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Asia by Jan Jindy Pettman (Chapter 7). While avoiding the overt violence
that characterizes the identity politics of some situations (such as Northern
Ireland; see Chapter 10), the relationship between Australia and Asia illus-
trates some of the roles identity can play in a complex regional setting. The
designation of the politically relevant we in this context has been a prize
struggled over by states and nations, ethnic groups, and cultural traditions,
the forces of history, and the dynamics of contemporary world politics.

Pettman’s chapter develops three main themes in relation to her explo-
ration of the development of Australian national identity in the context of
its Buropean history and Asian geography. First, there is the claim that
mainstream security studies and state practice are shaped by ideas of elite
security and privilege and that it is the task of critical approaches to chal-
lenge the orthodoxies that ensue. Second, it is argued that community and
other referents are neither inevitable nor fixed but are sites of political con-
testation and the outcomes of power struggles. And third, realist-speak is
said to have silenced—while deploying—racialized and other understand-
ings of identity. Pettman argues that immigration into Australia has become
reracialized and foreign policy remilitarized, not least in the context of the
U.S.-led war on terror. Readers will immediately recognize parallels
between this situation and others across the world.

Part 2 begins with Linklater emphasizing the relationship between
security and political community; it ends with Pettman emphasizing the
complexities of developing political community when state practices are
dominated by ideas of elite security and privilege, with the interests of the
rest being marginalized. It is in this familiar top-down world that the need
for emancipatory politics for those whose lives are determined by elite
oppression are all the greater. This theme links directly with the concerns of
Part 3, on emancipation.

Notes

1. The standard reference is Williams, Keywords.

2. See Carrithers, Why Humans Have Cultures, pp. 12-13.

3. Andrew Linklater has done the most relevant work on political community
in international relations. See in particular, his Transformation of Political
Community.
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Political Community and
Human Security

Andrew Linklater

Refugees repeatedly express the wish to make a new life for themselves in
another state that is free from the devastation and violence from which they
have fled, and admission into another society is often the simplest solution
to their immediate problem of insecurity. In this way, they can avoid the
acts of violence that may have existed in their original societies, and they
can escape the squalor and agonies of the refugee camps. The right to
reside in another place can meet their most urgent needs, but it may not end
all their insecurities. Racial threats, acts of violeneg)and discrimination, and
poor opportunities for advancement are some of the hardships that refugees
often encounter in their new land. Entry into another society can bring an
end to direct and immediate threats to their security, but the mere right of
residence may simply mean that one form of tyranny is exchanged for
another. Refugees need more than the right to inhabit another society with-
out fear of eviction: they have to be granted all the legal, political, and
social rights that citizens enjoy. Without these endowments, they cannot be
at home in their new society.!

The plight of refugees is a simple reminder that security is inextricably
linked with membership of a political community in which all members
respect one another and in which all of them have some say in shaping a
form of life that they regard as their own. Some may wish to go further by
suggesting that the predicament of the refugee is a fine illustration of the
timeless wisdom of political realism. From this vantage point, the viable
state remains the chief guarantor of security. What is more, the stateless
person usually wants to belong to a secure state more than anything else,
since this is the prerequisite for living a decent life, and peoples without
states invariably strive to establish their own sovereign communities rather
than celebrate their avant-garde status as harbingers and heralds of the
forthcoming neomedieval or post-Westphalian international order. For real-
ists, there is a short step from acknowledging these truths to recognizing
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that states, which are the main containers and providers of security, are sur-
rounded by other states and, increasingly, by the architects of transnational
crime and private violence that threaten their citizens. If they are to survive
in this contest, states must monitor the strength of neighboring or threaten-
ing powers and make sure that the requisite counterweights are in place as
quickly as possible. They must prepare for war, realizing that a neighbor’s
capacity to destroy or inflict damage may soon be succeeded by the inten-
tion to cause violent harm, and they must take part in an ongoing war
against drugs, terrorism, and crime. To secure the community in the face of
internal and external challenges and threats, the state must have long-term
investments in the politics of strategic action: in outwitting or outmaneu-
vering, in weakening or eliminating, actual or potential adversaries.?

Deep controversies now surround the contention that the merits of
political realism can be illustrated by recalling the plight and predicament
of the world’s refugees. Proponents of critical security studies have chal-
lenged the realist’s belief that the state is the main container of security and
that strategic action is the rational response to the security dilemma.? They
have provided radically new answers to the question of whose security is
being advanced (but also endangered) by strategic action. They have identi-
fied other subjects or referents of security, and they have explored means of
providing security that break with the pessimism of political realism,
including the contention that anarchy in itself compels states to participate
in geopolitical competition and prepare for war.*

In the course of making these claims, the critics stress the ambiguities
of the state since it is often a source of, as well as a threat to, human securi-
ty.5 The brief discussion of refugees above suggests they are right to do so.
The critics recognize the connection between security and community
while casting doubt on the contention that even viable sovereign states are
adequate forms of political community; they also treat the proposition that
security is best provided by strategic orientations toward outsiders with
deep suspicion. From this vantage point, there is no doubt that security is
inextricably linked with community and emancipation.¢ From the perspec-
tive of the realist critics, however, these developments should be resisted.
Critical security theorists stretch the notion of security too far; they confuse
it with concepts, such as emancipation, with which it has no obvious or
even helpful links; and they operate at a level of generality that empties the
discussion of security of useful policy relevance.’

The following sections explore the relationship between security and
community and consider the extent to which the concept of emancipation
cither hinders or advances cfforts to develop a critical security agenda.
Some comments on the intricate connections between human security and
political community begin the discussion, and particular attention is paid to
the respects in which improved forms of political community are required

Political Community and Human Security 15

to overcome the moral deficits of modern sovereign states. Quite how far
such an approach is too remote from the concerns of policymakers to make
any sensible contribution to security studies is an issue that cannot be
escaped, as was emphasized in an academic controversy in Britain in the
1990s.8 The response to this question is that political realism, which was
long thought to have a special relationship with, and sympathy for, the
problems facing policymakers, has tended to prioritize strategic over com-
municative action in world affairs. This formulation acknowledges that
realism has not entirely neglected the importance of communicative action,
although it has been inclined to maintain that its labors are confined to a
narrow domain and are always in danger of being consumed by the sphere
of strategic interaction. Whether this is correct is one issue that has been
central to critical approaches.

Almost all critical approaches argue that the prospects for reforming
world politics and its constituent sovereign parts are much greater than
realists allow. This is not to envisage a future world order in which commu-
nicative action banishes strategic action entirely. Doubtless the two realms
will continue to coexist in a state of tension, and progress toward a world in
which strategic action plays a lesser role in world politics will continue to
come up against the unyielding barriers of distrust between many commu-
nities. The point, however, is not to regard a world order that revolves
around strategic action as somehow embodyifig permanent truths about
international politics or the human condition, but rather to regard such a
world as the defacement and disfigurement of the human potential to
enlarge the social realm that can be governed by dialogue and trust.” When
characterizing the current debate between critical security analysts and
their opponents, it is useful to recall Immanuel Kant’s efforts o preserve
the strengths of realism in his ethical vision of a universal kingdom of cnds‘
and in his related comments about how this ideal can influence the world of
policy and practice. Kant’s belief that orientations toward communicative
action are the prerequisites for radical global reform is central to debates
surrounding critical theories of world politics in general and the more spe-
cific domain of security studies.

Security and Community

The need to consider security and community together is a central theme in
Niccold Machiavelli’s writings in which at least one definition of security
smacks of patriarchy and possessive individualism: a man would only feel
secure, Machiavelli argued, when he could regard his possessions without
anxiety, live without fear for the honor of his wives and children, and con-
duct His everyday business without being afraid for himself.!% A simpler
and more straightforward approach would be to regard security as involv-
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ing the “absence of threats.”!! But however one chooses to define security,
there can be no doubt that it has to be underpinned by the appropriate form
of political community. Hermits can be secure only in communities that are
happy to leave them alone. Moving from the meaning of security to how it
might be realized, Machiavelli argued that human beings could be secure in
monarchical regimes, but they would be more secure under democratic
governments in which they are involved in decisions about their collective
life. This stress on dialogue and deliberation identifies the crucial link
between political community and human security.

Though not entirely absent from political realism, the elements of dia-
logue and deliberation have usually been subordinate to the dictates of
strategic action for exponents of this perspective. As noted earlier, and as
stated in considerable detail elsewhere, realism assumes that the state is the
safe haven that protects citizens from the intrusions of anarchy and disor-
der.12 Cold War realists presumed that some states were more secure than
others and that Western democracy was clearly superior to Soviet totalitari-
anism, but what has usually been emphasized in interpretations of realism
is its more general claim that states provide security for their citizens and
render each other insecure in the process by unstintingly preparing for war.
Whether this assessment is entirely fair to realism, others must decide.!3
Perhaps it applies more readily to neorealism, although it is immediately
important to add that structural realists are well aware that sovereign states
are simultaneously a pillar of, and danger to, human security. In an impor-
tant passage, Barry Buzan notes that “the security of individuals is locked
into an unbreakable paradox in which it is partly dependent on, and partly
threatened by the state” and continues: “Individuals can be threatened by
their own state in a variety of ways, and they can also be threatened
through their state as a result of its interactions with other states in the
international system.”!4 Working through the implications of these remarks
has been a central preoccupation of critical security studies. !

Leaving aside important respects in which states provide security, one
might consider three respects in which states are a source of insecurity.!®
First, they are a source of insecurity where migrants, gypsies, minority
nations, and indigenous peoples, among others, do not enjoy the protection
of the rule of the law or are barred from enjoying the political and other
rights that full members of the community already enjoy. Second, they are a
source of insecurity for their own citizens where they have recourse to
reckless or aggressive foreign policy behavior, where they miscalculate in
their dealings with other states or cause them to miscalculate in ways that
lead the parties into war. Third, as this last point indicates, and as realists
have long argued, states are also a source of insecurity to one another, often
accidentally rather than intentionally as they cope with security dilemmas.

Conventional strategic studies focused on the second and third of these
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phenomena, regarding the first as the business of political science rather
than international relations and assuming that states will have to deal with
international threats and dangers long after they have removed any threats
they may pose to their own citizens. (Critics of conventional approaches
dispute the value of this division of labor, and rightly for reasons to be con-
sidered later.) Traditional studies of national security have been concerned
with the respects in which reckless foreign policy can endanger the state
and its citizens, and they developed studies of crisis management in this
context.17 But above all else, realists are associated with the belief that the
security dilemma is inescapable in the context of anarchy, that states are
condemned to engage in balance-of-power politics, and that the tragic con-
sequence of their defensive efforts to provide for their security is a general
condition of insecurity that is the breeding ground for war.

Realist approaches to national security have a special interest in how
states can mitigate the worst effects of international anarchy. Exercises in
self-help that include efforls to outmaneuver, contain, or eradicate adver-
saries are available to states, as are more cooperative ventures to preserve
the balance of military power or to accommodate conflicting interests.
Strategic action is often taken to be the essence of realist praxis, although a
more balanced interpretation highlights its stress “on the need for military
preparedness supplemented by negotiation.” ¥ Ilustrations of this latter
theme abound, ranging from Hans Morgenthau’s emphasis on the necessity
for diplomatic efforts to accommodate equally legitimate strategic interests
to Henry Kissinger’s stress on the need for adversaries to negotiate mutual-
ly acceptable levels of security and insecurity.!? Realism possesses its own
hermeneutic commitment exemplified by its hostility to ideological
approaches to foreign policy that demonize the other instead of appreciat-
ing that states would probably behave in much the same way as their adver-
saries if strategic positions were reversed.?0 Classical realists stress the
importance of empathy as well as control and emphasize the value of com-
municative as well as strategic action even in relations between adver-
saries.

Realists are nevertheless deeply suspicious of optimistic claims that
cooperation can extend very far, or last particularly long, in the context of
anarchy. Neorealists such as Kenneth Waltz go farther by arguing that
strategic action is the norm in world politics, and communicative action is
the precarious exception to this more persistent trend. In consequence, high
levels of cooperation in Western Europe were thought to depend ultimately
on strategic equilibrium between the superpowers.2! The collapse of bipo-
larity did not release potentials for greater communicative action from the
constraints of superpower rivalry but unleashed new and more violent
forms of strategic action spearheaded by aggressively nationalistic move-
ments in various parts of the former socialist bloc. The logic of anarchy
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was not halted by efforts to widen the European security community or to
lay the foundations for a bold new experiment in transnational democracy.
Strategic orientations reasserted themselves as societal security dilemmas
replaced the more familiar dilemmas that bedevil nation-states,??

Critical analysts and their realist or neorealist opponents disagree
about how far security communities can develop or endure in world poli-
tics. Realists do not rule out the possibility that robust security communi-
ties can develop. Morgenthau clearly thought that the main challenge in
world politics was to develop such arrangements, as did E. H. Carr, whose
relationship with political realism is undoubtedly complex.?? Waltz con-
cedes that there is something to be said for the concept of the liberal zone
of peace, although he is quick to add that the more significant point to
remember in the unipolar era is that unbridled or unchecked power brings
its own dangers.24 Security communities will in any event last only as long
as they enjoy the support of the dominant powers, and they can always be
destroyed by hostile forces.

For their part, critical theorists do not underestimate the obstacles to
global political reform; nor do they subscribe to any notion of inevitable
and irreversible progress. They argue there is nothing in international anar-
chy that makes competition and conflict permanent features of world poli-
tics. The qualities of anarchy, especially as neorealism characterizes that
condition, are at heart the attributes of the dominant powers. This is why
critical theory can start with the Kantian proposition that everything hinges
on how political community is constructed, particularly in the most power-
ful regions. From this vantage point, it is a profound mistake to ignore the
respects in which states threaten their own citizens so that the study of
international relations is free to develop its specific focus on the ways in
which states interact with and threaten each other. The important point is
that societies that are quick to resort to strategic action in their internal rela-
tions are improbable advocates of communicative action in world politics,
unless foreign policy pragmatism suggests that commitments to dialogue
will produce national advantages; conversely, societies that have standing
commitments to communicative action domestically already have the
potential to bring similar orientations to bear on relations with outsiders.
Consequently, critical theory does not begin with how independent political
communities conduct their external relations but with the deeper question
of how they are constituted in the first place.

Transforming Political Community

Conventional security studies is concerned with how states interact with
one another, not with the ways in which they treat their national citizens.
The billiard-ball model started with the assumption that the inside of the
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state is of little import unless, of course, despotic rule creates hardships for
other states (e.g., by forcing them to bear the burden of coping with the
rapid influx of significant numbers of refugees). In such cases, however,
the domestic realm is captured only in the lens of conventional security
studies because of its consequences for international order and stability.
The rejection of reductionist, inside-out analysis—which is central to neo-
realism—is part of a larger challenge to liberal and socialist accounts of the
possibility of internally generated processes of global change. The most
important statement of the competing position is to be found in the writings
of Kant and in restatements of liberal political theory that argue that the
transformation of political communities is the key to developing lasting
international security arrangements.

Kant has been portrayed as a second-image analyst of war whose belief
that popular checks on executive power would bring an end to war neglect-
ed the desperate logic of international anarchy.?s His position was more
complex. Kant did have enormous faith in the pacifying tendencies of
republican regimes in which executive and legislative power were clearly
separated, but this idea was linked with the belief that their progressive role
was anchored in a commitment to the politics of publicity and consent and
in their moral belief that all human beings, and nat only fellow-citizens,
deserve recognition as ends in and of themselves. Michael Doyle's claim
that liberal states are ill disposed to coerce other liberal states that are
equally committed to organizing their societies consensually captures part
of the central point. The deeper truth is that such societies must be uneasy
about using coercive power at all whether they deal with liberal or illiberal
states.26 They can never comfortably purchase their own security by impos-
ing insecurity and heteronomy on others, and they cannot happily punish
unrepresented peoples for the sins and misdemeanors of despotic regimes.?’
Put differently, good liberals must be deeply uncomfortable with an inter-
national system in which strategic action thwarts the possibility of general-
ized commitments to communicative action.

Inside-out analysis works in liberal international political theory by
arguing that the way in which states treat national citizens is not simply a
domestic matter that can be ignored in accounts of external affairs. If strate-
gic action prevails in domestic politics, then the commitment to commu-
nicative action is unlikely to shape that state's foreign policy, other than—
as noted earlier—for pragmatic and self-interested reasons. But if
communicative action is central to the domestic political order, then the
prospects for transcending purely strategic concerns in foreign policy will
be significantly enlarged.?® These are the considerations that underpin
Kantian and more contemporary liberal analyses of the relationship
between the transformation of political community and the advancement of
human security.
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The liberal approach to security and community therefore generates an
emancipatory politics that is designed to enlarge the realm of human inter-
action that is governed by publicity, dialogue, and consent, but whether its
concept of emancipation goes far enough is the crucial question. Socialists
in the nineteenth century regarded classical liberalism as flawed because it
privileged negative liberty and property rights over the values of communi-
ty, solidarity, and equality. Defenders of the rights of minority nations and
indigenous peoples have suggested that the liberal-individualistic claim
that all citizens should have exactly the same rights ignores the need for
group-specific rights that ensure due respect for cultural differences within
society.2? Feminists have also protested against the ways in which the
seemingly benign liberal account of the equal rights of all citizens allows
patriarchy to go untouched.30 For such reasons, critical theorists have
argued that the emancipatory project must transcend liberal horizons.

The issue of how far liberalism has been, and can be, modified to meet
these criticisms is too complex a task to undertake here. Suffice it to note
that the vision of social arrangements that are governed by publicity, dia-
logue, and consent requires an emancipatory politics with the following
three ambitions: first, the development of social arrangements that do not
rest on morally irrelevant or problematical differences between individuals
(including differences of ethnicity, class, religion, gender, and race and the
distinction between citizens and aliens)3!; second, the transformation of
societies so that they are more respectful of the cultural differences
between human beings; and third, the reduction of material inequalities that
mean the underprivileged are barred from effective participation in public
affairs notwithstanding the juridical truth that they possess the same legal
and political rights and entitlements as the more privileged members of
society. These are the ingredients of an emancipatory politics that is geared
toward developing forms of political community that promote not only
national but also human security. The task is twofold: to promote political
frameworks in which communicative action will be free to develop; and to
secure the material and other conditions that will ensure that larger num-
bers of the human race (and particularly the weakest and most vulnerable
members) can determine their fate within dialogic arrangements.

Earlier, it was suggested that dialogue and deliberation form the link
between community and security: the previous discussion indicates how the
idea of emancipation strenghens this link, but considerable unease sur-
rounds the concept of emancipation within critical approaches to interna-
tional relations, as well as within the wider branches of social theory from
which they so freely draw. In some quarters, emancipation immediately
conjures up images of revolutionary political movements that are all too
willing to force others to be free. In his comments, Jiirgen Habermas
expresses a preference for using the concept of understanding rather than

*—
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emancipation, as well as for using the latter term to refer to changes within
the self rather than the broad movement of society and history.32 An alter-
native approach, which is endorsed here, is Karl-Otto Apel’s claim that
emancipation refers to advances in “nonrepressive deliberation.”3? This for-
mulation has the double merit of staying clear of untenable historical meta-
narratives while supporting moves toward domination-free communication
that run through much contemporary critical theory.3* Whether this way of
conceptualizing emancipation meets all the objections to notions of eman-
cipation raised within critical debates will long be disputed; but what is
clear is that some realists think that the flirtation with notions of critique
and emancipation has had a corrupting influence on security studies.

Two themes stand out in realist responses to the critical turn in security
studies and to the wider domain of critical international theory. The first is
that efforts to link security with emancipation are dangerously naive
because they invite every ethnic group in the third world to exercise the
right of self-determination with potentially destructive consequences for
domestic stability.35 However relevant it may be to Western Europe, the
linkage between security and emancipation courts disaster when applied to
the majority of third world states, where civil otder is often precarious.30
The second contention—which features in an attempt to set out the ethical
dimensions of classical realism—is that notions of critique and emancipa-
tion are notoriously vague and devoid of any direct relevance to substantial
issues of international affairs.37 This objection runs parallel to the objection
that much critical theory, and especially postmodernism, prefers theoretical
obscurantism and self-indulgence to the more urgent political task of tack-
ling critical issues of policy and practice that burden decisionmakers.38

Regarding the first of these criticisms, emancipation understood as the
progress of nonrepressive deliberation does not invite every ethnic group to
exercise the right of national self-determination without any regard for the
other members of society. Support for emancipation does not give groups
or individuals the green light to defend their interests or express their iden-
tities in ways that may prove harmful to their neighbors; it urges these
groups or individuals to remake, but not to shed their identities, in the light
of the dialogic imperative, and to engage those who stand to be harmed by
their actions as moral equals in open dialogue.3 This is why dialogue and
emancipation are essential to any improved account of human security:
they take issue with essentialist accounts of political community that sup-
pose that identities and interests provide their own justification and are free
from the obligation of answerability to those who are adversely affected by
the actions that follow from them.40 These sentiments are common to the
different tendencies within current critical theory, and, as previously noted,
they form part of the ethical content of classical political realism.

Regarding the second criticism, which is that critical perspectives
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invariably lack serious policy relevance, it is useful to begin by noting that
many of the ethical concerns of classical realism are reaffirmed and taken
further in contemporary critical theory. George F. Kennan’s argument is
that the state should “concede the same legitimacy to the security needs of
others that it claims for its own™*! and urges empathetic orientations toward
others that critical-theoretical accounts of dialogue are equally at pains to
defend. Parallels exist between the realist case for “avoiding . . . the alien-
ation of others by the arbitrary imposition of one’s own particular val-
ues,”2 and one central claim of the discourse theory of morality, which is
that subjects must resort to dialogue since none can claim any special
access to ethical and political truths.43 Theze are parallels between the
claim that realism has a special interest in promoting “mutual understand-
ings,” particularly in the context of “divergent value systems,”#* and a
range of critical approaches that take respect for the difference of the other
as their ethical starting point.45 There are similarities, too, between the real-
ist argument that consent should govern the affairs of states wherever prac-
ticable and the normative aspirations of critical theory—although, at least
since Michel Foucault, critical theorists have been keen to stress that con-
sensual arrangements may well rest on, and be intertwined with, subtle
exclusionary practices and intricate matrices of power.46

If these parallels do exist, then it is mysterious to learn that realism has
a special relationship with the world of everyday practice while critical the-
ory remains disturbingly aloof and disengaged from the challenges of cur-
rent politics. The mystery deepens when it is suggested, from within a sub-
altern realist perspective, that security studies should move beyond the
classical focus upon relations between states to deal with the domestic inse-
curities of multiethnic third world states.4? All the moral considerations that
classical realism commends to adversaries (empathy, efforts to reach an
understanding, and to proceed by mutual consent) are as relevant to efforts
to improve the relations between mutually suspicious ethnic or national
groups involved in a bitter struggle to control the state’s monopoly powers
as they are to attempts to reduce tensions between states. The resources of
communicative as opposed to strategic action are at least as relevant to the
world of societal security and insecurity as they are to relations between
viable nation-states.48 If classical realism is especially attuned to the sub-
stantial issues of world politics, then critical theorists have every right to
claim at least the same status. Empathy, understanding, dialogue, and con-
sent are—and to an even greater extent than is the case with realism—the
basic tools of their trade.

It has been suggested that critical security studies fails to recognize
that the security of the state is key to order and stability in the multiethnic
societies of the third world.4% On this analysis, many of those societies are
still in the early stages of state formation, when the territorial concentration
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of state power is urgently needed to prevent civil unrest and societal break-
down. Eroding the state’s monopoly powers by devolving some responsi-
bilities to substate authorities while others are conferred upon transnational
organizations may be appropriate in the more secure and prosperous
regions of Western Europe, but such practices inevitably court disaster
where state-building is in its infancy. Critical security studies therefore
stands accused of ethnocentrism and irrelevance to the plight of many
states in the third world. 3¢

It is important to examine this belief that realism has a special relation-
ship with the substantial issues of world politics, as well as to show that
critical approaches have a greater claim 1o be relevant to the immediate
questions of security. Statism. as defended in subaltern realism, masquer-
ades as a strategy that can provide security for all, but the reality is that the
monopolization and concentration of state power often comprise the princi-
pal threats to various subaltern groups including ethnic minorities. Their
security is more likely to be enhanced by devolving power to democratical-
ly elected representatives and by ensuring that existing political elites are
answerable to global agencies with responsibility for the international pro-
tection of human rights than by preserving and consolidating territorial
concentrations of power. Suggesting instead that third world societies
should seek to replicate the state-building project that characterized
European history for three and a half centuries is the more obvious case of
ethnocentrism. Subaltern realism highlights the plight of the weaker stales
of the third world but has had remarkably little to say about subaltern peo-
ple and territories such as Tibet, or East Timor prior to its detachment from
Indonesia.5! For those who live in those regions, the problem of security is
intimately connected with the project of transforming political community
so that territorial concentrations of power are checked by the devolution of
political responsibilities and the international protection of human rights.52
Efforts to build confederal political arrangements rather than to persevere
with unitary sovereign states may be the most effective ways of attempting
(o solve. or at least dampen, ethnic rivalries.> Critical theory, which con-
tests the modern fusion of sovereignty, territoriality, citizenship, and
nationalism with all its destructive consequences, need not defer 1o subal-
tern realism in the sphere of policy relevance.’*

A Kantian Approach to Human Security

Critical theory links the discussion of security with the wider analysis of
community and emancipation in the belief that advances in communicative
action can often play a vital role in solving or reducing human conflicts. To
some extent, the supposition that critical theory has an overriding interest
in identifying the sources of structural change, in providing normative
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visions of alternative world orders, and in offering ways of assessing the
merits of current forms of political practice has obscured its problem-solv-
ing dimension.55 This has encouraged the skeptics in their belief that criti-
cal theory may be strong on vision but has nothing profound to say about
the strategies of transition that would lead to a new world order or about
the stubborn issues of world affairs that confront policymakers.36

There is no political theory, realism included, that offers an instruction
manual for dealing with the most intractable forms of ethnic or ethnoreli-
gious communal conflict. There are no conflict resolution kits that explain
how intersocietal estrangement can be replaced by confidence and trust, or
that show how deeply ingrained habits of resorting to strategic action can
be cured by advances in communicative action and discourse ethics.57
Revising political structures and constitutional arrangements may ease
social tensions even in the most intractable cases, but lasting solutions
invariably require profound cultural changes and parallel modifications in
individual psychologies that can only take place over many generations.®
Efforts to solve ethnic conflict are a permanent reminder of the truth of
Max Weber’s observation that politics is the slow boring of hard boards.
Progress from essentially strategic to communicative responses to such
conflict is the normative goal of critical theory, which also finds muted
expression in classical political realism. However, what may be described
as the Kantian project in international relations surpasses realism by com-
bining problem-solving and critical concerns in an analysis that begins with
the prospects for radical breakthroughs in communicative action across
world society as a whole. Notions of empathy and understanding exist in
realism, but they often illustrate a limited problem-solving orientation that
leaves the basic structure of world politics untouched.

Analyses of Kant’s writings stress his vision of a future world order in
which the citizens of sovereign states regard themselves as colegislators
within a universal kingdom of ends, and they note how this vision informed
his critique of the barbaric freedom of the modern territorial state. Kant was
much more than a normative theorist, however. He recognized that violence
would long remain an essential feature of world politics and that force
might never be eradicated entirely from the world of states. His writings
recognized that there was a role for strategic action while this condition
prevailed, and they did not rule out violence where adversaries preferred
coercion to communication. But at the heart of Kant’s project is the funda-
mental question of how the realm of strategic action can be pushed back
gradually over time by stronger commitments to communicative action.

His answer blended realism with more utopian concerns.”® Kant advo-
cated several transitional strategies that were divided into two main groups:
those that were immediately binding on political subjects (such as ensuring
the ethical conduct of war), and those that could only be realized gradually,
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conceivably over centuries, as estrangement and suspicion yielded to mutu-
al respect and trust (such as abolishing standing armies). Kant’s inventory
is obviously dated, but his act of dividing strategies of transition into two
main groups has more contemporary illustrations. Approaches that distin-
guish between immediately binding duties to promote confidence-building
measures and the longer-term goal of negotiated demilitarization rest on the
same dichotomy.60 The key point behind this distinction is that common
interests may permit limited experiments in transparency and reciprocity
from which more radical commitments to publicity, dialogue, and consent
may develop in time.6! Problem-solving responses to conditions of insecu-
rity should be informed then by the longer-term ethical aspirations of criti-
cal theory; these are also the means by which the more demanding norma-
tive aspirations of critical theory can be embedded in political institutions
and practice.

The Kantian project transcended the stark opposition between prob-
lem-solving and critical theories by withholding support from short-term
measures that hindered or failed to encourage respect for a universal king-
dom of ends.62 Responses to immediate security problems and longer-term
ethical goals were locked in a dialectical relationship. The approach was far
from silent on specific courses of action, but it avoided an essentially
instrumental approach to political lif@that assumes that human atfairs can
be guided by some instruction manual or recipe book.%3 Like realism,
Kantian critical theory was at odds with rationalism in politics in the
Oakeshottian sense of applying abstract moral and political principles with-
out regard for the nuances of social contexts. It was less concerned with
recommending specific courses of action than with highlighting the cogni-
tive changes that they should bring about. As noted, it agreed with the clas-
sical realists that deep and lasting solutions to conflict required greater
empathy and understanding, but it parted company with realism by assum-
ing that the opportunities for enlarging the sphere that is governed by con-
sent as well as empathy and understanding are far greater than most realists
have supposed.64 The belief that realism is gripped by an unwarranted pes-
simism has meant that critical theory in the Kantian mode has been espe-
cially interested in the much-neglected areas of culture, communication,
and possible extensions of the moral boundaries of existing forms of life.

Uppermost in Kant’s normative international theory was the possibility
of transforming the conceptual framework that human beings apply to con-
flicts of interest and identity. Kant stressed the importance of developing
conceptual systems that gave expression to the human capacity for living in
accordance with moral universals. Critical theory in the Kantian mode
insists that these universals do not require the dissemination of any specific
form of life or particular conception of the good. Nor do they require that
separate individuals scrutinize their actions to ascertain whether or not the
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maxims that underlie them can be universalized in principle. What is
required is a willingness to engage those who may be harmed by one’s
actions in an open dialogue in which all human differences are treated with
respect and in which no prior assumptions are made about where the dia-
logue will lead or about how, ideally, it should end.® This is what separates
communicative action that is concerned with reaching mutual understand-
ing from communicative or discourse ethics concerned that agreements are
as free from all known forms of power and coercion as is possible. Actors
who acquire these psychological qualities enter what Habermas calls the
“domain of postconventional morality,”%¢ Such actors do not abandon their
particularity—which is impossible in any case—but they recognize that
demeaning representations of others are always possible in the context of
plurality and diversity and that the resultant challenge is to reach agree-
ments in which each actor has attempted to take the place of all others and
to understand radically different political positions.57 Postconventional
ethics requires a reflective orientation toward the forms of unjust exclusion
that subjects have created in the process of pursuing interests and protect-
ing valued differences. Additionally, it involves the desire to engage the
unjustly excluded in an open dialogue in which the latter can protest
against the systematic neglect of their legitimate concerns. Forms of politi-
cal community with these attachments to communicative as opposed to
strategic action are the true foundations of human security.

Conclusion

In the 1950s, Karl Deutsch coined the phrase the “security community” to
describe those regions in which a sense of “we-feeling” had softened the
edges of national differences and in which the desire for peaceful change
had abolished the use of force.®8 His analysis neatly captured the basic truth
that security ultimately requires a shift from strategic to communicative
orientations toward others. Elements of this approach exist within classical
political realism, although they have not been developed very far because
of a pessimistic analysis of world politics that assumes that communicative
action might ease tensions between adversaries but cannot solve the
intractable security problems in world politics. Critical theory takes these
themes more seriously in the belief there are no systemic or ontological
barriers to breakthroughs in communicative action and discourse ethics
across world society as a whole. To put this differently, realism regards
empathy and understanding as important ways of mitigating the worst
effects of international anarchy, but it is disinclined to believe that they
could ever provide the foundations of an alternative world order; critical
theory maintains that empathy and understanding can provide the bridge to
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a world order that revolves around the principles of publicity, dialogue, and
consent (without assuming that the condition of permanent peace is ever
likely to be achieved and recognizing that progress toward this end requires
the support of states, especially the great powers).

From the critical perspective, security requires the development of
forms of political community in which the constraints on actors are, as far
as possible, the constraints they willingly impose on themselves.® It
requires the establishment of political structures that guarantee effective
participation in dialogic arrangements (either directly or indirectly through
democratically elected representatives). It involves the willingness to
extend these arrangements across both domestic and international politics.
An ideal security community will take the form of an unlimited speech or
communication community in which the right to participate in dialogue is
possessed by one and all. Progress toward this ideal cannot take place with-
out the prior transformation of political community. The emergence of
more dialogic forms of life is the key to advancing the Kantian ideal of a
“cosmopolitan condition of general political security.”™
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