationalists
do not see globalization as a singular process (economic or cultural) or as a
linear movement to a known destiny. The dynamics of globalization may
include progress as well as retreat and reversals, and they can happen in very
different ways in all major areas of life, including political, military, environ-
mental, or public policy. Most important, integration and fragmentation,
convergence and divergence, can all occur simultaneously in a highly intercon-
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nected manner, so that states, in particular, will have to find their way in adapt-
ing not only to globalization but to “fragmegration.”

In addition to the previous arguments, the diversity of state types and of
capacity levels in current world affairs requires a flexible approach, one that
emphasizes the differentiated processes that are also influenced by other real-
ities of life, such as security. The transformationalist approach is particularly
suited for a study that is concerned with states of the modernizing world since
the states and national capacities in this realm seem to be the most in trans-
formation and also the most entrapped between the new world and the tradi-
tional one. The vast spectrum of the degree of development in these states is
also an indication of transformation and of being subject to fragmegration.

Has the transformationalist approach achieved all that it could to explain
the transformation of the state within fragmegration/globalization? The
answer, quite simply, is no. Perhaps because they have been occupied within
the debate by establishing their strand of the argument, but most scholars have
tried to establish the approach in their work rather than to operationalize it.
We are left still not knowing how the transformation actually occurs. We now
know that there are different types of states—for example, neoliberal or devel-
opmental—we now know even that we can label different nation-states as
security states, sovereign states, or democratic states, which are most of the
time intertwined and overlapped (Clark, 1999). What we do not know is how
these different characteristics of state identity and capacity coexist or compete
and, most important, how they transform from one to the other. This leads to
the core inquiry of this chapter: the dynamics of the transformation of the state
capacity and identity at the domestic level.

What, then, are these important transnational phenomena that are sub-
jecting state power to both integration and fragmentation and therefore impos-
ing a need to transform its structure in order to better adapt? In the current age
and for most modernizing world states, these phenomena are political global-
ization’s reforming impact and the resilient forces of traditional security dilem-
mas. These two elements are particularly crucial to analyze since their ultimate
impact is about national power—whether they are forcing it to diffuse or to
maximize, to decentralize or centralize. Once the national power configurations
and the nature of a state have been changed, one can then truly talk about a
transformation of state identity and capacity and of global transformation.

The Modernizing World

The so-called modernizing world is considered here as largely synonymous
with the democratizing world since political globalization (i.e., pressure for
democratization and liberalization) is one of the starting points for my
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arguments. The idea of a “democratizing world” stems from the postulation
that the world political system can be divided into two or more spheres in
which the rules of the game as well as the types and natures of the actors may
differ from each other. By making such categorizations, we not only can pres-
ent a more accurate picture of reality but can also provide a more convenient
base for intellectual exercise to describe, explain, and possibly predict the
external and domestic dynamics within these spheres (for similar views, see
Ayoob, 1995, and Buzan, 1998).

A further and equally important advantage of such a classification is to
help tackle better the problem of broad but unjustified definitions of the
developing world. Since the end of the Cold War, the Second World is con-
sidered to have disappeared. Its subsequent incorporation into the traditional
Third World exacerbated the problem of definition by widening the already
existing degree of variation and diversity.

One common concept in the classifications of world political systems is
the type and nature of the unit actor: the state. The concept of the state war-
rants further elaboration since a state-based classification scheme is another
starting point of this inquiry. Since democratization as a way of responding to
political globalization is another variable, not only the type of the state but the
degree of its political development is also important for this research. This
means determining how the relationship between the state and the society is
structured; in other words, how are “power” and “consent” mixed? This ques-
tion is significant because this domestic characteristic, which was emphasized
by Hobbes and Machiavelli, has a strong role in the interrelationships between
unit level factors and global processes (William, 1996). This link is also impor-
tant when categorizing world spheres according to the type of the states
because the management of power without the exercise of force has become
the true measure of states’ political capacity ( Jackman, 1996).

The assumption here is that modernizing world states are not fundamen-
tally different from Western ones (since we at least know that they want to
progress into a similar ‘successful’ structure—the common nation-state) rather,
they are located at different stages of a developmental process (Buzan, 1991).
The criteria, therefore, for the differentiation is the level of development
toward modern statehood. In terms of this research, the measurement of these
criteria could be seen as the degree of ability to balance the needs of effective-
ness (power) and consent (legitimacy).

Within this measurement, one could conceive of the world political
system as follows: in the first sphere, also known as the core, the state is pow-
erful enough to exercise force to gain consent, but does not and can not, due
to the level of accountability it is subject to from society. What we have is a
state that is weak in terms of accountability to society, and a society strong
enough to exercise considerable power over its state. This category is similar to
what Buzan and Segal (1996, 1998) or Sørensen (this volume) label the post-
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modern state, which has a much more tolerant attitude toward cultural, eco-
nomic, and political interaction, and define[s] a much narrower range of things
as threats to national security. In the postmodern state ‘civil society’ has, in a
sense, more influence than the government—fitting with the criterion of high
degree of accountability of the state to society.

This categorization also resembles somewhat Holm and Sørensen’s (1995)
“operational sovereignty,” which refers to limits on sovereignty that states
choose to place on themselves. In other words, state control over institutional
or issue domains that they are willing to give up or trade in return for greater
influence at the system level. If a state is currently in a strong position or if it
carefully uses its bargaining power, it may be able to influence
decisions/changes/trends at the system level.

At the opposite end of the spectrum it is difficult to speak of any type of
accountability due to the poorly developed political entities and incoherent
(sociologically and politically) societies. In these units, the state is so prema-
ture that, even if it wanted, it would not be able to use force to gain consent.
This is also due to the level of fragmentation in the society. What we have in
this sphere is a weak state and fragmented society (Ayoob, 1995). This is sim-
ilar to what Buzan calls a premodern state, or what Holm and Sørensen refer
to as negative sovereignty. While such a state may aspire to becoming a
modern state, it is prevented by the weakness at both the political and societal
levels. With essentially no room for a wide sense of accountability, there is
more of an anarchy than a hierarchy within the state. Some examples of such
states are located primarily in Africa and Central Asia (e.g., Afghanistan, Tad-
jikistan, Somalia, Nigeria, Sudan, and Zaire; Buzan, 1998).

In between these two groups is the third type of state in which the bal-
ance between effectiveness and consent/legitimacy is still biased toward effec-
tiveness/power. In other words, the state and the representative governments
continue to enjoy strong prerogatives, either constitutionally or not, and are
able to use force to gain the necessary consent from society—a strong state and
weak/fragmented society in which the state and power-holders are not highly
accountable to society. Although there is some accountability, it is between
weak political figures—for example, the products of imperfect elections—and
society. The state itself is not accountable in a number of domains.

This is similar to what Buzan labels a modern state, or Holm and
Sørensen categorize as a positive sovereignty. Such a state desires to become a
postmodern one, but has not yet been able to overcome the improper account-
ability problem. According to Buzan, the major characteristics of this type of
state is the “strong government control over society” (1998: 221). He adds that
these modern states typically define a wide range of military, political, eco-
nomic, and cultural factors as threats to national security. The aspirations of
these states are not only to become postmodern states but also, and more
important, to become great powers, or at least regional hegemons. Some
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examples he cites are Iran, Iraq, Russia, China, India, Turkey, and the two
Koreas. These status-related intentions, combined with other unit and system-
level sources, increase a high degree of vulnerability and pressure for the unit
actors and their policies. Basically, in the regions in which these states are
located, and the international relations in which they take part, classical real-
ist rules remain valid since armed conflicts are still applicable as policy options.

DYNAMICS OF THE TRANSFORMATION

The nature of power in security-oriented nation-states has been based on the
idea of power maximization through power centralization. State security
bureaucracies grew ever larger during the centralization process, primarily at
the expense of a societal role or input. The primacy of state interests and
national security reached such a level in some cases that these states can be
argued to have become in fact giant security apparatuses, which possessed
nations and societies. Thus, a model of a strong state and correspondingly
weak society emerged. Global democratization and liberalization waves have
targeted this particular state/society relationship by promoting, if not provok-
ing, more societal input in the national governance. Nevertheless, the primacy
of national security and the consequent steady securitization of the public
agenda by these security apparatuses have been trying to resist against these
powerful global liberalizing dynamics.

Due in part to its own internal inefficiencies and as well to the increas-
ingly irresistible attractiveness of global liberalization dynamics, the lowering
of the perceived levels of international anarchy and its accompanying vulnera-
bility put the strong state/suppressed society structure to a serious test. Secu-
ritization of the public agenda has become much more difficult in these
governance structures.

As long as securitization of the public agenda and the consequent alloca-
tion of material and psychological national resources remained relatively
unquestioned, strong states were able to keep the society and its potential haz-
ards under control. The primacy of national security and the exaggerated char-
acterization of vaguely defined internal and external enemies and threats
rendered the fragmented societal structure and its potential demands less rel-
evant and urgent. Therefore, a strong state-fragmented society relationship
was able to endure.

One of the major problems of the seeming resistance of the strong state-
fragmented society model was that the fragmented nature of the society and
its potential demands were only curtailed, but did not necessarily transform in
a manner the state elite would like to portray to the outside world or even to
their own domestic public opinion. The state elite, and in particular the giant
security apparatuses, knew of the potential societal threats, and calculated for
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them as a part of the larger security dilemmas they perceived for their states.
These considerations, however, viewed these domestic vulnerabilities as poten-
tial weak points that might be manipulated by others during the anarchic
geopolitical atmosphere between nation-states. Such an understanding pro-
vided not only additional bases for the primacy of national security over other
domestic public agendas, but also further provoked power centralization at the
national level in order to weaken those fragmented societal elements deemed
threatening. Most states with such governance structures appeared on the sur-
face as relatively stable nation-states who were prepared to play by the rules of
the realist anarchic world. In these states, certain types of gradual and carefully
supervised modernization projects were implemented, also in an effort to min-
imize outside impact and thereby remaining national and protectionist.

In this overall picture, the strong state (centralized power) was the best
possible response not only to handle external threats and security dilemmas,
but also to cope with potential problems stemming from the fragmented
nature of the societies. Relentless securitization was the order of the day.

SECURITY VERSUS LIBERALIZATION

The emergence of the multicentric world, the significant rise in global liberal-
ization (hereafter, political globalization) forces, and most important, the end
of the Cold War and the impact this had on reducing the perception of exter-
nal threats, have led to an environment in which, for many of the moderniz-
ing world states, the primary security agendas of the previous world order have
become less able to function as determining instruments of public life. First, a
general need for some kind of change—most often toward a more democratic
form of state/society relations—now appears inevitable and unavoidable.
Second, the capacity of security apparatuses to use external threat calculations
for domestic securitization has shrunk. Large, strong security apparatuses no
longer seem to have a definitive mission, and, moreover, societal interpreta-
tions of Western liberal democracies do not look favorably on large roles for
states and security apparatuses. The strong state, therefore, is feeling not only
systematic pressure from the external and internal environment to downsize
and share some of its power or halt some of its functions, but is also facing a
society that is more actively demanding a share from the centralized power
structure. The weakening process of the strong centralized state has been put
into action. Fragmented societal elements can no longer be considered merely
potential challenges to national security; these potential threats are already
politicized and empowered by economic globalization and are beginning to
corner the state power structure.

What does a centralized state structure do to respond to such power
demands? One can anticipate first an immediate reflexive move by elites to try

Ersel Aydinli 107



and hold on to their already established prerogatives in the name of stability
and the survival of the state. Although this point is important since it can
freeze or delay the budding power struggle for an uncertain period, it can ulti-
mately be overcome when the sitting elites or administrators are replaced.
Thus, some form of inevitable transformation will occur.

There is more to the story, however, than just power-holding elites resist-
ing domestic power reconfiguration. Though designed to in fact overreact to
security issues, the existing state structure now must find a way to, at minimum,
preserve its centralized/maximized power structure in order to cope with the
combined remaining amount of perceived external threats and the resurfacing
of formerly suppressed domestic threats, such as power demands and poten-
tially even secessionist efforts of segments of their fragmented societies.

Ideally, a centralized domestic governance structure should adapt to a
decentralized power structure, perhaps even taking on a managerial or supervi-
sory role in the transition process. However, most developing world state secu-
rity apparatuses do not know how to adapt due to their inherent nature of
overreacting to frightening situations of instability. Rather than an ideal
response of decentralizing and downsizing while simultaneously maximizing its
effectiveness for meeting new security challenges, the strong state structure
reacts in its traditional manner of trying to even further maximize and central-
ize the power configuration at the national level. It is difficult to find an exam-
ple of an old-world state structure (i.e., garrison states or a variant thereof ) with
the potential for such a rapid adaptation and transformation process. This is
especially true because this new threat demands an immediate securing of the
conflictive transformation process to avoid dangerous domestic instability.
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There is not sufficient time, therefore, for the nation-state as a whole to produce
a new, sophisticated functioning power structure to meet this new challenge.

Thus, security versus liberalization becomes the primary impasse faced by
the national governance structure. The state is pressured by power diffusion
dynamics that cannot be dismissed, yet there remains the need to preserve if
not maximize its power at a time of (over)perceived insecurities. The position
of such torn states is expressed in Figure 6.2, which is, in a sense, a dynamic
representation of the middle row of the taxonomy in Figure 6.1. Can the nec-
essary transformation for these states occur in a peaceful manner? In the course
of such a transformation over issues of power, and in the absence of an overar-
ching agency to manage this tumultuous process, the answer seems to be no.
The dynamics of this new security dilemma will be even more acute in those
countries in which societal fragmentation levels need significant time to
develop cohesive national understandings and structures.

HYPOTHESIZING ON TORN STATE TRANSFORMATIONS

Bifurcation of the National Agenda

The taxonomy and discussion in this chapter suggest certain outcomes that we
might expect of such a torn state structure, both at the macro and micro levels,
and which can now be used to project certain implications. If power maxi-
mization leads to an agenda of securitization, and power diffusion leads to one
of desecuritization, then the existence of both forces could lead to a bifurca-
tion of the national agenda into two parts—one belonging to a relatively
closed realm that might be labeled as hard politics and include issues such as
state unity, sovereignty, geopolitical concerns, foreign policy, and domestic and
external security issues. This realm would presumably be controlled by conser-
vative security elite/bureaucrats, and nationalists among the public officials.
The second half of the agenda, belonging to a relatively more open realm,
might be labeled soft politics, and may include issues such as economic and
political liberalization, and domestic links to global elements such as civil soci-
ety and human rights groups. This realm would likely be run by, for example,
political parties, the liberal elite, intellectuals, and the newly emerging, glob-
ally linked NGOs.

Duality in Governance

A bifurcation of the national agenda, depending on the context, that is, the
level and length of exposure to either or both of the external pressures, the
particular qualities of the leadership, or the possible existence and strength of
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coalitions, may lead over time to a dual institutionalization of the two politi-
cal realms. Since the powerful security-minded elite cannot ignore the politi-
cal globalization impact due to international legitimacy needs and other
factors such as IMF financial aid and often embedded modernization drives
from within, they can be expected to allow the soft politics realm of civilian
governments and political parties to expand—as long as it does not intervene
in the hard politics realm. In the extreme case this might be anticipated to lead
to a duality in the domestic governance structure that could be deconstructed
as an inner state and an apparent state. While the former would remain to
respond to the state-centric world demands, the latter would exist to meet
increasing globalization pressures.

Increasing State/Society Conflict and 
Resulting Chronic Governance Crises

One might anticipate certain implications of such a state structure on the level
of stability at both the domestic and regional levels. With power relocation and
resistance to it remaining the main ingredient of the domestic level agenda,
repression and counterinsurgencies would be expected to occur, leading to
bumpy transitions to democracy and conflictual domestic settings.

One of globalization’s indirect pressures on the modernizing state comes
about with the empowering of society in the sense that deepening political
globalization can be considered as greater democratization and thus more
input from society. Given that in the modernizing countries relevant to this
discussion, the state is the existing power center, any empowerment of some
other element logically means a reduction or compromising of the state’s
power—a situation bound to lead to conflict between the two. This con-
frontational positioning of the state and the societal masses may mean a base
for indefinite domestic instability and authority crises in political affairs.

Reemphasizing the Primacy of Internal Threats

An additional projection that can emerge from this research is evidence reem-
phasizing the primacy of internal security over external security in parts of the
modernizing world. This does not mean that these countries are no longer
concerned with external security threats. It also does not deny that internal
threats are still partly of concern due to their external connections, that is, such
threats cause instability and weakness that can be taken advantage of by exter-
nal rivals and thereby weaken the country within the regional balance of
power. However, the research does suggest that internal threat perceptions
themselves are becoming more salient in provoking power centralization
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needs. In other words, the safety of the inevitable transformation is viewed as
being most vulnerable to domestic challenges. As such, survival at home can
be seen as almost a prerequisite even for just being an actor in the international
system, let alone for playing power politics at the international level.

The New Security Dilemma

Research projects that transformation from more centralized to more diffused
state structures is inevitable in the new era. If it is inevitable, it must therefore
be managed. Maintaining the stability of this unavoidable transformation
when there is a simultaneous combining of power centralization and power
diffusion demands can be considered as the source for a new security dilemma
facing the state types under discussion in this chapter. In the process of man-
aging this transformation, states must find a balance between the two pressures
in which, first, neither influence is excluded to a point that it jeopardizes the
stable transformation, and, second, the balance is maintained at a level at
which the dynamism of the progress continues.

Once the powerful elite feels that the process of desecuritization has the
potential of allowing instability to rise, the basic instinct remains to centralize
power in order to most efficiently face these possible challenges. These elite’s
past practices and experiences of anarchical world understandings, along with
existing ‘realities’ of geopolitical calculations, further facilitate power central-
ization instincts. If these instincts are materialized, however, the result is
bound to clash with the power diffusion requirements of the current era. This
clash, therefore, constitutes the new security dilemma with which moderniz-
ing world states must cope.

Since the power-holding elite in these states traditionally know how to
manage power centralization, the emphasis in dealing with this transformation
is understandably on how to manage the power decentralization/diffusion that
the new epoch requires. Since power centralization in these countries was tra-
ditionally carried out through a securitization process—relying on security’s
primary role in public life—decentralization can generally be equated with
desecuritization. The challenge becomes one of managing and stabilizing the
desecuritization process without damaging the traditional mechanisms of
power centralization and thus one’s sense of national security in a particular
country’s context.

Conclusion

The preceding theoretical analysis and implications suggest that the dualistic
(state-centric and multicentric) structure of the international system generates
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certain inevitable transformations between the major forces of these world
perspectives. It also suggests that these transformations lead to a type of torn
governance structure at the national level. Such potentially unstable yet
inevitable transformative processes appear as the major source for the new
security dilemmas that these modernizing states face, due to the contradictory
instincts of power centralization and power diffusion.

Providing concrete evidence of such turbulent transformations and duali-
ties out of real-life experiences was beyond the scope of this chapter. Future
case studies must therefore be conducted to explore in depth the internal
nature of this new security dilemma and resulting institutional responses to it.
Several countries appear to be facing this dilemma of conflicting globalization
and security pressures, such as Russia, China, Turkey, and Iran. To accomplish
this task effectively, and reveal the secrecies of the black box of the state in
transformation, any research of this type must cross disciplinary boundaries
between, at minimum, international and comparative politics. At a time when
physical borders are reputedly becoming more transient, conceptual bound-
aries must be at least equally so for a fair reflection of reality.

NOTES

1. These two forces and their corresponding pressures of fragmentation and
integration have been suggested to express the transformative dynamics of a new era in
world politics—one labeled fragmegration (Rosenau, 1997). This chapter focuses on
pressures of globalization since they promote the potential for power diffusion and
relocation. Localization pressures such as ethnic or nationalist unrest, on the other
hand, may actually increase a state’s security relevance, and not disturb the accordingly
designed state power structure.

2. While various forms of globalization have been identified (Held et al.,
1999), this research refers primarily to globalization in its political form. Political
globalization is understood here as a consensus on the combined ideas of economic
liberalism and liberal democracy and the pressure this creates on states for further
democratization and liberalization, which in turn necessitate a diffusion of national
power. Focusing on this aspect of globalization is crucial because it is the liberalization
impact of political globalization in particular that leads to a reconfiguration of state
power structures. Power maximization and centralization may, at least initially, coexist
with, for example, economic globalization and liberalization—as evidenced by existing
nondemocratic regimes with relatively liberal economies—but is incompatible with
political globalization and liberalization pressure. Security dilemmas in the moderniz-
ing world are seen as based not only on external vulnerabilities, but also on domestic
ones such as regime insecurity issues. This means that traditional states of the mod-
ernizing world have to protect themselves from both an external anarchy and an
increasing internal one.

112 ANARCHY MEETS GLOBALIZATION



3. The modernizing world of Figure 6.1 refers here to those states of the devel-
oping world that have long-standing strong state traditions, a history of aspiring to
modernize, and are highly concerned with traditional security dilemmas. Examples of
such states can be as diverse as China, Russia, Turkey, Pakistan, India, Iran, to name a
few. The definition is discussed in more detail in the next section.
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7

Global Challenges to Russia’s 
National Security

Any Chance for Resisting/Bandwagoning/
Adapting/Contributing to an Emerging World Order?

Alexander Sergounin

The term “globalization” has been a popular word among Russian politicians,
academics, and journalists since the early 1990s. Even among academics, how-
ever, globalization remains a rather vague notion. Depending on their theoret-
ical underpinnings or research objectives, Russian analysts offer quite different
interpretations of this phenomenon. Following a brief overview of various
prominent understandings, this chapter examines recent Russian national
security doctrines to show how globalization has affected Russian security dis-
course. The chapter concludes with a more detailed look at understandings of
globalization and security according to various paradigms of thought within
Russian International Relations scholarship.

Some Russian authors tend to equate globalization with cosmopolitism
(Timofeev, 1999). The term “kosmopolites” stood even in ancient Greece for
“citizens of the world,” individuals who considered the whole of humankind as
more important than their own state or native land. Similar globalist ideas can
be traced in the writings of Hugo Grotius and Immanuel Kant. The Marxist
paradigm, with its emphasis on a world system and mode of production, the
cosmopolitan nature of capitalism and class struggle, and universal historical
laws, also offered a globalist vision of international relations. Russian propo-
nents of this definition of globalization note that, in the current world, perhaps
the most important manifestation of cosmopolitanism is the increasing accept-
ance of and concern for freedoms and individual rights irrespective of state or
national boundaries. However, this argument provokes heated debates, since
states can invoke their claim to domestic jurisdiction and block outside inter-
ference with the freedoms and rights of their own citizens.

117



Other Russian scholars understand globalization as a quantitative shift of
several autonomous national economies toward a global marketplace for pro-
duction, distribution, and technology (Neklessa, 1998). Similarly, globalization
in terms of open-border relations has been associated with liberalization, while
in terms of transborder and cross-border relations it connotes international-
ization (Shishkov, 2001). For some authors, globalization may also be conso-
nant with a number of other phenomena, such as the spread of liberal
democracy, developments in the domain of information technology, and the
worldwide impact of mass media. In describing these phenomena, such
notions as “delocalization” and “planetarization” have been used (Makarychev,
2002; Molchanov, 1999).

The mainstream of Russian political thought, however, describes global-
ization as a worldwide spread of common patterns of production, technology,
management, social structures, political organization, culture, and values—a
process that leads to the rise of supranational institutions and, ultimately, a
single society (Makarychev & Sergounin, 2000: 398).

RUSSIAN SECURITY THINKING

Conceptualizations and Threat Perceptions

Russian political and academic communities were caught off guard by global-
ization, even though this process did not occur overnight. It has taken much
of the last decade to see a redefinition of national security concepts and a more
or less thorough academic analysis of relevant issues. Several fundamental
changes in Russian security thinking, however, have been brought about by the
worldwide process of globalization.

First, in contrast with traditional security thinking that has emphasized
‘narrow’ or military security, Moscow has begun to accept a broader concept of
security. According to the 1992 Russian Law on Security, not only military but
also economic, social, information, and ecological aspects of security were
given importance. Instead of a state-oriented definition of security, the new
law singled out three levels of security: “security is freedom from internal and
external threats to vital interests of the individual, society and state” (Yeltsin,
1992: 5).

Second, in addition to a new definition of security, there has been a grow-
ing understanding among Russian strategy planners that in the age of global-
ization the focus of national and world politics is gradually shifting from the
hard (military) to soft (non-military) security domain. This understanding
presents a dramatic change from Russia’s traditional security policy, especially
that of the Cold War period. The Soviet Union has always placed tremendous
emphasis on the development of full-fledged armed forces (both nuclear and
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conventional) and the Russian military traditionally had a major say in deci-
sion making. In the post–Cold War era, hard security issues have lost much of
their former importance and a completely new agenda looms ahead. Within
this new desecuritized agenda, ‘normal’, nonsecurity issues have come to the
focus of global cooperation. ‘Grand’ policy has retreated to the shadows and
‘low politics’ (economy, trade, societal issues, ecology, border infrastructure,
migration, etc.) increasingly dominate the scene.

Consequently, the predominance of the ‘soft’ security agenda has led to a
questioning of the role and capabilities of old actors (NATO, OSCE, etc.) in
dealing with a new set of challenges.1 It seems that newly created institutions,
such as the Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS), the Barents-Euro-Arctic
Council (BEAC), and the Arctic Council (AC), are often designed more to
cope with new problems and actors than traditional ones. It has taken consid-
erable time for Russian foreign and security policies to begin to accommodate
such new realities.

Third, globalization has challenged Russia’s traditional concept of
national sovereignty and, subsequently, related security issues. Moscow’s tradi-
tional position was that all Russian regions were integral and equal parts of the
Russian Federation. Initially, Moscow feared that international collaborative
projects could strengthen disparities and evoke an unhealthy competition
between Russian regions. Russia insisted that it was able to solve its regional
problems on its own, even in the most difficult cases, such as Kaliningrad or
the Far East. With time, Moscow has come increasingly to the understanding
that international actors are not set on challenging Russian territorial integrity
and that by engaging Russia’s border regions in cross-border and transregional
cooperation, they aim at creating zones of stability and economic prosperity
rather than breaking Russia apart. Gradually, Moscow’s preferences have
shifted from semi-isolationist, unilateral options to cooperative models and
multilateral solutions (particularly demonstrated in the cases of Kaliningrad
and Karelia).

Finally, there has been a dramatic change in terms of threat perceptions.
The new Russian national security doctrines of 1997 and 2000 assert that
Russia faces no immediate danger of large-scale aggression, and that, because
the country is beset with a myriad of debilitating domestic problems, the
greatest threat to Russia’s security is now an internal one.2 For example, the
national security doctrine of 1997 reported that: “An analysis of the threats to
the national security of the Russian Federation shows that the main threats at
present and in the foreseeable future will not be military, but predominantly
internal in character and will focus on the internal political, economic, social,
ecological, information and spiritual spheres” (Yeltsin, 1997: 4). This is a dis-
tinct departure from previous doctrines. For example, the draft of the military
doctrine of 1992 and the military doctrine of 1993 were still based on the
assumption that the main threat to Russia’s security was posed by external
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factors such as regional conflicts, territorial claims or violations of rights of
Russian-speaking minorities in the former Soviet republics (Ministry of
Defense of the Russian Federation, 1992; Yeltsin, 1994).

The recent Russian security doctrines clearly suggest that today’s rela-
tively benign international climate affords Russia the opportunity to direct
resources away from the defense sector and toward the rebuilding of the Russ-
ian economy. This shift is particularly evident in the 1997 document, which
underscores: “the development of a qualitatively new pattern of relations with
the leading world states and the political absence of the threat of a large-scale
aggression against Russia, while it preserves its nuclear deterrent, makes it pos-
sible to redistribute the resources of the state and society to address priority
internal problems” (Yeltsin, 1997: 4). In general, it places this rebuilding effort
in the context of continued democratization and the strengthening of Russia’s
markets.

These national security documents focus highly on the dangers posed by
Russia’s economic woes, such as the substantial drop in production and invest-
ments; the destruction of scientific-technical potential; disarray in the finan-
cial and monetary systems; the shrinking of federal revenues; the growth of the
national debt; Russia’s overdependence on export of raw materials and import
of equipment, consumer goods, and foodstuff; brain drain; and an uncontrolled
flight of capital.

The documents also point to internal social, political, ethnic, and cultural
tensions that threaten to undermine both the viability and the territorial
integrity of the Russian state. Among these, social polarization, demographic
problems (in particular, the reductions in birth rate, average life expectancy,
and population), corruption, organized crime, drug trade, terrorism, virulent
nationalism, separatism, deterioration of the health system, ecological catas-
trophes, and disintegration of the ‘common spiritual space,’ are singled out.

It should be noted that the August 1998 economic crisis undermined to
some extent the popularity of liberal concepts (including a positive attitude
toward globalization) by exposing Russia’s vulnerability to the international
economy and financial markets. Some specialists believe that the fundamental
sources of the crisis were internal policy failures and economic weakness, but
it was precipitated by the vulnerability of the ruble to speculative international
financial markets (Wallander, 2000). Moreover, because Russia’s economy
began to recover in the aftermath of the decision to devalue the ruble and
implement limited debt defaults, the crisis reinforced statist arguments that a
less Western-dependent, more state-directed policy of economic reform could
be Russia’s path to stability and eventual prosperity. One of the lessons of the
1998 financial meltdown was that globalization may be a source of threat to
Russia’s economic security.

Alongside the major internal threats to Russia’s security, the documents
do also identify a number of dangers stemming from international dynamics.
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The doctrines highlight the following sources of external threat: territorial
claims; attempts of foreign countries to use Russia’s domestic problems for
weakening its international positions or challenging its territorial integrity;
local conflicts and military buildup in the country’s vicinity; mass migration
from troubled CIS countries; proliferation of weapons of mass destruction;
international terrorism and drug -trafficking, and growing activities by foreign
intelligence services. In the 1997 document, these threats, however, are
awarded less significance than internal ones.

Although the previous paragraphs point to numerous similarities between
the 1997 and 2000 national security doctrines, certain crucial differences also
exist between the two. The most important aspect of the 2000 doctrine is that,
in addition to still noting internal threats, it begins to once again elevate the
importance of and expand on the types of external threats to Russian security.
The document no longer states that there are “no” external threats arising from
deliberate actions or aggression; rather, it provides a substantial list of external
threats, including the weakening of the OSCE and the United Nations and a
weakening Russian political, economic, and military influence in the world. It
also notes the consolidation of military-political blocs and alliances. In partic-
ular, concern is expressed about further eastward expansion of NATO and the
possibility of foreign military bases or deployment of forces on Russian bor-
ders. The document goes on to mention threats such as the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction and the means of their delivery, the escalation of
conflicts along borders with CIS members countries; and territorial claims
against Russia (Putin, 2000: 4).

In several places, the 2000 national security document emphasizes that
the natural tendency of international relations in the wake of the Cold War
confrontation is toward the development of a multipolar world, in which rela-
tions are based on international law, and on finding a proper role for Russia. It
argues that the United States and its allies are working against this tendency,
and, under the guise of multilateralism, have sought to establish a unipolar
world outside of international law. The document warns that NATO’s shift in
policy to accept the use of military force outside its alliance territory without
U.N. Security Council approval is a major threat to world stability, and that
changes such as these create the potential for a new era of arms races among
the world’s great powers. The document links the internal threat of terrorism
and separatism (clearly with Chechnya in mind) to external threats, arguing
that international terrorism involves efforts to undermine the sovereignty and
territorial integrity of Russia, with the possibility of direct military aggression.
However, in terms of dealing with such threats, the document calls for “inter-
national cooperation” (Putin, 2000: 4).

In general, the shifts in Russia’s threat perceptions in the post–Cold War
era could be assessed positively. At least three main advantages can be distin-
guished. First, they represent steps toward a more realistic estimation of
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Russia’s domestic and international problems. Second, given Russia’s limited
resources, these doctrines help in setting up a proper system of political prior-
ities. Finally, they diminish earlier xenophobic tendencies in Russia’s relations
with the West and thus lay the foundations for more intense international
cooperation.

International and Regional Dualities

The era of globalization has cast doubts on the key principle of the Cold War
international security architecture that international security is indivisible.
Under the new circumstances, it has become possible to make a region or sub-
region more secure without creating a security regime for the whole world or
continent (Sergounin, 2002). This change in thinking has challenged the role
of the traditional security organizations (OSCE and NATO) as the major
security providers. As far as European security is concerned, developments of
the last decade or so have undermined the pillar of traditional Russian-Euro-
pean security policy that aimed at making the OSCE a main pan-European
security institution. Hence, Russia has had to redefine its attitude toward var-
ious international security organizations.

The post–Cold War period has also brought a new pattern in the global-
ization/regionalization relationship. It has become quite commonplace to
assert that globalization and regionalization are two sides of the same coin, and
to create different words (e.g., glocalization, fragmegration) to denote this
complex phenomenon. The entire world faces processes such as the erosion of
the nation-state and national sovereignty, and a shift of power from the
national level toward supranational and subnational institutions. Russia is a
part of these global dynamics and cannot ignore the rules dictated by them. In
particular, however, Russia is affected by regionalization in the Trans-Atlantic
space (NATO enlargement), in Europe (EU enlargement, Baltic and Nordic
subregional cooperation), in Eurasia (the CIS), and in the Asia Pacific region
(APEC, ASEAN Regional Forum).

Initially, Moscow underestimated the role of regionalism/subregionalism/
transregionalism in ‘soft’ security cooperation. Russia saw regional/subregional
cooperation as either a low priority (compared to grand policy) or as a space
for diplomatic maneuvering in the event of grand strategy failures. For this
reason, Moscow was quite suspicious about the subregional nature of a number
of subnational/international initiatives such as, for example, the EU’s North-
ern Dimension. The federal government was afraid of strengthening separatist
tendencies in a number of Russian regions (especially in Kaliningrad, Karelia,
and the Russian Far East) as a result of their deep involvement in subregional
cooperation. With time, however, Moscow has begun to realize that subre-
gionalism can bring more positive than negative results and has started to
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think of the Russian border areas as pilot regions (for more on changes in
Russian thinking on regionalism, see Sergounin, 1999). As part of emerging
new strategies, Moscow has begun paying serious attention to joining appro-
priate regional and subregional institutions and organizations. For example,
Russia concluded an agreement on partnership and cooperation with the EU
(1994) and now takes part in various EU programs on cross- and transborder
cooperation. Moscow also participates in the activities of such subregional
organizations as the Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS), the Barents
Euro-Arctic Council (BEAC), the Arctic Council, the ASEAN Regional
Forum, APEC, and the Black Sea Economic Cooperation regime. At the
same time, Moscow tries to exercise its role as an economic and political leader
in the CIS.

Internal Regionalization as Decentralization

Global dynamics have also influenced decentralization in Russia. This has
occurred in various ways, such as: promoting regionalization along Russia’s
borders; economic cooperation of Russian border regions with powerful neigh-
bors such as the EU, China, Japan, and South Korea; instigating ethno-terri-
torial and religious conflicts; encouraging cultural cooperation between related
ethnic groups in Russia and foreign countries; and making public the need to
stop further degradation of the environment (particularly in the Russian North
West) (Sergounin, 2001). Many foreign countries and international organiza-
tions prefer to deal with Russia’s various regions rather than with Moscow.
They regard cooperation with subnational units as both a means for bypassing
Moscow bureaucracy and as a good route for solving many of Russia’s prob-
lems. For example, the EU established a special Interreg program to promote
cooperation between countries along Europe’s border regions, including
Russia. The TACIS program, another EU initiative, is oriented to stimulate
cross-border cooperation and local government within Russia as well. Various
Western foundations and organizations specializing on education and research
support programs have also emphasized regional priorities. In the late 1990s,
for example, the Nordic Council of Ministers and the British Council
launched special fellowship programs for the Russian Northwest. In 1998, the
Soros Foundation launched its “Mega” project, aimed at supporting and devel-
oping Russian peripheral universities. Despite territorial disputes with Russia
and the lack of a peace treaty between the two countries, Japan also cooperates
with Russian regions such as the Kurile Islands, Sakhalin, and the Maritime
Province.

Russia’s decentralization (or internal regionalization) is a contradictory
process that both poses challenges to and provides benefits for a federative
state. Russia’s regionalization carries with it certain negative consequences that
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are perceived by Moscow as a source of threat to Russian national security.
These threats are seen as stemming from further disintegration of the single
economic, financial, and cultural space; degradation of the party system and
the rise of interest group politics answering to parochial interests; regionaliza-
tion and privatization of security services and armed forces; and the rise of sep-
aratism and secessionism, which could result in disintegration of the country
(for more on these, see Sergounin, 1999).

The separatist tendencies in various parts of Russia are clearly the most
unpleasant implication of regionalization for Moscow. Not only Chechnya but
other national republics as well have demonstrated their secessionist senti-
ments from time to time. In the early 1990s, Bashkortostan and Tatarstan were
suspected of being separatist-minded. There was even an idea to create an
independent Idel-Ural republic consisting of the Muslim peoples of the Volga
region. The dean of history at Kazan University argued in October 1993 that
“the idea of the Idel-Ural has become a necessity now.” Yet another academi-
cian, the Dean of Humanities at Ufa State Aviation and Technical University,
admitted that “if the dictatorship of Moscow persists with its demands for a
unitary state, centrifugal forces may triumph and a new federation may be
formed in the region of Idel-Ural and in the North Caucasus.” The Head of
the Bashkir Cultural Society, Robert Sultanov, was also willing to agree in
October 1993 that “if the Russian Federation disintegrated,” Bashkortostan,
along with Tatarstan, “would become the subjects of a new confederation,
while retaining their independence” (Petersen, 1996: 137).

The Russian Far East, another troubled region, has often over the last
decade discussed plans of independent development. For example, in 1994,
Viktor Ishayev, head of the administration of the Khabarovsk Province,
announced that the Russian government “has done all it could to sever the Far
East from Russia.” That same year, workers of the Khrustalny tin-extracting
company, who had gone for several months without pay, wrote in a declara-
tion: “The government and the president don’t pay any attention to our trou-
bles. We have concluded that they have given up on us. Therefore we must also
give them up and form our own republic with an independent government.
There is no other way to survive” (Matveyeva, 1994: 13).

In the 1990s, secessionist movements could be found in Karelia, Kalin-
ingrad, and the North Caucasian republics as well. To date, however, Chech-
nya is the only actual breakaway republic. Other potential candidates for
secession have not officially pressed for independence. Two factors have pre-
vented separatist-minded politicians from making such a declaration: first, the
understanding that independence would lead to further deepening of various
crises rather than improvement; and, second, as the Chechen example has
shown, Moscow does not rule out the use of military force to stop Russia’s dis-
integration.
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Positive Aspects to Decentralization

While most analysts focus primarily on the “dark side” of Russia’s regionaliza-
tion, the process of regionalization can also be seen as bringing about a number
of positive changes. First and foremost, internal regionalization encourages
further democratization of the Russian administrative system. The regions
themselves, not Moscow, are now responsible for decision making in many
areas. This shift facilitates the solving of local problems because regional gov-
ernments are more competent in this sphere than the federal center. The intro-
duction of representative governments, a multiparty system, more or less
independent mass media, and free elections in the regions have drawn millions
of people into political life and have made democratic reforms irreversible.

Decentralization has helped to discredit the Soviet model of federalism.
Prior to the economic crisis of 1998, the idea of regionalism was mainly
understood as Moscow’s policy toward the members of the Russian Federa-
tion as based on the redistribution of resources between regions via the fed-
eral budget and subsidies (so-called budgetary federalism). This “top-down”
model of state intervention in a region proved inefficient in light of the sys-
temic crisis in Russia.

New understandings of regionalization, on the other hand, have paved the
way for new models of federalism in Russia. Contrary to the old top-down
model, a new interpretation of regionalism as a basic characteristic of civil soci-
ety (“bottom-up” model) is gradually taking root in the country. Interestingly,
because of the crisis of 1998, many Russians discovered that civil society really
exists in the country (albeit in an embryonic form) and that it is much more
reliable than the state—which failed in its commitments and once again
deceived its citizens. The crisis stimulated individuals, groups, and organiza-
tions to begin forming a system of horizontal networks and connections—the
basis for civil society. Subregional, interregional, and transregional cooperation
can be considered part of this endeavor.

The division of labor within regions and cooperation between various
regions have helped many members of the Federation—particularly remote
and border regions—to survive the transition period. In 1992–1994, the Russ-
ian Far East managed to cope with shortages of food and other consumer
goods thanks to barter trade with China (Portyakov, 1996: 80). In the fall of
1998, Poland and Lithuania provided Kaliningrad with humanitarian assis-
tance, while at the same time Japan launched a similar program on the Kuriles.

Decentralization of power in Russia has also boosted certain regions’ for-
eign relations and made them true international actors. For example, in
1991–1995, the Russian regions signed more than 300 agreements on trade,
economic, and humanitarian cooperation with foreign countries (Matvienko,
1996: 91–92). Agreements such as these help to undermine Moscow’s
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monopoly on foreign relations and reorients diplomacy from grand policy
issues toward the pressing needs of the Russian periphery. Moscow can no
longer make decisions concerning the international status of the regions with-
out at least consulting with them first. For example, with assistance from the
Russian Foreign Ministry, the local governments of Kaliningrad, Karelia, and
St. Petersburg actively participated in negotiating and concluding a number of
agreements on cross-border and transregional cooperation with EU member
states and some Baltic and Nordic countries. Interestingly, these developments
have, in turn, resulted in fundamental institutional changes. The Russian For-
eign Ministry has established a special unit on interregional affairs, along with
offices in those regions engaged in intensive international economic and cul-
tural cooperation.

Yet another positive side to regionalization has been how it has in some
cases served as an instrument for problem solving with respect to Russia’s rela-
tions with neighboring countries. For example, Kaliningrad’s close cooperation
with Lithuania, Poland, and Germany helped prevent the raising of territorial
claims on their part, and dampened their concerns over excessive militarization
of the region. Cooperation between Finland and Karelia also eased
Finnish–Russian tensions on the Karelia issue, while cross-border cooperation
between the Kuriles, Sakhalin, and Japan led to a quiet Russia–Japan dialogue
over the disputed territory. These examples show how regionalization can help
open Russia to international cooperation and facilitate its participation in a
worldwide process of intensive transregional cooperation. In this regard,
regionalization also has a very important integrative function: it prevents
Russia’s marginalization or international isolation, and helps to bridge differ-
ent civilizations.

GLOBALIZATION AND SECURITY IN
RUSSIAN POLITICAL DISCOURSE

Globalization as a universal phenomenon can be viewed along the lines of the
paradigm debate in post-Communist Russian International Relations (IR).
Three alternative perspectives of international relations—state-centric (realist),
multicentric (idealist/liberal/pluralist), and global-centric (structuralist/radical)
(categorization devised by James Rosenau, 1982: 1–7) exist in Russia, and each
school has developed its own vision of globalization processes.

State-centric Realists

Currently, realism is the dominant paradigm in Russia. This group of theorists
regards states as the key unit of analysis. Russian realists on the whole are
rather skeptical about globalization and believe that its implications for inter-
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national relations are overestimated. Power politics, balance of power, and
national interests are still their most valued theoretical categories. These schol-
ars view globalization mostly as the militarization of the international system
and the emergence of patterns of political control and domination that extend
beyond borders (such as hegemonic control or spheres of influence), but they
reject the idea that globalization is accompanied by a deepening sense of com-
munity (Klyuchnik, 2002; Sekatskiy, 2002).

The Russian realists are also skeptical about global governance as a prod-
uct of globalization. They prefer to speak of world power distribution, world
leadership, concert of powers, alliances, coalitions, and so on. In their opinion,
multilateral institutions are little more than vehicles for powerful states to
establish rules and norms of action that are in their interest. Participation in an
international institution does not mitigate the anarchic nature of world poli-
tics—states remain interested in survival at the very least, and in pursuing
power at the most. Even those neorealists who understand in principle the
need for managing global problems believe that such governance is possible
only when it is exercised by a superpower or by a coalition of the most power-
ful states (Klyuchnik, 2002; Kozhinov, 2001).

It is also argued that the term “globalization” frequently is used to define
something fairly similar to a process of worldwide colonization. In some cases
they refer to particular and widespread economic strategies that aim to draw
the greatest immediate gain, often extremely standardizing economies and cul-
tures in the various countries in the world (Globalizatsiya—eto kolonizatsia?,
2002; Klyuchnik, 2002; Kozhinov, 2001).

Since Russia is no longer able to play the role of a superpower (see Buzan,
this volume) the United States is the only single country that is able to exer-
cise global governance. This fact is unacceptable to Russian realists, who tend
to interpret globalization as an Americanization of the world. Russian realists
view globalization and global governance as a manifestation of an eternal
geopolitical rivalry between Russia and the West. In contrast with the past,
however, the West now prefers economic rather than military instruments for
putting pressure on Russia (Kozhinov, 2001). The aim of Western policies is
seen as securing Russia’s status as the West’s “younger partner” and as a source
of cheap labor and natural resources. Some radical versions of realism believe
that the final goal of the West is to divide Russia and turn it into a sort of
American “colony” (or colonies) (Khlopetski, 2000: 111).

Russian realists’ greatest fear about globalization is that countries might
be unable in the future to control their development. In this sense, globaliza-
tion refers to the denationalization of politics, markets, and law (Klyuchnik,
2002). Fear of globalization is also used by realists and conservative politicians
in Russia as an argument for government aid to Russian national industries.
The argument’s claim is that transnational/global corporations erode the
ability of nation states to regulate their own economies.
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In seeking a response to the global challenges, these realists suggest that
the Russian political leadership should be more assertive in ensuring Russia’s
national security and resist any encroachments on Russia’s national interests
(Klyuchnik, 2002; Zadokhin, 2001). They articulate several alternatives to
global leadership in the field of international security, including greater
reliance on regional security organizations and the creation of spheres of influ-
ence or regional balance-of-power arrangements. Particularly, they pay special
attention to bilateral and multilateral security arrangements such as the
Tashkent collective security system (between CIS countries), the Russia–
China strategic partnership, the Shanghai organization, Russia–India security
cooperation, and the military alliance with Belarus (Klyuchnik, 2002). They
warn Russian leaders that security arrangements with the United States and
NATO should be taken with a grain of salt, should strictly correspond to Russ-
ian national interests, and should be short term and nonbinding.

The most pessimistic version of Russian realism suggests that if Russia is
unable to resist the challenges of globalization, it should consider joining the
world leader(s) (the United States or the EU or China) and becoming its
(their) younger partner. Such bandwagoning, the argument continues, should
be made on certain conditions that, in turn, should be negotiated and fixed in
a series of international agreements (Klyuchnik, 2002; Kozhinov, 2001). The
realists recommend dealing mainly with states (e.g. the United States, Ger-
many, China) rather than with multilateral institutions (including NATO)
because in the context of bilateral cooperation Russia could gain from them
more than it could from international organizations. To support this recom-
mendation they point to such examples as the quite successful U.S.–Russia
cooperation on fighting international terrorism, nonproliferation, the new
strategic arms control regime (even after having scrapped the ABM treaty),
and Russia–China strategic cooperation.

Multi-centric Idealists

For the multicentric Russian theorists, nonstate actors are seen as important
entities in international relations, and the state is not a unitary, and often not
even a rational, actor. This group of theorists view multilateral institutions,
along with the states, as crucial actors in world politics. Moreover, Russian
idealists believe that international institutions and law can be safeguards
against anarchy in international relations and bring order and justice to world
politics.

Russian liberalism emphasizes globalization trends in the world econ-
omy, which strengthen the trend toward global management of economic and
political developments and generally increase the relevance of international
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legal frameworks, thus reducing global anarchy. Although the idealist/liberal
perspective does not completely dismiss the trend toward a multipolar world,
it does generally argue that future development of the international system is
no longer predominantly determined by the shape and outcome of rivalries
among the major centers of economic and military power, but increasingly by
the dynamics of their common development and interdependence (Bazhanov,
2002; Khrustalev, 1992; Zagorski et al., 1992). The Russian liberals argue that
the geopolitical drive for control over territories does not matter anymore,
and suggest that it should be replaced by geoeconomic thinking (Zagorski,
1995: 5–8).

Russian liberals also tend to view globalization and global governance as
both an objective process that is impossible to resist and, at the same time, an
opportunity for Russia (Bazhanov, 2002; Znachkov, 2001). They believe that
globalization is a chance for Russia to join with the most developed parts of
the world and in doing so to reform its economy and sociopolitical systems
with the help of the international community.

According to the liberals, global governance comprises the complex and
highly varied ways in which national or international actors reach understand-
ings and solutions of all problems they need to resolve collectively to achieve
their goals. Specifically, this school singles out six main aspects of global gov-
ernance (Videman, 2002; Zimin, 2002). First, the global governance architec-
ture is seen as polycentric. There is no a single decision-making center or
world government. Global governance is an end result of a collective decision-
making process based on mutual trust and shared sovereignty. Second, global
governance is conducted both by governmental and nongovernmental actors
(NGOs, transnational corporations, international pressure groups, etc.). Gov-
ernments play a central role in global governance, but the significance of non-
governmental actors is steadily growing. Third, global governance is grounded
on public–private partnerships and cooperation because resources for dealing
with global problems are scarce and scattered among different actors (both
public and private). In this sense, global governance is seen as the pooling of
resources and expertise with the aim of solving problems of common concerns.
Fourth, global governance arises where states realize the need for collective
action and give up (at least partially) their national sovereignty to address
global problems. Fifth, global governance implies not only multilateral coop-
erative efforts but also multilevel ones. Liberals emphasize that global gover-
nance is a part of multilevel governance (that includes, regional, national, and
subnational levels), which is necessary in a world of sovereign states. Finally,
global governance results in a fundamental transformation of world politics,
including an institutional change. It should be noted, however, that this
change takes the form of a horizontal and vertical networking rather than hier-
archical and formal institutions.
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Despite the general positive attitude to globalization, Russian liberals do
not ignore the challenges that it is seen as posing to Russia and other coun-
tries. Among these challenges of globalization, the foremost one is that of
ensuring that globalization’s benefits extend to all countries (Kuzminov &
Yakovlev, 2000; Znachkov, 2001). Also present is the fear that the growth
brought about by globalization is inherently and dangerously destabilizing
(Znachkov, 2001). There is as well the concern that increased global competi-
tion is driving down wages and siphoning off jobs. Russia is especially vulner-
able to these developments because its economy is very weak (Bazhanov,
2002). For example, powerful industrial (automobile, metallurgical, machine-
building, and electronic companies) and agrarian lobbies put pressure on the
Russian government to take a firm position on negotiations with the United
States and EU on conditions of Russia’s joining the WTO (Sas, 2002: 3).

Turning to problems of globalization at particular levels, there is the
global level problem of how to harmonize approaches and coordinate the
activities of numerous international actors to make global governance more
efficient. At the subnational level, globalization has in some cases inspired sep-
aratist tendencies, leading to a number of dangerous conflicts between regional
and central authorities. For example, some Russian observers are afraid that
Russian regions deeply involved in cross- and transborder cooperation (e.g.,
Karelia, Kaliningrad, and the Russian Far East) may secede from the rest of
the country and thus undermine the unity of the Russian Federation. The
Russian liberals differ on this point with Russian realists, in that they do not
tend to attribute this possibility to any Western conspiracy. They instead blame
the Russian federal government for being unable to provide conditions for a
sustainable development of all Russian regions.

In terms of globalization’s implications at the state level, the results are
also contradictory. Many governments (including Russia’s) continue to violate
human rights regardless of the processes of globalization. Even in democratic
countries, governments are unable to encourage people to actively participate
in policymaking or provide them with some voice in global politics. The
nation-state does not offer the means to secure the popular will in relation to
such issues as global capital, global ecological problems, or arms control.

As a final note, Russian liberals have argued that global governance agen-
cies are also far from the democratic ideal. Most of these agencies make deci-
sions behind closed doors and do not consult citizens about their day-to-day
work (Znachkov, 2001). These agencies have thus been accused of being
instruments of techno-politics and technocracy, in which economists, bankers,
managers, lawyers, and other experts are exempted from public scrutiny. Some
procedures widely accepted in global agencies, such as the reservation of per-
manent membership and veto powers in the U.N. Security Council to five
great powers, and quota-based votes in the IMF and World Bank, are demo-
cratically unjustifiable.
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GLOBALISTS

Contrary to the state-centric (realist) and multicentric (idealist) schools, the
Russian globalists’ starting point is the global context—within which states
and other entities interact, and supranational structures are more important
and influential than nation-states. Some Russian globalists question the very
existence of the nation-state in today’s world. National governments are seen
as unable to resist or control global processes and have to submit to universal
laws dictated by global dynamics.

As is well known, the globalist paradigm is not monolithic and consists of
several subschools. In terms of Russian understandings, the following sub-
schools can be identified. First, Russian Marxists and neo-Marxists tend to
characterize global governance as a system of world capitalist domination
exercised through various international institutions. This form of capitalism is
viewed as distinct from the old, classical model of capitalism in that global
capitalism prefers more sophisticated and less violent forms of domination and
exploitation. Nevertheless, the new form of capitalism does not preclude man-
ifestations of classical imperialism in numerous ways, as attested to by such
cases as the Falklands/Malvinas war of 1983, the US/Western invasions of
Lebanon (1982–1984), Grenada (1983), Panama (1989), and Iraq (1991), in
addition to NATO operations in former Yugoslavia in the 1990s (Podberezkin,
1996; Shapinov, 2000; Veber, 2001).

Yet another perspective of Russian globalists includes theories that por-
tray the emerging global society as an enlarged copy of the national society.
Hence, global governance has the same functions as national governments but
at a different, higher, level. For those globalists, effective global governance
requires a world government. Suggestions on how to establish a world gov-
ernment range from the soft option (the United Nations assumes this role) to
extreme versions (a centralized governmental structure with attributes similar
to the national government) (Afontsev, 2001). However, proponents of this
view have largely failed to realistically explain how such a government could
be provided with legitimacy and how it could govern countries with drastically
different economic, social, and political organizations.

Other Russian globalists adhere to a more moderate version of global gov-
ernance and interpret it as a system of organizations, arrangements, mecha-
nisms, and regimes emerging in the globalizing and postsovereign world and
aimed at managing global processes. They stress the fact that global gover-
nance is resulting from the inability of national governments to cope with new
types of problems and thus there is a growing need for new structures
(Sokolov, 2001).

Finally, there is the environmentalist version of Russian globalism. This
group of globalists was one of the first to redefine the concept of security in
the post-Soviet period. As one leading Russian environmentalist said at a
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conference on Russia’s foreign policy doctrine in February 1992, “National
security is no longer purely military. I am sure that Russia’s national security is
environmental by at least one-third” (Yablokov, 1992: 98). As has been pointed
out by environmentalist scholars, ecological threats differ dramatically from
military ones. While military or geopolitical threats can be seen as mainly
hypothetical, ecological threats directly affect the nation’s economy, health, and
climate.

Under environmentalism’s pressure, nearly all leading schools of foreign
policy thought now include an ecological dimension in their concepts of secu-
rity. A special section on ecological security was put into the National Security
Concepts of the Russian Federation of both 1997 and 2000.

The environmentalists believe that traditional diplomatic methods are not
sufficient for resolving ecological problems, which have now tended to become
global rather than national or regional. They believe that Russia, along with
the rest of the world, should develop “new thinking” based on a common inter-
est in survival in the face of global problems (Plimak, 1996: 42–52). Some
environmentalists are quite radical in their recommendations regarding solu-
tions to global problems. They have recommended, for example, a dissolution
of political boundaries and a de-ideologizing of international relations (of
course, with the exception of environmentalism itself ). In order to cope with
ecological problems, they point to a need for humankind to be able to forecast
both the near and distant future and consider all the components of ecological
problems in their historical and physical developments. Since only scientists
are able to make good forecasts, this stratum of society should be elevated and
charged with political management as well. National and international
economies should be based on new technologies targeted at the rational
exploitation of natural resources. Contrary to public and private properties,
these globalists argue that cooperative property will be the best form of own-
ership to deal with environmental issues. They also point out that trans-
national rather than national bodies should be in charge of global problems as
nation-states are unable to cope with them any longer (Burlak, 1992: 16–24).

CONCLUSION

Globalization has dramatically changed post-Communist Russian security
thinking. New, broader, definitions of national and international security have
been adopted, and a greater priority has been given to soft security issues. New
operational models of international security have also been suggested, and the
role of various international security organizations and arrangements has been
reassessed. A new strategy on regional and subregional cooperation has been
developed and, in connection with this, Russia has also been forced to adjust
the center-periphery balance to cope with new challenges to the subnational
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level of Russian security. The era of globalization has required new approaches
to national sovereignty and necessitated a combination of national and multi-
lateral solutions to Russian security problems.

Despite differences of opinion among various Russian IR schools about
the definitions, explanations, and implications of globalization, they almost
unanimously acknowledge the fact that globalization has dramatically
changed, and continues to change, the nature of world politics and Russia’s
place within them. The focus of debate in Russian scholarship is gradually
shifting away from questions such as whether globalization exists toward ques-
tions of how to manage practical problems. In other words, the emphasis has
shifted to coping with the challenges of globalization, minimizing its negative
consequences, and better utilizing its advantages and achievements. Despite
the continuing realist dominance in Russian political thinking, national secu-
rity discourse is slowly moving from one of resisting/confronting globalization
toward one of adapting/contributing to this worldwide process.

NOTES

1. On the changes of security arrangements in Europe, see Ole Waever’s chap-
ter in this volume.

2. A similar increase in focus on internal threats was noted in roundtable dis-
cussions on the Turkish case at the Ankara conference during which the works in this
volume were first presented.
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Globalization and (In)Security 
in AMENA

A Contextual Double-pronged Analysis

Bahgat Korany

ANALYZING AMENA SECURITY IN THE GLOBAL ERA

Current debates and issues within security studies are bypassing the Arab
Middle East and North Africa (AMENA) in the sense that the major coun-
tries of the region seem to be remaining victims of traditional security issues
and have not yet woken up to newer security aspects. According to these
debates, the Middle East is an exception to what is taking place elsewhere in
the world. This Middle East “exceptionalism” in terms of security is similar to
what is happening in the analysis of democratization, the third wave of
which—according to the assumptions of the majority of the literature—barely
touched the region. In the voluminous and rapidly growing literature on
democratization we rarely have an analysis of an AMENA case. Are critical
security studies repeating this exceptionalism phenomenon? Admittedly, the
dominant pattern of interstate interaction in the region is very Hobbesian.
This observation could perhaps explain why security studies of the region deal
almost exclusively with old threats, but it is not an adequate justification for
them to exclude new ones. Even if we are singularly interested in classical
interstate warfare, where would we fit in potential water wars? If globalization
is about the blurring of barriers between conventional high politics and low
politics, then doesn’t the continued neglect of this overlap in AMENA ulti-
mately mean that we are removing the region from global-era analyses? 

In an era of global societal interconnectedness, it has been argued that the
term “security” should not be limited to state/national security and thus disso-
ciated from the complexity and richness of human life (Booth, 1991). In this
perspective, the centrality of the state in the global system is more of an
assumption than a prevalent reality. When we look at the state itself in the

135



global south—of which AMENA is a part—we see an entity that is increas-
ingly fragmented, if not failing and even collapsing (eg., Sudan, Somalia).
Even before the onset of globomania, concepts like “security community” and
“security regimes” had begun efforts to reformulate—if not revise—security
studies. The aim was to get away from the blind alley of military security and
purely external threats. These early restructured visions of security were
debated in various international reports such as the 1982 Palmer Report, the
1987 Brundtland Report, and the 1980 Brandt report: “an important task of
constructive international policy will have to consist of providing a new, more
comprehensive understanding of security, which could be less restricted to the
purely military aspects” (North-South: A Program for Survival, 1980: 124).
The result of this revised (if not yet revisionist) outlook is that in response to
the question about who or what is to be secured, the answer cannot then be
limited to the state.

On the other hand, security should not exclude the state either, for the
state—despite its weakness—is nominally and symbolically still there (Ayoob,
1993). Are not the Palestinians, for instance, blowing themselves up in order
to have their ‘state’, and are not the Israelis mobilized to face up to suicide
bombings to keep theirs? Any discussion of security must therefore necessar-
ily embrace traditional aspects of state/national security as well as the new
globalized ones. The focus has to be the defense of not only the state but also,
and arguably primarily, the society and identity (Kaldor, 2001). Alongside such
a paradigmatic shift, it follows that analytical tension, concepts, and methods
of an enlarged securities field cannot be limited to geostrategy and high poli-
tics, but must also embrace political economy, sociology, cognitive sciences,
and an emphasis on low politics (Korany, 1986, 1989).

To deal with this dualistic view of security in the era of globalization, this
chapter chooses to first emphasize the generally overlooked aspects of societal
security before turning to much more familiar traditional threats of high pol-
itics. Thus, the first section gives an overview of the relationship between glob-
alization and (in)security as it applies to the AMENA region.

The emphasis of the discussion in this chapter is on nonconventional
threats, dubbed as societal/identity issues, but including economic ones as well.
The discussion draws attention to globalization threats and the impact of a
particular type of polarization, and links this bipolar pattern to the South’s ear-
lier experiences. It then focuses in detail on the cases of two principal coun-
tries in the AMENA region, one from its Asian part and the other from its
African one. The first case deals with the incarnation of Holy Islam, Saudi
Arabia, toward which the majority of the world’s 1.2 billion Muslims turn five
times a day in their prayers. The second case looks at a paradigmatic case of
Third World national liberation movements and independence wars: Algeria.
Despite dramatic differences in history, state-formation experiences, ideologi-
cal vision, elite socialization, and socioeconomic structure, the debate within
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these two countries over societal security and identity threats is found to be
strikingly similar.

The last section of the chapter returns to more traditional issues in secu-
rity. It deals with the persistent war-proneness of the region, which serves to
remind us of the lingering relevance in this part of our global system of tradi-
tional military threats as emphasized by established “national security” studies.
This part concentrates on the post–Cold War period and the second intifadah
era, and attempts to show how, notwithstanding the general decline of the
state in the era of globalization, a great deal of bloodshed, destruction, and
human suffering continues to prevail in the name of state-creation and state-
preservation. The section also explores how globalization’s technological
sophistication is being harnessed to promote these traditional objectives. Such
observations are reminders of the importance of not succumbing to a one-
dimensional analysis, whether a singular obsession with formal and narrowly
defined state security or the opposite extreme of its utter omission.

GLOBALIZATION AND (IN)SECURITY: AN AMENA OVERVIEW

Globalization, understood here as time and space compression leading to soci-
etal interconnectedness and daily consciousness of it, can be seen as beneficial
in some aspects. However, the provisional balance sheet, as far as the global
South is concerned, is on the whole rather negative (Scholte, 2000: 232–233).
This is even the case at the economic level, which has usually been seen as the
least negative aspect of globalization. For instance, in relation to economic
subsistence, the globalization of capitalism has contributed to the spread of
welfare and the rise of Newly Industrialized Countries (NIC). None of the
AMENA countries, however, has reached NIC status. On the contrary, eco-
nomic restructuring in the face of globalization has often increased poverty in
the region (Henry & Springborg, 2001). Many Middle Eastern countries have
crippling trade deficits,1 and most are hurt as well by the gap between gross
domestic investment and gross domestic savings (Richards & Waterbury,
1998).

One might consider current global financing as a kind of casino capital-
ism, in the sense that despite large sums of capital for investment being moved
around, not much has moved in the direction of AMENA. Hopes were raised
in 1997 when, with the collapse of the Asian markets, MENA (i.e., AMENA,
plus Turkey, Iran, Israel, Greece, and Cyprus) attracted 7.8% of the world
investment in emerging stock markets, but the overall picture is still negative.
The region’s stock markets accumulated less than $10 billion in foreign capi-
tal between 1990 and 1998, less than sub-Saharan Africa, and almost half of
that went to Turkey (Henry & Springborg, 2001: 49). Moreover, the volatility
of global financial markets has added considerably to feelings of economic
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insecurity. The Egyptian pound, for instance, has been officially devalued
twice in a year, leading to a rapid loss of about 35% of its value in the face of
the dollar (slightly more on the informal market). Since Egypt’s imports are
four times the volume of its exports, and the country’s trade deficit with the
United States is five to one, however, the pressure on the Egyptian pound is
bound to continue.

Generally, currency devaluation could be argued to improve a country’s
competitiveness, but in AMENA at present it is instead reflecting financial
instability and leading to corporate relocation. This in turn leads to job loss
and job insecurity. This job insecurity is accentuated by the fact that global
capitalism is generally less labor-intensive and is diverting investment from the
“real” economy. Consequently, in many AMENA countries, the unemploy-
ment rate is on average 20% and rising. Among young graduates (including
medical doctors and engineers) it may reach 50% in the first two years after
graduation. Even those who finally find work must then face up to deteriorat-
ing working conditions with the undermining of the Fordist social contract
and the absence of adequate guarantees for workers’ rights. Indeed, the preva-
lence of cutthroat competition and survival policies (at both the individual and
collectivity levels) as well as the decline of socially responsible global business
are resulting in deteriorating social capital and social cohesion. What we are
faced with is the rise of exclusionary nonterritorial communities whose nega-
tive impact is greater than the development of transborder solidarities or
socially oriented NGOs.

Even information technology (IT) is being used more to shore up failing
state systems and increase governmental control of individuals rather than to
empower citizens. Meetings among Arab ministers of the interior have been
the most regular and effective means of information gathering and data
exchange to heighten “national security” (i.e., regime maintenance) regionwide.

The result of this negative impact of globalization is that people and gov-
ernments alike tend to look back at the global system as favoring some coun-
tries at the expense of others. Such an imbalance is indeed reminiscent in their
collective memory of a particular type of bipolarity.

GLOBALIZATION AS PERPETUATION OF BIPOLARITY

This particular type of bipolarity is different from the conventional East/West
one, but, even at the height of the Cold War, usually marked people in the
global South at a disadvantage. We can witness a precursor militant view of the
international system in such countries as Castro’s Cuba, Nkrumah’s Ghana, or
Sukarno’s Indonesia, at the first summit of nonaligned countries, in Belgrade
in 1961 (Korany, 1976: 188–189). The moderate group at the summit held a
benign view of the international system, emphasizing a mediating role for
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nonaligned countries in the East/West conflict—a role represented by Nehru
as an example of “India losing its revolutionary spirit.” Sukarno, on the other
hand, perceived this same international system as a hostile one. For him, the
root problem was not the East/West conflict but:

a conflict which cuts deeper into the flesh of man, and that is the con-
flict between the new emergent forces of freedom and justice and the
old forces of dominance, the one pushing its head relentlessly through
the crust of the earth which has given it its lifeblood, the other striv-
ing desperately to retain all it can, trying to hold back the course of
history.

International theory analysis also captured this “structural conflict” in
which “the Third World [is] against Global Liberalism” (Krasner, 1985) and
vice versa. Though the capabilities are unequal, this asymmetric conflict is both
endemic and normative. This conflict is not about material issues, such as
goods distribution, but about meta-power as distinct from relational power.
Krasner specifies that whereas relational power:

refers to efforts to maximize values within a given set of institutional
structures; meta-power behavior refers to efforts to change the insti-
tutions themselves. Relational power refers to the ability to change
outcomes or affect the behavior of others within a given regime.
Meta-power refers to the ability to change the rules of the game
(1985: 14).

Since current international regimes were perceived as pitted against the
global South (Krasner, 1986), these countries of the South were not able to
advance within them but were forced to move beyond them. Is this structural
conflict continuing in the globalization era? Is globalization still having the
same negative impact on AMENA? For Islamists and Nationalists, this is
indeed the case (Abdel Mo’ati, 1999; Mabrouk, 1999). Their views are sub-
stantiated by the findings of international organizations. According to the
United Nations Development Program (UNDP) 2000 report, globalization
and the primacy of market dynamics have widened the economic gap between
countries. The income gap between the top fifth of the world’s population and
the bottom fifth reached 74 to 1 in 1997, in contrast to 60 to 1 in 1990 and 30
to 1 in 1960 (UNDP, 2000: 343). This huge gap is due to rapid global inte-
gration that benefits the developed at the expense of the less developed. The
same trend prevailed in the nineteenth and early twentieth century (a period
of intensive global integration), when the gap between the top and bottom
countries jumped from 3 to 1 in 1820, 7 to 1 in 1870, and 11 to 1 in 1913
(UNDP, 2000: 343). At the end of the twentieth century, the picture is quite
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frightening. The UNDP report of 2000 points out that by the end of the
1990s, the fifth of the world’s population living in the highest income coun-
tries had:

• 86% of world GDP—the bottom fifth just 1%.
• 82% of world export markets—the bottom fifth just 1%.
• 68% of foreign direct investment—the bottom fifth just 1%.
• 74% of world telephone lines—the bottom fifth just 1.5% (UNDP,

2000: 343)

Globalization, in the form of structural adjustment and economic reform pro-
grams, leads to a wider gap between social classes in any given country. In
AMENA, globalization has exacerbated societal inequalities, thus leading to
more social frictions between the haves and the have-nots. Sporadic actions
confirm that proposition. In 1977, in Egypt, for instance, shortly after the infi-
tah or opening (the first step of integrating Egypt into the global economy)
was applied, food riots erupted. Similar chaos broke out in 1986, revealing—
at least partially—a manifestation of underlying tensions between the rich and
the poor. In both incidents, symbols of wealth and the wealthy (five–star
hotels, fancy cars, nightclubs) were fiercely attacked. Islamic militancy reached
its peak in 1992–1993, just after the Egyptian regime concluded a deal with
the IMF that implied serious cuts in subsidies and an enormous rise in the
prices of basic services. This militancy was also an expression of social protest
over the sense of economic deprivation felt primarily by the educated middle
class, who could not find decent jobs and, at the same time, faced a serious
decline in their social status. The Berber minority riots in Algeria (April–May
2001) likewise were seen by many as triggered more by economic reasons than
the everlasting identity dispute with the Algerian state. A recent standard lib-
eral analysis cannot help drawing a parallel between colonial legacies and glob-
alization legacies.

These different analyses, coming from different interdisciplinary and nor-
mative backgrounds, seem to indicate that although the actors and means of
domination have changed, the structure of the relationship has not. Instead of
Great Britain and France, it is the United States and the IMF (dubbed by
some the International MISERY Fund), and instead of geostrategic dictat, it
is Washington’s consensus.

This multidimensional threatening situation fuels the antiglobalization
campaign of the “moralizers” (the “traditionalists” of the colonial days, and the
Islamic fundamentalists of the present day). Their continuing success is due,
however, not only to the strong appeal of their message, but also to the fact
that the peculiarities of the globalization/insecurity complex give credibility to
this message and back it up. This can be seen more clearly by focusing on the
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specific case of societal security in one of the most orthodox—but also influ-
ential—societies in AMENA: Saudi Arabia.

SOCIETAL INSECURITY IN HOLY ISLAM

The case of Saudi Arabia is revealing since it shows the overlapping multidi-
mensional aspect of security in the global era, especially the salience of socie-
tal security. In a classic analysis of security issues, societal security has been
defined as “the sustainability within acceptable conditions for evolution, of tra-
ditional patterns of language, culture, religion and national identity and
custom” (Buzan, 1991: 19). A key word here is identity (Bell, 2000; Crothers
& Lockhart, 2000; Harrison & Huntington, 2000; Johnston & Sampson,
1994). The inclusion of this concept is an indication of a shift—even within
the mainstream tradition—from material to cognitive structural resources and
from state to human subjects of security. Identity is thus no longer simply a
“soft concept” suitable for novelists and sociologists (McSweeney, 1999: 69).
Rather, it is becoming a bridge toward social constructivism, a perspective
focusing on “the process and practices by which people and groups construct
their self-image” (McSweeney, 1999: 69), as distinct from the dominant posi-
tivist tradition in established security studies.

It is in the European context with the end of the Cold War that research
on societal security and identity has been brought to the fore (Waever et al.,
1993). Whereas state security was related to state sovereignty, societal security
is held together as a concept and practice by concerns about identity (Waever
et al., 1993). More important, societal security is no longer subordinated to
state security, but has become an object of inquiry and analysis in its own right,
inseparable from the analysis of identity: “The key to society is that set of ideas
and practices that identify individuals as members of a social group. Society is
about identity, about the self-concept of communities and of individuals iden-
tifying themselves as members of a community” (Waever et al., 1993: 6). Con-
sequently, societal security concerns “the ability of a society to persist in its
essential character under changing conditions” (Waever et al., 1993: 23); in
other words, the preservation of “us” against existential threats (Waever et al.,
1993: 26).

Obviously, society is in trouble when it faces intense competing identity
claims, as in ethnic wars. With the exception of peripheral areas of AMENA
(e.g., Sudan, Somalia, the Kurds in Iraq, and potentially the Berbers in Alge-
ria), this region suffers more from ideological civil wars—especially in relation
to the rising appeal of “political Islamism.”

It might come as a surprise to many that the Saudi Arabian political
system not only faces domestic opposition, but that its most virulent opposi-
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tion forces are Islamic. The surprise is all the more justified since Saudi Ara-
bian state-formation is based on a 1745 alliance between the Al-Saud family
and Sheikh Mohamed Abdel Wahab, a strict Islamic revivalist who aimed to
purify Islam from innovation. Accordingly, the country is modeled on the orig-
inal Islamic state of the seventh century. It has no legal political parties, its
constitution is the Koran, and its source of laws and regulations is the sharia’a
Islamic law (Korany, 1991: 316). The official title of King Fahad is “custodian
of the holy places” of Mecca and Medina. Moreover, ‘Ulama and Islamic
scholars are among the most prestigious social elite and influential decision-
making groups (Korany, 1991: 329–330). Indeed, before making any crucial
decision, the Saudi king is sure to formally enlist ‘Ulama support, usually
through fatwa or religious verdict. This was the case in 1979 when govern-
mental forces had to storm one of the biggest mosques to dislodge Islamist
opposition rebels, and in 1990–1991 when U.S. troops were to be stationed in
the kingdom to dismiss Iraqi troops from Kuwait.

Yet different writings on the politics of dissent within the avowedly Islam-
incarnating kingdom (Fandy, 1999; Teitelbaum, 2000) list no less than six
major Islamic opposition groups, including Osama Bin Laden’s Advice and
Reform Committee. One shared point between these groups is the perception
of the Saudi government as contributing to the emergence of an infidel state:

“Islam” and its values are under attack both globally and locally . . .
and the Saudi government has failed to protect Islam and Muslims.
According to Al-Shamrani, the [opposition] group used to meet and
discuss whether the Saudi state conformed with Islamic teachings,
how the state followed secular law and supported the United Nations,
and how the Ulama such as Bin Baz and Bin Otheimein were con-
spiring with the state to undermine Islam (Fandy, 1999: 3).

Both the Saudi government and the opposition groups are part of the
local-global nexus, in terms of means, values, and dilemmas. Thus, global links
and technologies of globalization are empowering both government and oppo-
sition. Indeed, both count very much on the communication revolution, net-
works, and netwars (Arquilla & Ronfeldt, 2001) that globalization has put at
their disposal. Consequently, Saudi Arabia lives divided between time and
space. Officially, the date used in all official communications is the Islamic year
(now the year 1423), separated by seven centuries from the Christian one.
Laws applied reflect the Orthodox Wahabi interpretation of Islam. The strug-
gle to educate women was waged only in the 1960s, and still no mixed schools
are allowed and women are forbidden to drive cars. Yet at the same time, air-
ports and cars portray the latest technological gadgets, often ahead of New
York and London. These global symbols have sometimes collided with and
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provocatively threatened traditional culture. Even when individuals are able to
successfully cope and adapt to such clashes, the ambiguities and contradictions
of a multidimensional self can be unsettling (Scholte, 2000: 233).

The importance of this new compressed time and space, especially
through the worlds of television and finance, embodies for Saudi society the
paradox of homogenizing and fragmenting impulses. As a result, a television
viewer in Saudi Arabia can watch an animal rights demonstration in
London—a so-called homogenizing experience—yet at the same time be
angered by Westerners’ apparent greater concern for animals than for mal-
nourished children in Gaza—a “fragmenting experience” (Fandy, 1999: 8). The
experience could occur as well with such issues as sexual permissiveness or gay
rights. This continuous hybridity and oscillation between “here” and “there,”
“now” and “then,” “tradition” and “postmodernity,” “us” and “them” can be very
tiring and disturbing. The state tries to make the best use of technology by
being more present on the television screen than in reality, and is hence very
vulnerable to opposition groups. These groups use the same IT means to cap-
ture both domestic and world alternatives to reveal the government’s lack of
consistency, credibility, integrity, and faithfulness.

In Saudi Arabia, where politics and culture are intermingled and insepa-
rable, the dilemmas of an interdependent world are also reflected in the econ-
omy. Saudi Arabia was until relatively recently a sandbox, a holy one because
of Mecca and Medina, but a sandbox nevertheless. It could have, however,
continued as a sandbox, if it were not for oil. Oil represents the quasi-totality
of Saudi exports and the basis of its geostrategic worth and financial power.

The country’s arid and barren soil has almost one-third of the world’s oil
reserves. The country’s oil revenues soared from a little under $3 billion in
1972, the year preceding the oil embargo, to $113 billion in 1981, before again
plummeting to around $23 billion in 1987 (Korany, 1986: 141). As a result of
the unsettled and unsettling world oil market, the rentier-welfare state, or
what I call the Bakshish state, could no longer maintain financial largesse. The
crisis started in the Ministry of Finance and then filtered out to society. The
Ministry’s generous subsidies could not continue to placate and buy off oppo-
sition forces. For instance, in 1981–1982, governmental subsidies for food,
agriculture, social security, and electricity peaked at more than $10 billion
Saudi Riyal. By seven years later, they had gone down by 80%, to reach just
over 2 billion Saudi Riyals (Chaudhry, 1997: 130). The sudden recession was
so deep in this period that King Fahad went on national television to declare
the government’s inability to produce a national budget. About 35% of the fac-
tories funded by the Industrial Development Fund declared bankruptcy.
Moreover, in this commerce-based country, the number of merchants, retail-
ers, commission-holders, agents, and industrialists in Riyadh declined in this
period by 80% (Chaudhry, 1997: 273).
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As a result of economic woes, underlying societal insecurity could no
longer be camouflaged and had to come out in the political arena. The pecu-
liar social contract of the unavailability of political representation in return for
no taxation could no longer be maintained. In this situation, political conflict
comes to the forefront and legitimacy deficit increases. Hence, we face the rise
of the apparently contradictory phenomena of an Islamic opposition in an
orthodox Islamic country. Moreover, this opposition can spill over beyond bor-
ders (la Premiere Guerre du Siecle, 2001). This has been the case with the
Afghan Arabs (Faraj, 2002; Mokaddam, 2002) and Osama Bin Laden
(deprived of his Saudi citizenship in 1994), both of which constitute extreme
and bloody examples of uncivil society contesting global governance (O’Brien
et al., 2000) 

Nevertheless, Saudi Arabia, despite its crisis of governance, is a fortunate
country. It enjoys Islamic prestige and its ‘Ulama’s words have a great impact
on Muslims worldwide. More important, it has voluminous oil resources
and—despite price fluctuations—it masters worldwide investments and cash.
The great majority of AMENA countries, on the other hand, cannot marshal
either needed resources or liquidity. Their dilemma is much more one of
dependence rather than interdependence. Though not as poor as Yemen or
Sudan, Algeria is a good case in point.

SOCIETAL (IN)SECURITY AND IDENTITY IN A STRONGHOLD OF
GLOBAL SOUTH REVOLUTIONARISM: ALGERIA

Parliamentary elections at the end of May 2002—partially boycotted by some
major political forces—gave a slight majority to the historical and presently
governing National Liberation Front (FLN). The results were soon to be con-
tested by almost all other parties, amid accusations of widespread police inter-
vention in the voting process, irregularities in ballot counting, and outright
hijacking of election results. Earlier controversies over elections in 1990 helped
to derail the nascent democratic process, bring the army explicitly into the
political arena, put major Islamist leaders in prison, and intensify the socio-
political rift. After being qualified as the Japan of Africa in the 1970s, Algeria
has, since the early 1990s, moved from an ideological war to an undeclared
civil war.

At the beginning of the third millennium, Algeria also shows the havoc
of an identity debate and the failure of the bakshish state. During a visit to
Algeria on the eve of the 2002 elections, I was offered revealing data on the
primacy of the threat emanating from a virtual civil war. I was told that, during
the last ten years, just over 100,000 individuals had been killed, including 150
university professors, 52 journalists, and just over 100 foreigners. The latter
had to be ‘physically liquidated’—according to the Group Islamique Arme or
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GIA—because they promote secularism and disseminate wordly indetermi-
nate knowledge. Collective massacres occurred in 299 cases. As another sign
of the failure to guarantee individual security, evidence also shows how the
kidnapping of women became common currency: 197 cases in 1993, 582 in
1994, 550 in 1995, 144 in 1996, and 180 cases in 1997.

Economic losses have been no less than the human ones. Just over
350,000 have lost their jobs (and the number of the unemployed could have
been higher if internal security bodies were not hiring). Destruction has
replaced any attempt at sustainable development—930 school buildings, 8
university institutes, 16 training institutes, 120 administrative buildings, and
630 factories were destroyed. Thus, despite territorial/political differences with
neighboring Morocco on the status of the Western Sahara, the major threat to
security in Algeria remains primarily domestic.

The focal issue of conflict between the militant Islamists and the political
authority is related to issues of identity and society’s political evolution. In this
sense, the significance of what is taking place in Algeria at present and its
denouement go beyond the case itself. Indeed, Algeria has been and continues
to be a paradigmatic case in the analysis of Third World politics and society.
Until 1962, Algeria was not only a French colony but officially a part of France,
a departement d’outremer (DOM). While many French-speaking African coun-
tries accepted Charles de Gaulle’s offer of “independence,” Algeria fought a
national liberation war that by 1962 had cost it a “million martyrs.” After inde-
pendence, Algeria aspired to be a montreur de conduite—a behavioral model—
and exemplar for the rest of the Third World to follow. Internally and
externally, in both its domestic and foreign policies, it incarnated a revolution-
ary state bent on showing the serious inadequacies of the status quo and indi-
cating the road ahead. Many Third World statesmen and prominent world
intellectuals looked to the Algerian model as a hopeful alternative.

Both this hope and its basis in reality crumbled in the late 1980s. Yet even
in times of crisis, Algeria continued to be paradigmatic. It showed the failure
of monolithic, authoritarian, one-party rule in the Third World, a rule that
shortchanged its people. The implicit social contract between state and
people—based on offering social welfare in return for deprivation of some
basic political rights—collapsed after the continuous decline in oil earnings
and the state’s consequent lack of resources to keep buying off its people. The
state’s inefficiency became apparent, and its legitimacy eroded. A political
vacuum, a quasi-anarchy in a Hobbesian state of nature, followed while nego-
tiations continued about a new “governing formula”.

This state of virtual civil war motivated a policy-oriented Rand study to
concentrate on possible scenarios of future governance in Algeria. Starting
with the question of “not so much whether the FIS will come to power, but
how, and to what degree,” the Rand study compares two scenarios: the possi-
bility of a democratic alternative (through elections) and a nondemocratic
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“deal” (between the military and the Front Islamique du Salvation, or FIS). If
President Bouteflika (elected in November 1999) cannot manage the crisis of
governance, Algeria could then be the first Arab state to have Islamists in
power. Is this indeed the wave of the future? If so, how does democratization
fare in this respect? In both questions and answers about the crisis of govern-
ing and the future of democratization, the analysis of the Algerian experience
thus goes beyond being a mere case study and continues to be paradigmatic
(Korany, 1998: 11–12).

A recent estimate by the Economist Intelligence Unit (May 2002)
describes Algeria’s political outlook as bleak, because of the state of domestic
insecurity. Unemployment and poverty, as well as a crumbling infrastructure,
have led to riots in recent years, including some outside the traditionally restive
Berber-speaking area of Kabylia (which has been going through unrest for the
last few). Moreover, there has been an upsurge in Islamist violence, and with
the main Islamist groups refusing to articulate a political platform, the chances
of any accommodation between them and the government is remote.

After more than three years in office, President Bouteflika appears to be
no closer to ending the Islamist violence that has plagued the country for ten
years. Despite the amnesty deal struck with the Armée Islamique du Salvation
(AIS, the armed wing of the banned FIS) in mid-January 2000, “Islamist” vio-
lence continues, returning to urban areas in recent months, and killings in the
hinterland of Algiers have increased in frequency and brutality. The killing by
the army of a leader of the militant GIA in February 2002 provoked a fero-
cious backlash of revenge killings. A political compromise between the
avowedly secular military-dominated regime and the amorphous GIA is
unlikely and violence is set to continue.

The economy expanded by only 1.7% in real terms in 2001. Economic
reform, which Bouteflika had pursued as a means to reduce civil unrest, is also
unlikely to gather pace owing to opposition within the military to privatiza-
tion, the linchpin of the reform program. The appointment of Noureddine
Boukrouh, a man with close ties to the military, as minister for privatization in
June 2001 reinforced the perception that reform would be gradual and even
patchy at best. This change was forced on Bouteflika, who has had to accept a
more circumscribed role in the Algerian power structure than he had at first,
to avoid being crushed as happened with the two former presidents (even
though they came from military ranks). Since his participation in the 1965
Boumedienne coup d’etat against Algeria’s first president, Ben Bella, Boute-
flika has been adept at exploiting the myriad personal jealousies and suspicions
within the military and continues to be an assured diplomatic performer, an
asset that the generals appreciate. Could these qualities and maneuvers reduce
the ideological war and favor domestic security?

These ups and downs are related to the process of governance, but the
structure of threats themselves hardly changes. They are primarily societal in
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nature and at variance with traditional external and military threats singled out
by conventional “national security” approaches. These conventional threats,
however, have not yet disappeared in the “zone of turmoil” (the Global South,
as opposed to the northern “zone of peace”) of which the Middle East is a sig-
nificant part.

FROM A PERSISTENCE OF CONVENTIONAL MILITARY THREATS
TO A JEAN MONNET APPROACH?

The conventional vision of national security as based on state primacy, sys-
temic anarchy, and war-proneness seems to apply to the Middle East. Indeed,
in the war annals of the last 50 years, the Middle East will occupy a very dis-
tinctive place. It seems to be the embodiment of the proverbial Hobbesian
world of the war of all against all. It has fueled both arms trade and arms
sophistication, including nuclear proliferation and biological-chemical
weapons of mass destruction. About three-quarters of developed countries’
arms sales are consumed in the region, and rich oil-producing countries in the
Gulf allocate, on average, 20% of their annual budgets to arms purchases
(Henry & Springborg, 2001: 104).

But arms acquisition and sophistication seem to be correlated—not with
greater security, but rather, with conflict escalation (Utgoff, 2000). In the last
two decades the region has witnessed the longest war in post–Second World
War history (the war between Iran and Iraq), and also the most sophisticated
one (the Gulf War of the coalition against Iraq). It is also home to the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, which seems to defy any attempts at control, let alone at
resolution. Peace treaties have indeed been signed (e.g., between Egypt and
Israel in 1979, and between Israel and Jordan in 1994), but events seem to for-
ever bring us back to square one.

This regression is due to the fact that the region exemplifies a security
complex (Buzan, 1991: 190; 1983: 106). Basically a security complex is a con-
tinuum that ranges from chaos at one pole to security community at the other,
and has as its essence security interdependence among its members. Though
Buzan seems to limit it to states, a security complex can include nonstate or
prestate communities like the Palestinians.

The traditional perspective of Middle East security has to be accompa-
nied by newer perspectives that include an emphasis on nonconventional secu-
rity issues. One could propose the importing of a Jean Monnet approach (the
founding concept of the European integration process) to the Middle East
region to reorient it from an economy of strife to an economy of peace. Two
prime beneficiaries of this economy that would target peace are tourism and
water.
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It is true that many sites of the Middle East make the region a magnet for
tourism. It is also true, however, that when the region is dominated by a bal-
ance-of-power approach and saber-rattling, tourists will turn elsewhere. The
Gulf War was very instructive in this respect, as bankruptcies in the private
sector as well as crippling governmental budget deficits resulted. An atmos-
phere of peace, however, would not only lure these tourists back, but could
even increase their numbers through “open borders, a sophisticated trans-
portation and communication infrastructure, joint marketing of popular tour
packages and a well-developed tourist industry” (Peres, 1993: 153).

A second beneficiary of changing the mind-set from balance of power to
interdependence would be the water shortage problem in the Middle East.
The challenge is first to halt the browning process (desertification). While the
Arab world controls 13 million square kilometers of the earth, roughly 90% of
it is desert (Peres, 1993).

Since wars have not managed to solve anything, least of all water problems,
and since water flows do not follow state frontiers, water issues need to be reg-
ulated regionally. Given the importance of the water issue in this arid region, it
needs to be emphasized. The Middle East “is the most arid of the world’s major
regions” (Shapland, 1997: 1). The rising demand of water in the twentieth and
twenty-first centuries caused by economic development, rapid urbanization,
and population growth has led to a further scarcity of water, with no major
opportunities for increasing the supply. Therefore, “the water problem” has
imposed itself on the national security agenda of many AMENA states.

A potential regional water regime would deal with water distribution from
areas of plenty to areas of scarcity and would study the possibilities of making
desalination technologically and economically feasible. Such transformation
necessitates huge capital and technological infrastructure (i.e., international
cooperation—both regionally and internationally).

MIDDLE EAST SECURITY AFTER SEPTEMBER 11

The events of September 11 and their repercussions have worsened the
AMENA insecurity context. In fact, these events have increased both tradi-
tional state (in)security as well as societal (in)security. Threatened by accusa-
tions of terrorism and/or of harboring terrorists, many AMENA states feel
even more insecure since the events of September 2001. The fear, in particu-
lar, of post–9/11 American military schemes has produced a remarkable shift
in the policies of some AMENA states who have subsequently felt obliged to
give concessions to avoid potential American economic—or military—pun-
ishment. Sudan, for example, signed an hitherto unconceivable agreement
with the Southern rebels. For the first time, southerners were granted right of
self-determination, a step that might lead to the disintegration of the Sudan.
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Yemen also succumbed to the demands of the U.S. administration on combat-
ing terrorism to absorb the rising American criticisms, and agreed to allow
direct intervention to liquidate physically those suspected of terrorist activities.

American military retaliation post-9/11 did indeed focus on the Middle
East. Afghanistan—a non Arab Middle Eastern state—was, just a month after
9/11, subject to a massive American military attack, and subsequently a change
in regime. Iraq—on allegations of possessing weapons of mass destruction—
was the next candidate. A change in Saddam Hussein’s regime may fulfill,
from the American perspective, other objectives (access to oil fields, grand
geostrategic plans, etc.) but it is, no doubt, the global context of post 9/11 that
enabled the United States to get out the old plans and embark on implement-
ing them.

September 11, however, was not seen as a security threat by all AMENA
states. Some countries, for instance, Algeria, perceived it instead as an oppor-
tunity to enhance their own domestic security. They thus seized that opportu-
nity to crush their Islamic opposition, in the name of fighting terrorism. The
outcome has been a grave erosion of civil liberties and a serious encroachment
on human rights. As such, state security has been pursued at the expense of
societal security. Consequently, civil society forces have been highly concerned
about the widespread human rights’ violations by AMENA regimes.

Societal insecurity was further accentuated by the global trend of associ-
ating terrorism with Muslims and Arabs. The AMENA populations, predom-
inantly Muslims, were terribly offended by the West’s media campaigns that
have constantly suggested that Islam condones—or even encourages—vio-
lence. The irresponsible announcements on Islam made by some key Western
figures (e.g., Italy’s prime minister, the U.S. Attorney General John Ashcroft)
convinced many that the current Islam–West confrontation is not due to sheer
misunderstanding. Hence, xenophobia and obsessions of a conspiracy under
way became ubiquitous in AMENA. Moreover, the recently imposed Ameri-
can regulations on Arabs’ entrance to the United States added humiliation to
insecurity. Feeling that they are the prime suspects in any crime on earth, the
AMENA populations will not likely divorce their sense of insecurity in the
foreseeable future.

Whether seen as a threat or an opportunity, AMENA states, generally
speaking, are, post-9/11, more amenable to American pressure. In some cases,
fear was exaggerated. For example, the late Yasser Arafat, Chairman of the
Palestinian Authority—a victim of state terrorism himself—hurried to donate
blood in public to the victims of the September attacks, though he, ironically,
never did so to thousands of his own people injured by the brutal Israeli use of
force (Amin, 2002: 87). It seemed as if Arafat, in the words of Galal Amin,
wanted to say: “I swear, I have nothing to do with it” (2002: 88).

Even Egypt and Saudi Arabia—the closest allies of the United States in
the region for decades—are not exempt from the fear of future American
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plans. Talks of a potential change of regime or, at least, strong pressure to
reform their ailing and “undemocratic” political systems after the Iraqi prob-
lem is settled are widely circulated. Those fears partially explain the strong
Egyptian opposition to the American strike against Iraq. If the American plan
in Afghanistan is successfully repeated in Iraq, Egypt will be exposed to
immense pressure to make hard decisions.

CONCLUSION

In the ongoing debate on the analysis and practice of security in the era of
globalization, this chapter has adopted a dualistic view. It emphasized in the
AMENA region the primacy of the overlooked societal-identity threats with-
out neglecting, in this conflict-ridden region, the importance of traditional
military threats.

According to the two-world dichotomy of “zone of peace” and “zone of
turmoil,” the present Global South is facing a myriad of security threats to
both its state security and this security’s societal infrastructure. Rather than
being mutually exclusive, state and societal security are mutually reinforcing
(Rosenau, 1997) as the events of September 11 clearly indicate. These events
as well as potential water wars show that not only the line between domestic
and interstate security is blurred, but so also is the line between low and high
politics. Briefly, insecurity is multidimensional rather than (militarily) one-
sided as it has been conceived (Heydemann, 2000; Sick & Porter, 1997). Con-
sequently, both analysis and policy have to deal with warfare (and its
management through, for instance, peacekeeping forces and arms control
regimes) and welfare (and its enhancement through, for instance, empower-
ment schemes by means of sustainable development and democratization).

NOTES

1. External debt in 1998, expressed as a percentage of GNP, was 12% for Iran,
29% for Egypt, 41% for Lebanon, 49% for Turkey, 54% for Morocco, 56% for Tunisia,
66% for Algeria, 79% for Yemen, 128% for Syria, 128% for Jordan, and a crippling
172% for the Sudan (Henry & Springborg, 2001: 57).
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9

The Constellation of Securities in Europe

Ole Wæver

A chapter on European security written in the shadow from the terrorist
attacks on New York and Washington on September 11, 2001, easily turns into
a search for the European reaction, the place of terrorism in European threat
perceptions and the impact of 9/11 on conceptions of security in Europe. Sim-
ilarly, a conference on globalization and security seems to ask for an elabora-
tion of those security problems that are related to globalization. However, the
result would in both cases be misleading. Yes, terror is on the European secu-
rity agenda, and so is globalization. But no, they are not the major issues and
they have not recast more long-standing patterns. Therefore, they are not the
place to start. It is necessary first to understand the structural conditions and
the constellation of primary security issues. Then, the analysis can return to
these starting questions and show how terror and globalization are approached
as security issues (or not) in Europe as a result of the security agenda onto
which they have to be attached. Otherwise, the questions themselves lead one
to assume a close link between globalization and security as well as a central-
ity of terror, where the more interesting point might be their absence.

Developing states face particular security problems due to an immature
political apparatus and particularly severe challenges from globalization. How-
ever, a closer look at Europe also reveals that one of the most posttraditional
regions is marked by new complexities and confusing interactions of state-cen-
tered and nonstate-centered dynamics. At the same time, Europe explicitly
confirms expectations about the decline of traditional security problems: the
most striking feature of present-day European security is how marginal the
classical security issue of state-threatens-state has become.

Since Europe in some ways experiments with developments that IR
theory otherwise knows only from its dreams, there is a tendency to jump to
idyllic and premature conclusions. For instance:

• Europe has moved beyond interstate security concerns among its
main powers. One tends then to expect a stable interstate security
system. However, this is not the case for two reasons. One is that
this removal of security problems happened by the indirect
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approach, that is, not by setting up a security system, but by pulling
the states into other activities, through the Jean Monnet strategy of
desecuritization. The other is that as interstate concerns fade, the
system increasingly moves in a postsovereign direction and there-
fore a multitude of new cross-cutting units become referent objects
for new security dynamics. Notably, it is no coincidence that this
postsovereign development appeared just as the states were about to
celebrate the end of security concerns, because their pacification was
largely driven by the process of European integration that includes
supranationalism and a general complication of political structures.
Or, in Deutschian terms, the security community could not be real-
ized in purely pluralistic form—it had to include elements of the
amalgamated type (Deutsch et al., 1957; Wæver, 1998).

• With this decrease in traditional security concerns, one might
expect that Europe was ‘free’ to take up new challenges and, for
example, act more unrestrained and decisively in relation to global
challenges. However, new security issues do not reach an empty
page because European developments are structured by a host of
nontraditional security issues. Again, this is no coincidence: the
process of stable peace among the states is partly built on a security
constellation, on fears variously on behalf of or against Europe. The
region is far from free to pick new themes. Europe too is in the grip
of security, even if in unusual forms.

The aim of this chapter is to map the security problems of present-day
Europe and how they tie together into a regional formation. The first section
presents some theoretical tools, security complex analysis, and securitization
studies. The second section offers a brief outline of the structure of the Euro-
pean security complex, whereas the third section investigates the complex in
more detail by surveying the main types of securitization (i.e., what are the
issues that are acted on as security issues in Europe). The fourth section shows
how this conditions the European approach to global security issues including
terrorism post-9/11.

Thus, the first purpose is to understand why Europe does not securitize
global threats to a much larger extent. This is done by mapping the European
security constellation, which is also of interest in itself and therefore the
second purpose. Third, it makes a theoretical and methodological point by
doing that. In the first parts of the book, the traditional picture was modified
in one way: to allow for variations in the state, which implied changing con-
ceptions of security. This is extremely useful and important, but there is
another part of the debate, which these first chapters held back from: to intro-
duce other referent objects than the state. I will argue that doing this is
absolutely necessary when trying to understand the European situation. If you

152 THE CONSTELLATION OF SECURITIES IN EUROPE



look only for concerns about state security, it seems that Europe is beyond secu-
rity, desecuritized. While it is true that changes are drastic, it would be wrong
to ignore the new forms of security that dominate in Europe today.

However, it is particularly important to be conceptually clear when
moving beyond the traditional agenda. There is a risk of widening the mean-
ing of the concept to the useless point of “everything is security.” This risk in
turn is used by traditionalists as an argument for not widening at all, which
creates an arbitrarily delineated concept because no substantial, noncircular
case can be given for the narrow meaning. The result is an analytical choice
that increasingly gets separated from practical reality. Reconnecting concept
and reality can be achieved by using the theory of “securitization.” When I
coined that term, it was to a large extent an attempt to find a structured way
of looking at the wider security agenda, a middle position between “everything
is security” and “keep it narrow or you get confused.”

This chapter shares much with Korany’s chapter in this part. As he states,
we look at global context, regional dynamics, we are interested in nontradi-
tional, nonstate security; and we both emphasize the importance of identity as
the object experienced as threatened.

REGIONAL SECURITY—TWO BRIEF,
THEORETICAL INTRODUCTIONS

This analysis will be assisted by the theory of regional security complexes and
the concept of securitization, two of the pillars of the so-called Copenhagen
School.1

Security

In order to assess what actually counts as security in Europe, I will apply the
method of securitization analysis (Buzan et al., 1998; Wæver, 1995). When
something is constituted as a security issue (i.e., securitized), it means that
somebody (a securitizing actor) argues that this (the threat) poses an existen-
tial threat to something (the referent object) that has to survive (e.g., the state,
the nation, or the environment). Because this threat is too urgent or for other
reasons cannot be trusted to be dealt with properly through normal proce-
dures, extraordinary measures could be used. Thus, by securitizing an issue, it
is lifted above normal politics and given priority. This can not be done arbi-
trarily on just anything because not everything has a socially recognized claim
for survival—for instance, not a normal company in a capitalist economy,
because its possible bankruptcy is part of the logic of the system. Nor can every
actor do it with equal ease, and official representatives of a state are typically
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in the best position to succeed. Still, the theory is open to the possibility that
those who have a formal role in securitizing might fail (as, e.g., the communist
regimes in Eastern Europe in 1989), and those who have no official position
might succeed (as some environmental groups).

Generally, this theory of securitization serves to create an open theory of
security. It is not for the theorist to define a priori that security either is the
narrow thing with state and military, or to widen in the direction of everything
is security. If we should be able to study empirically changes in what counts as
security, our analytical concept has to be an open one that registers such
change. By pointing to a specific rhetorical structure as defining for security,
the theory allows security to be recognized in new fields. And it equally allows
for the possibility that empirical reality conforms to the most conventional and
narrow understanding. The theory is not state-centric, but it allows for the
possibility that our reality might be so.

There has been a tendency to assume that a broader concept was good.
Often, this question is presented as one about narrow, military definition
versus a wider and allegedly more humane definition. However, to widen the
concept of security could actually mean more militarization because wider
security means that more issues are approached according to a logic of secu-
rity, that is, framed in the way traditionally reserved for military issues (e.g.,
with a presumption that threats are external, that society has to present a
‘defense’ against such threats, and that the state it the appropriate agent for
this). Securitization justifies extreme measures—whether politicians limiting
democracy “for security reasons” or animal rights activists shooting politicians.

In the longer history of what “security” has meant throughout the cen-
turies (Wæver, 2002), the concept has been relatively stable for the last half-
century. The general sense of the concept has been the same since the idea of
national security was launched in the early to mid-1940s in the United States.
Before that, the concept had taken many twists and turns since its Roman ori-
gins. It had changed between subjective and objective, between individual and
collective, and even between positive and negative several times. Mostly, it had
been a meaningful but far from central concept. Only in the 1940s did it
become an organizing concept and a rallying cry in foreign affairs. Partly for
peculiarly American reasons (related to the difficulties of legitimizing stand-
ing armies and long-term military efforts as well as achieving close integration
between military and civilian affairs), the concept became the vehicle for a
claim that had been known in previous periods as raison d’etat or necessity, but
had fallen out of fashion with democratization and liberalism. “Security”
became the place to continue the argument that when facing particularly
threatening possibilities, the state has a right to transcend normal rules. Tradi-
tionally, this effect is seen as a secondary side effect by security studies. How-
ever, it is the main effect of labeling something a security issue and the political
struggles around security are, to a large extent, fought because of this power-
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ful effect. Then it should also be put at the center of analysis. The definition
of security is what the concept does.

Originally (1940s), the introduction of this particular meaning of security,
and the singular attachment of the term to the state (national security) only,
were two sides of the same move. However, the concept has gradually detached
itself from this particular object and therefore the debate on wider concepts of
security has become one over the legitimacy and fruitfulness of accepting secu-
ritization on behalf of other referent objects. The core meaning of security was
kept constant while the demand on the referent object was loosened.

On the basis of this key idea, a theory has been constructed made up of a
set of interconnected concepts (securitizing actor, referent object, audience,
existential threat, extraordinary moves, etc.). This theoretical apparatus will
not explicitly and systematically be used in this chapter and even when
employed, the analytical terms will not be flagged excessively. Instead, the aim
is to tell a story that is meaningful on its own and only informed by the theory
as a general perspective more than a slavish application.

Regional Patterns

Regional security complex theory (RSCT) points out that the world to a con-
siderable extent is made up of regional chunks of security.2 The world is not
homogenous—we are not all equally connected to everybody else. Looking at
the world through the lens of security produces a regional pattern. A regional
security complex is defined as: “a group of states whose primary security con-
cerns link together sufficiently closely that their national securities cannot
reasonably be considered apart from one another” (Buzan, 1983: 106). Or if
the language of securitization theory is made explicit, this becomes: “a set of
units whose major processes of securitization, desecuritization, or both are so
interlinked that their security problems cannot reasonably be analysed or
resolved apart from one another” (Buzan et al., 1998: 201). (The basic idea is
the same in the two definitions, only the newer one sheds the state-centric
and military-political focus and rephrases the same basic conception for the
possibility of different actors and several sectors of security. The original one
is contained as special case—although a fairly common one—within the
newer, general definition.)

The regional patterning of security is a product of geography. Despite
globalization, it is still the case that most threats travel more easily over short
than long distances. This is clearly valid for military threats, often also for
identity, migration, and many political threats, but not nearly as much for eco-
nomic security. From the perspective of RSCT, deterritorialization is the most
important long-term effect of globalization.3 On the one hand, a number of
leading scholars of globalization agree that deterritorialization is the defining
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feature of globalization (Scholte, 2000; Held et al., 1999), and, on the other
hand, territoriality is a necessary assumption of RSCT. Thus, far-reaching
globalization will eventually undermine RSCT, but it does not seem reason-
able to depict the situation today or tomorrow or in 20 years in terms of that
much deterritorialization. In lieu of this radical change, globalization will nev-
ertheless have effects that can be studied within RSCT. The effects defined in
terms of relative deterritorialization will show themselves partly as an increase
in nonterritorially defined referent objects, partly as an increasing importance
of great powers with region-transcending military power and thereby the for-
mation of more supercomplexes (like the Asian one today). In the context of
this chapter that looks at the present and near future, more important effects
are related to the kind of units to be studied. Cha (2000: 397), Clark (1999:
107–126), Guéhenno (1998–1999) Scholte (2000: 207–233) and Zangl and
Zurn (1999) all argue that globalization is responsible for complicating the
security agenda, while at the same time reducing the elements of control that
underpin the security strategy options of states. This aspect of globalization is
sufficiently far progressed that it is necessary to include more than states as ref-
erent objects. As with deterritorialization, the process is far from complete, nor
does the theory assume anything close to obsolescence for states. Much secu-
rity theory implicitly assumes a state monopoly on security and radical deter-
ritorialization—the opposite choice regarding the two kinds of globalization
effects seems much more reasonable: the current degree of globalization is
enough to supplement states with other referent objects and enough to add
nonterritorial patterns to the territorial ones, but neither the state nor territo-
rializing dynamics have evaporated.

The globe is not tightly integrated in security terms, and except for the
special case of superpowers and great powers, only a limited amount can be
said at this level of generality that will reflect the real concerns in most coun-
tries. The region, in contrast, refers to the level where states or other units link
together sufficiently closely that their securities cannot be considered in sepa-
ration from each other. The larger picture of international security is best seen
as the conjunction of two levels: the interplay of the global powers at the
system level, and clusters of close security interdependence at the regional
level. Each RSC is made up of the fears and aspirations of the separate units
(which, in turn, partly derive from domestic features and fractures). Both the
security of the separate units and the process of global power intervention can
only be grasped through understanding the regional security dynamics.

The pattern of amity and enmity is normally best understood by starting
the analysis from the regional level, and extending it toward inclusion of the
global actors on the one side and domestic factors on the other. The specific
pattern of who fears or likes whom is generally not imported from the system
level, but generated internally in the region by a mixture of history, politics,
and material conditions. For most of the states in the international system, the
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regional level is the crucial one for security analysis. For the global powers, the
regional level is crucial in shaping how they project their influences and rival-
ries into the rest of the system. The regional level thus matters most for the
states within it, and matters a lot for the global powers. Security features at the
level of regions are durable. They are substantially self-contained, not in the
sense of being totally freestanding, but rather in possessing a security dynamic
that would exist even if other actors did not impinge on it. This relative auton-
omy was revealed by the ending of the Cold War, when enmities such as that
between Israel and Syria, and Iraq and the Gulf Arab states, easily survived the
demise of a superpower rivalry that had supported, but not generated, them.

The exception to this is the extreme case of overlay in which global powers
enter in such a dominant way that local dynamics are suppressed. This was
done to much of the world by the colonial powers and the superpowers did it
to Europe during the Cold War.

In the post–Cold War world, it is absolutely necessary to analyze both
global and regional patterns (which implies some conception of how to keep
them apart) and to study their interplay. It is necessary to distinguish regional
and global levels, not because they are unrelated, but because it is crucial to
capture their interaction in a systematic way. (On the global level, see Barry
Buzan’s chapter in this volume.)

A key element in the theory is to define different types of RSCs. It is not
necessary for the present case to outline the full range, but only to notice some
of the major distinctions:

• RSCs can vary along the spectrum of enmity and amity—that is,
from conflict formation through security regime to security com-
munity.

• A major distinction is between standard complexes with two or
more powers defining their polarity and the security dynamics
played out between the actors, and on the other side centered com-
plexes in which the region is dominated from a center in line with
the historical importance of empires as the organizing form of sys-
tems (Watson, 1992).

• Within centered regions, a major distinction is between those that
have at the center a power (so far always a great or superpower, but
potentially a regional power) and those that are integrated by insti-
tutions and thus with an ‘artificial’ center like the EU and early
United States.

• The presence in an RSC of a great power should be noticed because
it naturally spills over into neighboring regions (witness China–
South Asia relations) and this can create asymmetrical relations
among regions, and it can tie two or more RSCs together in a super-
complex as seen today in Asia.
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A final concept to introduce is that of insulators. Most often the borders
between regions are—often geographically determined—zones of weak inter-
action, or they are occupied by an insulator (Turkey, Burma, Afghanistan) that
faces both ways, bearing the burden of this difficult position but not strong
enough to unify its two worlds into one.4

The theory demands a conception of regions as exclusive and not over-
lapping (as an analytical conception, not an empirical question). The result is
therefore a world made up of global powers, regions, and insulators.

Method

The study of securitization can be the way to map an RSC, because ultimately
an RSC consists of the constellation of interlocking security concerns. In prac-
tice, it is not possible to fully trace the processes of competing securitization
and desecuritization in relation to each referent object and thus consistently
mapping a whole region (not to talk about the globe; Buzan & Wæver, 2003).
Ideally, the long-term answer to this is the interaction between micro and
macro studies, detailed case studies and integrative analyses at the regional and
global levels.

In this chapter, the presentation occasionally becomes somewhat impres-
sionistic. I have to abstain from documenting in detail how various securitiz-
ing actors have attempted to securitize this or that and to what extent they
have succeeded. Some of it is more fully documented in Buzan and Wæver
(2003), and I would especially like to point to the high number of emerging
studies (not least PH.D. dissertations) from many countries employing the
theory in detailed case studies (e.g., Christensen 2002; Kazan 2003; Wagnsson
2000).

In the following section, the larger picture is outlined in more structural
terms, while the third section tries to capture the nature of the constellation by
surveying the different main forms of securitization in the region.

THE EUROPEAN SECURITY COMPLEX

Throughout its history, Europe has experienced a limited number of decisive
structural changes. In various periods the continent has tried out many of the
forms a region can take: centralized, fragmented, overlaid, and itself overlayer
of most of the world. Furthermore, it has been through processes of mergers
of and redifferentiation into several RSCs. During the Cold War the Soviet
Union moved up to the global level, becoming co-constitutive of the 2 + 3
world (two super powers plus three great powers). Thus, Russia was lifted out
of Europe, and had no RSC around itself (due to its direct dominance of
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potential members). In the current 1 + 4 world, Europe has two of the four
great powers, but in contrast to Asia as members of separate RSCs. After the
end of the Cold War, Europe has wavered between a formation as one, two, or
three complexes. In the first post–Cold War years, a large OSCE Europe
began to form, which included Russia, but increasingly Russia drifted off to
become the center of its own RSC. The Balkans for a while looked as if it
formed a distinct RSC. This development ultimately did not materialize, and
Europe now consists of two centered RSCs, which have decisively curbed its
traditional power balancing and friction. The geographical closeness of
Europe’s two great powers (EU and Russia) makes a reunification of the two
complexes a possibility and today they form a loose supercomplex. The Baltic
States are the most important zone of contact, but generally the EU and
Russia are not enough involved in each other’s security issues to turn ‘Europe’
into one large RSC.

The present chapter only covers the Western, EU-centered complex, not
the Eastern, Russia-centered one. For simplicity, it talks of this as “the Euro-
pean complex,” which is, on the one hand, in accordance with much conven-
tion, but, on the other, incorrect as there is another European complex to the
East.

In addition to the boundary questions related to the separation of the
Russia-centered complex and the nonseparation of the Balkans, two particular
powers have to be dealt with: Turkey and the United States. Turkey, because it
is a key insulator at the meeting point of three RSCs (EU-Europe, ex-Soviet
space, and the Middle East). Insulator is not the Turkish self-perception,
which is understandable given the unattractiveness of this role, and Turkey
prefers (like Russia) to project an image of a larger Eurasian region in which
it would itself be very central. However, in practice, Turkey has after the Cold
War cultivated a regional policy of a very different kind that reveals the actual
location much better (Kazan, 2003): a policy of regionalized security in the
sense of stressing and exploiting a position of relevance to four or five of the
most important ‘regions’ today: the Balkans, Caucasus, Central Asia, the East-
ern Mediterranean, and the Middle East (most of which are subregions seen
from the systemic perspective). Thereby, Turkey has become an unusually
active insulator challenging both our traditional (implicitly more passive) con-
cept of insulator and Turkey’s own traditional policy. However, there is noth-
ing in the basic theory that precludes this role, as long as it remains impossible
for Turkey to tie together the different regional arenas, because the main actors
of each relate to their separate settings. The—for Turkey negative—scenario of
its main rivals or problems in each region allying due to their common oppo-
sition to Turkey is the main challenge to the theory, but here for once, the
theory is kind to Turkey and predicts that this will not unfold on a large scale.
Should Turkey eventually join the EU, it would probably move into the EU-
European RSC.
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The United States is the other main actor with a complicated location in
relation to the RSC. The American view is that the United States is a member
of the region as expressed in membership of key institutions like NATO and
the OSCE. This is in line with a general American inclination to define itself
into a number of regions (Europe, Asia, and pan-America) that politically
serve to blunt attempts to form regions without the United States and to play
the regions against each other (swing power position). Interestingly, this is also
the inclination of U.S. theorists of the matter (Lake & Morgan, 1997).
According to RSCT, the United States is not a member of the RSC as such—
it makes a difference whether you are located in a region and thus without
choice of participating, or you have chosen to participate but with the possi-
bility not to. The United States is the only superpower in today’s world, and
due to the global reach of its power it can enter (as seeming-to-be-member)
almost any region it chooses to. Analytically, it is important to analyze this in
terms of global-regional interplay instead of membership.

During the Cold War, the area that would become EU-Europe was over-
laid and the dominant security concerns in the region were defined externally.
Especially since the Cuba missile crisis in 1962, security politics involved
mostly struggles over how intensely to securitize superpower rivalry versus to
desecuritize as a product of détente or deterrence. By definition, the main
threat was seen to be the East–West conflict. The most thorough securitiza-
tion on either side was the other side as threat. Western oppositional forces
securitized the nuclear confrontation itself either because it could run out of
control and lead to nuclear war, or because the East–West conflict dominated
Europe and repressed other possible identities. Overlay was complete with
alliances, stationing of foreign troops, and a suppression of older intra-Euro-
pean conflicts. On the Western side, international cooperation took a unique
form as the North Atlantic alliance developed into an organization (NATO),
uncharacteristic for alliances.

During the Cold War, Western Europe went through periods of insecu-
rity (i.e., threat and no sense of sufficient defense) in the 1940s and 1950s,
security (i.e., a threat but also a reliable defense) in the 1960s, desecuritization
in the 1970s, to reach a situation in the 1980s and especially 1990s of resecu-
ritization (Wæver, 1998).

Desecuritization was a result both of the success of the neofunctionalist
strategy of solving security problems by focusing on something else and of the
paradoxical stability of the nuclear balance of terror. Security arguments
underpinned both the integration project and the military mobilization of the
Cold War, but it all became stabilized as a kind of normality. In addition to the
marks left by division, the Cold War gifts to EU-Europe were desecuritization
and reconciliation internally in Western Europe, dense institutionalization,
including far-reaching multilateralization of the military sector (NATO), and
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a consolidation of the EU to the point at which it became a great power from
somewhere in the 1970s.

In the categories of RSCT, the European RSC is a centered complex and
notably the type without a power at the center but constructed through insti-
tutions. Europe is not being unified because ‘somebody’ is strong enough to
conquer it from the center (as in previous attempts in modern time—Haps-
burgs, Napoleon, Hitler), and the driving force is rather a ‘will to center’ more
akin to early American history—and explicable through Adam Watson’s
(1992) concept of legitimacy: Europeans have gradually changed their view
about what is the appropriate position on the line between extreme fragmen-
tation of multiple independences and centeredness. A balance of power system
was for centuries celebrated as not only a technical remedy but a European
value connected to liberty and freedom of religion; today it has become seen as
a threat, as a pattern Europe should not be allowed to fall into again. While
not wanting any power external to themselves to dominate, Europeans increas-
ingly accept the idea that Europe should be organized in some mixed form
combining independent states and a center.

This explains the superior importance of the EU, compared to, say,
NATO; it is European integration that decides the structural question whether
Europe will continuously and maybe increasingly be a centered complex. Even
in terms of security, where seemingly NATO is the main ‘security’ institution,
the EU should be recognized as key because the structural question of what
kind of region and general coherence of the regional powers comes before the
more instrumental one of who can do what in a certain crisis.

The question whether the European complex contains a great power is a
tricky one because the EU is such an unusual and inconsistent power. In some
respects, the EU is a global power (and then a tier two one, neither a super-
power nor a regional power, but a great power). In other respects, the ‘old’
powers—France, Germany, and the United Kingdom—appear as powers still
and complicate the picture. Because of the salience of the center-periphery
pattern, it is most helpful to take the picture with the EU as the power as the
starting point of analysis and only remember the complexities created by the
dual nature of powers in Europe.

The European RSC has three defining features: it is centered, it is the
kind of center focused on institutions (and legitimacy, a will to center) not a
single power, and third: it is shaped as concentric circles. Specifically, the EU
operates as a security institution through three distinct mechanisms that are
layered in the shape of concentric circles (Wæver, 1996a; 1998; 2000).

First, it keeps the core intact by its identity effect on the overall foreign
policies of the European main powers (Wæver, 1990, 1994, 1998). A concept
and vision of Europe have become critical to each nation’s vision of itself and
therefore since it is very hard notably in Germany and France to construct
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convincing narratives of where we are heading without presenting or drawing
on a project for European integration. It is not that the countries agree on one
concept of Europe or that European identity comes close to outcompeting
national identity, but in each country the concepts of nation, state, and Europe
have become closely intertwined—‘Europe’ is colored in each case by national
traditions of political thought, but the meaning of ‘Germany’ and ‘France’ has
become inseparable from some sense of Europe.

Second, the EU has a silent disciplining effect on the East-Central Euro-
pean countries due to their applicanthood. This magnetism allows for both
implicit and explicit demands and anticipated effects that have dampened
potential conflicts such as those related to Hungarian minorities.

Third, direct interventions occur further out in the periphery where the
nicer nonmilitary factors do not work strongly enough to avoid conflict. Here,
the EU has so far been secondary to NATO, but there is no doubt about the
aspirations from both EU countries and the United States to see such tasks
increasingly shifted toward the Europeans.

All these elements are structural only. The content of an RSC is the con-
stellation of actual securitizations. Therefore, it is necessary in order to assess
stability, trends, and pressures, to map these securitizations, and this is the task
of the following section.

SECURITIZATION IN EUROPE

Securitizations in Post-wall Europe: The EU Core

What kinds of security problems do actors in the EU-part of Europe articu-
late?5 After 1989, several new elements were added to the security discourse in
Europe: environment, migrants, ethnic conflict, organized crime, and terror-
ism. The list in Europe achieved maximum breadth, covering all sectors and
almost all levels. The issues were mostly not new but with the end of the Cold
War they became articulated as security problems. At first increased diversity
was easy to see; a new pattern was not. The atmosphere was one of insecurity
again, contrasting strongly with the asecurity of the 1970s but even with the
security of the 1960s. Of the ten elements listed below, the first two increas-
ingly came to organize the whole field.

1. The threat to Europe from its own past. At the European level, one secu-
rity discourse is patently dominant, even if not always recognized for its cen-
trality. Some years ago, I analyzed the major general debates or speeches
during 1995 from the different EU institutions (Council, Parliament, and
Commission), searching for anything that was phrased in security terms (as
previously defined). In all three places, one discourse was clearly dominant:
Europe has to avoid a return to its own notorious past of wars and power bal-
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ancing, and integration therefore is a necessity (Buzan et al., 1998: 176–189;
see also Wæver, 1996). This is phrased in security terms, because it is argued
that a self-reinforcing process of decline would set in if power balancing and
classical mutual security concerns were to return; Europe would then be pulled
apart, integration rolled back, and Europe would return to its own habits.
According to this discourse, it is not a question of a little more or a little less
integration/fragmentation because the power of the old configuration poses an
existential threat to integration and thereby security in Europe. Therefore, a
point of no return exists and it is mandatory to ensure enough integration to
avoid crossing this point. Integration is thereby invested by a security quality,
which is actually mobilized (not least in Germany, but also to some extent
France) whenever a change of policy direction is considered.

While discourse analysts often search in official texts for instances of
NATO, the United States or EU ‘othering’ somebody like Russia, Muslims, or
Turkey, it is actually striking that the most powerful Other in relation to which
Europe’s identity is constituted is Europe itself. Interestingly, this means that
European historical identity is largely constructed as something negative—not
through a celebration of European heroism but through defining wars and
bloodshed as characteristic for Europe and therefore a break with this as nec-
essary and as the European vocation of our age. This in turn, of course,
becomes heroic and something to be displayed and maybe even exported as a
European triumph. However, it still installs a basic modesty and self-limita-
tion into European identity that it is a negative past from which to break
rather than a classical nationalist story of a great past to be reconquered in a
great future.

More recently, I have checked major speeches from the leaders of France,
Germany, and the United Kingdom6 to see if this discourse continues to be
as powerful as it used to be or is in decline either due to generational change
(the departure of leaders who experienced the Second World War) or because
of the end of the immediate post–Cold War situation. The result is that in
Germany we still find the direct argument about a possible return to a past of
wars and destruction and the necessity of integration. The centrality of the
Franco-German couple in overcoming this past is underlined as least as much
as in the past.7 In France and the United Kingdom, the outright possibility of
war is not used, but the dichotomy between a Europe of wars and a Europe
of integration is still the basic figure. It is both a temporal dichotomy (past
and present in EU Europe) and a spatial one of Western (EU) Europe versus
Eastern Europe and especially the Balkans. In British discourse, this is used
partly to present a hard choice, especially to people in the Balkans, and partly
to argue the importance of EU (and NATO) enlargement. In France, it
becomes an argument for the construction of EU-actor capability in foreign
and security policy being the crucial issue: this is what decides whether the
Eastern part of the continent will be saved along with the Western part and
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not least it is necessary for the Western countries to save their own soul and
civilizational obligations.8

The strongest security discourse in post-wall Europe has been the argu-
ment that Europe needs more (or at least continued) integration to avoid a
return to the past. This argument qualifies as a security argument because it
posits an existential threat and a possible point of no return: ‘Europe’ is the ref-
erent object, and will be lost in a fragmentation scenario.

2. The other main security argument is the reverse of the first. European inte-
gration itself is presented as a threat, primarily to national identity. Various—
mostly nonstate—actors have mobilized a resistance against EU integration
based on the security claim that integration threatens national identity.9
Often, this converges with nationalist or xenophobic reactions against for-
eigners (immigrants and refugees), but also in some cases against globaliza-
tion/Americanization (especially in France). The two scenarios produce an
overarching conflict not so much between different particularisms as between
the universalism of internationalizing elites on the one hand and particularism
in general—that is, the reaction of “mass politics” on behalf of different cul-
tures against cosmopolitanism (Hassner, 1993; Reich, 1991).

The security argument about Europe’s past has experienced and will expe-
rience various developments that respectively strengthen and challenge it.
First, the wars in the Balkans have generally served to strengthen this dis-
course. They reintroduce the idea that war in Europe is possible, and “one of
the main clichés about the Balkans [is] that they are the part of Europe which
is haunted by the notorious ‘ghosts of the past’, forgetting nothing and learn-
ing nothing, still fighting centuries-old battles, while the rest of Europe is
engaged in a rapid process of globalization” (Zizek, 2000: 3). The Balkans have
served as Europe’s ghost, reminding it of the risks and defining Europe’s own
identity in terms of no longer being like that. Second, Eastern enlargement has
more ambiguous effects. On the one hand, the growing of the EU is likely to
mean that the Franco-German tandem, which has been the main home of this
discourse, becomes less dominant simply because it becomes a smaller fraction
of the whole. On the other hand, the project of enlargement reinforces the his-
toric sense of the EU project, of what it has done to Western Europe and now
is to do in Eastern Europe. How these two will balance out is hard to predict.

The total European security landscape is extremely complicated, exhibit-
ing almost all imaginable forms of insecurity except the classical military one.
In addition to these two dominant and reciprocally opposed ones, I will list
others more briefly, though most of these increasingly tie back into the two
basic ones.

3. Some local conflicts are intense without tying much into the European whole:
Northern Ireland, the Basque region in Spain, Corsica, and (more peacefully) South
Tirol. Although not enacted as state-to-state conflicts, these are quite tradi-
tional conflicts in being territorial and in some sense state-centered (“we want
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to be one,” or “we belong to the wrong state”). Cyprus (and thereby the gen-
eral Greco-Turkish conflict) also has a domestic conflict at the core, but here
the antagonistic involvement of the states is much more direct and unre-
strained (see later). With the exception of Greece–Turkey–Cyprus, these local
conflicts do not have or threaten to have repercussions beyond the local set-
ting. A European dimension to these conflicts emerged in the 1980s when it
was widely expected among the leaders of some of the regionalist movements
(Scotland, South Tirol, Catalonia) that European integration would solve the
conflict with the central state. Sovereignty would become an irrelevant goal as
the old states also lost it. However, the 1990s disconfirmed sweeping prophe-
cies about a solution beyond sovereignty to these conflicts.

Although they are major security issues locally, it is striking that these
conflicts are rarely even mentioned in general rankings of security issues in
Western Europe. In contrast, more often Western Europe is seen as threatened
from the Eastern neighbors.

4. One the most talked about issues especially in the early 1990s has been ethnic
conflict in Eastern Europe, sometimes referred to as regional stability or the East-
wards export of stability. Especially in NATO contexts, the first securitization
(fragmentation/integration) is for obvious reasons less prevalent and often
modified, and this other discourse has been central.

This has been depicted as a concern and a task, but it gets its main secu-
rity importance when connected to the first discourse. Ethnic conflict in East-
ern Europe (especially the wars of former Yugoslavia) are a threat to the West
primarily when it threatens to have a rub-off effect of dragging Western
powers into local conflicts and thereby triggering classical power balancing and
geopolitical thinking in the core. Thus, the first discourse is still the master
discourse in most cases because the radical version of the second only materi-
alizes when the two are combined.

Ethnic conflict is bad enough in itself, but it is primarily a security threat
to Western Europe if an ethnic conflict drags Western powers in on opposing
sides and thus triggers the return to power politics among the EU core states.
(Sometimes, the threat of refugees functions similarly as accelerator of the
threat, making it directly relevant to the member states in a way, which the
conflict itself is not.) Thus, the reflections on conflicts (e.g., in the Balkans)
gets overpowered by the calculation of effects on EU integration/fragmenta-
tion dynamics. Western Europe’s (non)actions during the 1990s can best be
made sense of through this lens: yes, Balkan developments were very impor-
tant, but it was necessary to think “EU first” even for the best of people in the
Balkans in the long run.

East Central Europe has a special status in European security discourse
because it is depicted as potentially “us” (Hansen, 1995)—security problems
here can potentially be resolved in the ideal and complete way of becoming
part of the Western integration project(s), thus the centrality of enlargement.
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This defines a separate category for other instabilities in neighboring regions:
Russia, the Caucasus, and Northern Africa.

5. Instability in Russia and the Mediterranean has a different status from
Eastern Europe, because Eastern Europe is supposed to become part of the EU
self very soon and thus threats are both more problematic (if they block
enlargement and might send the EU into crisis) and less likely (because they
are not radically different from us) (Hansen, 1995; Larsen, 2000: 225). Russia
and the Mediterranean are usually not presented as military threats or radical
Others either, but they are more unreliable.

Whenever reluctantly moving beyond the preferred strategic space of
Europe itself (which can be dealt with by the logic of integration and enlarge-
ment), priority has been given to the areas directly adjacent to Europe. Lack-
ing a global strategic vision, and driven by the internal security problem due to
the unfinished character of the regional project, other regions are approached
in a way that differs from the American one. For the United States, regions
link via the global level on which the United States is present. This will prob-
ably increasingly become the case for Europe, too, as it becomes a more fully
global actor. But, for now, other regions are approached on the basis of their
interregional connections to Europe. The mechanism that regulates this is the
lack of securitization of the global distribution of power and therefore the pri-
ority of direct security effects on Europe. Such effects can easily be projected
for Russia, possibly for other parts of the CIS (like the Caucasus), clearly for
Turkey (if not already counted as part of Europe and the space of enlarge-
ment), and not least for the Maghreb.

6. Globalization and immigrants securitized as threats to national identity
increasingly merge with no. 2, and integration becomes the scapegoat for all effects of
globalization, but also direct action on a threat from foreigners is powerful in
many countries. The rise of a sometimes xenophobic and usually nationalistic
new Right in several European countries testifies to the persuasiveness of such
arguments to wide sections of the public.

Increasingly, globalization appears in a second function in European pol-
itics. Whether this has reached the point of securitization is more doubtful,
but flirtations have certainly appeared: the argument is that the European wel-
fare state model is particularly threatened by globalization, more than many
other societies. This becomes a threat to identity—national and European—as
well as welfare and independence. In this version, the pro-integration argu-
ment is used strongly to argue the necessity of paying a price in terms of addi-
tional integration to defend ourselves against globalization. What appears to
the ordinary citizen as sovereignty losses due to the EU are rephrased in this
discourse as countergains of sovereignty via the EU against the onslaught from
globalization. The security potential in this argument is mostly related to the
identity and independence argument for the classical reason that welfare is
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harder to securitize because of its gradualist nature. On the countermeasure
side, it is used to justify integration one would otherwise not tolerate.

7. Terrorism, international organized crime, drug trafficking, and illegal
migration are often presented as a security problem especially in specific EU sources
(Larsen, 2000: 226). Notably, these questions have become a standard package,
which implies that immigrants are at the root of these problems and the solu-
tion is to tighten the regime of policing in depth and other compensatory
mechanisms related to the removal of internal borders in the EU (Bigo, 1996).
Thus, it partly channels back into the package with ethno-national fear of for-
eigners, and partly it supports practices of internal security. (Terrorism was,
prior to September 11, mostly placed as part of this package. Whether it stays
here or moves toward item 9 is not clear yet.)

8. Environmental security is high on the agenda in many places, partly because
of the high density and smallness of units in Europe that make more environ-
mental issues than elsewhere border-crossing and therefore lead to more dra-
matic politicization, for example, the Danube dam, nuclear power plants in the
former East, air pollution mostly blowing eastward, and upstream pollution
(such as that of Swiss medical giants), threatening downstream areas along the
Rhine. This one does not so far tie much into the two master discourses,
although the EU has made some attempts to merge integration and environ-
mentalism (Buzan et al., 1998: 163–194; Jachtenfuchs & Huber, 1993; Jacht-
enfuchs, 1994).

9. Global terrorism, regional conflicts, extra-European environment, and
infectious diseases. When approaching security issues further away from
Europe—regional conflicts in all other regions, including even the Gulf, and
new global threats like the environment and AIDS—it is striking how Euro-
peans are inclined to define these in two characteristic modes that are distinct
from the American approach. One is a developmentalist discourse in which
all conflicts from intrastate to major regional wars are ultimately caused by
problems of resources and lack of development. Thus, while Europe partici-
pates in American-led efforts like the Gulf War, the characteristic profile of
its own efforts is not a military one but attempts at redefinition. The other
characteristic European angle is to export its own regionalism—that is,
emphasize against American attempts to see all conflicts in a global perspec-
tive, along with the necessity of allowing indigenous dynamics to evolve in
the particular region.

Even in the reaction to the terrorist attacks on the United States in Sep-
tember 2001, the debate in Europe showed clear signs of the inclination
toward developmentalism. The argument was heard in the United States, too,
but in Europe public debate has to a much larger extent established almost as
common sense that terrorism is attributable to socioeconomic causes, and offi-
cial statements hint in this direction.

Ole Wæver 167



Other global threats, like AIDS, are also largely defined as problems of
development.

10. Traditional state-to-state securitizations play a surprisingly marginal role
on the European security agenda. The most important presence is in the form of
a worry about Germany, which is then politely rephrased more structurally as
securitization-1. Political security on behalf of the sovereignty of the states, the
usual core agenda, has been displaced partly to the societal sector (identity),
and partly to the EU level (protection of the European order and the Euro-
pean project). When state security appears, it is almost always in vertical con-
flicts, that is, articulated as threatened from above (EU) or below (minorities),
but not horizontal threats between states.

Security in Western Europe is a uniquely complicated constellation
(probably only rivaled by sub-Saharan Africa), but it does have a core dynamic
and a discernible pattern. The two first securitizations stand out as dominant
and most of the others tie back to these two. This shows how central the EU
has become for security—the driving security issues are security concerns
either for or against European integration.

Securitization in the Eastern Circles

The overall pattern of European post-wall politics is of a center-periphery
nature. Almost all nonmembers aspire for membership in the EU and, with a
few more exceptions, in NATO as well. To them, the relationship to the EU
(and, to some extent, NATO) is both a solution to security concerns and a
source of insecurity in itself. The West is their anchor of stability—the source
of security guarantees as well as prosperity. However, the relationship is also a
source of security concerns, especially with far-reaching intrusions of Western
organizations into domestic decision making in the applicant countries. This
is particularly problematic in countries that combine economic and political
reform with a national revival. The countries that became independent with
the end of the Cold War, but also to some extent the former Warsaw Pact
allies, have had a dual agenda of returning to Europe and returning to them-
selves—that is, rediscovering their allegedly repressed nationality. The two
seemed perfectly compatible in the immediate liberation perspective: both
Europe and the nation were opposites of Soviet oppression. But as adaptation
to the new realities becomes concrete, the two conflict more often. Euro-
peanization implies opening and internationalization, which is often resisted
by nationalist politicians (e.g., see Jurgaitienè, 1993; Miniotaite, 2000.) 

The Eastern half of the RSC articulates most of the same security issues
as do EU members, but some are either added or accentuated (and one down-
played): classical interstate fears are relevant in the Baltics, sometimes between
Hungary and its neighbors, in the Balkans, and between Greece and Turkey.
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Societal security problems and political security link up the classical way
because it is in many cases (the above plus, e.g., Polish and Czech relations to
Germany) a matter of debate within ‘host’ countries to what extent the striv-
ing for regionalism among minorities should be seen as an alternative or a pro-
logue to secessionism.

Economic, broadly social, and law-and-order issues sometimes come close
to constituting a security threat to society not in the identity sense of our soci-
etal sector but to the coherence and functioning of society as social order. One
case of less intense securitization than in the West is the environment. Only in
a few, more local instances, like the areas in Poland and the Czech Republic
where air and soil pollution are most acute, do local (i.e., substate) actors
dramatize the issue.

In some of the easternmost countries, Russia is presented as a threat.
When it was played up in order to gain Western attention as by the Baltic
States, they learned that the West did not want trouble spots and therefore it
was better to downplay the threat and become ‘normal’ ( Joenniemi & Wæver,
1997). The Russian threat seems unlikely to become directed toward anybody
in the RSC in any reasonable future. Due to historical experiences and the
domestic usefulness of a Russian threat, it will probably continue to be invoked
for a while, and as in all securitization an unlikely threat can have effects, but
given the decreasing power of Russia and its preoccupation with its own RSC
and the global level, this is unlikely to become a driving issue in East Central
Europe.

To sum up, East Central Europe has local security issues related to
minorities and other historical and ethnic issues, but the overriding pattern is
structured by EU integration. Still, it is not identical to the dilemma in the
Western part of the continent. It is a dilemma of dilemmas. In Western
Europe, EU integration generates two contradictory security issues: a fear of
fragmentation and a fear of integration. As participants in the EU-based secu-
rity order—formal members or not—the East Central Europeans join this
dilemma, but they add another to it: due to their asymmetrical relationship to
the EU, the EU is both a source of security and insecurity, a disciplining force
that dampens local security problems but also an intruding and demanding
external threat to national independence and sovereignty.

The Outer Circles of EU Europe

Most of the attention regarding the EU-dominated parts of Europe goes to
East Central Europe. However, the RSC of which the EU is the center is
larger than this. In the southeastern part of the continent, there are countries
not usually discussed as Central Europe, but involved in the enlargement
process nevertheless: Cyprus and Turkey. One member country, Greece, is
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involved in a conflictual relationship with Turkey—partly over Cyprus—that
has many features uncharacteristic of the rest of the RSC and therefore
deserves special attention. The other—often forgotten—periphery is the
southern one, the Maghreb. Because they are less fully shaped by the processes
of the EU-core, these cases require more detailed examination (Buzan &
Wæver, 2003: ch. 11). For more on the case of the Maghreb, see Korany’s
chapter, this volume.

Greece and Turkey have been in varying degrees of confrontation since
the Second World War. Increasingly, the conflict over Cyprus has moved to
the center of the relationship. The EU gambled that opening enlargement
negotiations would function as some kind of catalyst. But how exactly this was
to work given its entanglement with the difficult question of Turkish mem-
bership remained unclear (Diez, 2002). This part of Europe is influenced very
strongly by the relationship to the EU, but here the dynamics of a centralized
complex interact with a classical interstate conflict not characteristic of the
European RSC at large.

The Maghreb is a large southern periphery to the EU. The relationship to
Europe is historically as strong as the link to the Middle East, and the weak-
ening of inter-Arabic cohesion during the 1990s, plus a new dynamism in
Europe, caused the Maghreb to drift toward Europe. Based on security rea-
soning about threats of immigration and regional instability on Europe’s
doorstep, the South European members of the EU have tried to raise the
Maghreb on the agenda. Unlike in the other concentric circles, the EU cannot
use the promise of eventual membership to influence politics in the Maghreb.
Whether the Maghreb becomes a part of the European RSC, an overlaid
neighboring mini-complex, or yet another independent African complex like
West Africa and the Horn of Africa, is too early to say.

Beyond the European Constellation and the Future

Europe is a security community, which is rare in a global comparative per-
spective. The way Europe has become and remained a security community is
even more intriguing. Although the classical security community theory
(Deutsch et al., 1957) envisioned that states would become gradually more
confident in each other and thus a regional state-based order would stabilize
in a nonwar mode, the actual development in Europe contains two surprises.
One is that the states establish a peaceful order at the same time as they start
to blur, merge, and fade, and numerous nonstate forms of securitization enter.
The other is that this security order does not take the form of a direct security
system—like collective security—solving the security problems of the region.
To a large extent, the order is built on desecuritization, but it only works by
mixing in a strong dose of resecuritization in the form of a metasecuritization:
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a strong narrative of the historical development of Europe, past, present, and
future.

Objections will be raised to this interpretation that a Europe returning to
its past is no longer a real possibility. It was in early EU history, but today it is
only a myth invoked by elites to legitimize the project. Maybe—but this is very
difficult to know for certain. Theories of democratic peace, interdependence,
and trading states insist that war is irrevocably ruled out among the states of
Western Europe irrespective of the degree of integration. But in the light of
centuries of wars, the last doubt will be difficult to erase, and maybe the fear
might be the major force preventing this. The constitutive uncertainty about
the possibility of a return to balance of power behavior and possibly war is thus
central to both European political reality and the present interpretation. This
threat operates in a curious way as the replacement for the Cold War reason-
ing around nuclear deterrence where a breakdown of deterrence and actual
usage of the weapons should be highly unlikely but could not be allowed to
become totally impossible if deterrence was to function (Tunander, 1989). As
long as war is possible, it does not happen. If it becomes impossible, it might
happen.

THE EUROPEAN APPROACH TO INTERNATIONAL TERROR AND
GLOBAL SECURITY; OR “WHO SAID GLOBALIZATION?”

EU-Europe is the most institutionalized part of the world. Although the exact
nature of the EU is hotly debated, its experiment in postsovereign politics
undoubtedly pushes peaceful, regional integration to new limits. Europe
develops unique forms of political organization not by either replicating the
state form at a higher level, or by annulling the old order, but by mixing a con-
tinuity of sovereignty with new forms (Rosenau, 1990; Ruggie, 1993; Wæver,
1995a). Consequently, the European security landscape becomes distinctive.
The traditional nearmonopoly of the state on security status and security
action is challenged in Europe, where numerous other referent objects from
mini-region to the EU itself, from environment to ‘universal’ political values
are acted on in a security mode. Securitization theory facilitates this opening
to a different picture from the one of only states (while allowing also for that
possibility).

Among the EU members a security community has formed based on the
integration project. Largely, this takes the form of desecuritization, which is
natural, given the original Deutschian definition of a security community: that
the parties no longer can imagine war with each other (Deutsch et al., 1957).
However, this project is ultimately built on a metasecuritization: a fear of
Europe’s future becoming like Europe’s past if fragmentation and power bal-
ancing are allowed to return. The integration project itself, however, generates
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securitization, which is largely ‘societal security’—that is, fear for (national)
identity. Traditional interstate security concerns only exist beneath the surface.
Their effects are most often in the form of the generalized fear of back to the
future, rather than the concrete fear of a specific Other.

EU-Europe has a center-periphery structure: Central Europe organizes
itself as concentric circles around the Western core. Because these countries are
included in the EU-centered order, security issues in this part of the continent
partly follow the same pattern as in the West but have additional complica-
tions because the dependence on the West is both an anchor of stability and
line of intrusion. ‘Central’ refers to the Cold War’s ‘Eastern Europe’. The secu-
rity agenda is today very different in those countries that were market democ-
racies during the Cold War (and formed nation-states early on) and those now
engaged in transition economically and politically (which were until the twen-
tieth century mostly contained within the Austro-Hungarian, Russian, and
Ottoman Empires).

What does this tell us about the way Europe will and can approach global
challenges like globalization and the global (war on) terrorism? Three things
are clear:

1. Priority to ‘internal’ European matters
2. Priority then to neighboring regions
3. Specific approach to global security: economic and political (and

often conceived of in terms of how it strengthens the actorhood of
Europe)

While this might at first look like simple parochialism and free-riding, one has
to point out two things. First that it can be justified in relation to the global
issues to give a certain priority to the core question of shaping Europe, as it
was, for example, argued in relation to the Balkans in the early 1990s. If there
is no core, there is also no actor to do those other things that some want to be
prioritized over the internal order question. Second, it is not only a question of
not taking a fair share of the work, it is also a question of how global issues are
interpreted; this is where the European experience leads to an approach very
different from the American one.

This has been noticed quite often recently (cf. e.g., Kagan 2002), but
whereas this is usually phrased in terms of a European inclination to try to
recreate its own eternal peace order for everybody else, the analysis in this
chapter has shown how the logic emerges at the microlevel through the task
of connecting and thereby sorting and prioritizing security issues. In the
United States, new threats are only accepted as security when they merge with
the military agenda. “Defense” is still the defining criteria for “security.” In
Europe, in contrast, issues with a military component are ultimately subsumed
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into political-economic framing—within Europe in terms of integration/frag-
mentation and outside Europe as development and regionalism.

In Europe, the criterion that almost takes the role that the military factor
plays in the United States is integration. It is the master variable that regulates
the ability of an issue to reach top-rank. Thus, everything becomes colored by
a politico-economic interpretation in contrast to the military framing in the
United States. The threat can be in itself nonmilitary as can the reply, whereas
in the United States, security problems can have nonmilitary origins—they
only become ‘security’ when they meet the military agenda.

However, the main lesson from this chapter is probably that Europe is far
more security driven than it is assumed in the usual depiction of a Europe at
peace, free to do its share of global work or lean back in regional complacency.
Europe is extremely low on traditional interstate security problems, and espe-
cially so on military ones. In the traditional optic this means then no security
problems, and leads to the picture of relative freedom to choose how to engage
in new issues. However, the present analysis has shown how Europe is far from
free of security dynamics. There are major security issues that drive politics and
threaten to escalate and send Europe as a region in completely new and not
least old directions. These different securitizations have been tied together
quite tightly around some master-narratives and the resulting constellation is
therefore understood by participants of various fronts to be invested with far-
reaching implications. It is only natural that in a region that we in so many
other contexts accept as having moved beyond the usual sovereignty game, we
should also find postsovereign security patterns, nonstate and nontraditional.
Thus, Europe, despite all its peculiarities, reconfirms the basic expectation that
usually regions are driven by their internal security problems and global links
are fitted in as they can be, according to the internal logic of the region.

NOTES

1. In the spirit of post-Maastricht Europe, the Copenhagen School is a three-
pillar construct. The third one, sectors of security (economic, political, military, envi-
ronmental, and societal), will only be used in an ad hoc way here, not as structuring
device (cf. primarily Buzan, 1991, and Buzan et al., 1998).

2. Some paragraphs in this section are adopted from Buzan and Wæver, 2003.

3. As Cha (2000: 391, 394) notes, not much has been written about the links
between globalization and security, probably because the security effects of globaliza-
tion have been hard to distinguish from the more dramatic effects of the ending of the
Cold War.

4. The concept of insulator is specific to RSCT and defines a location occupied
by one or more units in which larger regional security dynamics stand back-to-back.
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This is not to be confused with the traditional idea of a buffer state, whose function is
defined by standing at the center of a strong pattern of securitization, not at its edge.

5. Most parts of this section are adapted from Buzan and Wæver 2003—some-
times shortened, sometimes elaborated.

6. Speeches during 2000–2001 by Chirac, Fischer, Schroeder, and Blair, ana-
lyzed in Buzan and Wæver, 2003: ch. 11.

7. See, in particular, Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer, From Confederacy to Fed-
eration: Thoughts on the Finality of European Integration (Berlin: Speech given at the
University of Humboldt, 2000).

8. Jacques Chirac, Our Europe (Berlin: Speech to the German Bundestag,
2000); Tony Blair, Speech by the Prime Minister, Tony Blair (Warsaw: Polish Stock
Exchange, 2000); Tony Blair, Speech by the Prime Minister, Tony Blair (Zagreb:
EU/Balkan Summit, 2000); Robin Cook, “It is fascism that we are fighting ‘Ours is the
Modern Europe of the Human Rights Convention’,” The Guardian Newspaper, May 5,
1999; Joschka Fischer, From Confederacy to Federation: Thoughts on the Finality of Euro-
pean Integration (Berlin: Speech given at the University of Humboldt, 2000).

9. In a Copenhagen School perspective, this where the concept of societal secu-
rity shows its importance; these concerns are not primarily articulated in terms of
threats to the state (its official representatives usually push for integration), but as fear
for the nation and its identity (cf. Wæver et al., 1993; Wæver, 1996b).
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Emerging International Patterns
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10

The Security Dynamics of a 1 + 4 World

Barry Buzan

This chapter1 addresses the question: After bipolarity, what? Contrary to the
prevailing mode of polarity theory in neorealism, the argument is based on a
distinction between great powers and superpowers, with regional powers as the
most useful way of designating the next rank down. The basis for the differ-
entiation between superpowers and great powers is that superpowers operate
globally, whereas great powers typically have their main influence in two or
more regions, but not globally. Regional power is argued to be a much more
important classification than the traditional middle power. Regional powers
refers to the much larger and, in international security terms, much more sig-
nificant, category of states that define the power structure of their local region:
India and Pakistan in South Asia; South Africa in southern Africa; Iran, Iraq,
and Saudi Arabia in the Gulf; Egypt, Israel, and Syria in the Levant; and so
forth. Regional powers may not matter much at the global level, but within
their regions they determine both the local patterns of security relations and
the way in which those patterns interact with the global powers.

The chapter focuses on the present and possible future global power struc-
ture when seen as a mixture of superpowers and great powers. The current
system is presented as one superpower plus four great powers (China, EU,
Japan, Russia), and, if that is accepted, then there are three main scenarios that
define its most probable future. At the global level, changes in the number of
superpowers are more important than changes in the number of great powers.
A 1 + 3 system may not be all that different from a 1 + 5 one, but 2 + 3 will be
quite different from 1 + 4. The key exception is when the number of super-
powers falls to zero, and this is significant because there is a historical trend for
the number of superpowers to decline.

• The first, and most likely, scenario is for relative continuity with 1 +
x (where x = 3, 4, or 5), which means that the United States remains
the sole superpower, and the number of great powers either stays the
same, or rises or falls slightly (perhaps India makes it into the great
power ranks, perhaps Russia drops out).
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• The second scenario, a move to 0 + x (where x = 4, 5, or 6), is argued
as a distinct possibility. Here the United States either loses, or steps
down from, its superpower status, leaving a system composed only
of great powers with no superpowers. This view rejects the neoreal-
ist assumption that a single type of great power defines multipolar-
ity, and displays the benefits of making the distinction between
superpowers and great powers. It opens up the previously unex-
plored idea of an international system that has no truly global
powers in it, but only a collection of superregional great powers.
This possibility is the main alternative to the present 1 + x structure,
and it has been rendered invisible by the assumption in polarity
theory that great power is a single category.

• The third possibility is a reversal of the secular decline in the
number of superpowers in a move to a 2 + x structure (where x = 3
or 4). This scenario is not explored at any length, both because it is
seen as unlikely for at least a couple of decades and because a 2 + x
structure is familiar from the Cold War. A move to 2 + x would
require either China or the EU to attain superpower status, or for
Russia to stage a miraculous recovery, or Japan to undergo a remark-
able internal transformation. Notwithstanding fashionable talk in
Washington about China as a peer competitor, I share the widely
held view that the emergence of a second superpower within the
next two decades is unlikely (Hansen, 2000: 79; Kapstein, 1999;
Waltz, 2000: 29–39). Russia’s problems of redevelopment are deep
and do not seem likely to be solved soon. Japan would require mas-
sive political and economic reforms, along with a major change of
attitude and self-perception among both people and leadership, to
bid for superpower status. The EU, like Japan, has little will to seek
superpower status, and will have to overcome a whole series of dif-
ficult issues in its own development before it could bid for super-
power status. Despite its recent progress, China is not yet close to
the level of economic and technological development, let alone
political cohesion, that would be required to support superpower
status. If I am wrong, and the future is a 2 + x system, then we return
to a structure made familiar by the Cold War. If the second super-
power was a nationalist, authoritarian China, a replay of the first
Cold War would be likely, and the neorealist idea that two super-
powers must be rivals would probably be supported. If the second
superpower was the EU, then the neorealist hypothesis would have
a harder test. Would two closely interdependent democracies secu-
ritize each other, or would the outcome be something more Kant-
ian (Cronin, 1999; Wendt, 1999)?
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If the most likely development is continuity at 1 + x, then the imperative
is to understand how a 1 + x structure shapes the processes of securitization
within it. This is the subject of the next section. If there is a shift to 0 + x, then
we are in theoretical waters that have not been charted, but need to be antici-
pated. This is the subject of the second section, which also looks at how antic-
ipation of 0 + x acts to reinforce the 1 + x structure. The third looks at the
impact of a 1 + x structure on regional security.

In thinking through these scenarios, I interrogate some of the under-
standings that follow from neorealist assumptions by using securitization
theory (Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998; Buzan & Wæver, 2003; Wæver,
1995; and see Wæver, this volume), which departs from the neorealist assump-
tion that material factors determine the nature of political relations. The ques-
tion is not whether a certain issue is in and of itself a threat, but whether
securitizing actors can successfully convince some community to treat it (or
stop treating it) as such.

SCENARIO 1: 1 SUPERPOWER AND 4 GREAT POWERS

How valid is it to talk about the post–Cold War global security structure as
1 + 4? Given the disparity of capability, role, and status between the United
States and the next group of great powers the system clearly cannot be
described as multipolar. Just as obviously, the United States is nowhere near
powerful enough to have eliminated the possibility of great power balancing,
let alone being able to transform the international system from anarchy to
hierarchy. If all the great powers aligned against it, that coalition would hugely
outrank the United States in all resources except immediately available high-
tech military capability. But the deeply institutionalized role of the United
States in so many parts of the system, and its residual universalist ideological
assets, have meant that it has not yet inspired a counterbalancing coalition
fearful of its power. Despite the worrying drift toward unilateralism in U.S.
policy, its two richest and most advanced potential rivals, the EU and Japan,
remain firmly tied to the United States both in formal alliances and an infor-
mal security community. Indeed, in the decade following the Cold War, inabil-
ity to identify a credible global level rival was something of a problem for
foreign policymaking in the United States. In the absence of an obvious enemy
or crusade, it had to struggle against its own inward-looking tendencies, lead-
ing to recurrent rhetorical attempts to construct Japan, China, rogue states
(most recently manifested as the Axis of Evil), fundamentalist Islam, or inter-
national terrorism as a new global challenger. If this was unipolarity, then it
was a far weaker construction of it than anything envisaged by Waltz’s theory.
Whether the war against terrorism declared in September 2001 will provide a
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durable foundation for a more engaged unipolar role is an open question. The
war against terrorism has certainly facilitated the U.S. government’s ability to
securitize a wide range of things as threats, and also underpinned the Bush
administration’s unilateralist inclinations. But as the disagreements over how
to handle Iraq suggest, it remains unclear just how far this rationale can be
pushed without opening serious differences of opinion. Whatever happens as
a result of September 11, the United States is neither a potential suzerain core
of a world empire, nor is it about to construct a global federation. Whether it
will reclaim its role as the leading constructor of international society, end up
leading one side in a clash of civilizations, or sink into a unilateralism that
alienates its allies remains to be seen.

Despite the weakness of the U.S. position by any serious standard of
unipolarity, several attributes mark it as a superpower, distinct from the ranks
of great powers. In aggregated power terms, it had a substantial edge over all
the members of the great power group individually in one or more key attrib-
utes (military, economic, political). Despite its increasingly unilateralist ten-
dencies, it still had some, albeit weakening, status as an acknowledged global
leader, an asset not yet possessed to any significant degree by any other actor,
with the possible exception of the EU. But perhaps its most striking, and in
the longer run most important, attribute is its strongly embedded position in
four regions additional to its home base in North America: Europe, East Asia,
the Middle East, and its traditional backyard in South America. In the first
two, it retains the main Cold War arrangements that institutionalized its hege-
mony (NATO and the United States–Japan alliance), and it continues to play
a central role in politico-military developments (Bosnia, Serbia, Korea,
Taiwan). The Americas have for long been linked in a military-political sense
by the Monroe Doctrine and the Organization of American States, and the
proposed extension of NAFTA into a Free Trade Area of the Americas would
be a way of consolidating this link. In the Middle East, the United States took
advantage of the ending of the Cold War to strengthen its position both by
imposing its military presence in the Gulf and attempting to manage the tur-
bulent peace process between Israel and its Arab neighbors. By 2001, both
strategies were coming unravelled in their own terms, and the U.S. reaction to
September 11 has both intensifed its presence and sharpened the contradic-
tions generated by that presence. If nothing else, this demonstrated how world
events are filtered through the specifics of regional settings, and vice versa.
More on this in scenario 3. The United States has no similarly embedded posi-
tion in Africa, South Asia, or the CIS, though it is, of course a strong outside
player in all of them, and the first round of the war against terrorism pulled it
strongly into South Asia. On the basis of these considerations, depiction of the
current system structure as either unipolar or multipolar risks serious mispre-
spresentation, and 1 + 4 + regions seems both descriptively accurate and theo-
retically supportable.
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The case of a single superpower facing several great powers is quite dif-
ferent from having two or more superpowers (or none). Neorealist theory
never developed a coherent image of unipolarity (Hansen, 2000: 1), so there is
no theoretical template against which to assess the post–Cold War develop-
ment. Until recently, Waltz (1979, 1993a, 1993b) didn’t consider the possibil-
ity, because, by his definition, an anarchic system requires a minimum of two
great powers for balancing to occur. In his earlier reflections, the number of
great powers can only go up from two, never down. In Waltz’s game of strict
number polarity, actual unipolarity would, by definition, eliminate the possi-
bility of balancing, and therefore threaten a deep structure transformation
from anarchy to hierarchy (Buzan, Jones, & Little, 1993: 53). Waltzian neore-
alism therefore sees unipolarity as unlikely, unstable (because of balance of
power countermoves), and undesirable. More recently, Waltz (2000: 5, 24,
27–28) acknowledges the post–Cold War system as unipolar, and finesses the
problem of the absence of balancing by saying that the balancing mechanism
will restore itself, but that his theory cannot say when. Waltz (2000: 13, 27) has
managed to tweak his theory to deal with the apparent fact of a type of unipo-
larity, but still argues, contra Hansen (2000: 80), that “unipolarity appears as
the least durable of international configurations” on the grounds that “unbal-
anced power is a danger no matter who wields it,” and because unipoles will be
tempted (as he thinks the United States has been) into foolish policies of
overextension.

An alternative, and less negative, view of unipolarity has for long been
available within International Political Economy (IPE). Hegemonic stability
theory (HST) had neorealist roots, and was de facto about a kind of unipolar-
ity (Gilpin, 1981; 1987). Because its main concerns were about the stability of
liberal international economic orders, it did not really consider balance-of-
power issues, emphasizing instead the role of a hegemonic leader in the world
economy, which combined power and elements of consent. No attempt was
ever made to reconcile the apparent contradiction between HST’s unipolarity
assumption and mainstream neorealism’s rejection of that possibility, but the
existence of the two positions offered quite different ways of understanding
unipolarity. Gilpin’s more IPE-pitched view saw unipolarity as desirable
(hegemonic leadership) and historically demonstrated (by Britain and the
United States), but difficult to sustain in the long run (because costs of lead-
ership undermine the hegemon). This contrasts with Waltz’s more strictly
political-military view that unipolarity was undesirable (unbalanced power),
and unlikely to be more than a short-lived transitional structure. More
recently, Kapstein (1999) has used HST to explain how unipolarity could in
fact be stable, and Kapstein and Mastanduno (1999) also note the trouble for
Waltzian logic in the mounting evidence that the great powers are not balanc-
ing against the United States. This seeming contradiction within neorealism
can be understood in terms of the different conditions affecting processes of

Barry Buzan 181



(de)securitization depending on whether one factors in or leaves out the exis-
tence of a strong international society based on shared economic values.

What is clear is that no version of neorealism ever seriously contemplated
the type of 1 + 4 condition in which we now find ourselves. Nor could it, for,
as Hansen (2000: 18) notes, “neorealism makes only one stratification of states:
into great powers and other states.” As a consequence, neorealists have explic-
itly theorized about neither great nor regional powers as understood here.
Nevertheless, despite its shortcomings in relation to both unipolarity and the
1 + x scenario, neorealism does offer the only relatively firm image of a global-
level international security structure. The view from the globalist perspective
does not give much concrete guidance. As Cerny (2000: 642–646) sums it up,
this envisages a world of “chronic but durable disorder, riddled with uncer-
tainties” in which states of any sort play a decreasingly central role. Neoreal-
ism is therefore a convenient foil against which to start thinking in
securitization terms about the effects of a 1 + 4 system, noting, as Hansen
(2000: 5) rightly points out, that one must distinguish between the turbulence
of a structural change and the ongoing effects of a settled structure. Neoreal-
ist-style reasoning suggests the following six hypotheses about the rules of the
game for a 1 + x structure.

For the superpower:

1. That the lone superpower will securitize challenges to its status.
2. That it will want no superpower rivals and will thus act to delay or

prevent the elevation of great powers.
3. That it will give priority to preventing the great powers from

aligning against it.

For the great powers:

4. That their primary (de)securitization concerns will be with the
superpower.

5. That the interdependence of (de)securitizations among great
powers will vary with distance.

6. That the great powers will collectively securitize the unipole or, in
Huntington’s (1999: 44–46) words, that a counterpole coalition is
“a natural phenomenon in a uni-multipolar world.”

It is worth taking a closer look at each of these hypotheses, both in the light
of the evidence available from the first decade of operation of the 1 + 4 system
and with the more open, less deterministic perspective of securitization theory
in mind.
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1. That the lone superpower will try to securitize challenges to its status. Inter-
estingly, this hypothesis is under question in the current debate about U.S.
grand strategy. Some writers, most notably Wohlforth (1999), are strong advo-
cates of a unipolarist strategy for the United States, but others, most notably
Layne (1993, 1997) and Kupchan (1998), and also Waltz (1993a: 61, 75–76;
2000) and Huntington (1999: 37), either advocate, or see as inevitable, a mul-
tipolar world with the United States as one pole. This debate suggests that
lone superpowers (especially ones favored by geography as the United States
is) are not compelled to securitize their status. If they try to maintain their
status (as most of the participants in the debate believe the United States is
trying to do), then they generate the necessary securitization. If they seek to
drop out, avoid the dangers of overstretch and free-riding (Carpenter, 1991;
Layne, 1997: 96–112), and configure themselves as one great power among
several (as many of those just cited advocate), then more things open up for
desecuritization. Quite a few commentators make the point that the United
States is more likely to be driven out of its superpower status by the unwill-
ingness of its citizens to support the role than by the rise of any external chal-
lenger (Calleo, 1999; Kapstein, 1999; 468, 484; Lake, 1999: 78; Mastanduno
& Kapstein, 1999: 14–20; Spiro, 2000). This interpretation could be either
reinforced or countered by the U.S. response to September 11.

But the debate about U.S. grand strategy is being conducted without a
clear distinction between superpowers and great powers. Consequently, the
effects of the United States dropping out do not stand out as clearly as they
should. As Waltz (1993a: 72) puts it: “the US will have to learn a role it has
never played before: namely to coexist and interact with other great powers.”
But the result would not be a multipolar system structure as envisaged by his
version of polarity theory. That would require three or more superpowers. It
would be a global system with no superpowers and several great powers (0 + x),
an arrangment as suggested earlier that lies almost wholly outside the realm of
existing theoretical speculation. Waltz (2000) believes that no lone superpower
can succeed for long in maintaining unipolarity because some combination of
overstretch and counterbalancing will undermine it. The view from HST
would suggest that balancing reactions might be held at bay for quite some
time by shared interests in an international economic order, but that in the
long run overextension and free-riding will bring down the hegemon. Mater-
ial factors may indeed shape the outcome in the long term. But as I will argue,
in the short term the key will be what kind of (de)securitization process dom-
inates within the United States. It is not unprecedented in U.S. history for
engagement with the balance of power to be securitized as the main threat to
American values, rather than threats from outside powers.

2. That the lone superpower will want no superpower rivals and will thus act
to delay or prevent the elevation of great powers, and (3) that it will give priority
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to preventing the great powers from aligning against it. If the sole superpower
decides to defend its status, then its strategies for dealing with these two
hypotheses are broadly the same. For rising great powers, the superpower can
oppose, suppress, coopt or encourage. Neorealist logic rules out encourage-
ment because that would help create a superpower rival. In the case of a falling
superpower rival, the superpower can try to support and bolster or encourage
the fall. Neorealist logic more or less rules out that a superpower should try to
prevent the demotion of its rival, but is open about whether it might try to sus-
tain its ex-rival as a great power or allow it to free-fall to regional power level.
HST logic suggests that the sole superpower will try to convert others to its
views about how to run the global economy. The behavior of the United States
since 1989 tends to support these assumptions. The United States has not
sought to restore Russia as a superpower, but has supported it as a great power,
conditional on reforms to make it more compatible with a liberal international
economic order. By maintaining its alliances with Europe and Japan, the
United States has coopted the two wealthiest great powers and thus both
cemented an ideological consensus on the basic principles of the world econ-
omy, and prevented any really serious great power coalition forming against it
( Job, 1999; Layne, 1993: 5–7). It has sought to deal with a rising China by a
combination of containment and ideological conversion to at least liberal prin-
ciples on economic practice.

The two most likely great power opponents to the United States, China
and Russia, are the poorest and most technologically backward of the great
powers, and have a long history of mutual antagonism as an obstacle to any
serious anti-U.S. alliance. If the war against terrorism turns out to be a durable
and dominating securitization, both are likely to be on the U.S. side. As Layne
(1997) and Kapstein (1999b) argue, the United States has it relatively easy
here. The potential challengers are no match for it, and its geographical posi-
tion is favored: because the four great powers are all clustered in Eurasia, they
are more impelled to balance against each other than to coalesce against the
United States. Layne’s argument rightly reintroduces geography into the equa-
tion, whereas neorealism tends to ignore it as a factor. Layne promotes the
extreme version of this argument, which is that the United States could safely
abandon its great power alliances because balancing within Eurasia would
automatically cancel out the rise of any superpower capable of threatening the
United States. This vision contrasts with those of Nye and Rosecrance who
worry about the dangers of a return to balancing in the absence of U.S. pri-
macy and engagment. The current U.S. strategy of primacy is based on a com-
bination of coopting potential rivals, and promoting ‘universal’ values
congenial to itself (and many of its allies) (Mastanduno, 1997: 51–52). It gives
the United States a strong role as balancer in Eurasia, and helps to suppress
the development of balancing behavior among the Eurasian great powers in
relation to each other as well as to the United States.
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The securitization perspective suggests interesting tensions within the
United States. Even before September 11 there was not much sign that the
United States was moving to Layne’s position, which would require that it
desecuritize the great powers. But, in defending its status, the securitization
processes within the United States sometimes work at cross-purposes. The
securitization of China causes no contradictions. But the securitization of
Japan during the late 1980s and early 1990s set against each other the need to
respond to a potential superpower peer and the strategy of preventing a coun-
terpole coalition by keeping the strongest great powers on side. Similar, but
less acute tensions could be seen between the United States and the EU over
the latter’s attempts to create a European military force. Only if the war on ter-
rorism pushes the United States toward extreme unilateralism does Layne’s
scenario look likely.

4. That the primary (de)securitization concerns of great powers will be with the
superpower, and (5) that the interdependence of (de)securitization among great
powers will vary with distance. The behavior of the current four great powers
and the leading aspirant (India) broadly confirms these hypotheses, as does the
behavior of many regional powers from Israel and Turkey to Pakistan and the
two Koreas. The EU is concerned primarily with the United States, secondar-
ily with Russia, much less with China and Japan, and hardly at all with India.
Russia is concerned primarily with the United States, secondarily with the EU
and China, and rather less with Japan and India. China is concerned primarily
with the United States, secondarily with Russia, Japan, and India, and rather
less with the EU. Japan is concerned primarily with the United States, sec-
ondarily with China and Russia, and rather less with the EU and India. India
is concerned primarily with the United States, secondarily with China, and
aside from the residuals of its Cold War relationship with the Soviet Union,
not that much with the others.

6. That the great powers will collectively securitize the unipole. This hypoth-
esis is in line with classical and neorealist views of balancing in which mate-
rialist logic dictates that all will fear any power whose capability threatens to
transcend the possibilities of balancing. The reasoning is nicely captured in
Waltz’s often-repeated refrain that: “Countries that wield overwhelming
power will be tempted to misuse it. And even when their use of power is not
an abuse, other states will see it as being so” (Waltz, 1993b: 189; 2000: 13,
29). Huntington (1999: 44–46) also asserts that a counterpole coalition is “a
natural phenomenon in a uni-multipolar world.” What logic makes it natu-
ral? Huntington acknowledges that cultural barriers and the temptations to
bandwagon with the United States work against the formation of a counter-
pole coalition, but it is not clear why such a coalition would occur even with
those restraints removed. For one thing, if war, whether hot or cold, is itself
securitized, then the incentives to pursue desecuritization in relations with
other global powers will be strong. For another, a counterpole coalition would
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make sense if, and only if, all of the great powers felt that the superpower
threatened their status and their independence. Given that most of the great
powers share at least some ‘universal’ values with the United States, and the
EU and Japan share quite a lot, the necessary sense of threat does not get gen-
erated. Even if one or two of the great powers do feel threatened by the super-
power, the great powers may well be more concerned with securitizing
neighboring great powers than with challenging the distant superpower. Fear
of such securitizing dynamics among themselves may even give some of the
great powers incentives to prefer the existence of a relatively benign super-
power capable of holding the ring among them. This logic is still visible even
within so well-developed a security community as the EU, where “keeping
the United States in” remains important to the management of EU domestic
politics.

If securitization is going to occur, the key question is whether the great
powers will securitize each other or the superpower? This is a rather trickier
question than simpleminded assumptions about balancing in traditional
polarity theory. The fact that all of the great powers give priority to their rela-
tionship with the superpower skews the picture considerably, as does the well-
developed institutional position of the United States in Europe and East
Asia. Another distorting variable is the relatively removed geographical cir-
cumstance of the current single superpower. The United States has options to
engage or withdraw (securitize or not) that are not available to the Eurasian
powers. In Eurasia, both propinquity and a shortage of shared values increase
the incentives for the Eurasian great powers to securitize each other rather
than the United States. With the sole exception of a unity of all of them, the
Eurasian great powers would find it difficult to form coalitions amongst
themselves without triggering securitizations against each other. A serious
Sino-Japanese alignment, for example, could easily trigger securitizing
responses in Russia, and a serious Sino-Russian one would have the same
effect on Japan. What this boils down to is an argument that counterpole bal-
ancing is far from automatic or natural, but that the United States could bring
it about by working hard to undermine its own leadership assets and alienate
the other powers.

Another way of questioning Huntington’s hypothesis is to focus not on
the imperative of balancing against the superpower, but on the aspirations of
one or more great powers to rise to superpower status. Pursuit of such an aspi-
ration is much more conditional on domestic developments (the ability to
pursue internal balancing) than it is on forming coalitions against the existing
superpower. In order to establish their credentials and status, aspirant super-
powers are more likely to have to break any alliance they may have with the
existing superpower than to form coalitions against it. Any moves toward
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coalition formation with other great powers would be likely to trigger anxieties
among the remaining great powers, thus offering opportunities for the exist-
ing superpower to play balancer to its own advantage. And while some great
powers may harbor aspirations to become superpowers, there is no reason to
assume that this will be a universal trait. Some (such as Japan and possibly the
EU) may have historical disinclinations to take up that kind of political role.
Some might fear the popular theories of overstretch and decline that are said
to be the price of global leadership (Kennedy, 1989). Some might want to
avoid the pressures on their domestic politics created by global responsibilities
and engagements. Notwithstanding the assumptions of traditional machtpoli-
tik, it is far from clear that an aspiration to superpower status is a general fea-
ture of contemporary great powers, whatever may have been the case in the
past. It seems safe to assume that all great powers will be concerned with
maintaining status and avoiding demotion to regional power, but, in the
twenty-first century, desire for superpower status may be exceptional rather
than normal. The scenario for “benign tripolarity,” based on centered regions
in North America, Europe, and East Asia (Gilpin, 1987: 394–406; Kupchan,
1998), can be read as assuming that a system of great powers with no super-
power(s) could be stable (see also Buzan, 1991: 174–181, 261–265 on mature
anarchy). Looking at the behavior of the EU and Japan, and to a much lesser
extent China, it is also possible to conclude that most, if not all, of the great
powers that have risen up into that rank (rather than falling into it, like Russia)
are happy to remain where they are and do not aspire either to superpower
rank for themselves or to challenge the existing superpower. Calls for multi-
polarity by Russia, China, and others are not so much about making them-
selves into superpowers (a 2 or 3 + x system), as about the United States giving
up its superpower pretensions (0 + x).

Taking stock of this discussion of the six hypotheses, one can conclude
that a 1 + 4 structure might well be stable for quite some time. The material
logic of neorealism suggests that potential challengers for superpower status
have a lot to do to get the necessary material and political requirements in
place. This material logic gets tempered in two ways. First, by domestic con-
siderations in some of the great powers that make them disinclined to bid for
superpower status. Second, by globalist/HST/institutionalist reasoning—or in
the English school version by international society—in which the U.S.-led
international order carries considerable legitimacy, and rests on shared values
that are fully internalized by some, though more the product of instrumental
calculation or coercion in the case of others. These factors work powerfully to
desecuritize relations between the sole superpower and the great powers. They
suggest that continuation of a 1 + 4 system is a real possibility, provided that
the United States does not itself work to bring it down.
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SCENARIO 2: SHIFTING TO 0 SUPERPOWERS
AND X GREAT POWERS

While a 1 + x structure looks the most likely for the next few years, it is not
chiselled in stone. As previously argued, it is hard to envisage the number of
superpowers growing to two or more before 2020, if then. It is easier to imag-
ine the number of superpowers dropping to zero. There are two routes to this
end, one material and one social. The material one is a simple extension of the
declinist, imperial overstretch arguments from the early 1990s. The United
States steadily loses relative economic, military, and ideological power and at
some point becomes unable to sustain its superpower roles. It is noteworthy
how much this logic has dropped out of the current debate, despite huge ele-
vations in U.S. military expenditure relative to its competitors. The social route
is about the loss of ability to lead, and there are two obvious, and potentially
interlinked, ways for this to happen. The first is that the United States takes
the initiative to abandon its leadership roles and alliance commitments, thus
laying down the mantle of superpowerdom. This could take place either as a
conscious strategic decision—a political victory for those arguing that the US
should pull out of Eurasia—or as a result of neglect by U.S. governments dom-
inated by inward-looking agendas, the arrogance of power, and a loss of will to
create and maintain the institutional machinery of international society. The
second way is that the United States loses its followers because it ceases to rep-
resent the set of shared values that legitimated its leadership during the second
half of the twentieth century. It is easy to see how these two aspects of the
social route could play into each other. Increasing U.S. unilateralism driven by
domestic imperatives corrodes the loyalty and trust of allies, which, in turn,
makes it more difficult for U.S. governments to justify the expenditure of
resources abroad.

Either, or both, of the material and social routes to the loss of U.S. super-
power status are possible, but the material path would probably be quite long,
whereas the social one could, in principle, be quite short. It is not difficult to
spin a quite plausible scenario that would lead to this result by 2010. The main
elements in such a scenario could include:

• Increasing difficulty in the US in maintaining a coherent foreign
policy posture and a commitment to overseas responsibilities in the
absence of any clear and overwhelming external threat to legitimise
securitization, and the failure of the war against terrorism to do this.

• A U.S. shift to more unilateralist military postures, including some
version of ballistic missile defense, and the cultivation of long-range
strike capabilities to reduce dependence on overseas allies and bases.

• Unilateral U.S. pursuit of unpopular polices abroad such as those
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already in place regarding Cuba, Iran, Iraq, Libya, and Israel, and
possible extensions of the war against terrorism.

• Exaggerated claims to sovereignty and special rights such as those
already visible in relation to the World Criminal Court, the CTBT,
various environmental agreements, and its use of controversial
extraterritorial legislation (note that Huntington, 1999: 41, sees
such a development as an expected feature of sole superpower
status).

• Withdrawal from existing international regimes and institutions
and/or refusal to adhere to new regimes widely supported in inter-
national society, as illustrated by U.S. attitudes toward the land mine
agreement, the ABM treaty, and the United Nations.

• A drift apart on key domestic values that underpin international
society of the type already visible in relation to capital punishment,
abortion, gun control, drugs, and food.

China and Russia are already conspicuously uneasy about U.S. leadership.
Japan could easily become so if it feared that U.S. policy was going to drag it
into confrontation with China. Europe would be the most reluctant to let go
of U.S. leadership, but might eventually come to that if the erosion of shared
values became severe. In the upper ranks of the regional powers, India and
Brazil also manifest conspicuous unease about a world in which the United
States has too much of a free hand to intervene in all parts of the world. As
many authors observe (Bobrow, 2001: 6–8; Bergsten, 2000: 22–24; Hunting-
ton, 1999: 42–43), echoing Waltz’s more general worry about excessive con-
centrations of power, there is already a disjuncture between a U.S.
self-perception of benign leadership, and a widespread image of it elsewhere as
a threat whose foreign policy is driven overwhelmingly by a domestic politics
in which corporate interests are strongly represented. This could be moderated
if the war against terrorism comes to be seen as a general defense of civiliza-
tion against extremists, but it could easily be exacerbated if that ‘war’ comes to
be seen as an extension of U.S. support for Israel and for whatever govern-
ments in the Middle East are willing to be pliable on the question of oil.
Superpower status in the twenty-first century hangs much more on the ability
to create and sustain international societies (at which the United States proved
remarkably talented during the Cold War), than on warfighting ability (now
relevant mostly at the margins, no longer in head-to-head world wars). Con-
sequently, the growth of U.S. hostility to many of the IGOs and regimes that
it led in creating suggests a distinct drift away from leadership. This drift could
prove central to determining whether the United States sustains or abandons
its sole superpower role. Kupchan (1998: 66) notes that “the U.S. lacks the
societal commitment to self-binding present in Germany and Japan,” but it
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isn’t clear whether the explanation for this comes from system structure (i.e.,
its sole superpower status) or from the unique and long-standing domestic
character of American state and society. Both explanations make sense, sug-
gesting that the behavior is overdetermined. A 0 + x scenario in the near future
is thus not implausible, though neither is it a necessary or determined out-
come. Its probability remains largely contingent on political choices made in
the United States. Huntington (1999: 42–43) also notes a perceptual disjunc-
ture between a U.S. self-perception of benign leadership and a widespread
image of it elsewhere as a threat whose foreign policy is “driven overwhelm-
ingly by domestic politics.” This disjuncture seems likely to afflict most sole
superpowers.

More difficult to calculate is the political character of a 0 + x system. As
noted earlier, this is uncharted theoretical territory. In a 0 + x system there
would be no truly global powers, only a series of great powers projecting their
influence into adjacent regions. A realpolitik view would suggest that in an all-
great power system, one or more of the powers would bid for superpower
status. Any expectation of such an outcome would be a constraint on U.S.
options to abandon the sole superpower slot. While the United States might
well feel comfortable in a stable 0 + x system, it is much less likely to feel com-
fortable in a 1 + x system in which it is not the 1. But if all of the great powers
in a 0 + x system remained content with their great power status (neither aspir-
ing to superpowerdom, nor feeling obliged to take on the role of providing
international order), then the result would most likely be a decentered system
that the United States could live with. In its benign version, this would be
something like that envisaged by Kupchan (1998), where one or more great
powers serve as the center for macro-regional orders: the Americas, some form
of EU-centered greater Europe, East Asia. In its most benign form, such a
system would have a relatively strong international society, with the different
regions sharing some key values, and maintaining an array of institutions to act
at the global level. Whether the United States in great power, as opposed to
superpower, mode, would support such institutions or oppose them is an inter-
esting question, particularly concerning the maintenance of the liberal inter-
national economic order. If the United States’s departure from the sole
superpower role was accompanied by a wrecking of international institutions,
they could be difficult to replace. A less benign version would have each
macroregion going its own way, with fewer shared values and fewer global
institutions, but no inclination to conflict or intense rivalry either. This would
be the benign mercantilist scenario from IPE, reflecting the inability to sus-
tain an international economic order in the absence of a hegemonic leader.

The most malign version of the 0 + x system would occur when one or
more of the great powers seeks to assert itself as a superpower. Unless such a
power was projecting widely acceptable values, the most likely outcome would
be preemptive counterpole securitizations, probably involving both competitive
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military buildups and alliance formation. If this development was seen as likely,
it might be the key consideration that prevented the United States from aban-
doning the present 1 + x arrangement. A more moderate malign version of 0 +
x would be one in which one or more macroregions become the arena for rivalry
among the local great powers. At present, the most likely candidate for that is
Asia, where, in the absence of the United States as a ringholder, a stark choice
would emerge between accepting Chinese hegemony and organizing some
form of counter-China coalition based around Japan, India, and Russia.

In the long run, the power structure at the global level rests on material
capabilities, but in the short run there is quite a bit of scope for political choice
about what does and does not get securitized, and what roles are or are not
sought. In the realm of choice, the two key players are the United States and
China. After the loss of the Soviet Union as a clear and easy focus for securi-
tization, the United States has real choices. It could decide to rest on its
geostrategic advantages, desecuritize the global power structure, withdraw
from its leadership responsibilities and forward deployments, leave the
Eurasian powers to sort out their own relations, and step down from the role
as the sole superpower. On the other hand, it could seek a new focus for secu-
ritization to support and legitimize its continued sole superpower role. This
new focus would have to be something more plausible than North Korea or
Iran. Before September 11 there were two likely, and mutually reinforcing,
candidates: China as an emergent peer competitor, and the potential instabil-
ity of a 0 + x system. After September 11 the war against terrorism became a
third. This situation gives China some political choices as well. An abrasive
and assertive Chinese stance toward its Asian neighbors and the United States
would ease the U.S. path toward choosing securitization, while a milder and
more conciliatory one would facilitate the desecuritization choice. But, at the
end of the day, China does not hold all the strings. If it chooses to play chal-
lenger to the United States, it probably could guarantee a U.S. choice for secu-
ritization. But, if it takes the more cautious route it by no means guarantees a
U.S. choice for desecuritization. The behavior of the United States since the
end of the Cold War suggests that it wants to find a focus for securitization. If
that inclination is being internally driven, then there is probably not much that
can be done by China, Russia, the EU, or Japan to stop it. If it becomes driven
by the war against terrorism, then a great deal will depend on the specific way
in which that war plays out.

REGIONS AND GREAT POWERS IN A 1 + X WORLD

In the short term 1 + x is likely to remain the security structure at the global
level. For the reasons argued previously, this makes the United States the
most critical player, both in maintaining the 1 + x structure or pushing it
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toward 0 + x. But it does not all lie in U.S. hands. China, as suggested, is the
most likely to challenge U.S. authority, and its decisions will have a major
impact not only on whether 1 + 4 or 0 + x wins out, but whether the opera-
tion of either structure will tend toward the benign or the malign. That, in
turn, gives key elements of choice to Japan, Russia, and India. The nature of
U.S. superpowerdom in a 1 + 4 structure, and its strategy for maintaining a 1
+ x structure, hinge crucially on how it relates both to great powers and to
regions. In this section I will look more closely at these relationships. The first
thing to notice is how crucial these relationships are to the superpower status
of the United States. More than mere material factors, they define much of
what makes the United States’s position unique. The basic pattern might be
called a swing power strategy, and is likely to remain the dominant one so long
as the United States does not abandon, or lose, its superpower status. This
strategy depends not only on U.S. power, but also on a specific framework of
institutionalization.

What is remarkable about the U.S. position in Europe, East Asia, and
South America (though not the Middle East) is the degree to which its posi-
tion has become institutionalized through the construction of superregional
projects: Atlanticism, Asia-Pacific (or Pacific-Rim), and Pan-Americanism
(Buzan, 1997). These projects usually contain a strong mixture of super-
regional economic integration (or aspirations thereto), and mutual defense and
security arrangements—the particular mix varying according to the local cir-
cumstances and history. Their attendant labels and rhetorics enable the United
States to appear to be an actual member of these regions, rather than just an
intervening outside power, and thus help to desecuritize its role. Interestingly,
the United States is not commonly thought of as a member of the Middle East,
and this correlates with the lack of superregional institutions. But where super-
regional projects exist, it is quite common for the United States to be thought
of, and perhaps to think of itself as, a member of those security regions. In this
view, the United States is part of the Americas, part of the Atlantic commu-
nity, and an Asia-Pacific power. By seeming to put the United States inside
these regions, superregional projects blur the crucial distinction between
regional and global-level security dynamics, and make them difficult to see
from within the United States. This blurring becomes an important tool for
the management of the United States’s sole superpower position, not least in
preventing the emergence of more independent regional integrations that
might threaten its influence. This is not to deny that these projects have sub-
stantial and sometimes positive political effects. But they can also hide the dis-
tinction between being a superpower and being a great or regional power, as
well as the fact that the U.S. role in East Asia, South America, and Europe is
comparable to its role in the Middle East—an outside global power penetrat-
ing into the affairs of a region. The key point supporting this argument is that
there can be debates about a global-level power withdrawing, or being
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expelled, from the region concerned. Germany cannot withdraw from Europe,
nor Japan from East Asia, nor Brazil from South America. But the United
States can remove itself (or be removed from) Europe, East Asia, and South
America, and there are regular debates both in the United States and in those
regions about the desirability of such moves. The superpowerdom of the
United States is expressed in its ability to act as a swing power, engaged in sev-
eral regions but not permanently wedded to any of them, and in principle able
to vary the degree and character of its engagement according to its own choice.

Because it has the option to delink from, or reduce the priority of its
engagement in, any region, the United States can use threats and inducements
of increasing or decreasing its levels of engagement as a means of playing off
one region against another. The United States is able to move its attention and
favor among East Asia, Europe, and South America. This pattern of behavior
was visible during the Cold War, but constrained by the overriding need to
hold together a common front against the Soviet Union. Now that there is no
superpower rival, the U.S. swing strategy is the dominant pattern. Since East
Asia and Europe contain all four great powers, the swing option between them
is the key to U.S. post–Cold War strategy. These superregions are designed to
prevent the consolidation of East Asian and European regions that might shut
the United States out, or even develop as global power rivals to it. As Wyatt-
Walter (1995: 83–97) notes, this has been perhaps easiest to observe in the
GATT/WTO negotiations, in which the tactical quality of the U.S. shift from
globalism to regionalism was an attempt to gain more leverage over the EU
and East Asia by playing them off against each other. The object of the swing
strategy is not for the United States to choose one of these regions over the
others, but to use the possibility of such choice to maintain its leverage in all
of them. Since each of these regions is dependent on the United States in
important ways, it is not impossible to imagine a kind of bidding war among
Europe, Latin America, and East Asia to engage U.S. attention and commit-
ment. Mahbubani’s (1995) polemic in favor of a new and rising “Pacific
impulse,” as against an old and declining Atlantic one, might be seen as an
example of just this kind of wooing. Seen in this light, Simon’s (1994: 1063)
argument that the United States is becoming a “normal state” in the Asia-
Pacific community, “neither its hegemon nor its guarantor,” is almost wholly
wrong. While the United States may be becoming more normal in playing tra-
ditional foreign policy games of balance, its overall position is highly excep-
tional. It is the key partner for many other states both economically and
military-politically, and it is the only successful purveyor of universal values.

The U.S. engagements in other regions do not have this core quality and
reflect more instrumental concerns. Although the United States is at the
moment heavily engaged in the Middle East, that region is peripheral to the
swing strategy. The U.S. interest there hinges on its special relationship with
Israel, and its concerns about oil, and is unlikely to outlast them should those
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ties weaken. The United States has never been heavily engaged in South
Asia, and were it not for the issue of nuclear proliferation, and after Sep-
tember 11, terrorism, would have little interest there. That, however, could
change should China come to be seen in the United States as a global chal-
lenger. In that case the United States might well look to India as a major ally
and fellow democracy.

In thinking about the security dynamics of a 1 + 4 world, it is of course
not only the superpower that is important. What the great powers do—how
they interact both with each other and with their surrounding regions—makes
a difference to the political, economic, and strategic operation of the 1 + 4
system, and even to its sustainability. While superpower(s) may be more
important than great powers, they do not determine the whole system as a
unipolar designation suggests. For some regions, neighboring great powers
play leading outside roles. South Asia, for example, is heavily affected by the
‘4’ element of 1 + 4. China penetrated South Asia during the Cold War, but
with the withdrawal of Soviet power from the region, and continued US indif-
ference to it during the 1990s, the material position of China has been
strengthened. Africa is unique in having not much of either superpower or
great power intervention. South America has only superpower intervention. In
Europe and Asia, the great powers are both embedded in their own regions
and to varying degrees neighbors to each other. This means that regional and
global level security dynamics are closely intertwined, and are among the key
shapers of both the character and sustainability of a 1 + 4 system.

In Europe, the standing of both the EU and Russia as great powers hinges
crucially on regional factors. Europe was the region most fully overlaid during
the Cold War and therefore the end of the Cold War had most immediate and
dramatic effects here. Despite the maintenance of the primary Cold War insti-
tutions linking the United States and Europe (NATO, OSCE), and the con-
tinued key U.S. role in politico-military developments in Europe (Bosnia,
Serbia, Kosovo), the relationship is no longer one of overlay. Europe once
again has its own distinctive regional security dynamics. For a part of the
1990s, Europe had open questions about the number, boundaries, and struc-
ture of regional security complexes. Originally after the end of bipolarity,
Russia seemed to be becoming part of a large all-European regional security
complex. Not that the visions for OSCE as all-European collective security
system were realistic, but a more informal concert held together a large region
of mutual accommodation and partly overlapping organizations. However,
from around 1993, a Russia-centered CIS complex and an EU-centered one
parted ways while the Balkans for a while held the potential of drifting off as
a third regional security complex but were eventually drawn into the EU Euro-
pean one. In Europe, the end of overlay revealed both the centrality of the EU
as the main security institution, and the raising of the stakes in the global great
power status, or not, of the EU. It also showed the difference between the
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security community dynamics of Western Europe as compared with conflict
formation dynamics in the former Soviet Union and its former empire. In both
West-Central Europe and the post-Soviet region, the regional and the global
levels play strongly into each other because the regional dynamic is responsi-
ble for the emergence/reproduction (or not) of a great power. The EU-domi-
nated part of Europe is a uniquely interesting instance of a centered regional
security complex being formed without a power at the center (much as North
America was from the late eighteenth to late nineteenth century). In the West,
regional institutions have to work if the EU is to count as a great power. The
formal construction of the EU is therefore a large part of the story; its ability
to structure (dominate) the rest of the region (in a friendly way) as well as to
some extent emerge as a global actor is another part. Now that the United
States has no need of the EU as a bulwark against the Soviet Union, it is not
clear that it is any longer in its interest to support the EU project. This explains
the ambivalence in U.S. (de)securitizations toward the EU (and, for similar
reasons, Japan).

The post-Soviet space (CIS) is a centered regional security complex, too,
but of a partly imposed nature, with Russia acting as a more traditional great
power, not (as the EU) a postsovereign formation gaining legitimacy for its
central role from nonmembers. In the East, Russia has to be able to create a
centered complex, for, if it fails to do so, it ends up with the same problem as
India (i.e., sharing its region with other regional powers), and risks sinking to
regional power status. The main question in the post-Soviet region is whether
a countercoalition will form against Russia within the current regional bound-
aries, or countries drift off one by one, or Russia manages to integrate the
region as a centred regional security complex. This will crucially influence the
role Russia can play outside the region. In CIS Europe, the success or failure
of Russia in imposing itself on the successor states to the Soviet Union is cru-
cial to sustaining or losing its standing as a great power. Central and Southeast
Europe, and probably the Baltic states, have escaped Russia’s grip, but for the
states in the Caucasus and Central Asia, not to mention Belarus and Ukraine,
Russia is and will remain the dominant fact of life in security affairs.

In EU Europe, the question is about the internal and external conse-
quences of integration, in CIS Europe about the internal and external conse-
quences of disintegration. But neither Russia (because it is too weak), nor the
EU (because it is too incoherent politically, and too tied to the United States
in many ways) are likely to mount major challenges either within or to the
1 + 4 order.

In Asia, the situation at first looks quite different, with China and Japan
seemingly holding their great power status, with many fewer questionmarks
about how they relate to their region. But at least for China, its long-term pos-
sibilities also depend crucially on how it relates to its region. The interesting
questions in Asia for a 1 + 4 world are not just how China and Japan relate to
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the United States, discussed earlier, but how they relate to each other and their
neighbors. In East Asia, as in South Asia, the demise of the Soviet Union con-
tributed strongly to the relative empowerment of China, and its move toward
the center of the U.S. debate about possible peer competitors. It is common-
place to think that if a challenge is going to come to the United States as sole
superpower, it will almost certainly come from Asia (Friedberg, 1993–1994).
China is the most obviously placed great power to affect both its own region
and U.S. choices. What China will do depends heavily on how it evolves inter-
nally, and there are too many variables in play to allow any certainty of predic-
tion. China could falter economically and politically, succumbing for a time to
the many internal contradictions building up from its rapid development, and
fail to fulfill the material aspirations to power. Just as plausibly, it could con-
tinue to gather strength. In the latter case, it could become more nationalistic,
authoritarian, and assertive, or more liberal, democratic, and cooperative. A
scenario of weakening, or one of strength accompanied by more compatibility
with the dominant values of international society, would make the manage-
ment and continuation of a 1 + 4 system easier, and relieve the neighboring
powers (Russia, Japan, and India) of some extremely difficult choices. A sce-
nario of malign strengthening could disrupt the stability of the 1 + 4 structure.
It would pose acute problems for Japan, which could hardly avoid either kow-
towing to the new Chinese power, or becoming the frontline against it. Japan
has been capable in the past of making rapid and spectacular internal changes
in response to serious outside pressures (mid-nineteenth century, post-1945),
and this talent makes it a more interesting and important variable among the
‘4’ than turn-of-the-century gloom about its prospects might suggest.

The continuation of the strong U.S. link to Japan muted what would oth-
erwise have been the impact of a more regionally defined great power dynamic
between Japan and China. The U.S. position in the region worked to increase
securitization between it and China, while apparently dampening down secu-
ritizations of China elsewhere in the region. China is central, but probably not
in the near future strong enough to create a centered Asian complex. Rather,
it is the main power in a regional balance-of-power system whose operation is
strongly affected by the historical and present penetration of an external
power, the United States, and by the question of how the U.S. role will unfold
in the future. China’s centrality primarily works through the widespread
expectation that its position within Asia could become unipolar, in which case
its claim for superpower status would become strong.

CONCLUSIONS

In order to understand the security dynamics of the post–Cold War world, it
is necessary to abandon the traditional understanding of polarity and introduce
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a tripartite distinction among superpowers, great powers, and regional powers.
As demonstrated earlier, the interplay among the superpower and the great
powers offers many structural insights into how the system works and what its
potentialities are. The cost is that one loses the simplicity of a single classifi-
cation that was one of polarity theory’s attractions. But since it never delivered
all that much, the loss is not great.

As these arguments show, the operation of a 1 + 4 global security order
cannot only be understood at the global level. It also depends in crucial ways
on how great powers and superpowers relate to their regions. The superpower
status of the United States hinges crucially not only on its domestic politics,
but also on its swing power role. For three of the four great powers (the EU,
Russia, and China), their long-run standing hinges on what happens in their
regions. For the EU, the success or failure of its integration projects determines
its standing as a great power. For Russia, the success or failure of its imperial
project determines in considerable part whether it sustains its great power
claim or drops to regional power status. China’s possibility for superpower
status depends on achieving some kind of hegemony in Asia.

NOTES

1. This chapter builds on work done jointly with Ole Wæver (2003). Some of
the research for this chapter was funded by the ESRC.
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11

Prospects For a New World Order

David Goldfischer

Just as within the state every government, though it needs power as a basis
of its authority, also needs the moral basis of the consent of the governed,
so an international order cannot be based on power alone, for the simple
reason that mankind will in the long run always revolt against naked power.

—Carr, Twenty Years’ Crisis

The conclusion of E. H. Carr’s (1961) Twenty Years’ Crisis, entitled “The
Prospects of a New International Order,” comprises an inquiry into how power
and morality could be combined in the design of a peaceful world. This chap-
ter draws on Carr’s approach to consider the same question. There are several
reasons for looking back to Carr’s contribution at this particular juncture. First,
despite the passage of more than six decades and the vast differences between
the war started by Hitler and the one launched by Bin Laden, there are also
some striking parallels. More important, the theoretical tools that Carr applied
to an understanding of that world may turn out to be more useful, and more
timely, than the instruments crafted by Cold War-era realists. Finally, his sub-
stantive prescription for a postwar peace has considerable resonance, and may
even have greater practical appeal than proved the case in the 1940s, when a
Cold War shredded Carr’s hope for an enlightened realism, leaving him mar-
ginalized as the “Red professor” ( Jones, 1998).

As a realist, Carr believed that any moral vision of international relations
had first to recognize the realities of the balance of power. For Carr, however,
considering the capabilities and geography of states provided only part of the
picture of that balance. At least equally important were the material interests
both of privileged elites who sought to use the state to advance their objectives
both domestically and internationally and the masses who were liable to “revolt
against naked power.” Finally, Carr’s (1961) analysis of power, in a method he
called historical realism, embedded power relations in the evolving history of
the capitalist world economy. This chapter begins by looking at the limits of
state-centric structural realism, which came in vogue during the Cold War, for
examining the events of 9/11 and their aftermath. I then propose that, rather
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than look at current world politics primarily in terms of efforts by major
powers to pursue their security and other interests, we consider the war on ter-
rorism in terms of the shifting concerns of what might be called the “capital-
ist security community” (CSC).1

The CSC refers to that group of capitalists, along with their intellectual
and political supporters, who equate their own safety and well-being with the
effective management of a global market system, which they are confident can
generate economic growth, widespread prosperity, and peace. Despite (or in
pursuit of ) those benign objectives, the CSC has proven willing to use violence
to protect its interests, and it is implicated in much of the warfare of the past
century. The CSC’s membership includes businesspeople who seek to profit
from transnational commercial enterprises, shareholders in their companies,
workers who believe they are getting a fair share of the profits, the leaders—at
least since the end of the Cold War—of most of the world’s states, and a host
of scholars and strategists to whom those leaders may turn for advice. Yet even
at the post–Cold War height of its power, the CSC has had many opponents,
including owners and workers of commercial enterprises threatened by
imports, leftist antiglobalization protesters, right-wing nationalists, and vio-
lent extremists like Osama Bin Laden.

Because states have long been the most important instruments of power,
the CSC (like anyone who seeks real power) has sought to gain and to preserve
control over the instruments of the state (and, ultimately, over all states). In
those domestic struggles, the CSC has proven to be more than just another
interest group. It not only has enormous wealth, it can plausibly argue that the
long-term welfare and security of the state and its citizens require its leader-
ship. Put another way, for the CSC, whose members have benefited most from
capitalism’s historical conquests over rival social orders, the pursuit of national
security and further globalization have long been indistinguishable objectives.

After providing a brief historical overview of the challenges faced by the
CSC as it has evolved since the nineteenth century, I consider the relative
merits of looking at the current security environment in terms of great power
politics or CSC politics, and at the relationship between them. Finally, I draw
on Carr’s (1961) analysis of the connection between the decline of British
hegemony and the two world wars, in order to examine the prospects for the
emergence of a new world order after September 11.

TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY REALISM:
THE TRAGEDY OF GREAT POWER CONFLICT
OR AN EMERGENT HARMONY OF INTERESTS?

When the Cold War ended, much of mainstream scholarship on international
security divided into two schools of thought regarding the future of conflict.
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Some Cold War-era realists predicted that the world was headed “back to the
future,” that is, toward the sorts of great power rivalries that preceded 1945
(see Mearsheimer, 1990). A second camp, the liberals, tended to embrace the
oft-cited “end of history” thesis advanced by Francis Fukuyama, in which the
most notable development was the global triumph of universal liberal norms
rooted in the Enlightenment. As a result, interstate conflict would generally be
supplanted by the virtuous synergy of the “democratic peace” and the market-
driven “commercial peace.”

Realists predictably, and with some justification, dismissed such liberal
assessments as naive. “We should not forget,” maintained Robert Kagan
(1998) in the midst of post–Cold War liberal euphoria, “that utopian fancies
about the obsolescence of military power and national governments in a
transnational, ‘economic’ era have blossomed before, only to be crushed by the
next ‘war to end all wars’” (pp. 24–35). Given such dark (albeit vague) proph-
esies, it was not surprising that the events of 9/11 provoked some commen-
taries that smacked a bit of realist “triumphalism.” As Fareed Zakaria
proclaimed in the aftermath of 9/11: “This is surely the End of the End of
History—the notion that after the Cold War, ideological or political tussles
were dead and life would be spent managing the economy and worrying about
consumerism. . . . The state is back, and for the oldest Hobbesian reason in the
book: the provision of national security.”

Ever since Alexander Hamilton’s sharp rebuttal of the argument for the
“commercial peace,” which had originally been presented by Montesquieu in
1750,2 realists have had the upper hand in this “either/or” debate with the lib-
erals. Yet there were several elements in the events surrounding 9/11 that
should have prompted more realist self-doubt than we have seen so far. First,
not only does the current war on terrorism lack a component of major power
rivalry; it is in fact the first major world conflict in which all the major powers
are aligned on the same side.

The notion that al Qaeda can have such a potent structural effect defies
realist logic (since it is the number and rank of major powers that drive align-
ment patterns), and realists can simply assert that 9/11 will appear retrospec-
tively as a minor historical event ( Jervis, 2002). However, in light of expert
consensus that there is a high likelihood of future and far more devastating
attacks (i.e., with true mass destruction weapons), rational world leaders seem
to have quickly recognized that the prospect of catastrophic terrorism is sub-
stantially affecting the dynamics of world power. Realists from time to time, in
their effort to demonstrate the absurdity of states ever overcoming anarchy,
have suggested that nothing short of an attack from outer space could unite
the governments on earth. It is now more plausible that a purely terrestrial
event—the specter of al Qaeda armed with nuclear weapons or anthrax—may,
at least for the major powers, be sufficient to achieve that result (perhaps in
conjunction with other material interests unrecognized by realists).
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A second, related problem for the realists is that the critical axis for this
conflict is North–South. Perceiving conflict as North–South garnered barely
any interest from realists during the Cold War (except during a brief moment
of panic following the oil price shocks of 1973). After all, the South couldn’t
threaten the North militarily, and southern grievances could consequently be
brushed off with the realist aphorism: “The strong take what they can; the
weak grant what they must.” But what happens to the theory when the “weak,”
having already mastered today’s global communications and transportation
networks, proceed to acquire mass destruction weapons?

A final problem with efforts by Cold War era realism to come to grips
with 9/11 is that it seems to have so little to do with the balance of interstate
power, that is, with the analytical framework they contend is decisive for
understanding world politics. Hatred of the United States, and an effort to
break its hold on the Middle East, are certainly consistent with the notion of
a power struggle. Yet the Islamist bid for power isn’t rooted in the cynical
realpolitik of some modern Bismarck, who stirs up nationalism to enhance
the power of his state. When one looks to the sources of the challenge, its
cause seems to be embraced most fervently by a combination of some of the
world’s poorest inhabitants, and, as Fouad Ajami (2002) put it, by elements
within “an Arab world unsettled and teased by exposure to a modern civiliza-
tion it can neither master nor reject” (p. 10). In those senses, 9/11 can be
characterized as a blow against globalization. In short, the sense of shared
threat among the major powers, the blurring of power disparities between the
strong and the weak, and the transnational, revolutionary nature of the threat,
all undercut the relevance of the state-centric realism that dominated Cold
War security studies.

The Cold War literature that did focus both on North–South conflict and
on transnational forces, known as dependency theory, gained scarce attention
in the literature on international security, and was considered part of the sep-
arate body of scholarship known as political economy. One reason for that lack
of interest on the part of security scholars is that dependency theory drew on
the intellectual tradition of Marxism, and implied that the U.S. government
was on the wrong side of various wars in the South, where it opposed move-
ments whose avowed purpose was “national liberation” from exploitation by
greedy capitalists. Virtually all security experts in the United States, after all,
whether or not they supported particular military interventions in the Third
World, simply accepted capitalism as one of the core values subsumed under
the overall umbrella of U.S. national security. To the extent one considered the
spread of markets in the South (no one was yet calling this process globaliza-
tion), it was regarded as a mechanism for economic and political development.
Thus, liberal ideology, the economic interests of multinational corporations,
and the geopolitical requirements of waging the Cold War, all had the same
implications for U.S. policy in the South: those respectful of property rights
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were to be protected; national leaders or mass movements that challenged
property rights were to be crushed wherever possible.

As the Cold War recedes, the arguments offered by dependency theorists
seem less removed than they once appeared from the realist tradition. Indeed,
realism’s Waltzian phase, which tended to regard security as distinct from, and
taking precedence over, economics, may increasingly appear as an anomaly
rooted in the particular features of the Cold War.3 Dependency theory is trace-
able not only to the Marxist tradition, but also to realist scholarship on the
economic dimension of power that was being produced before that line of
research was largely bypassed as the result of the Cold War.4 In general, pre-
Cold War realism, though concerned in part with anarchy-driven interstate
competition, was also more broadly concerned with the material interests of
powerful actors, for whom control over the instruments of state power is a nec-
essary prerequisite for defeating both domestic and foreign challengers.5 For
E. H. Carr, whose 1939 Twenty Years’ Crisis holds up as one of the foremost
contributions to realist thought, the very concept of national security was no
more than an effort by privileged groups to equate their own position with the
good of the nation, just as international security represents an effort to equate
the position of the most privileged nation (or nations) with that of the entire
world (1961, p. 82).

The essence of realism, according to Carr (1961), was the belief that pol-
itics is driven by “some material force” (p. 66). One branch of realism was
geopolitics; the other branch, originated by Karl Marx, inquired into how his-
torically changing economic forces redistributed power. All realists, Carr
included, agree that the state, for several centuries, has been the most impor-
tant instrument of power. But to determine the purpose for which that instru-
ment was used, Carr was drawn to inquire into who was benefiting most from
the spread of the market economy, and to consider the influence of market
forces on the interests of important actors.

For the period marking the emergence of a global market economy—the
middle of the nineteenth century—Carr provided a direct answer to that line
of inquiry: British industrial capitalists had achieved hegemonic power, both
domestically and internationally. Beyond mere power, they were also con-
vinced that the system of free markets, from which they were the leading ben-
eficiaries, represented the basis for a global “harmony of interest” that would
provide the basis for world prosperity and peace. Carr brilliantly illuminated
the economic and political forces that, by the end of the nineteenth century,
were revealing this liberal conceit by British international bankers, industrial-
ists, and their intellectual defenders as both utopian and self-serving. Never-
theless, that privileged group in England represented, in a sense, the birth of a
community of capitalists—whom I have labeled the capitalist security com-
munity—who equated their own interests with the effective management of a
global system based on economic growth, and peace.
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The CSC was thus the first group whose actual material interests directly
coincided with the global liberal agenda fashioned by thinkers like Mon-
tesquieu, James Mill, and Richard Cobden. Though the CSC lacks a specific
founding document or moment of origin, one could associate its onset with the
publication of Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations in 1776, conveniently giving it
the same birthdate as the United States.6 Those disposed to regard history
since that point in terms of the ascendancy of the United States often refer to
the worldwide phenomenon of “Americanization.” Those who interpret the
same time span in terms of the ascent of the CSC are apt to favor the term
“globalization.”

The CSC was making three specific errors when they claimed (and, Carr
maintains, believed in) a universal harmony of interests. First, they were badly
mistaken in perceiving a harmony of interests between themselves and the new
class of industrial workers, whose organization and radicalization would ulti-
mately threaten the very survival of capitalism. Second, they were guilty of a
mistaken premise regarding the interests of their own class, whose commercial
rivalries were driving great power conflicts across the colonial world, and
whose “economic warfare” helped set the stage for World War I. Finally, imag-
ining that they were generously bearing the “white man’s burden” of uplifting
other races under their rule, they overlooked the fact that colonized peoples
bitterly resented their subjugation, even though their profound relative weak-
ness would keep them largely docile well into the twentieth century.

Despite those enormous initial blinders, and the resulting series of subse-
quent disasters and near disasters, the CSC would ultimately demonstrate a
remarkable capacity to learn from its mistakes, and consequently not only to
survive but to expand, to include a widening collection both of old capitalist
rivals from other states as well as large portions of the laboring class through-
out the industrialized world. More specifically, the CSC has confronted, and
mastered, five successive (though sometimes overlapping) challenges, though
with the events of 9/11 it now faces a sixth. If durably successful once again,
the CSC will arguably have achieved what Carr (1961) aptly described as a
delusion just a century ago: its own ascension as the designer of a global har-
mony of interests in support of the peaceful pursuit of the system from which
it profits. In a sense, liberalism and realism would then no longer be opposed
doctrines, as liberal realists would have conquered the earth.

THE HISTORICAL EXPANSION OF THE
CAPITALIST SECURITY COMMUNITY

To shed light on how the CSC is likely to cope with its latest challenge—a
movement based on theocratic fascism originating from the South—it is
worth briefly considering past historical challenges that have shaped the
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worldview and strategic approach of the CSC. The five prior challenges that
have confronted the CSC during the more than two centuries of its existence
are: wresting control of the state from precapitalist authority, warding off a rev-
olutionary working-class challenge, transcending great power war (the prob-
lem of nationalism and fascism in the West), transforming the Soviet Union,
and warding off socialist-inspired movements in the South. The arrival of the
new, fascist challenge from the South, I will argue, poses an equally potent
threat to those thus far faced by the CSC.

Marxist historians have characterized the ascent of capitalism in eigh-
teenth-century England as “a world-historical struggle between a rising
middle class and a declining aristocracy” (Gallagher, 1998, p. 6), while a more
recent post-Marxist approach characterizes the struggle more in terms of a
division within the aristocracy between those who embraced and those who
resisted the new opportunities offered by the commercialization of agriculture,
industrialization, and the emergence of the stock market.7 Either interpreta-
tion leads to the same basic conclusion: the revolutionary ascent of a new cap-
italist class. As markets broadened and deepened, a host of economists (mainly
in England and France) began to make the case for establishing a global order
based on free trade, including the idea of the commercial peace.8

The second challenge, which confronted capitalists wherever their
increasing share of the national wealth had already conferred power within the
state, was the challenge from within, as working-class movements divided
between reformers calling for better working conditions and participation in
government, and radicals who prepared for war against the capitalist class. As
in subsequent challenges, members of the CSC divided into hawks and doves.
In this case, the hawks set about using the military, the police, and private
security companies to subdue the workers. For CSC doves, for whom the “har-
mony of interests” is both a self-serving rationalization of power and a genuine
aspiration, facing this challenge dictated appeasing the workers through a sub-
stantial sharing of wealth and political power. Their ultimate success in wrest-
ing the reins of policy from those who were trying simply to crush the workers’
movements would ultimately save—even as it altered and broadened—the
CSC. The CSC’s failure, however, in the midst of the First World War, either
to suppress or appease the revolutionary movement in Russia, would ulti-
mately lead to five decades of warfare on a global scale between the CSC and
its class enemies.

The third challenge to the CSC occurred as the search for raw materials
and markets spilled beyond national boundaries to give renewed impetus to
the search for colonies (as well as control over disputed European territory).
During this period, a number of distinct capitalist groups identified their own
wealth and power with that of their states (over which they had achieved vary-
ing measures of control), leading to a fateful overlap between commercial and
national rivalries. Indeed, the realpolitik rationale for addressing the domestic
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grievances of workers was the need to mobilize the entire state for the more
pressing struggle against foreign enemies.9 This synergy between the Darwin-
ian struggle characterizing capitalism and the structural conflict inherent in an
anarchic state system contributed greatly to the outbreak of the First World
War. In 1914, the CSC failed the challenge of transcending great power war,
which, thanks to the advent of the Fordist stage of industrial production and
other technological advances, was approaching the potential to destroy human
civilization.10

It failed that challenge again at Versailles in 1918, where a fundamental
choice needed to be confronted. Would it actually take concrete steps to con-
struct a world in which free markets would prevail, regardless of the conse-
quences for national power—as John Maynard Keynes (1920) recommended
in his role as advisor to the British delegation. Or would it pursue the union
of capitalism and state power, in which economic and military competition
among the industrialized powers would persist, and in which the most one
could hope for was that those who had come out on top in 1918 could use their
advantage to ward off future challenges? Keynes, in The Economic Consequences
of the Peace, showed in 1920 why the economic exclusion of Germany (from
what I am calling the CSC) would lead inevitably to renewed world war; Carr
(1961) would later describe Nazism as a symptom of the instability resulting
from that British and French-led effort to preserve their economic advantage
at the cost of German recovery. The resulting “Carthaginian Peace” (as Keynes
described it) set the stage for World War II.

Only at Bretton Woods, as a conflict that would take fifty million lives
drew to a close, did the CSC succeed in regaining the reins of global economic
policy that had been dropped when British hegemony had declined. This time
it successfully met the challenge of integrating the industrialized world within
a liberal economic system. Just as the CSC’s inclusion of workers domestically
had required a substantial redistribution of wealth and power, the “wise men”
charged with promoting the CSC from America now presided over a “New
Deal” for all the capitalist states that had only recently been fighting each other
to the death, exemplified by the Marshall Plan and preferential trading rules
designed to promote European and Japanese recovery, even including encour-
agement for a European Common Market that could lead to the emergence of
a competing economic superpower.11

Just as the inclusion of workers domestically had once furthered the
realpolitik objective of maximizing strength against other capitalist powers, the
post–World War II inclusion of all of the rival capitalist powers within a single
CSC was seen as a realpolitik necessity for waging global war for capitalism’s
very survival. On one hand, defeating the Soviet Union should have proved
quite easy; as Willhelm Ropke had noted in 1942: “The situation of an iso-
lated country engaged in a war against the powers standing for world economy
is next to hopeless” (p. 105). Even Marx and Engels, one could argue, might
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have perceived the death sentence hovering over the Soviet Union, having
prophesized as early as 1848 that capitalist-driven advances in production and
communication would “compel all nations, on pain of extinction, to adopt the
bourgeois mode of production” (1978: 477).

Making matters worse, from the Soviet perspective, an enlightened CSC
had by now headed off the only two possible paths to salvation. First, the insti-
tutionalization of the welfare state, followed by the postwar economic boom,
had destroyed any chances of recruiting the “fifth columns” of Communists
that Churchill had warned could destroy the West from within. Moreover, the
institutionalization of the CSC throughout the industrialized world (via
implementation of the Bretton Woods economic regime along with the mili-
tary alliances represented by NATO and the Japanese-American Security
Treaty) quashed any remaining Leninist fantasies about renewed warfare
among the capitalist powers. Despite these overwhelming obstacles, the Soviet
Union was able to capitalize on two separate developments. The first was the
arrival of the nuclear age, which enabled the Soviets by the late 1960s to
achieve an apparent balance in the correlation of forces, and for a time seemed
to refute the rule that military power must rest on the strength of a state’s
economy. The second was the spread of revolts in much of the South. There,
the familiar story of the poor taking up arms against the rich took the form
first of anticolonialism, and then anticapitalism. For a time, these struggles
gave apparent moral substance to the case against “neocolonialism,” and the
reflected glory gained from assisting popular socialist-inspired mass uprisings
distracted attention from the horrors of Soviet internal policies, helping to
buttress the legitimacy of the Soviet state.

In retrospect, the preoccupation of scholarship and statecraft with the
nuclear balance of terror proved a huge distraction, in the sense that beneath
the military stalemate was a progressive widening, starting in the 1970s, of the
already enormous Western economic advantage. What the Soviet realization
of an “assured destruction” capability did achieve, by ending the prospect of
nuclear coercion by the United States, was to shift the terms of the hawk
versus dove debate within the CSC in favor (though never decisively) of the
doves. Thus, serious calls within the U.S. defense establishment for preventa-
tive nuclear war in the 1950s gave way to the search, beginning in the 1960s,
for a détente accompanied by the granting of MFN status to the Soviets (a
plan frustrated by hawks in the U.S. Senate). Whatever the twists and turns of
Western political and military strategy, economic integration within the West
was now engendering new technologies, production methods, and economies
of scale that were leaving the Soviet economic system in the dust. In short, the
CSC’s achievement of the welfare state compromise with labor and the disad-
vantaged, coupled to the inclusion of all the advanced capitalist states within
the community, galvanized the productive capacity of the market system, and
allowed time for “globalization” to win the Cold War.12 Once the war was over,
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the CSC mobilized to do for Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union (followed
by the CIS) what it would have been prepared to do in 1945 for a capitalist
East: to help rebuild devastated economies and facilitate their economic inte-
gration within an expanded CSC.

If CSC hawks and doves wrestled over policy toward the Soviet enemy,
the idea of accommodation was never extended to antifree market forces in the
South. Long before serious bonds were forged between leftist movements in
the Third World and the Soviet Union, U.S. forces (often covertly) were dis-
patching leaders inclined to nationalize foreign property (e.g., Mossadegh in
Iran, Arbenz in Guatemala), and the détente of the 1970s never meaningfully
reduced that pattern. (Allende was deposed, with CIA and MNC help, not
long after the 1972 onset of détente.) Even during the last phase of the Cold
War, when the West and Soviet leader Gorbachev were pursuing rapproche-
ment, the United States pressed its successful military campaigns against left-
ist regimes in Nicaragua and Afghanistan.

It is true that following the OPEC price shocks, more steps were taken to
address southern grievances (in terms of increased foreign aid by some Euro-
pean states, and the granting of greater trade preferences to the poorest states),
but these gestures fell orders of magnitude short of the southern demand for a
“New International Economic Order (NIEO).” This was the period when
southern voices on the left began making apocalyptic prophesies about the
nuclear destruction of the North, forecasts that were given credence by a few
sympathetic Western leaders. Said Francois Mitterand in 1981: “I am con-
vinced that the balance between the two parts of the world, the industrialized
nations and the others, will be one of the causes of the most serious tragedies
at the end of the century, to be explicit, of world war” (Reston, 1981).

But the fundamental reality, as the realist Robert Tucker (1977) persua-
sively argued in The Inequality of Nations (written at the apparent height of
southern bargaining leverage), was that calls for an NIEO were doomed by the
South’s lack of power. As in the case of workers before they formed militant
unions, or of Germany before it produced the nightmare represented by
Nazism, or of the Soviets before they built thousands of nuclear weapons, the
CSC was calculating that a major change in policy—that is, a far-reaching
expansion to actually include the South in a “harmony of interests”—was
unnecessary. By the early 1990s, the realists had apparently been proved cor-
rect, as, except for the lonely holdout of Castro’s Cuba, southern opposition to
capitalism had collapsed, even though many of the southern states within the
capitalist market system were floundering, and that the gap in wealth between
North and South was steadily growing wider. The CSC had defeated the chal-
lenge of socialism in the South.

What can one learn from how the CSC coped with the challenges it has
faced since its formation? For one thing, while it has proved highly adaptable,
it has made major changes only at times of profound danger. In such cases,
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however, it has shown the capacity to learn. Moreover, learning has taken the
form of the same basic lesson applied to different circumstances: evolution in
a direction designed to enhance its legitimacy. Put another way, the CSC has
repeatedly, at times of deep crisis, taken far-reaching measures that have
enhanced the credibility of its central claim: that there is indeed a global har-
mony of economic interests. In doing so, it has proved willing to abandon the
laissez-faire credo (which its hawks regard as a nonnegotiable point of honor)
that forms the heart of classical liberal theory, and to embrace the idea that the
outcome of unrestricted economic competition is unfair and intolerable. The
result has been the inclusion of new groups, including a measure of economic
redistribution and power sharing that tends to reinforce the CSC’s “doves”
during future challenges. Put another way, the CSC has been willing to dilute
its capitalism with overtures that smack of a “progressive” perspective on
domestic and international politics.

WHO IS THE HEGEMON? THE CSC OR THE UNITED STATES?

The foregoing analysis implies that, as we look at the world’s response to 9/11,
it may make more sense to envision the primary actor as the CSC rather than
the United States. This view is admittedly problematic, in ways that need to
be made explicit. First, it is the United States, not some nebulous CSC, that
has the guns in the current war on terror. Second, the U.S. government is evi-
dently not, as Marx and Engels famously described the governments of all
capitalist states, “the executive committee of the ruling class.” Even if there is
an identifiable group of people in business, the government, and the academy
who share the outlook I attribute to the CSC, the CSC is engaged in constant
struggle over the instruments of state power. Part of that struggle is with cap-
italists who reject various alliances the CSC has made (with labor, with foreign
capitalists in the WTO, etc.), or whose particular material interests do not
coincide with policies designed to advance the general interests of the CSC.
(Russian President Vladimir Putin, for example, may wish to advance the cur-
rent CSC interest in suppressing international terrorism, while powerful
domestic capitalists, who profit from business interests in Iraq and Iran, may
resist his efforts.) Part of the struggle is always with organized labor, which
habitually insists on more of a share of wealth and power than the CSC wishes
to grant. Finally, even among the hypothetical “card-carrying members” of the
CSC, there are inevitably profound debates over strategy, despite basic agree-
ment on the peaceful, prosperous liberal world order to which all members
aspire.

Nevertheless, there is good reason to regard the key unit of power in the
world today as the CSC rather than the United States (and other major
powers). That is because motives attributable to the CSC seem to explain
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important features of world politics better than competing expectations that
structural realist scholars derive from the interstate balance of power. Here are
a few suggestive examples. After the Cold War, state-centric realists predicted
the demise of NATO, based on the sound premise that alliances form for
defense against threats, and dissolve when the threat has passed. Thus, if
NATO were primarily an alliance among states, it should have long since dis-
solved. As a CSC alliance, however, marshaling most of the power of the cap-
italist world, it faces continuing threats on a global scale (as the war against al
Qaeda threatens continuing globalization), in addition to the ongoing prospect
of internal challenges (i.e., political nationalism or even fascism, economic
protectionism, etc.), against which an overarching military regime can help
reinforce the credibility of more benign institutions.

That is particularly the case when it comes to Western policy toward
Russia. NATO is only remotely comprehensible from a state-centric realist
perspective to the extent that it excludes Russia (whose nuclear weapons and
economic potential might be stretched by some into the dimensions of a future
threat). How can a military alliance take steps, as NATO may well be doing,
toward including Russia—in other words, toward existing without even a
hypothetical enemy? 

The case of NATO suggests another test case: why didn’t the United
States “come home” after the end of the Cold War? Put another way, why, in
the absence of even a remote threat by another major power or combination of
powers, didn’t the United States retreat to the role of “offshore balancer,” as
some realists prescribed with powerful logic? The fact that this perfectly rea-
sonable realist idea had about as much appeal to U.S. decision makers as calls
for unilateral nuclear disarmament did during the Cold War, suggests that
state-centric realist assumptions regarding U.S. strategic interests have become
far-fetched. Finally, if America wasn’t coming home (as defensive realists sug-
gested), why isn’t it assertively accumulating power at a moment of unprece-
dented opportunity to dominate all possible rivals, as offensive realists—who
have called, for example, for a U.S. effort to slow Chinese growth—suggest?
(Mearsheimer, 2001: 402). While realists trying to divine U.S. interests from
the structure of interstate power flounder among the widest possible assort-
ment of grand strategies, the main thrust of U.S. statecraft since the end of the
Cold War seems to follow very directly from the core interests of the CSC.

The point of analyzing world politics in terms of CSC dominance, how-
ever, is ultimately to supplement, rather than supplant, structural theory based
on the interstate balance of power. After all, since states remain the essential
instruments of power, the CSC’s ability to direct global politics is dependent
on its control over pivotal states. It follows that the transnational power of the
CSC relies on its achievement of domestic hegemony within the major states
(and, ideally, all states). The optimal situation for the CSC is the presence of
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a hegemonic superpower in which the CSC dominates domestic politics. That,
of course, is not far from the situation today, despite disconnected efforts by
labor and business in import-threatened industries, politically influential “real-
ists,” right-wing anti-immigration demagogues, left-wing antiglobalization
protesters, and so forth, to topple the CSC’s grip on power in the United
States. Current CSC hegemony within a hegemonic state is somewhat analo-
gous to the international context in which the CSC first assumed a global role:
that of nineteenth-century British hegemony. It is worth recalling Carr’s char-
acterization of the “harmony of interests” that then prevailed:

The predominance of the manufacturer and the merchant was so
overwhelming that there was a sense in which an identity between
their prosperity and British prosperity as a whole could be correctly
asserted. . . . Nevertheless, the doctrine of the harmony of interests
and of solidarity between the classes must have seemed a bitter mock-
ery to the under-privileged worker, whose inferior status and insignif-
icant stake in ‘British prosperity’ were consecrated by it; and presently
he was strong enough to force the abandonment of laissez-faire and
the substitution for it of the ‘social service state,’ which implicitly
denies the natural harmony of interests and sets out to create a new
harmony by artificial means.

The same analysis may be applied to international relations.
British . . . statesmen, having discovered that free trade promoted
British prosperity, were sincerely convinced that . . . it also promoted
the prosperity of the world as a whole. British predominance in world
trade was at that time so overwhelming that there was a certain unde-
niable harmony between British interest and the interest of the
world. British prosperity flowed over into other countries, a British
economic collapse would have meant world-wide ruin. . . . Neverthe-
less, this alleged international harmony of interests seemed a mock-
ery to those under-privileged nations whose inferior status and
insignificant stake in international trade were consecrated by it. The
revolt against it destroyed that overwhelming British preponderance
which had provided a plausible basis for the theory (Carr, 1961: 81).

The relative decline of Britain was one step in a calamitous sequence that
culminated in two world wars. It is worth considering whether recent events,
by also signifying a “revolt” against American preponderance, have posed
choices similar to the ones faced by the CSC during the first decades of the
twentieth century. The purpose of the following, final section is to consider
whether past errors are repeating themselves, and what CSC strategy offers
the best hope of forging a path toward a new world order.
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THE END OF THE OLD ORDER, AND THE
FUTURE OF THE CSC

The mirage of the 1990s was, as we now know, the reflection of a century past
beyond recall—the golden age of continuously expanding markets, of a world
policed by the self-assured and not too onerous American hegemony, of a
coherent “Western” civilization whose conflicts could be harmonized by a pro-
gressive extension of the area of common development, of the easy assump-
tions that what was good for one was good for all and that what was
economically right could not be morally wrong. The reality that had once
given content to this utopia was already in decay before the twentieth century
had reached its end, though it took the events of September 11, 2001, to finally
puncture liberal hopes about “the end of history.”

Remove the final clause, change the “1990s” to the “1920s,” and substitute
“British” for “American hegemony,” and the above is a direct quotation from
the beginning of E. H Carr’s 1939 commentary on “the end of the old order”
(1961: 224). Carr, who believed in historical progress, would no doubt have
repudiated anyone’s claim that history repeats itself (and so would disdain
Kenneth Waltz’s (1979) premise that a fixed international structure reduces
history to a dismal repetitiveness).13 It is nevertheless of interest to note that,
in both cases, the leaders of a hegemonic power had ended the previous cen-
tury confident that their promotion of free markets and Western values repre-
sented an irresistible fusion of power and morality, destined for adoption as the
indispensable standards for peaceful global governance. And, in both cases, the
new century appeared to mock their hopes with a plunge into shocking vio-
lence.

For Carr, the descent from the heyday of British power to the darkness of
the mid-1930s represented two distinct phases. The first phase was marked by
the collapse of the liberal order, which had been based on British power rather
than a genuine commercial peace. The second phase was the supplanting of a
liberal illusion by a realist one (corresponding to the views now held by so-
called defensive realists), that there was a universal interest in preserving peace
based on the status quo. (It is often forgotten that Carr’s critique of realism in
The Twenty Years’ Crisis is as lengthy, and as sharp, as his critique of liberalism).
It is in terms of that succession of errors: the failure of liberalism, followed by
the failure of realism, that leads Carr to what he regards as both a practical and
moral solution to the problem of world order.

THE FAILURE OF LIBERALISM

The appeal by proponents of laissez-faire economics to the long-term maxi-
mization of wealth, argued Carr (1961), ignored the fact that this ultimate
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common good “was preceded by a struggle for life . . . in which not only the
good, but the very existence, of the loser were eliminated altogether from the
picture” (p. 49). That realization had been postponed, Carr maintained, by the
huge expansion in production, population, and prosperity that had occurred
during the century following publication of Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations,
developments that limited the intensity of commercial competition, forestalled
the outbreak of class warfare, and infused humankind with a general sense of
optimism that there was a rational plan in place that harmonized humanity’s
aspirations (Carr, 1961: 44–46). Yet markets could not expand continuously, a
problem first dramatized as the wave of nineteenth-century colonization cul-
minated in clashes over the few remaining sites of value. As the nineteenth
century ended, Carr notes that mounting pessimism over continued economic
expansion led to growing agitation in Western Europe against alien immigra-
tion, and a rise in European anti-Semitism (characterized by Carr as “the
recurrent symptom of economic stress”). The “apparent harmony” of interests
was now yielding to the “transparent clash of interests” (1961: 60–62).

While realists are fond of invoking or restating Carr’s conclusions regard-
ing the implications of 1914 for international economic liberalism, some seem
to have forgotten his equally severe critiques of the policies enacted between
1918 and the 1930s; that is, the failure to construct a world order that might
have prevented the rise of fascism and the renewal of world war. These dimen-
sions of Carr’s depiction of the “end of the old order” deserve at least equal cur-
rent attention, since they provide plausible accounts of disasters that can result
when a doctrine of national security supplants the search for a just world order.
In fact, the passages that actually analyze the twenty years’ crisis between 1919
and 1939 are wholly unconcerned with the illusions of economic liberals
(whose doctrine, as Carr notes, had been rejected in the aftermath of World
War I). Instead, Carr’s wrath is directed at policies driven by beliefs that today
come under the umbrella of realist thought.

In recent years, realists have divided themselves into two categories:
“defensive” and “offensive” (Mearsheimer, 2001: 19–22). Although those labels
did not exist during Carr’s lifetime, he depicted the essence of each view, and
offered critiques of both (in the context of events between 1919 and 1939) that
have gone unanswered during the six decades since he wrote his most famous
work. The first error, that states are compelled to maximize their power over
potential rivals, today forms the central axiom of “offensive realism.” The
second error that he attributed to the statesmen of that period, that is, the pre-
sumption that defense of the status quo is the key to a peaceful world order, is
today embraced by self-described defensive realists. Carr decried what is now
called defensive realism as a particularly pernicious variant of utopianism, and
he characterized offensive realism as a “sterile” misunderstanding of the fun-
damental nature of power. Since it is the “defensive realist” strand that most
corresponds to current policy dilemmas, the following looks at defensive
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realism’s role in the failure of diplomacy during the interwar years, then applies
Carr’s analysis to the search for a stable order in the world after 9/11.

THE FAILURE OF DEFENSIVE REALISM

There is an overlap in the beliefs of liberal proponents of the commercial peace
and defensive realists: each believes that wars between major powers are
unprofitable, and each believes that realization of that material reality is the
key to peace. There is an important difference, of course, in the material basis
identified by each theory for providing a rational incentive to preserve peace:
liberals focus on war’s role in severing the economic links that are crucial to
private profit and general economic growth, defensive realists focus on the
wartime military advantages of the defense. Yet both perspectives start with an
empirical claim that bids for conquest do not pay, adds a presumption that
leaders, once aware of that demonstrable fact, will refrain from aggression, and
insists that the result of this awareness (i.e., peace) is an objective that reason-
able people agree should be a central goal of international relations theory and
practice.

For Carr, both the liberal and the defensive realist’s case for the status quo
are flawed for the same reason: each conflates a self-interested objective with
a universal good, and each consequently overlooks the sense of grievance that
can lead to war regardless of the calculation of costs and benefits. If World
War I proved a major setback to proponents of a natural harmony of economic
interests, it reinforced (at least in the minds of the victors) the idea of an essen-
tial political harmony of interests based on the assumption that everyone at
least shares an interest in peace. After 1918, the liberals’ error of ignoring the
prospective dangers of unconstrained market competition was now com-
pounded by sheer hypocrisy, as the victors used their power to keep the van-
quished weak, then defended the status quo as the moral basis for permanent
international peace and security. At that point, the doctrine of the harmony of
interests lost any foundation in reality and became merely a “cloak for the
vested interests of the privileged,” who proceeded to invoke such time-hon-
ored slogans of privileged groups as “security” and “law and order,” slogans that
were promoted as equivalent to “international morality.” Carr concludes: “Just
as the ruling class in a community prays for domestic peace, which guarantees
its own security and predominance . . . so international peace becomes a spe-
cial vested interest of predominant Powers” (1961: 82).

For Carr, however, this conception of peace represented the mark of fore-
doomed utopianism, for it ignored the inevitability of German resentment
against the status quo, which, once compounded by economic depression,
would culminate in fascist totalitarianism. What was the connection, in Carr’s
view, between grievance and increasingly virulent nationalism? “Countries
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which are struggling to force their way into the dominant group naturally tend
to invoke nationalism against the internationalism of the controlling Powers”
(1961: 86). These are the forces that undermine the capacity of a defensive
advantage to prevent war. Indeed, in a sense, when wealth and power seem to
make a defender impregnable, the resulting temptation to refuse to appease
even the legitimate demands of the weak may be precisely what sets in motion
the process of resistance that culminates in war. Invoking Carr to attack the
central premise of Stephan Van Evera’s case for defensive realism, Richard
Betts (1999) concludes: “If the aim of avoiding war is subordinate to some
other normative value . . . it is a leap of faith to accept that the uniform answer
is . . . securing stability through recognition that defense is easier than attack”
(1961: 170). Put another way, defense can be reliably dominant over offense
only when the status quo is normatively acceptable.

PROSPECTS FOR A NEW WORLD ORDER

As the CSC faces yet another challenge, it is worth recalling E. H. Carr’s depic-
tion of the fundamental prerequisite for maintaining power: “Those who profit
most” from a peaceful international order “can in the long run only hope to
maintain it by making sufficient concessions to make it tolerable to those who
profit by it least; and the responsibility for seeing that these changes take place
as far as possible in an orderly way rests as much on the defenders as on the
challengers” (1961: 169). While the CSC applied that lesson to the working
class in the industrialized world, and again to the rival capitalist powers (which
today means all the world’s important states), the lessons were learned only in
the context of terrific struggle, and at the price of communist revolution and
world war. Moreover, the lessons are not written in stone, and are subject to
endless challenge by neoliberal purists, who, one might say, apply the following
formulation of Adam Smith (1976) to both domestic and international politics:
“Civil government, so far as it is instituted for the security of property, is in real-
ity instituted for the defence of the rich against the poor, or of those who have
some property against those who have none at all” (v. 2, 236).

Against that view, which can equally be interpreted as a liberal defense of
laissez-faire economics and as a realist vision of national or international secu-
rity, Carr offered an alternative vision: “If . . . it is utopian to ignore the ele-
ment of power, it is an unreal kind of realism which ignores the element of
morality in any world order” (1961: 238–239). As to the substance of Carr’s
own 1939 effort to reconcile realism and utopianism: “We cannot return to the
pre-1939 world. . . . Frank acceptance of the subordination of economic advan-
tage to social ends, and the recognition that what is economically good is not
always morally good, must be extended from the national to the international
sphere” 1961: 238–239).
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Is this lesson applicable to the war against Bin Laden and al Qaeda? In at
least two ways, it may initially appear irrelevant to the war that must now be
fought. One obvious point of comparison between 1939 and 9/11 is that once
a fascist movement begins a war on a global scale, there is no alternative but to
mobilize every available military and intelligence resource to defeat it. And just
as the participants in the Manhattan Project recognized that the world was in
a race to defeat Hitler before he acquired nuclear weapons (which could
require acquiring them first), there is a similar sense of the essential need to
stop al Qaeda before it manages a true mass destruction attack.

Another reason for questioning the applicability of Carr’s prescription is
that neither the al Qaeda leadership, nor the suicide hijackers of 9/11, seem to
represent the world’s most disadvantaged masses. Nevertheless, the sense of
grievance into which they have tapped, as illustrated by the celebrations of
9/11 among throngs of the poor in Pakistan, Palestine, Indonesia, the Middle
East, and much of Africa, suggests that the social base on which the long-term
viability of the movement rests is ultimately rooted in global poverty. If that is
the case, then even the effective suppression of the most dangerous current ter-
rorist organization is unlikely to durably prevent the rise of new movements.
In a sense, the defeat of socialism in the South may have increased the threat,
since the abandonment of aspirations to a universalist vision of social justice
may have opened the door to far more apocalyptic visions of the ends of poli-
tics. This has been exacerbated by the problem of timing, in which intensified
rage has been accompanied by a new stage in mastery of techniques associated
with globalization to enhance their striking power. The adept use of modern
communications and acquisition of sophisticated technical skills have been
coupled with establishing bases in those countries most glaringly left out of the
presumably universal benefits of a global market system.14

Thus, there should be vastly increased alarm over what have long become
familiar statistics—for example, the fact that half the world’s six billion people
earn less than $2 a day. As Strobe Talbot (2001) wrote soon after 9/11, in refer-
ring to poverty as “the other evil”: “that fifty-fifty ratio is unstable. . . . The
numbers of poor are growing faster than the numbers of rich, and the gap
between rich and poor is widening. When self-perceived losers outnumber
self-perceived winners, it’s lose–lose for everyone” (2001: 75).15 The income
gap between the fifth of the world’s population in the richest countries and the
fifth in the poorest grew from 30 to 1 in 1960, to 60 to 1 in 1990, and to 74
to 1 in 1995. In citing those statistics more than a year before 9/11, Fouad
Ajami (2000) offered the following assessment: “A world of this magnitude of
inequality is inherently unstable. Its peace must rest, as the Arabic expression
would have it, on the palm of a devil” (2000: 34).

There is no natural harmony of interests between the impoverished of the
South and those who inhabit the Capitalist Security Community.16 The great-
est permanent problem for that community is that, despite its accurate claim
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to be custodian of the first system of wealth generation that can end the prob-
lem of scarcity for humankind, it will always be highly vulnerable. Indeed, the
higher the level of global integration, the greater the likelihood that even local
disasters can ripple through the system. If the need for security after 9/11
indeed means, as Zakaria would have it, that “the state is back,” there will be
little cause for celebration. As the world witnessed in 1914 and particularly
after 1929, the breakdown of economic integration can unleash a vicious cycle
of poverty, extremist ideology, and, ultimately, world war.

At the same time, the CSC has never been in a better position to make
the final essential step toward reformation and inclusion. In contrast to British
hegemony at the end of the nineteenth century, America’s relative power, and
thus its capacity for leadership, is holding steady. Moreover, if, in 1900, the
beginning of a new naval arms race represented the synergy of Darwinian eco-
nomics and Darwinian realpolitik, the fact that the CSC now embraces all the
major powers has drained the system of the most potent source of major war.
The missing ingredient, thus far, particularly under the U.S. leadership of the
Bush administration, has been clear awareness of the need to combine the war
on terror with the beginning of a search for a more equitable basis for world
order. Even here, the movement from unilateralism toward a concert of great
powers, the movement from repudiation of nation-building toward attempting
it in Afghanistan, and the progress from contempt for foreign aid toward a
proposed 50% increase, all suggest a response to two sets of structural pres-
sures: the unprecedented global inclusiveness of the CSC and the global nature
of the threat the CSC now faces. It remains to be seen whether these responses
represent the first stirrings of a deliberate global project, in which the problem
of unjust and unsustainable economic inequality, one of the most prominent
among the many follies that lead humans into violence, will be decisively
addressed. If the CSC is quick enough to recognize and confront that chal-
lenge, it will likely discover that the cost and complexity of such an enterprise,
while daunting, are of no greater magnitude than the wars it has already
waged, or the concessions it has already made, and that those costs pale before
the profits to be reaped should it succeed in the next stage of its search for a
global harmony of interests.

NOTES

1. While I have taken this phrase from Buzan (1995: 198–199), my conception
of the CSC differs substantially from Buzan’s.

2. Wrote Montesquieu (1989: 338): “The natural effect of commerce is to lead
to peace. Two nations that trade with each other become reciprocally dependent; if one
has an interest in buying, the other has an interest in selling, and all unions are founded
on mutual needs.”
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3. Five factors may account for that temporary separation of political economy
from security studies in international relations scholarship. First, the principle U.S.
security threat was a military but not an economic rival. Second, the only U.S. economic
competitors (Western Europe and Japan) were military allies. Third, the nuclear bal-
ance of terror seemed to challenge the importance of economic power, since it enabled
a small economic power to destroy a large one. Fourth, classical liberalism, which
formed the ideological foundation for the defense of the West, includes a normative
appeal for the separation of politics and markets. By contrast, an analytical approach
emphasizing the ineradicable interconnectedness of economics and politics (i.e., Marx-
ism) was shunned by Western security experts. For a useful discussion of reasons 1–3,
see Mastanduno (1998). For a discussion of reasons 4 and 5, see Goldfischer (2002).

4. Thus, in the 1980 expanded version of his classic realist treatise (written
during World War II) National Power and the Structure of Foreign Trade, Albert O.
Hirschman noted that he could claim to have originated dependency theory, through
his analysis (applied to Europe) of how apparently “harmless” trade relations can result
in the dependency of a relatively poor country on a relatively rich one.

5. To reduce “realism” to the few writers who are interested only in the conse-
quences of anarchy for state behavior would exclude nearly the entire realist pantheon
of theorists and practitioners (Machiavelli, Richelieu, Disraeli, Bismarck, Stalin,
Kennan, Kissinger, etc.) for whom the manipulation of domestic politics was deemed
as fundamental to exerting power as international behavior.

6. Though his contribution to economic liberalism is unrivaled, Smith of course
was not completely willing to subordinate national security to free trade. See Earle
(1944: 121–123).

7. For a description of this debate (including the quotation) and references to
historical research, see Gallagher (1998).

8. For a review of British and French arguments connecting economic liberal-
ism and peace, see Silberner (1946).

9. For Carr’s description of the connection between Bismarck’s and Disraeli’s
establishment of welfare states as preparation for imperialist ventures, see Carr (1961).
For a general tracing of the relationship between war and the expansion of the welfare
state, see Porter (1994).

10. In a sense, World War I represented the culmination of the CSC’s loss of
control over foreign policy in the major capitalist states. In that intraclass struggle
among capitalists, the CSC (which then included international bankers, allied with
merchants and agricultural interests involved in trade) lost out to large-scale, Fordist
industrial capital. As that occurred, the CSC’s liberal internationalist vision based on
free trade and peace gave way to militarism and colonialism. For an instructive histor-
ical analysis of how this changing balance of power within capitalism reshaped Amer-
ican foreign policy in the 1890s, see Trubowitz (1998: 31–95). For a general overview
of this phase of intracapitalist conflict, see Rupert (2000: 44) and van der Pijl (1998).
All these works illuminate how what I call the CSC achieves political representation in
domestic politics, a subject beyond the scope of this chapter.
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11. For a combined biography of six men, whose careers straddled Wall Street
and Washington and exemplified the “establishment” crafting U.S. security and eco-
nomic policy in the early postwar years, see Isaacson and Thomas (1966).

12. For a well-documented argument that the Soviet Union was defeated by
globalization, see Brooks and Wohlforth (2000/1).

13. Writes Waltz: “The texture of international politics remains highly constant
. . . and events repeat themselves endlessly. The relations that prevail internationally . . .
are marked . . . by dismaying persistence” (1979: 66).

14. For a cogent realist analysis connecting the disintegrative consequences of
globalization for some of the world’s poorest states to growing prospects for war (and
the growing appeal of the “equalizing” potential of mass destruction weapons and
terror), see the chapter in this volume by Mohammed Ayoob.

15. Ken Booth’s chapter in this volume offers more grim statistics regarding the
gap between haves and have-nots. His discussion of Mark Twain’s commentary on
Europe of the 1790s in terms of two “Reigns of Terror” eloquently illustrates our ten-
dency to ignore the “daily terror” of the masses of suffering poor, while becoming riv-
eted by the ‘“horror of swift death’” inflicted on a relatively tiny number in events such
as 9/11.

16. For a discussion of ways in which policies associated with globalization have
harmed the South (with particular documentation concerning the countries of the Arab
Middle East and North Africa), see Bahgat Korany’s chapter in this volume.
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Turbulence and Terrorism

Reframing or Readjusting the Model?

James N. Rosenau

Widespread is the understanding that the terrorism of September 11, 2001,
constituted a system perturbation (SP) so profound as to initiate transforma-
tions of local, domestic, and international life wherein long-standing structures
everywhere have given way to new patterns, orientations, and practices. As one
analyst put it, “few veteran foreign policy watchers can remember when a
single event has had so instant and so profound an effect on the entire dynamic
of world politics” (Schmemann, 2001: B3). Such observations are pervaded
with assumptions and insights that may or may not be accurate, but their accu-
racy must await the passage of time to determine whether in fact the SP sur-
faced new patterns that will be enduring configurations rather than
momentary blips in the thrust of long-run tendencies at every level of com-
munity. Patience in this regard is not easily achieved. Even distinguished his-
torians who are professionally committed to being wary of immediate events
as signifiers of historical breakpoints have not hesitated to presume that the
terrorist attack gave rise to irreversible changes.1 Still others acknowledge that
the 9/11 attacks posed enormous challenges while at the same time stress that
they did not change anything (Halliday, 2002).

Yet there are good reasons to be impatient. Whether the 9/11 attacks were
system transforming or merely part of a historic pattern,2 an initial effort to
comprehend their larger meanings and potential cannot be justifiably post-
poned. At the very least there is a need to explore whether the way in which
officials and publics in various parts of the world think about security, military
and otherwise, as an aspect of world affairs is now substantially different from
what it was prior to September 11. Such foci seem especially compelling
because of the United States’s insistence that the world has been caught up in
a war on terrorism rather than being faced with horrendous crimes best met
through police actions.
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A qualification is in order here: while alterations in the ways officials and
publics think about change is a form of change, such assessments may not give
rise to the changes they presume to be necessary. Analysts may perceive 9/11
as having created new circumstances that call for corresponding policy shifts—
as one observer put it, “Security . . . has a new meaning, for which little in our
history and even less in our planning has prepared us” (Gaddis, 2001: 10)—but
some officials who make policy may not share such understandings. Indeed,
certain kinds of change, especially those that require altered conduct on the
part of large, bureaucratic organizations, may encounter habitual responses
that are of long duration and thus resistant to transformation irrespective of
the perceived need for change. Bureaucratic practices, for example, can be so
rooted in inertia that the need for change never moves beyond perception to
implementation. There is already persuasive evidence that deeply entrenched
patterns are hindering the adaptation of needed alterations in American mili-
tary structures, strategies, and tactics (Keller, 2002).

In short, the concepts of change and transformation are elusive. No single
formulation of them has ever enjoyed widespread usage. Analysts tend to take
for granted that change is readily distinguishable from continuity, even though
they may differ greatly on whether new patterns have surfaced and how long
they must endure to qualify as fundamental and permanent change. The
phrase “new patterns” is the key to a meaningful understanding of any poten-
tial transformation. Systemic patterns are empirical; they can be observed, and
whether they occur abruptly or slowly evolve, observers can reasonably con-
clude that differences between the patterns at times 1 and 2 constitute change.
Viewed in this way, the aftermath of 9/11 offers a quintessential opportunity
to perfect techniques for assessing the nature of systemic patterns and their
vulnerability to alteration. It compels us to clarify what we mean by transfor-
mation and how we know change when we see it.

For analysts wedded to an underlying theory of world politics, as I am, the
possibility of a new, post-9/11 world poses another troublesome and elusive
conceptual challenge, that of whether their theories need to be abandoned or
whether they need to be modified to remain viable. It is not an easy question
to ponder. Whatever their conception of systemic coherence and transforma-
tion, analysts are rarely so persuaded by new developments that they abandon
their long-standing theoretical perspectives. The inclination to see what one
wants to see, to interpret new data in such a way that they appear to conform
to the main outlines of one’s theory, is a powerful impulse. Such an attitude
certainly prevails in my case. To speculate that 9/11 led to fundamental sys-
temic change is not to conclude that my turbulence model has been negated.3
Indeed, not only am I disinclined to reframe the model, but my analytic anten-
nae also tell me that such a reframing is not needed, that the model only needs
to be readjusted to highlight how it accommodates the new forms of terror-
ism. Admittedly, such a conclusion may stem as much from major flaws in the
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model as from a tendency to see what I want to see. Conceivably, the model is
so broad that it can absorb any development that may arise on the world scene,
a characteristic that must be avoided if a model is to have any viability at all. I
will return to this question shortly after outlining the original formulation of
the model.

THE TURBULENCE MODEL PRIOR TO 9/11

The core of the model involves the transformation of three basic parameters
as a consequence of a number of dynamics that accelerated following the end
of World War II to the point where they no longer serve as constant bound-
ary conditions. The three parameters, now variables, are distinguished by the
levels of aggregation at which they are operative—the micro, macro, and
micro-macro levels. These three dynamics of change, of course, impact
importantly on each other, thus further accelerating the turbulence at work in
world politics.

The transformation of the micro parameter involves change unfolding
among ordinary people, activists, and elites who are not public officials. The
theory asserts that people in every part of the world have undergone and are
still undergoing a three-part skill revolution. One part pertains to their ana-
lytic skills, by which is meant a growing capacity to trace distant events back
into their homes and pocketbooks. The second part consists of their emotional
skills, which refers to an increasing ability to know what they are for and what
they are against. The third dimension focuses on their imaginative skills, which
are conceived to be founded on an expanding imagination about the nature of
other cultures and societies. These greater analytic, emotional, and imaginative
skills are posited as deriving from a variety of sources, from exposure to more
education, travel, technological innovations such as global television, the Inter-
net, and fiber-optic cable, and the rigors of life in large urban communities.
But the theory does not posit people as converging around common values.
Rather it hypothesizes that their skills expand in the context of their own cul-
ture, so that the Paris sophisticate, the Asian peasant, and the Islamic funda-
mentalist, for example, are each likely to be differently skilled in these ways
relative to, say, their grandparents.4

The transformation of the macro variable consists of a major change in
the basic structures through which world politics unfold. Where the dominant
structure for centuries prior to the present era was an anarchic state-centric
system in which states, their organizations (IGOs), and their interactions
shaped the course of events, today another system, the multicentric system
consisting of diverse nongovernmental collectivities (NGOs), has evolved as a
competing structure that often conflicts, sometimes cooperates, and endlessly
interacts with the state-centric system. As a consequence, the global system
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has undergone and continues to undergo a profound bifurcation. The presence
of this bifurcated structure is readily apparent whenever IGOs such as the
IMF, the World Bank, the WTO, or the United Nations convene to ponder
major issues, numerous and diverse NGOs will also assemble to deliberate the
same issues and press their conclusions on the state-centric institutions. The
events surrounding the 1995 gathering of states to assess women’s rights in
Beijing and the clashes that accompanied the 1999 WTO meeting that came
to be known as the Battle of Seattle are but the more pronounced incidents of
the recurring patterns of global bifurcation.

The micro-macro variable refers to the links and interactions between
people at the micro level and their collectivities at the macro level. Its trans-
formation involves a proliferation and intensification of authority crises
throughout the world. Many, if not most, national governments as well as
numerous other types of organizations ranging from churches to corporations
to the mafia have experienced and continue to experience a diminution in the
degree to which their leaderships can evoke the compliance of their followers.
In their most spectacular form, authority crises take the form of protest
marches, but even more pervasive are the crises that result from an inability to
frame and implement goals, thereby fomenting paralysis and stalemate.
Viewed in this way, for example, present-day China is and has long been mired
in an authority crisis, hesitant to move toward its goal of breaking up its large
and inefficient state-owned enterprises (SOEs) out of fear of swelling further
the ranks of unemployed persons in the cities even as its vast rural areas are
also marked by extensive discontent and restlessness.

The turbulence model also stresses the many ways in which change is sus-
tained through the interaction of the three prime variables. The tendencies
toward noncompliance on the part of publics, for instance, are fostered by the
skill revolution that, in turn, generates a proliferation of organizations and a
further disaggregation of authority on a worldwide scale that deepens the
degree of global bifurcation. A major result of the complex interactions among
the three parameters-turned-variables is that world affairs have been and con-
tinue to be increasingly vulnerable to individuals having consequence for how
issues play out at every level of community. Another consequence is the weak-
ening of states and territoriality as the skill revolution and organization explo-
sion sustain the dynamics of bifurcation.

Does the turbulent model’s presumption of continuing change facilitate
the prediction of future events and tendencies? Or does it only allow for ret-
rospective interpretation? Yes and no. Yes in the sense that it points to a range
of possible outcomes under specifiable circumstances, and no in the sense that
it does not pretend to anticipate particular developments at particular times.
The range of possible outcomes precludes quiescent citizens and publics, a
preponderance of stable governments, and the absence of a superpower or
great power coalition that can effectively command the direction in which
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issues unfold. In effect, the model is one that presumes unexpected events and
locates where such developments are likely to originate.

The previous paragraph is relevant to the aforementioned question of
whether the turbulence model is so broad that it can accommodate any
changes or constancies that may become salient on the world stage. The
answer lies in the further question of whether that stage can be marked by any
developments that would negate the model. An affirmative response comes
immediately to mind: if all the world’s major governments should simultane-
ously become majority governments capable of taking decisive actions and
thereby meeting the needs of their people, cooperating with other govern-
ments, and coping readily with challenges from the multicentric world, then
clearly the turbulence model will have been falsified. The likelihood of such an
eventuality in the foreseeable future strikes me as very slim indeed.

THE TURBULENCE MODEL SINCE 9/11

Although the events of that horrendous Tuesday in New York and Washing-
ton generated such huge commotion as to conform to the metaphoric concep-
tion of turbulence,5 their consequences were largely consistent with my
analytic (and nonmetaphoric) formulation of the concept. Indeed, more than
a few of the turbulence model’s main features were evident on 9/11 and in its
aftermath. Most notable, perhaps, were the terrorists themselves. Besides the
remarkable organizational skills reflected in their actions, what they did was
another instance of the long-term process whereby authority is undergoing
disaggregation, with new actors who clamber onto the world stage and exer-
cise authority through horizontal networks rather than hierarchical chains of
command and, in so doing, have the capacity to challenge states and generate
widespread consequences. The arrival of Osama Bin Laden and al Queda on
the stage has not been welcomed by the civilized world, but few would ques-
tion that terrorists have become major actors who may shape the course of
events in the decades to come. The war between the world’s hegemon and a
diffuse, nongovernmental organization is a classic instance of the disaggre-
gated and bifurcated global structures posited by the turbulence model.

Likewise, the various skills that enabled the terrorists to successfully
implement the plans they carried out on 9/11 are illustrative of the micro
transformations anticipated by the model. The skill revolution does not pre-
sume that people will necessarily employ their newly acquired competencies in
morally desirable ways. It simply asserts that they are likely to be increasingly
competent. And that is what the terrorists demonstrated with their takeover of
commercial planes and their use of them as bombs.

Hardly less conspicuous are the ways in which developments subsequent
to 9/11 demonstrated the centrality of new technologies as a source of the skill
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revolution underlying the conduct of people at the micro level. Word of the
tragedy spread quickly through global television and the Internet. The reac-
tions of governments and of people in American and Islamic streets flowed in
torrents across fiber-optic cable and through orbiting satellites; as the news
surged around the world, numerous persons experienced intense patriotism
and others expressed intense joy, but few were so far out of the loop as to be
unaware that a SP was unfolding. The intensity of the awareness was expanded
further by the violent turn of the Israeli–Palestine conflict, a turn that was also
in part fostered by the 9/11 attacks and the subsequent war on terrorism. The
increased awareness of terrorism and violence induced by these events led
people at the micro level to converge in protest marches or otherwise ponder
the meaning of the SP for their lives and conduct. And the readiness of sui-
cide bombers to destroy themselves on behalf of their cause brought home to
many people the immediacy, randomness, and pervasiveness of terrorism,
thereby heightening their sensitivities to their links with the larger world.6 If
it can happen anywhere, people seem to feel, it can happen here. In short, the
experiential underpinnings of the skill revolution underwent a huge leap for-
ward in the fall of 2001 and spring of 2002.

At the macro level, too, the impact of the terrorist attacks is consistent
with the turbulence model. While the coalition against terrorism pushed by
the United States consisted mainly of governments, they interacted with a
number of organizations in the multicentric world in the effort to address
Afghanistan’s military, security, and welfare problems. And while these inter-
actions revealed the constructive side of the bifurcation of global structures, so
did the factional infighting among diverse groups of Afghans and the difficul-
ties their rivalries posed for the fledgling government demonstrate its delete-
rious aspects.

Only with respect to one dimension of the micro-macro level could the
aftermath of 9/11 be interpreted, at this writing, as somewhat counter to the
turbulence model. The response to the terrorist attacks in the United States
involved a coming together, a rallying around, on the part of publics. Most
specifically, where the U.S. government had been the focus of considerable
cynicism and alienation, subsequent to 9/11 broad segments of the citizenry
looked to Washington for guidance as poll after poll revealed unprecedented
levels of continuing support for the president. If American society lacked
coherence and bordered on one or another form of authority crisis prior to the
terrorist attack, such characteristics were less clear-cut in the early months
after 9/11. They were not entirely absent, however. The turbulent model con-
ceives of authority crises to include stalemated governments that cannot frame
or implement policies, and in this respect the United States is not as free of
crisis as the war-induced unity seems to suggest. More than a few domestic
policies languish as a consequence of the close division within both houses of
the Congress. Viewed in this way, the extraordinary closeness of the 2000
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presidential election is as much a measure of the country’s authority crisis as
the rally-around-the-president phenomenon that followed the terrorist
attacks. Furthermore, as the moment for an invasion of Iraq drew closer, public
support for the president began to wane, thereby reaffirming the premises of
the turbulence model.

THE TRANSFORMATION OF SECURITY

Perhaps the most conspicuous and least ambiguous change since the 9/11
attacks is to be found in the realm of security. Most notably, a readjustment of
military strategy and tactics has been necessitated by the unmistakable evi-
dence that the long-term trend anticipated by the turbulence model toward a
proliferation of organizations and a continuing bifurcation of global structures
has accelerated the disaggregation of authority and led to an ever greater den-
sity of actors on the global stage. With terrorist organizations being among the
actors that can now act on a global scale, historic military doctrines based on
states as potential enemies are no longer sufficient to the needs of national
security. Today it is no longer clear who the enemies are and where they are
located, obscurities for which long-established military strategies and tactics
offer no guidelines. Combating terrorist organizations is, as the United States
discovered in Afghanistan, a vastly different enterprise than warring against a
state and its military organization. As one observer put it, “today’s threats may
be much more difficult to handle precisely because force and power and threat
have become much more diffuse. . . . Creating an American strategy to deal
with this different form of enemy throws into doubt many of our existing
assumptions and structures” (Kennedy, 2001: 60–61).

Indeed, the new circumstances generated by the advent of worldwide ter-
rorist organizations have not only altered the meaning of security, but they
have also given rise to new conceptions of combat. With “the geographical
position and the military power of the U.S. . . . no longer sufficient to ensure
security” (Gaddis, 2001: 6), understandings of security and combat have had
to be broadened insofar as the United States is concerned. Most notably per-
haps, increasingly military strategy will be founded on information technolo-
gies and the ways in which the technologies have altered the balance between
networks and hierarchies as organizational mechanisms for waging wars
(Arquilla & Ronfeldt, 2001). In addition, and no less important, now “[t]he
concept of ‘homeland security’ . . . has become synonymous with national secu-
rity. Such is the revolution in our thinking forced upon us by the events of that
day [in September 2001]. It means that Americans have entered a new stage
in their history in which they can no longer take security for granted: it is no
longer free—anywhere, or at any time” (Gaddis, 2001: 6). Furthermore, the
repercussions of this broadened conception of security involve far more than a
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rethinking of military strategy, tactics, and organization. They have also neces-
sitated “a reexamination of many aspects of the American way of life, of Amer-
ica’s attitude toward other countries and of the well springs of American
power. In so many ways, the U.S. will have to think and act differently, and this
transformation will have to be orchestrated from the top—president and Con-
gress—testing our policy-making process to a degree not since 1941”
(Kennedy, 2001: 57–58).

How well the U.S. government can cope with the test posed by the new
forms of turbulence is far from clear. More precisely, whether it can cope with-
out compromising its core principles and institutions remains an open ques-
tion. The war on terrorism is not likely to end, thus rendering the threat to
long-standing institutions an enduring as well as a new one. The years since
9/11 have not been entirely reassuring in this respect. The rule of law along
with the rules of warfare have been subjected to enough tampering to justify
questioning whether key dimensions of the long-standing institutions—such
as the hasty adoption of the antiterrorism bill by Congress and the president’s
even more hasty creation of the Office of Homeland Security with sweeping
but vague powers—have undergone erosion. In the words of one analyst, “To
secure genuine victory, we must make sure that [the terrorists] fail, not just in
their assault on our safety but also in their challenge to our most fundamental
values” (Koh, 2001: 169).

CONCLUSION

The central conclusion to be derived from this analysis is that while the 9/11
attacks may have initiated new and enduring patterns at every level of aggre-
gation, their vast repercussions are neither surprising nor inexplicable. Rather,
they are quite consistent when assessed from the perspective of the turbulence
model. In that context, they can be viewed as more of the same rather than as
entirely new patterns. The model tells us that as the skill revolution and the
organizational explosion continue to expand, that security concerns continue
to remain high on political agendas, and that therefore so will incidents of
terrorism.

NOTES

1. For example, see Gaddis (2001: 1–21) and Kennedy (2001: 53–79).

2. For a cogent discussion that posits the 9/11 attacks as more of an instance of
one of “four deep trends shaping the early twenty-first century” than as a system-
transforming event, see Ferguson (2001: 79).
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3. The model is most elaborately set forth in Rosenau (1990).

4. For an elaboration of the skill revolution, see Rosenau (2003: ch. 10). For data
in support of the revolution, see Rosenau and Fagen (1997: 655–686); Neisser (1997:
440–447; 1998); Flynn (1999: 5–20); and Dickens and Flynn (2001: 346–369).

5. In the words of one observer, “the waters” through which ships of state must
pass “in the twenty-first century [may be] even more tricky to navigate, and even more
turbulent, than those of the century just gone” (Kennedy, 2001: 79).

6. I am indebted to Yale Ferguson for noting that while suicide bombers are evi-
dence of the salience of action at the micro level, they rely on organizations at the
macro level for the equipment to carry out their awful missions.
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Conclusion

Seeking Conceptual Links for Changing Paradigms

Ersel Aydinli

UNDERSTANDING GLOBALIZATION

Scholars of globalization studies have suffered from what could be called an
uneasy preoccupation with definitional issues. Naturally so, perhaps, when we
consider that it is still nearly impossible to attend a conference on globaliza-
tion without hearing globalization critics’ cries of “Haven’t you defined it yet?”
Books on the topic of globalization often carry a tone of apology for not being
able to offer a precise and generally agreed-on definition. Efforts to respond to
the need for definition may have, to some extent, delayed scholarly inquiry
from moving in what could be a more fruitful direction, namely, looking at
globalization’s interaction with other forces and subsequent impacts. For those
still preoccupied with definitions, an approach that looks at these interactions
might well serve as a more effective way of clarifying the essential nature of
globalizing phenomena.

Approaching globalization in an interaction context highlights the large
extent to which it is a dynamic and contingent process. It has been often
pointed out that globalization is not so much a prevailing condition as it is a
process (Cerny, 1996; Clark, 1997; Giddens, 2000; Held, McGrew, Goldblatt,
& Perraton, 1999; Rosenau, 1997). It is, moreover, a process that shifts, surges,
and feeds on dynamic relationships. It is not, in other words, a constant process
with unvarying sources. When history encourages liberation from conceptual
jails (such as existing paradigms that we cling to as identities) or policy jails
(such as certain polarity structures), a booming of interactions between global
actors—including individuals—becomes salient. These periods of increased
interaction can be considered as surges in the long history of globalization.
Moreover, when individual and collective actors experience globalization, they
not only go through transformations themselves, but they also reshape the
globalization processes with which they interact. For example, the reactions of
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major states to globalization are likely to foster new dynamics that, in turn,
may serve as inputs for altered relationships and interactions between actors
and situations.

Observing and analyzing globalization are most feasible when done in
conjunction with probes of major issues and factors in world politics. Thus,
you have not read many attempts to define globalization in this volume.
Rather its chapters sought to go beyond definition, to explore the interaction
of globalization with other major dimensions of international affairs—most
notably, with security and the nation-state.

WHY GLOBALIZATION AND SECURITY
SHOULD BE STUDIED TOGETHER

Studying globalization and security separately can first be seen as unproduc-
tive in the sense that separate agendas do not contribute to the comprehensive
accumulation and integration of knowledge. Such an agenda is also impracti-
cal in light of the realities of world politics. Most people would agree that
processes of accelerated global interactions are bringing countries and regions
closer together and creating a growing web of ties both geographically and
functionally. These ties lead to new and transformed types of security issues.
For example, factors such as the skill revolution, authority crises, and an orga-
nizational explosion, feed into so-called “fragmegrative” sources of instability,
such as technological, transportation, organizational and economic revolu-
tions, and foster pressure for the diffusion of authority (Rosenau, 1997).

Even traditional security establishments, which for a long time ignored
globalizing processes as a major consideration in their planning, now recognize
that globalization is indeed having a profound impact on current and future
security affairs (Kugler & Frost, 2001). While in some cases the processes of
globalization may lessen security dangers, they may also magnify others. The
9/11 attacks are an obvious example in this regard. These attacks revealed the
globalization of terror, and showed how globalization may give rise to new
military missions, purposes, and priorities in a more global context.

Additionally, the concepts of globalization and security are related at the-
oretical levels of analysis. There cannot be a preferred level of analysis for glob-
alization studies, since such phenomena unfold at virtually every level and in
nonlinear formats. When considering interactions between globalization and
security, therefore, it is possible to go beyond the traditional distinction
between external and internal—a natural outcome of the state-centric para-
digm—which has had a limiting effect on the study of International Relations
(IR). While traditional security issues have been largely occupied with exter-
nal threats, with the advance of globalization, security issues and challenges
have become increasingly transnational and multilevel. Security studies must
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speed up its efforts to find ways of further conceptualization of multilevel and
nonlinear understandings.

GLOBALIZATION AND SECURITY STUDIES

The concepts of globalization and security have, directly or indirectly, been
considered together in various studies. Many works have argued, for example,
that globalization produces further complications for security agendas, thus
placing a heavy emphasis on the negative consequences of globalization (e.g.,
Cha, 2000; Clark, 1999; Guehenno, 1998; Rodrik, 1997; Scholte, 2000; and
Zangl & Zurn, 1999). One could also include in this list most of the contri-
butions to the three-volume work edited by Kugler and Frost (2001). Even
Friedman’s The Lexus and the Olive Tree (2000), generally a pro-globalization
book, admits that globalization does not necessarily foster integration or sta-
bility.

Studies that have in some way discussed the concepts of globalization and
security together can generally be grouped into three main types: policy-ori-
ented studies, socioeconomic studies, and IR studies. Policy-oriented studies
(e.g., Kugler & Frost, 2001; Mackinlay, 2002) have been largely produced in
response to the ‘new’ security/insecurity challenges of the present era. These
studies, often commissioned by state-supported institutions, seem to assume
that the new security challenges are the result of advancing globalization. As
such, they attempt to provide policy answers or state strategies to meet these
challenges. Also within this strand of research, it is possible to find studies
examining the role that technology has played in the development of the cur-
rent international system (e.g., O’Hanlon, 2000; Skolnikoff, 1993). A general
theme of this type of inquiry focuses on how scientific research was at the serv-
ice of the state in the twentieth century and how this cooperation may now be
changing with the advance of globalization and the global spread of technol-
ogy as a resource of actors other than states.

A second strand of studies that indirectly brings together the concepts of
globalization and security are those that pursue a socioeconomic approach.
These studies (e.g., Beck, 2000; Giddens, 2000) view globalization as leading
to major socioeconomic transformations that generally produce insecurities for
domestic/societal and international actors of world politics. This strand has
operationalized the relationship between globalization and security in two pri-
mary ways. The first of these is that uneven development will create conflict.
Particularly at the national level, globalization critics find a direct correlation
between globalization-fed corporate profits and global poverty. Poverty is seen
as a major source of conflict since national security has increasingly been
equated with economic security (Flanagan, 2001). At the national level, glob-
alization produces rising elites and a middle class, both of which demand
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bigger shares of the pie than other segments of society. When the gap between
these groups grows, the result may be antigovernment movements (e.g., China
and Iran) and even violent conflicts (e.g., Indonesia). The second major per-
spective is that unchecked economic globalization leads to global economic
crises that can be devastating for developing state economies. For example, the
speed, volatility, and sudden withdrawals of financial flows led some countries
into serious recession during the 1997–1998 Asian crisis (Rothkopf, 2001;
Stiglitz, 2002).

Yet another example that could be considered in this second group, one
that emphasizes the social dimensions of economic factors, is that of Hunt-
ington’s clash of civilizations (1993). He predicted that violence resulting from
international anarchy and the absence of common values and institutions
would erupt among and between civilizations rather than among and between
states. His argument raises the additional question of whether statehood is
losing its primacy with respect to the future of international conflict. The gen-
eral perspective is that more interaction means more conflict, and more inter-
action stems from more globalization. For a similar argument based on a clear
connection between globalization and conflict on the one hand and religious
and cultural identity on the other, see Johnston (2001).

The third strand of studies on globalization and security involves concep-
tualizations of IR. Some of these works are interested in understanding how
traditional security dilemmas have been affected by the dynamics of globaliza-
tion. Others focus on how the international system and its primary actors—
traditionally considered to be states—are affected when attempting to cope
with globalizing dynamics. Examples of this type of work include those by
Clark (1997); Held, McGrew, Goldblatt, & Perraton (1999); Rosenau (1997);
Scholte (2000); and Sorensen (2001).

Yet another cluster of IR studies is focused on economic globalization and
security. Although such works may seem more closely tied with the socioeco-
nomic strand, the types of research questions they ask (e.g., what is the rela-
tionship between economic interdependence and conflict?) help keep them in
line with an IR perspective. Two general types of methodological directions are
taken in these works. The first are those historical studies, many of which have
been highly influenced by world systems theory and Lenin’s imperialism
theory. The second group is of a largely comparative and quantitative nature
(e.g., Barbieri & Schneider, 1999; Dorussen, 1999; Gowa, 1994; Mansfield,
1994; Mansfield & Pollins, 2001).

Within all types of globalization and security studies, in fact, those with
economic dimensions seem to be the most numerous. This is perhaps to be
expected since, even before globalization studies began to accelerate in the
1990s, there was already an IR research agenda on interdependence and con-
flict. Often interdependence then came to be equated with globalization. Since
economic dimensions were generally seen as the first factors to expand as a
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result of interdependence and globalization, both of these concepts were first
identified and presented in terms of their economic aspects.

The works in this volume can be considered as fitting within the third, or
IR, strand of studies incorporating concepts of globalization and security.
While an extensive literature has often linked these two concepts, it has been
pointed out that work still needs to be done to more fully develop the concep-
tual connections between globalization and security (Cha, 2000). The diverse
literature on these matters could well be strengthened by the development of
a taxonomy consisting of key variables that sustain the relationship between
these dynamics. Primary causalities could be hypothesized and explored in
more depth, and all of this is best done without paying heed to disciplinary
boundaries or limiting levels of analysis.

A major aim of the chapters in this volume, therefore, was to contribute
to further conceptualizing and operationalizing of the relationship between
security and globalization. In consideration of the preceeding chapters and in
conjunction with the broader literature outlined earlier, it becomes possible to
distinguish certain emergent conceptual links, which may serve as starting
guidelines for a much needed focusing of research inquiries.

CONCEPTUAL LINKS BETWEEN
GLOBALIZATION AND SECURITY

Change

Three initial issues seem to provide an appropriate framework within which to
link the phenomena embraced by globalization and security. The first of these
issues is “change.” One of the greatest challenges now addressed in security
studies involves the processes of change and the uncertainty they can generate
in global affairs. With security often understood as an aspect of control, main-
taining the status quo, mastering it, or adapting to it thus becomes one of the
primary aims of actors in the international system. Changing environments
and the resulting insecurities have become a primary research inquiry for secu-
rity studies.

At the same time, change can be seen as very much a factor associated
with globalization. However one may choose to define globalization (e.g.,
acceleration and constriction of historical trends, universalization/diffusion of
world values and traditions, or rapidly growing and uneven cross-border flows
of goods, services, people, money, technology, information, ideas, culture,
crime, and weapons), change is likely to be treated as a central feature of the
processes that unfold. Globalization has thus been a constant source of the
change and uncertainty that have inspired security studies in the post–Cold
War era. By studying the changes in security wrought by globalization,
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research can benefit and help generate an accumulation of generalizable
knowledge on world affairs.

Power

Security studies have also long been preoccupied with the concept of power,
which provides a second useful issue on which to base a conceptualization of
the links between globalization and security. Since reconfigurations of power
distribution and their implications in the international arena often lead to con-
flict, they have always been a primary research focus of security. Power recon-
figurations present a conceptual linkage between globalization and security in
the sense that globalization tends to generate new contexts both at the national
and international level for power reconfigurations, or what might be called
shifting spheres of authority. Examples of how authority is shifting can be seen
in the conduct of international terrorist groups or organized-crime units,
which have been moving their activities increasingly from the national level
into the transnational arena. Other examples include some national level enti-
ties such as NGOs and business corporations, which were previously treated as
trivial in terms of their capacities but are now enjoying a greater degree of def-
erence at the expense of formerly unquestioned power centers such as state
security establishments.

Duality

A third reason why the links between globalization and security should be
studied is related to the ways in which globalization has generated a bifurca-
tion of global structures. Along with the advance of globalization studies, IR
scholarship has observed a duality between a traditional state-centric system
and an emerging multicentric one (Rosenau, 1990). While security and secu-
rity studies represent clear reflections of a state-centric world, globalization has
fostered and sustained a multicentric one. Perhaps most important to this for-
mulation is the idea that globalization and the emerging multicentric world
have not replaced the traditional foundations of the state-centric world. In
fact, a large scholarship—including several of the authors in this volume—now
implicitly or explicitly suggests that both worlds coexist, sometimes coopera-
tively, often conflictually, and always interactively. As Mittleman notes, inter-
national studies have entered an “interregnum between the old and the new”
(2002: 12).

In terms of security, globalization and the emerging multicentric world
have not eliminated traditional geopolitical concerns and conceptualizations.
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The images and understandings of the state-centric world are still very much
preoccupied with traditional security considerations such as the primacy of
state interests, state-to-state alliances, balancing against threat as well as many
lingering geopolitical conflicts over geography, military competition, and
ethnic issues. On the other hand, the advent of globalization and the multi-
centric world have created several alterations of the traditional security con-
cepts at various levels.

Both conceptually and as policy issues, in short, stability and security
emerge as significant research challenges within this dualistic epoch—an
epoch that has been characterized by innovative terminology such as “frag-
megration” (Rosenau, 1997) (fragmentation and integration), “glocalization”
(Robertson, 1995) (globalization and localization), or “chaord” (Hock, 1995)
(chaos and order). Hoffman (2002) draws on one of these characterizations: he
views the 1990s as a period dominated by the tension between the fragmenta-
tion of states that border on or slip into failure and the progress of economic,
cultural, and political integration fostered by globalization. He refers to 9/11
as the “bloody link” between the two worlds of interstate relations and global
society.

WHY THE STATE SHOULD BE INCORPORATED INTO
GLOBALIZATION AND SECURITY STUDIES

The foregoing discussion suggests possible links between the processes of
globalization and the processes of change, power reconfiguration, and systemic
duality. Likewise, the state itself can be relocated and reframed in terms of its
interaction with these three processes.

Duality and the State

In terms of duality, the emergence of a multicentric world has brought new
actors into the global arena alongside the states of the traditional state-centric
world. The globalization literature tends to talk about transnational non-
governmental actors (e.g., NGOs, corporations, and global civil society), global
governance structures (e.g., the United Nations, the IMF, and the World
Bank) and their roles in terms of controlling, taming, and managing global-
ization. Whether as the controllers of ‘chaos’ in the globalization era, or as
fine-tuners to meet changing global norms, states are still recognized widely as
actors that can and will continue to play important management roles. Taming
both the geopolitics and globalization of the current duality has been described
as a “key challenge of statecraft” (Flanagan, 2001: 10).
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If we accept that the state’s role remains important, we also need to ask
which states should be the focus of inquiry. The answer is that a research
agenda incorporating states, security, and globalization must be a truly global
one. Particularly after the events of 9/11, the lines between core and periphery
(in terms of security) have disappeared, weakening arguments of an insulated
duality between zones of conflict and zones of peace (Singer & Wildavsky,
1993). Insecurities in the periphery have the ultimate potential to threaten and
even hurt the core. Globalization, security, and the state studies cannot follow
the mistakes of IR in ignoring the periphery and arguing that small states do
not matter (Ayoob, 1998; David, 1997).

Globalization and the state literature has also questioned whether the
state itself is likely to remain the same, be transformed, or has already lost its
primary mission as a result of globalization. Though this debate is far from
concluded, a transformationalist strand, arguing that the state neither remains
the same nor has lost its strength but is transforming in response to globaliza-
tion, seems to be the most widely accepted interpretation. If this is so, such a
transformation would have significant consequences for security studies.
Depending on the way that the role of the state is conceived, security studies
may have to redefine its treatment of this ‘primary’ reference object.

Power, Change, and the State 

Within a duality as previously described, competing actors will emerge and,
subsequently, various shifts of power configurations are likely to follow. Stud-
ies should identify, for example, how the state will deal with such power recon-
figurations and also how it will manage to project its remaining capacities on
behalf of its international and regional missions (e.g., building up regional eco-
nomic organizations as well as security ones, such as ASEAN and MERCO-
SUR, are among the mechanisms states employ for this purpose). In general,
such reconfigurations affect the states themselves as well as their abilities and
choices in managing the changes they face in the new epoch.

While traditionally states could respond to many international phenom-
ena as unitary actors, globalization makes such responses less and less likely (an
inadequacy that itself presents a security challenge worthy of study). Rather it
is very likely that a variety of responses will emanate from the different agen-
cies of states and governments. In other words, the globalizing processes of
different segments of a nation-state might evoke different reactions from its
various parts that result in domestic power shifts and reconfigurations. For
example, a state’s business sector might take advantage of globalization and
thereby gain power vis-à-vis other state branches such as the bureaucracy or
the political elite.
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Even in the most developed countries, which are supposed to be manag-
ing and adapting best to globalization, one can observe this variation. In the
case of the U.S. government, for example, security, economic, science and tech-
nology, and law enforcement policies essential to coping with the challenges of
the global era are still developed largely in isolation from one another (though
the recent construction of the Homeland Security Department implies that
there is awareness of the need for change).

The situation is even more problematic when it comes to less developed
countries. Here one can see even clearer fault lines between various state seg-
ments. It is not surprising, therefore, that foreign service bureaucracies or busi-
ness elite of some governments in the developing world, such as Russia, China,
Turkey, and Iran, have been involved with different dimensions of globaliza-
tion than have these countries’ armed forces. The number of varying categories
of relationships with globalization can rise exponentially when you look at the
individual level (see, e.g., the “12-worlds” in Rosenau, 2003).

If the state is not ready institutionally to transform itself and adapt in
order to accommodate globalization, political and economic stability could
suffer, leading to a growth in corruption and bribery, or even criminal net-
works. The Russian case may be seen as an example here. Its more aggressive
units, such as clandestine networks, have taken advantage of globalization and
manipulated the “opening up” unchecked by the political authority. The atten-
tion-grabbing ability of these groups helps to give the impression that global-
ization may benefit these groups more than less violent ones. Ultimately, these
developments could confuse public opinion about whether globalization is
positive or negative. In turn, the state may become distracted from a necessary
focus on the management of globalization.

All of this seems to imply that states may be increasingly insecure in this
new globalizing world that requires at least a modicum of transformation
some states are often not prepared to make. Thus, there can be a pervasive
sense of losing control (for a compelling account of this phenomenon, see Del
Rosso, 1995). Moreover, it is increasingly evident that the costs of the negative
consequences are high if states are not well prepared to directly confront and
manage the negative challenges. For example, 9/11 and the global insurgence
of terrorism revealed how states and the state system were not ready for such
challenges, both conceptually (not expecting the attack from a multicentric
actor) and also practically (see T.V. Paul, this volume). Perhaps the best exam-
ple of this dualistic structure in world politics with respect to security can be
seen in the war on terrorism. If individuals without clear state support or
involvement can pose a security challenge to which the state system is having
difficulty responding with traditional state tools, it clearly indicates the coex-
istence of dual worlds. It then follows that we must find a way of studying the
globalization/security relationship within this dualistic worldview.
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CONCLUSION

I have argued here for the need to study globalization and security in con-
junction, and have offered three conceptual tools as a step toward an opera-
tionalization in future studies. I have also proposed that globalization and
security studies could benefit from a concentration on the state as a useful plat-
form for reflecting what happens when globalizing dynamics meet with tradi-
tional and new security issues. The state is thus a litmus test for exploring what
happens when globalization and security converge.

The works in this volume sought to draw links between the concepts of
globalization, security, and the nation-state. In doing so, the various chapters
explored the connections between security and global transformations and the
changes in state structures in response to the emergent connections. As such,
the combined results of this volume represent starting points in a conceptual
linking of security and globalization, in identifying how the state concept pro-
vides a common ground for studying the interaction of globalization and secu-
rity, and in projecting the possible effects of this conceptual convergence on
the international system.

Attempts to consider large concepts such as globalization, security, and
the state in conjunction with one other but without guiding tools will run the
obvious risk of becoming lost—an unfortunate result reflected in the often dis-
persed literature on these issues. Such a lack of coordination is especially likely
when these concepts are undergoing rapid change—both within themselves
and in their interactions with each other. Thus, we need to introduce guiding
conceptual tools to provide a focus to globalization and security studies. Dual-
ity, power, and change may offer a starting point for future research.
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