
This book argues that community can exist at the international level,
that security politics is profoundly shaped by it, and that those states
dwelling within an international community might develop a pacific
disposition. By investigating the relationship between international
community and the possibility for peaceful change, this book revisits
the concept first pioneered by Karl Deutsch: "security communities/'
Leading scholars examine security communities in various historical
and regional contexts: in places where they exist, where they are
emerging, and where they are hardly detectable. Building on con-
structivist theory, the volume is an important contribution to inter-
national relations theory and security studies, attempting to
understand the conjunction of transnational forces, state power and
international organizations that can produce a security community.
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Security communities in
theoretical perspective
Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett

Scholars of international relations are generally uncomfortable
evoking the language of community to understand international
politics. The idea that actors can share values, norms, and symbols
that provide a social identity, and engage in various interactions in
myriad spheres that reflect long-term interest, diffuse reciprocity, and
trust, strikes fear and incredulity in their hearts. This discomfort and
disbelief is particularly pronounced when they are asked to consider
how international community might imprint international security.
Although states might engage in the occasional act of security
cooperation, anarchy ultimately and decisively causes them to seek
advantage over their neighbors, and to act in a self-interested and self-
help manner. The relevant political community, according to most
scholars, is bounded by the territorial state, and there is little possi-
bility of community outside of it.

This volume thinks the unthinkable: that community exists at the
international level, that security politics is profoundly shaped by it,
and that those states dwelling within an international community
might develop a pacific disposition. In staking out this position we
summon a concept made prominent by Karl Deutsch nearly forty
years ago: "security communities."1 Deutsch observed a pluralistic
security community whenever states become integrated to the point
that they have a sense of community, which, in turn, creates the
assurance that they will settle their differences short of war. In short,
Deutsch claimed that those states that dwell in a security community
had created not simply a stable order but, in fact, a stable peace.

Deutsch's observations of forty years ago seem particularly relevant
at the present moment because of changes in global politics and
international relations theory. Ever since the end of the Cold War,
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policymakers have been offering various statements on and blueprints
for engineering a more peaceful and stable international order.
Perhaps this is to be expected; the ends of wars have almost always
invited a flurry of commentary on the world that is being left behind
and hopeful speculation on the world that should be created in its
place. But what is unexpected is that many state officials are pointing
to social forces and state interventions nearly identical to those
remarked by Deutsch - the development of shared understandings,
transnational values and transaction flows to encourage community-
building - to conceptualize the possibility of peace. Many seasoned
policymakers and hardened defense officials are marrying security to
community in new and unanticipated ways: they identify the exis-
tence of common values as the wellspring for close security coopera-
tion, and, conversely, anticipate that security cooperation will deepen
those shared values and transnational linkages. Security is becoming a
condition and quality of these communities; who is inside, and who is
outside, matters most.

By marrying security and community, moreover, states are revising
the conventional meanings of security and power. Some states are
revising the concept of power to include the ability of a community to
defend its values and expectations of proper behavior against an
external threat and to attract new states with ideas that convey a sense
of national security and material progress. Thus, as the meaning and
purpose of power begins to shift, so, too, does the meaning and
purpose of security. Whereas once security meant military security,
now states are identifying "new" security issues that revolve around
economic, environmental, and social welfare concerns and have
ceased to concern themselves with military threats from others within
the community. There is emerging a transnational community of
Deutschian policy-makers, if you will, who are challenging the once
nearly hegemonic position of realist-inspired policy-makers and
offering an alternative understanding of what is possible in global
politics and a map to get there.2

Scholars, too, seem to have finally caught up to Deutsch's vision.
Looking into the possible, some are departing significantly from
realist-based models to understand the present and future security
debates; looking into the past, others have noted that the realist
paradigm is better realized in theory than in practice, that states are
not as war-prone as believed, and that many security arrangements
once assumed to derive from balancing behavior in fact depart
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significantly from realist imagery.3 Accordingly, Deutsch's suggestion
that states can overcome the security dilemmas and recurring fear
assumed by realist theories is less shocking than it once was, and his
understanding that the causal mechanisms for this outcome could be
found in the development of social networks and the quickening of
transnational forces is consistent with the return by some international
relations theorists to sociological models. The concept of community
represents a direct challenge to the models of security politics that
have dominated the discipline for the past several decades, and
demands that we take seriously both sociological theorizing and the
social character of global politics. Simply put, the issue is not whether
there is such a thing as an international community, but rather: when
does it matter, where does it matter, and how does it matter?

Our nostalgia for security communities, therefore, is driven by
changes occurring in, and theories of, international politics; both
represent damaging blows to a realist paradigm that has dominated
how policymakers and scholars alike think about international poli-
tics. Yet our nostalgia does not drive us toward romanticism. Notwith-
standing the tremendous admiration we have for Deutsch's scholarly
and political vision, his conceptualization of security communities
was fraught with theoretical, methodological, and conceptual difficul-
ties. Therefore, our resuscitation of Deutsch's concept of security
communities after decades of neglect and criticism is intended both to
draw attention to the concept's importance for understanding con-
temporary events and to suggest refinements of his initial formulation
in order to generate a viable research program.

This volume aspires to demonstrate the empirical and theoretical
viability of a research agenda founded on the concept of security
communities. Deutsch distinguished between amalgamated and plur-
alistic security communities: while both have dependable expectations
of peaceful change, the former exists when states formally unify, the
latter when states retain their sovereignty. Our concern is with
pluralistic security communities because it is this form that is theore-
tically and empirically closest to the developments that are currently
unfolding in international politics and international relations theory.
This volume sets forth a framework for approaching the study of
security communities and then explores that framework in places
where a security community is generally understood to exist, in
places where scholars have identified trace elements, and even in
some places where few would think to look. The theoretical and
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empirical contributions have the collective goal of: better identifying
the conditions under which security communities are likely to
emerge; focusing on the relationship between transnational forces and
interactions, state power, and security politics in ways that depart
from traditional realist readings of security politics; harnessing the
conceptual architecture of a security community to offer an alternative
look at regional interactions and their relationship to security prac-
tices; and using the rich case material to identify future directions for
the security communities research agenda. In short, this volume
represents not the final word but rather the first sustained effort to lay
firm foundations for the study of security communities.

In this introductory chapter we do three things. First, we briefly
discuss the origins of the concept of security community and situate
that concept within the corpus of Karl Deutsch's intellectual thought.
We then concisely survey different theoretical approaches to the
conceptualization of a "stable peace." Various theories of international
relations offer an explanation for the absence of war between states;
most of these perspectives rely on the language of force or the
establishment of institutions to maintain a stable peace. The
Deutschian contribution is to highlight that states can become em-
bedded in a set of social relations that are understood as a community,
and that the fabric of this community can generate stable expectations
of peaceful change. We conclude by providing an overview of the
contents of this volume.

Origins of a concept
The concept of security community was always more celebrated than
investigated. Initially proposed in the early 1950s by Richard Van
Wagenen,4 it was not until the pioneering 1957 study by Karl Deutsch
and associates that the concept of security communities received its
first full theoretical and empirical treatment. In their study, a security
community was defined as a group of people that had become
integrated to the point that there is a "real assurance that the members
of that community will not fight each other physically, but will settle
their disputes in some other way." Security communities, they ob-
served, come in two varieties. An amalgamated security community
exists whenever there is the "formal merger of two or more previously
independent units into a single larger unit, with some type of
common government after amalgamation."5 Deutsch offers the
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United States as an instance. Alternatively, a pluralistic security
community "retains the legal independence of separate governments/'
These states within a pluralistic security community possess a com-
patibility of core values derived from common institutions, and
mutual responsiveness - a matter of mutual identity and loyalty, a
sense of "we-ness," and are integrated to the point that they entertain
"dependable expectations of peaceful change."6 It is a matter of socio-
logical curiosity that in their quest for "social laws" that rule the
relationship between integration and peace, Deutsch and his collea-
gues stumbled upon "half-baked" integrative processes that offered "a
more promising approach to the elimination of war over large areas."7

At the heart of Deutsch's "pluralistic," "cybernetic," or "transac-
tionalist" approach was the assumption that communication is the
cement of social groups in general and political communities in
particular. "Communication alone enables a group to think together,
to see together, and to act together."8 Moreover, communication
processes and transaction flows between peoples become not only
"facilities for attention" but factories of shared identification. Through
transactions such as trade, migration, tourism, cultural and educa-
tional exchanges, and the use of physical communication facilities, a
social fabric is built not only among elites but also the masses,
instilling in them a sense of community, which becomes

a matter of mutual sympathy and loyalties; of "we feeling/' trust,
and mutual consideration; of partial identification in terms of self-
images and interests; of mutually successful predictions of behavior
... in short, a matter of a perpetual dynamic process of mutual
attention, communication, perception of needs, and responsiveness
in the process of decision making.9

To measure this "sense of community," Deutsch and his associates
quantified transaction flows, with particular emphasis on their
volume, within and among nation-states. A relative growth in trans-
action flows between societies, when contrasted to flows within them,
was thought to be a crucial test for determining whether new "human
communities" might be emerging.

Deutsch's "transactionalist" perspective, which takes seriously the
possibility of community, offers an alternative understanding of
international politics. Deutsch hypothesized that many of the same
processes that led to national integration and nationalism in domestic
politics might be equally relevant for international politics and inter-
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national community development. This simple move was actually
quite radical, placing him at odds with how international relations
theory generally evaluates the international system. Whereas most
international relations theories use material forces, the language of
power, and a very thin conception of society to understand interstate
outcomes, the Deutschian perspective relies on shared knowledge,
ideational forces, and a dense normative environment. Yet Deutsch is
not arguing that all interstate interactions can be characterized as
transpiring within the same international environment. After all,
states are embedded in different environmental contexts, and some
interactions occur within a thick social environment and others in a
world that approximates that envisioned by neo-realism. Therefore, it
is important to problematize what most international relations the-
ories assume: that the context of interstate interaction can be situated
within one model of the international environment.10

Deutsch attempts to connect the development of international
community to a transformation of security politics. Specifically, he
locates the dynamics for peaceful change as the result of a trans-
formation at the international and the individual level. At the inter-
national level, community formation is transforming the very
character of the states system - some states are integrated to the point
that peaceful change becomes taken for granted. By making this
move, Deutsch challenges international relations theory's general
reliance on atomistic models of interstate behavior, and forwards the
central role of transnational forces in transforming the behavior, if not
the very identities, of states. At the level of the individual, community
formation leaves its mark on the development of a "we-feeling," trust,
and mutual responsiveness, suggesting that transnational forces have
altered the identities of peoples. The transmission belt of values, in
other words, is located at the interstate and transnational levels. By
daring to contemplate the possibility of community, Deutsch reminds
us of how a sociological spirit can enrich our understanding of
international politics and international security.

Despite its potential theoretical and practical importance, the
concept of security community never generated a robust research
agenda.11 Deutsch's conceptualization of security communities con-
tained various theoretical, conceptual, and methodological problems
that undoubtedly scared off future applications. Deutsch looked to
transactions as the source of new identifications, but his emphasis on
quantitative measures overlooked the social relations that are bound
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up with and generated by those transactions. His commitment to
behavioralism, in these and other ways, overwhelmed the demand for
a more interpretive approach at every turn. And because his model
was generally inattentive to international organizations and to social
groups or classes, decision-makers, business elites, and the mixture of
self-interest and self-image that motivates their behaviors, he was
inattentive to the complex and causal way in which state power and
practices, international organizations, transactions, and social learning
processes can generate new forms of mutual identification and
security relations.12

Another reason why the security community project failed to
generate a following way was because scholars began adopting new
theories and concerning themselves with new research puzzles that
shifted the ground away from it. Increasingly scholars interested in
ideas of regional integration and international cooperation used the
vehicles of international interdependence, and, later, international
regimes. Moreover, any talk of a community of states, not to mention
a security community, seemed hopelessly romantic and vividly dis-
cordant against the backdrop of the Cold War and the prospect of
nuclear war. Quickly distancing themselves from the sociological
spirit of these studies, the discipline became enamored with structural
realism, rational choice methods, and other approaches to political life
that excluded identities and interests as phenomena requiring expla-
nation. Deutsch's study was often cited but rarely emulated.

Between the "logic of anarchy" and
the "logic of community"

It is a sign of the times that sociological theorizing and Deutsch's
concept of security communities have become fashionable once again.
That this is so can be attributed not only to the end of the Cold War
but also to developments in international relations theory that are
exploring the role of identity, norms, and the social basis of global
politics. The manner of this sociological resurgence and return to the
concept of security communities, however, suggests not simply "old
wine in new bottles" but rather new theoretical developments that
conceivably enable scholars to overcome some of the conceptual and
methodological difficulties that undermined Deutsch's arrested
research program of thirty years ago. Chapter 2 draws on these
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theoretical developments to offer a reformulated conceptual appa-
ratus for the study of security communities. Our immediate task is to
provide a brief survey of this emerging sociological disposition and its
relationship to Deutsch's focus on peaceful change.

Theories of international relations that explain the absence of war
can be categorized according to whether they see structure as com-
prised of material forces alone or of material and normative forces:

Structure as material
Neo-realism

Neo-liberal institutionalism

Society of states ) 7 Absence of war

Kantian perspectives

Constructivism
Structure as material and normative

Viewed visually, international relations theories can be arrayed on a
continuum depending on how "social" they conceive the international
environment as being. On one end is realism, which assumes that the
structure of international politics is defined by the distribution of
power and thus a highly asocial environment, and observes a series of
discrete, exchange relations among atomistic actors. On the other end is
constructivism's recognition that international reality is a social con-
struction driven by collective understandings, including norms, that
emerge from social interaction. Constructivism, therefore, holds the
view that international actors are embedded in a structure that is both
normative and material (that is, contains both rules and resources), and
allows for the possibility that under the proper conditions actors can
generate shared identities and norms that are tied to a stable peace.
Below we briefly consider their position vis-a-vis the possibility of the
absence of war in general and stable peace in particular.

Neo-realist and realist theories stress the notion that while war does
not take place all the time, like rain, it is always expected. If war does
not occur, it is because balances-of-power, alliances, hegemonies, and
deterrence are able to prevent it, though only temporarily.13 Stephen
Walt explicitly rejects the proposition that states might overcome the
fears and dynamics associated with anarchy, and argues that it is

10
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unclear how a shared "civic identity" will inhibit conflict. Groups
sharing similar traits and values are hardly immune to discord:
indeed, "family quarrels" are often especially bitter and difficult to
resolve. "Shared identity" is a weak reed on which to rest a forecast
in any case, given the malleability of changing loyalties and the
speed with which they can change.14

By beginning with the assumption of anarchy and that states are
driven by self-interest as defined by military security, neo-realists hold
that the absence of war can be only temporary and solely attributable
to material considerations.15

Neo-liberal institutionalism and the "English school" focus on how
states construct institutions to encourage cooperation and to further
their mutual interest in survival, respectively.16 Those neo-liberal
institutionalists who cut their teeth on integration dynamics in general
and Europe in particular have once again picked up many of the
themes once explored by Deutsch and other early integrationists.17

Although neo-liberal institutionalists are focusing on many of the
same variables discussed by Deutsch, their general commitment to
how self-interested actors construct institutions to enhance coopera-
tion prevents them from considering fully how: a community might
be forged through shared identities rather than through pre-given
interests and binding contracts alone; or, interstate and transnational
interactions can alter state identities and interests. While neo-liberal
institutionalism shares with neo-realism the assumption of anarchy, it
is more interested in how self-interested states construct a thin version
of society through the guise of institutions and regulative norms in
order to promote their interests.

Although Hedley Bull, the dean of the English School, once por-
trayed security communities as "pregnant with implications of a
general international relations,"18 the English School generally
focused not on peaceful change but rather on the norms of society of
states, which includes sovereignty and admits balancing behavior and
conflicts, that create an "anarchical society." Still, some who follow the
English school have recently been flirting with the concept of security
communities; specifically, they have resurrected the concept to
imagine "islands" of international society that achieve the status of
"mature anarchy"19 or "zones of peace"20 due to their high interaction
capacity and dense networks of common rules and institutions. In
short, they are interested in how the society of states (or, more specific,
certain states) might "upgrade" its norms from the recognition of each

11



Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett

other's right to survival (which does permit the occasional war) to the
normative prohibition against, and the empirical decline of, war. In
many respects, these scholars are moving fairly close to Deutsch's
position, though still weighting their equation toward interstate inter-
actions and away from transnational forces.21

The burgeoning literature on the "pacific thesis" - that democratic
states do not wage war among each other - revives classic liberalism
and Kantian Republicanism, and attempts to trace how international
trade and domestic politics, respectively, affects foreign policy orienta-
tion.22 As one leading interpreter of the Kantian perspective observed:

to use or threaten to use force is not usually normatively acceptable
behavior in disputes among democracies ... Relations between
democracies therefore fit into the category of ... "security commun-
ity" ... in which states not only do not fight each other, they do not
expect to fight each other, or significantly prepare to fight each
other.23

Frequenting their arguments are a combination of both rationalist and
normative claims concerning the incentives and restraints on state
leaders by their societies and the international system. However, they
limit their analyses to democracies who are assumed to possess
certain essentialized qualities and therefore omit from their purview
the possibilities that a stable peace might also emerge among non-
democracies.

Constructivist scholars have been most prominent in resurrecting
Deutsch's concept of security community: urging that international
relations scholarship recognize the social character of global politics;
forwarding the need to consider the importance of state identities and
the sources of state interests; suggesting that the purposes for which
power is deployed and is regarded as socially legitimate may be
changing; and positing that the cultural similarities among states
might be shaped by institutional agents. Consequently, constructivist
scholarship is well-suited to consider how social processes and an
international community might transform security politics.24

This is not the place to detail the constructivist ontology, episte-
mology, and methods. Here it will suffice to say that constructivism,
which should be clearly distinguished from non-scientific post-struc-
turalist approaches, takes the social world to be emergent and
constituted both by knowledge and material factors. Far from denying
a reality to the material world, constructivists claim that how the
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material world shapes, changes, and affects human interaction, and is
affected by it, depends on prior and changing epistemic and norma-
tive interpretations of the material world.25 In doing so, they have
been actively forwarding a theoretical agenda that holds out the
possibility for the transformation of global politics as a consequence of
changes in domestic, transnational, and interstate forces, and offers an
alternative look at security politics and practices.

This abbreviated survey suggests that there are many possible
explanations for the absence of war. Neo-realism relies on the
language of force and deterrence. Neo-liberal institutionalism,
though sharing with neo-realism many key assumptions, takes a
more optimistic view because of its attention to the conditions under
which states might establish a stable set of norms and institutions to
further their shared interests. In this way, neo-liberal institutionalism
and the English School share some key traits, though the willingness
of some scholars to contemplate the presence of a global society that
runs beneath or beside an international society introduces the possi-
bility of community and a more sociological flavor. The Democratic
Peace literature has by definition coupled the absence of war to a
particular type of state and thus has narrowed considerably the
Deutschian framework. The concept of security communities posits
the possible relationship between the growth of a community and
pacific relations, and offers a more exacting and demanding explana-
tion of a stable peace, but also more fully opens up the sociological
bottle.

The Deutschian challenge and promise is to conceptualize inter-
national politics as holding out the possibility of international com-
munity and to consider how it might imprint international security.
By doing so it raises a number of defining issues concerning how we
think about, approach, and study international relations theory and
security politics. First and perhaps most controversially, it dares to
contemplate the possibility of international community. While much
of international relations theory has a difficult time doing so because
of the assumption that the boundaries of community are both filled
and limited by the borders of the state, as Charles Tilly reminds us in
this volume, world politics have always had differing forms of
transnational networks that can be reasonably understood as inter-
national communities.26 To recognize this possibility, however, re-
quires a willingness not only to look beyond the state for forms of
political community and association (after all, realist thought assumes
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a political community but presumes that it is exhausted by the state's
territorial borders) but also to adopt a sociological spirit.

Secondly, the study of security communities demands an examin-
ation of the relationship between transnational forces, state power,
and security politics in novel ways. The growing transnational litera-
ture has been examining how and under what conditions transna-
tional forces shape interstate practices and international politics, but
heretofore has generally shied away from the "meatier" side of
international politics, that is, security.27 To make the connection
between growing transnational networks and transformations in
security practices, however, requires taking state power seriously.
While various duties and domains might be slowly pried from the
hands of the state in this era of diminishing sovereignty and down-
sizing, the provision of external security rest securely in its grasp. The
issue at hand, therefore, is to focus on state power without over-
shadowing the presence of transnational forces that might encourage
states to adopt a different security architecture.

Thirdly, the Deutschian focus on transactions brings us squarely
back to processes and interactions: interactions between societies and
interactions between states.28 Although much of international rela-
tions theory focuses on structure to understand enduring patterns,
Deutsch focused on processes and interactions that emerged between
states and societies to understand historical change. Transactions and
interactions, he suggested, generate reciprocity, new forms of trust,
the discovery of new interests, and even collective identities. The
essays in this volume illustrate how the study of security communities
must focus on how strategic and patterned interactions between states
and societies can represent the wellspring of new normative struc-
tures, identities, and interests that are more collective and less
particularistic.

Fourthly, the study of security communities has implications for our
theories of international politics as it demands a willingness to over-
come the stale and artificial realist-idealist divide. By examining the
dynamic relationship between state power, international organizations
and institutions, and changes in security practices, the study of
security communities offers a blend of idealism - which recognized
state interests but also envisioned the possibility of progress and a
promise for institutions in helping states overcome their worst ten-
dencies - and realism, whose main proponents saw the worst but
continued to write about the conditions under which there might be
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peaceful change and new forms of political organization. Theories of
international politics, therefore, can and should occupy a pragmatic
middle ground between the view that identities and international
practices cannot change, and the view that everything is possible.
They should be able to blend power, interests, and pessimism with
norms, a dynamic view of international politics, and moderate opti-
mism about the possibility of structural change that enhances human
interests across borders.29

Such considerations, in our view, are consistent with and contribute
to the constructivist research program - though we want to emphasize
that not everyone in the volume would place themselves in this camp.
States are still attentive to their interests and their power. But what
state interests are or become, and the meaning and purpose of power,
take shape within - and are constituted by - a normative structure
that emerges and evolves due to the actions and interactions of state
and non-state actors. The "problem of order" in international affairs,
therefore, might be better addressed by situating norms alongside the
realist presumption of force. Said otherwise, by exploring the relation-
ship between structure, social interactions, and the possible trans-
formation of that structure that leaves its mark on security practices,
the security community research program can be seen as an effort to
enrich, and provide further evidence of the potential insights of, the
constructivist approach to international relations.

Understanding security communities
This volume aspires to demonstrate the conceptual dexterity of the
concept of security community, to use this concept to investigate the
historical experiences of different regions and different time periods,
and to use these historical cases to reflect on and further refine the
security community research agenda. Therefore, the volume attempts
to cover as much territory - geographic, historical, and conceptual -
as possible. But not everything could be included in one volume.

The case selection was motivated by three defining criteria. First,
we desired to assemble a fairly representative geographical sample,
one that moved the scope of the study of security communities away
from its traditional Northern Atlantic focus and toward non-Western
regions. Said otherwise, the concept of security community has been
tied to the pioneering locale, and we desired to discover whether this
concept "travels"30 and how other historical regions demonstrate
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alternative patterns and dynamics that can contribute to and compli-
cate our knowledge of security communities. To that end, there are
chapters on: Southeast Asia, which is frequently identified as a
possible security community in a non-democratic context; South
America, whose remarkable century-long record of rather pacific
interstate relations predates the European security community and
broadens our understanding of the normative and material factors
involved in the development of security communities; US-Mexican
relations, which suggests the possibility of a security community in a
highly asymmetrical setting; and the Gulf Arab states, which is better
understood as a paragon of realism than as an instance of community,
but nevertheless identifies some conditions that might foster the
development of a security community. In general, our desire is to
contribute to the fields of international relations theory and security
studies by demonstrating how the concept of security community
helps us to understand the security politics in different regions. To
achieve that goal requires not an exhaustive region-by-region search
but rather a regional and historical sampling.

Secondly, we desired to get a sample of regions that conceivably
were at different phases in the development of a security community.
We include some regions that are uncontested security communities -
Europe and North America; others that are perhaps at half-way points
- the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN); and still
others that show some signs but are generally understood as labora-
tories for realism - the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC). By exam-
ining different regions in terms of their phase in the development of a
security community, we can begin to compare the unfolding of a
security community on developmental grounds. In doing so, there is
no assumption that there is a single pathway or series of phases that
states must hurdle to construct a security community. But it makes
good methodological sense at the early stages of a research program
to proceed abductively and with some well-defined benchmarks to
generate some tentative comparisons. In short, this volume looks for a
geographical representation and a conceptual sampling.

Thirdly, by forwarding the cases of the Organisation for Security
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the United Nations, we
begin to consider how international organizations might contribute
to the development of regional and global security communities.
States are not the only actors in international politics, and inter-
national organizations are increasingly active in asserting their own
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which main aimly to develop transnational linkages, to form regiona-
lized identities, and to advance the cause of peace. Other regional
organizations that are discussed in this volume, including the Euro-
pean Union, NATO, and ASEAN also further our understanding in
this regard. But the OSCE and the UN are particularly noteworthy
because their officials are quite explicit and self-conscious about their
desire to nurture a transnational community because of its security
implications. Our hope is that this volume provides something of an
intellectual inspiration for other scholars to use the concept of
security communities for regions and dimensions that we do not
cover.

In chapter 2 Adler and Barnett outline the conceptual foundations
of a security community. To begin to meet the Deutschian challenge
and fulfill its promise requires better specifying the conditions under
which the development of a transnational community might translate
into pacific relations. We detect many more proclamations of security
communities in recent years than we think are warranted, and part of
the task is to separate the wheat from the chaff and to better assess
empirically and theoretically when and under what conditions se-
curity communities are likely to emerge. To this end we proceed in
three parts. We begin with an examination of a host of concepts,
including international community and dependable expectations of
peaceful change, that are central to the security community research
enterprise. This conceptual stock-taking and reformulation is intended
to overcome some of the problems of Deutsch's original design. We
then present a framework for the study of the emergence of security
communities that is analytically organized around three "tiers": (1)
precipitating conditions; (2) process variables (transactions, organiza-
tions, and social learning) and structural variables (power and know-
ledge); and (3) mutual trust and collective identity. The positive and
dynamic interaction between process variables and structural vari-
ables undergirds the development of trust and collective identity
formation, which, in turn, drives dependable expectation of peaceful
change. Afterwards we present a heuristic model of three phases in
the development of a security community - "nascent," "ascendant"
and "mature" and their corresponding indicators. This framework
guides and provides a critical benchmark for the essays in this
volume.

Ole Waever opens the empirical studies with an analysis of the
"classic" security community: Western Europe. Waever contends that
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Western Europe became a security community as a consequence of
"desecuritization," a progressive marginalization of mutual security
concerns in favor of other issues. He captures this transformation
through the concept of a "speech act" - that security refers to the
enunciation of something as security - and examines how the devel-
opment of collective identity and community came through a process
of discursive self-formation. Indeed, Western Europe has become a
post-sovereign, neo-imperial entity, made of a European Union core
and several concentric political circles around it. Thus, what began as
an effort to exclude war in Western Europe, ended up as a "multi-
perspectival"31 entity. But Waever suggests that a security community
that can be constructed can also be deconstructed. He points to two
bits of evidence: there are emergent processes of resecuritization that
are a consequence of Europeans transforming integration into a
matter of security and, consequently, disintegration a matter of
insecurity; because the security community was socially constructed
from the state outward, different states incorporated different and
potentially contradictory constitutive meanings of "Europe" into their
own national identities.

In chapter 4 Emanuel Adler examines the OSCE's security commun-
ity-building functions and highlights how its activities and practices
are working to spread new norms and establish collective transna-
tional identities and mutual trust. Although the OSCE region, from
Vancouver to Vladivostok, is not a security community, Adler con-
tends that the OSCE's legacy resides in its innovative norms and trust-
building practices. These norms and practices helped to bring the
Cold War to a peaceful conclusion, and since the end of the Cold War
they constitute a new model of "comprehensive," "indivisible," and
"cooperative" security that grounds dependable expectations of
peaceful change on "mutual accountability," shared identity, and
mutual trust. An important feature of these developments is what
Adler calls "seminar diplomacy," which integrate academic expertise
and diplomatic discourse. Seminar diplomacy has become one of the
OSCE's main instruments for transnational dialogue, and a principal
mechanism for teaching norms and practices of cooperative security
that allow state elites and civil societies to identify with each other
and construct common understandings. It is noteworthy that other
European and non-European organizations have begun to emulate the
OSCE's practices and institutional reforms in order to foster coopera-
tive security, trust, and common understandings.
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The states of the Gulf Cooperation Council, argue Michael Barnett
and F. Gregory Gause III in chapter 5, would never be mistaken for a
security community. But the concept of security community sheds
some light on the GCC, and the GCC illuminates some subterranean
processes associated with security communities. First, given the
similarities among the member states and their common security
agenda, more progress in community-building could have been
expected. Among the various reasons why cooperation failed to
deepen is because these states could not create common expectations
concerning non-interference in each other's domestic politics.
Secondly, what began as an organization that denied its security
function soon turned into a multifaceted entity that was an agent and
result of many of the processes and developments that are associated
with a security community. Specifically, while at the level of interstate
cooperation the history of the GCC is less than glorious, at the level of
transnational cooperation and transactions there developed a bustling
and increasing traffic that, they argue, is traceable to the existence of
the organization. At the level of the regime these countries made some
modest moves toward a deepening of interstate cooperation, but
seemingly always blocked if not undone by mistrust and suspicion.
At the level of societies and transnationalism, however, there have
been considerable developments that suggest sustained and deepened
cooperation and mutual identification that are detectable in the
emergence of a "khalijiin" (literally, "residents of the Gulf") identity.
Barnett and Gause cannot predict whether and how this increasingly
salient Gulf identity will translate into interstate behavior and de-
pendable expectations of peaceful change, but they do suggest that an
important condition for a security community has been fostered by
the GCC.

In chapter 6 Amitav Acharya examines the Association of South
East Asian Nations. That the members of ASEAN have managed to
settle their disputes without the resort to violence for the last three
decades has encouraged various scholars of the region to proclaim it a
security community. Acharya finds that this claim is unwarranted;
nevertheless, he concludes that the solid foundations for a security
community have been built. But the case of ASEAN raises some
additional concerns regarding the study of security communities.
Perhaps most pressing is the presumption that security communities
are possible only among liberal states. But the ASEAN states, Acharya
notes, have been able to undertake a community-building project
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without liberalism; therefore, he interrogates whether liberalism is a
necessary condition for security communities. Moreover, there is a
growing ASEAN identity that represents a potential source of collec-
tive identity. The ASEAN case also points to the importance of
domestic rather than systemic security concerns, and shows how this
internal security dynamic led to a particular set of ASEAN practices.
To this end, region-building was a highly self-conscious exercise
determined not only to increase economic and political transactions
but also to encourage elite socialization in order to manage conflict.
Acharya then identifies the various factors that have contributed to
collective identity formation, including the importance of conflict
resolution as an identity-conferring practice.

Is South America a security community? South America has had
relatively few wars over the last century, and such accomplishments
have led many to speculate whether and why it is a security
community. In chapter 7 Andrew Hurrell evaluates this claim and
focuses on the relations between South America's principal powers,
Brazil and Argentina, spanning three historical periods over the last
three decades. Hurrell begins by noting the dramatic shift in relations
over the last decade, from rivalry to institutionalized security and
economic cooperation. On the security front this cooperation in-
volves, for example, arms control and confidence-building measures;
on the economic front it involves, for example, an attempt to
integrate the economies of Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay and Uruguay.
While structural constraints and power-based decisions played a role,
to understand the development of new identities and interests that
were instrumental in producing this shift requires a constructivist
approach.

This is so for four reasons. First, most protracted conflicts between
Argentina and Brazil took place against a background of shared
understandings and established legal and diplomatic institutions that
placed a brake on conflict spirals. Secondly, the process of democrati-
zation during the second and third periods led Argentina and Brazil
to modify their understandings of power, autonomy, and indepen-
dence in ways that facilitated regional cooperation and imprinted
their identities. Thirdly, a shift toward market liberalism in the
Southern Cone in the 1980s was accompanied by a collective under-
standing that only by means of regional association would South
America be able to confront the challenges posed by economic
globalization and technological change. This realization was also
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accompanied by a growing appreciation that regional cooperation and
integration may be the key to control nationalism and militarism and,
therefore, to maintain domestic peace. Finally, cooperation was also
fostered by the emergence of new regional habits of cooperation, such
as summit meetings of Heads of State, and the bundling of new
security-producing practices to a Latin American identity and demo-
cratic practices.

Hurrell believes that stable expectations of non-use of force, non-
fortified borders, and institutionalized habits of dialogue between the
military establishments of Argentina and Brazil indicate that a
security community may already exist between these two states.
Moreover, a security community seems to be embedded in an increas-
ingly dense process of economic integration and in the idea of a "club
of states" to which only some governments are allowed to belong, and
cooperative security becomes the symbol of democratic identity and
the end of old rivalries. However, Hurrell cautions that Argentina and
Brazil still face many constraints and that, so far, there is little
evidence of the kind of "mutual responsiveness" that Deutsch re-
ferred to in the past. Although Hurrell considers that Chile, Paraguay,
and Uruguay are prospective members of the Argentine-Brazilian
security community, he also claims that the rest of Latin America is
still too anchored in traditional power politics to be understood as a
security community.

In contrast to the other essays that study a region or a dyad, in
chapter 8 Richard Higgott and Kim Richard Nossal demonstrate how
the focus on a single state, Australia, can illuminate some important
features of a security community. Specifically, they highlight Austra-
lia's potentially dual identities that derive from the Anglo-American
world of Australia's past and the Asia-Pacific world of Australia's
economic future. Higgott and Nossal argue that Australia is shifting
its economic and political interests from the old to the new world,
and, therefore, from one security community - the alliance between
Australia, New Zealand, and the United States - to another, more
nascent, and more ambiguous, community in Asia. As a consequence
of Australia's identity and policy shift, and due to the belief of
Australia's elites that "community" exists in the Asia-Pacific region,
policy-makers, and most enthusiastically, Gareth Evans, began to
attach an increasing importance to multilateralism, regionalism, and
"cooperative security" practices. Yet they also find that Australian
elites have difficulty including a security dimension in this relocation;
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the Asian states are equally hard-pressed to see Australia as a bonafide
Asian state and easily amendable to an "Asian Way." Higgott and
Nossal conclude that Australia is presently "condemned" to continue
in this uncertain condition and that it is unclear whether it will be able
to find a home in an Asia-Pacific security community.

In chapter 9 Guadalupe Gonzalez and Stephan Haggard support
Deutsch's classic assertion that the United States and Mexico became
a security community in the early 1940s. At the same time, this
community has been chronically weak because the relationship is not
supported by trust and a shared identity; in this respect it does not
meet the definition of a security community outlined by Adler and
Barnett in chapter 2. According to Gonzalez and Haggard, no
security community can emerge between two asymmetrical powers,
such as the United States and Mexico, unless it is based on structural
convergence - the extent to which the weaker party adopts policies
that are conducive to the stronger party. A historical analysis of the
United States-Mexican relationship across three different periods
demonstrates, however, that convergence showed no linear trend
across time or issues. First, and most fundamentally, the relationship
suffered from perceptions by the United States that Mexico is
political unstable and thus unreliable. Secondly, the frequent unwill-
ingness and capacity of Mexico to protect the property rights and
economic interests of the United States further undermined the
relationship. Thirdly, "cross-border externalities" (negative but unin-
tentional consequences that arise from proximity) between the
United States and Mexico, such as drug-flows, environmental prob-
lems, and immigration, have decreased the level of mutual trust.
Finally, despite Mexico's new economic aperture and more cosmo-
politan foreign policy, the asymmetry in the bilateral relationship, the
vulnerability associated with proximity, high interdependence, and
domestic political constraints have all helped to maintain a low level
of trust.

NAFTA did little to change this situation. To be sure, NAFTA led
to: Mexico's increasing commitment to free trade with the United
States and Canada; the creation of a dense network of consultative
and dispute-settlement institutions; and the increasingly cooperative
ties between subnational governments, private organizations and
sectors. Yet NAFTA has no provisions for macroeconomic policy
cooperation, did not improve the two countries' segmented coopera-
tion over drug-trafficking and illegal immigration, and has had no

22



Security communities in theoretical perspective

appreciative effect on its increasingly militarized border. Gonzalez
and Haggard conclude that although force appears to have been ruled
out as a means of settling disputes, the main reason that the United
States-Mexican relationship has not sparked the level of trust that is
consistent with a security community is that Mexico has not achieved
something resembling a modern democratic political form. But, they
argue, cooperative relations need not be institutionalized to produce
desirable levels of mutual trust; in fact, the historical record suggests
that United States-Mexican relations were less conflictual when they
were less institutionalized.

In chapter 10 Sean Shore begins his study of US-Canadian relations
in a way that would make a realist smile: he notes the power politics
that drove the relationship and informed their security practices. But
because of various historical circumstances and geopolitical develop-
ments - and not because of a sense of community - the US-Canadian
border became demilitarized. This demilitarized border then became
part of the mythology of their relations, the future symbol of their
shared collective identity. In other words, only after a radical change in
security relations did there develop a collective identity and a denser
network of economic, political, and cultural relations, reversing the
presumed logic under which a security community develops. Shore's
analysis of U.S.-Canadian relations offers an excellent example of how
demilitarization and the development of stable peace because of
structural-realist reasons came prior to the development of shared
identity. But once the myth of the "longest unfortified border" took
hold, there developed a bustling transnationalism and mutual identifi-
cation that completed the development of a security community.

In chapter 11 Bruce Russett finds that the United Nations articulates
what he calls a neo-Kantian perspective, one that now interweaves a
narrative concerning the relationship between democracy, inter-
dependence, and pacific relations. Such a perspective was part of the
tradition of the United Nations and many other post-World War II
organizations, but it has become particularly pronounced following
the end of the Cold War. This neo-Kantian perspective is a tribute not
only to the shifting fortunes of geopolitics but also to the civil
servants, most notably the former Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali,
who articulate a causal relationship between economic inter-
dependence, democracy, and peace. To that extent, UN officials are
self-consciously attempting to build democracies, promote economic
interdependence, and encourage region-building because of their
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supposed relationship to pacific relations. Russett further argues,
however, that if the UN is successfully to perform this function then it
must overcome its institutional weaknesses and reform the various
organs so that they obtain greater legitimacy and authority. Only with
a modicum of institutional legitimacy will the UN be able to compel
states to follow and adopt the values that it espouses.

In chapter 12 Charles Tilly provides a sociological and historical
backdrop to the subject of security communities by briefly unpacking
the question of community, the issue of how communities come into
existence, and how communities provide for the security of their
members. Drawing from the network literature, he provides a sophis-
ticated defense of the use of the concept of community, a concept long
thought passe in sociological theory. In doing so, he is able to imagine
different types of transboundary communities that have existed over
history and can be understood as having created a stable peace.

In the concluding chapter, Barnett and Adler weave the conceptual
framework with the various contributions to tease out some general
propositions concerning the study of security community, to identify
some shortcomings, and to consider some future avenues of research.
They conclude by reflecting on how the recognition that security
communities are socially constructed offers some guidance for think-
ing about governing anarchy in theory and practice.
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A framework for the study
of security communities
Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett

Security communities never generated much of a research program.
Foundering on various theoretical, conceptual, and methodological
brakers, the concept of security communities remained largely
admired from afar. This chapter aspires to fulfill the initial promise of
the security communities agenda by offering a reconstructed architec-
ture. The presented framework benefits from the best of Deutsch's
original conceptualization and corrects for its shortcomings by
borrowing from four decades of substantial insights from sociological
and international relations theory and various empirical studies that
were informed by the concept of security communities.

This chapter is organized in the following way. The first section
begins by offering a conceptual vocabulary for the study of security
community. One of the virtues of the study of security communities
is also one of its vices: it raises a host of important but potentially
intractable concepts such as community, dependable expectations of
peaceful change, governance, institutions, and on and on. Therefore,
this section begins to provide a conceptual and definitional map. The
second section presents a framework for studying the emergence of
security communities that is analytically organized around three
"tiers/' The first tier consists of precipitating factors that encourage
states to orient themselves in each other's direction and coordinate
their policies. The second tier consists of the "structural" elements of
power and ideas, and the "process" elements of transactions, inter-
national organizations, and social learning. The dynamic, positive,
and reciprocal relationship between these variables leads to the third
tier: the development of trust and collective identity formation. The
sequenced and causal relationship between these three tiers is
responsible for the production of dependable expectation of peaceful
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change. Section III takes another step toward a viable research
program by offering a heuristic model of three phases in the devel-
opment of a security community - "nascent," "ascendant" and
"mature" and their corresponding indicators. This architecture at-
tempts to reinvigorate the security communities agenda and guides
the empirical studies of this volume.

A conceptual vocabulary
We are concerned with pluralistic and not amalgamated security
communities. We define a pluralistic security community as a transna-
tional region comprised of sovereign states whose people maintain
dependable expectations of peaceful change. Pluralistic security com-
munities can be categorized according to their depth of trust, the
nature and degree of institutionalization of their governance system,
and whether they reside in a formal anarchy or are on the verge of
transforming it. These categories provide the basis for distinguishing
between two ideal types, loosely and tightly coupled pluralistic
security communities.1

Loosely-coupled security communities observe the minimal defini-
tional properties and no more: a transnational region comprised of
sovereign states whose people maintain dependable expectations of
peaceful change. Owing to their shared structure of meanings and
identity, members of loosely coupled security communities expect no
bellicose activities from other members and, therefore, consistently
practice self-restraint. Tightly coupled security communities, however,
are more demanding in two respects. First, they have a "mutual aid"
society in which they construct collective system arrangements.
Secondly, they possess a system of rule that lies somewhere between
a sovereign state and a regional, centralized, government; that is, it is
something of a post-sovereign system, endowed with common
supranational, transnational, and national institutions and some form
of a collective security system.2 This system of rule, while reminis-
cent of medieval heteronomy due to its "pooled" sovereignty, is a
relatively novel development in global politics. In general, we (like
Deutsch) are interested in the transnational and interstate interac-
tions that can produce a transnational community with a governance
structure that is linked to dependable expectations of peaceful
change.

The distinctive feature of a security community is that a stable
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peace is tied to the existence of a transnational community. But what
defines a community? There are probably as many definitions of
political communities as there are actual communities. This concep-
tual looseness only feeds into the traditional skepticism of scholars of
international politics when asked to consider whether global politics
has any characteristics that resemble a community. After all, states
usually maintain that their actions are performed in the interest of
the wider community when, in fact, they derive from much more
selfish concerns. But their well-founded cynicism has diminished in
recent years as they increasingly acknowledge that there is a social
basis to global politics, and that this social basis might have char-
acteristics that resemble a community.3 Sociologists, too, who can be
credited with attempting to give the concept more rigor and then
distancing themselves from its somewhat imprecise and confusing
applications, have become more interested in identifying the condi-
tions under which groups of actors form relations that can be
theoretically and empirically catalogued as communities.4 Charles
Tilly's contribution speaks to these themes and draws from network
analysis to argue for a more empirically and conceptually tractable
view of community.

A community is defined by three characteristics.5 First, members
of a community have shared identities, values, and meanings.
"Common meanings are the basis of community," writes Charles
Taylor. "Intersubjective meaning gives a people a common language
to talk about social reality and a common understanding of certain
norms, but only with common meanings does this common reference
world contain significant common actions, celebrations, and feelings.
These are objects in the world everybody shares. This is what makes
community."6 Secondly, those in a community have many-sided and
direct relations; interaction occurs not indirectly and in only specific
and isolated domains, but rather through some form of face-to-face
encounter and relations in numerous settings. Thirdly, communities
exhibit a reciprocity that expresses some degree of long-term interest
and perhaps even altruism; long-term interest derives from know-
ledge of those with whom one is interacting, and altruism can be
understood as a sense of obligation and responsibility.

These last two points highlight how interest-based behavior con-
tinues to exist among members of the community. Ferdinand Ton-
nies's famous distinction between association and community -
where the former admits self-interest and the latter denies it - has
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created the unfortunate impression that actors within communities
do not have or act on their interests.7 Although actors will come to
identify with each other and derive many of their interests and
beliefs from the social fabric of the group, they also will continue to
harbor distinct interests, interests can generate competitive behavior,
and competition can lead to conflict. Perhaps a better way of
capturing the distinction between association and community is not
whether there is or is not self-interested behavior but rather: the
degree of diffuse reciprocity, where associations are distinguished by
immediate reciprocity and communities have diffuse reciprocity; and
the extent to which the actor's interests are interchangeable with
those of the group. Therefore, while states within a security com-
munity are likely to exhibit rivalry and other interactive interactions
associated with mixed-motive games, they no longer fear the use of
violence as a means of statecraft and to settle their disputes.

These three defining qualities of a community can exist at the
local, the domestic, or the international level. Simply stated, there is
no a priori reason why they should be limited to the territorial state; a
point succinctly and theoretically made by Tilly in this volume.8 To
be sure, there are good historical reasons why these qualities are
more likely to reside at the domestic level; obviously networks,
interactions, and face-to-face encounters have generally been limited
to relatively short distances. But, again, this is a contingent claim and
allows for the possibility that these elements may emerge at the
international level under the right conditions. Such conditions, argue
many social scientists, might be already present because technolo-
gical developments and economic forces have radically transformed
the international environment and made possible different forms of
communication and identification previously unavailable, unima-
gined, and sometimes undesired. Indeed, some sociologists have
argued that recent technological developments can facilitate the
development of a sense of community among people "who are not
physically co-present."9 Note that classical realists made the radical
distinction between the "community" that exists on the inside versus
the "anarchy" that exists on the outside based on their observations
regarding the formal organization of international and domestic
politics. But the qualities that the classical realists used to demarcate
the existence of a community at the domestic level could conceivably
exist at the international level. Indeed, founding realists like E. H.
Carr and Reinhold Niebuhr entertained this very possibility and
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imagined the conditions under which a sense of community might
emerge in global politics.10

Recognizing that communities develop around networks, interac-
tions, and face-to-face encounters that are not dependent on inha-
biting the same geographic space reconceptualizes the very idea of
regions. Most scholars, Deutsch included, have understandable diffi-
culty identifying precisely where one region ends and another
begins; yet they tend to define regions on the basis of geography
because of the assumption that proximity generates common inter-
ests that derive from a common culture, economic circumstances,
and security concerns. But individuals can organize and define
themselves based on markers that are not necessarily tied to space,
suggesting something of an "imagined region," or a "cognitive
region."11 The end of the Cold War, the collapse of the Soviet Union,
NATO enlargement eastward, and the debate over "where is
Europe?" dramatically highlights that regions are socially con-
structed and are susceptible to redefinition. The notion of the "family
of democracies" suggests that democracies can be grouped as a
region. The Organization of American States (OAS) Santiago Declara-
tion of June 1991 essentially separates the organization's democratic
states from others, and nearly claims that this represents a separate
region. Security communities, in this reading, might emerge between
noncontiguous states. The US-Israeli relationship can be conceptua-
lized as a security community, and Australia is a member of the
Western security community even though it resides thousands of
miles from the "core" members; both cases suggest how a shared
identity need not be tied to contiguous space.12 In general, look for
communities where actors have shared identities, values, and mean-
ings, many-sided relations, and long-term reciprocity - and allow for
the possibility that those characteristics can exist at the international
level and even among non-contiguous states.

Different communities will establish different mechanisms to
handle and regulate conflict within the group.13 Some communities
will develop dependable expectations of peaceful change - but many
will not. In other words, while all political communities will contain
norms to regulate their security and to foster order, there is no
reason to assume (as Deutsch did) that they will generate the
assurance of nonviolent dispute settlement. "'Communities/ as
anthropologists well know, contain conflict; this may not make them
any less "communities" to those who live in terms of them."14 Some
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communities, in fact, might be thought of as "war communities." In
this regard, the conflict mechanisms that emerge might very well be
an expressive component of the individual's identity. To be a
member of the community of democratic states in the contemporary
era, for instance, requires certain war-avoidance practices. In general,
what distinguishes a security community from other kinds of com-
munities is that its members entertain dependable expectations of
peaceful change.

This outcome - dependable expectations of peaceful change - can
be best analyzed in its two companion elements. First, dependable
expectations can be explained by different theories of social inter-
action. Stable expectations can result from either: (a) actors with pre-
given interests and preferences, i.e., rationalist theories that are
modeled after market behavior such as neo-realism and neo-liberal
institutionalism; or (b) actors with shared identities, whose very
identities and interests are shaped by their environment, i.e., socio-
logical and interpretive theories such as those offered by Deutsch
and by constructivists. As discussed in chapter 1, different theoretical
approaches generate different explanations for the absence of war.
But where rationalist and sociological theories can equally contem-
plate a condition of "non-war" that derives from the instrumental
decisions designed to advance their immediate security and
economic interests, only sociological theories allow for the possibility
that interstate interactions can transform the identities and interests
of states and induce dependable expectations of peaceful change. In
other words, the "thickness" of the social environment does more
than merely describe, it also explains the emergence of dependable
expectations among people who, while organized around states,
nevertheless come to share a transnational space. In general, while
peaceful change might be explained through the language of power
politics and the calculation of expected material benefits to be
derived from a course of action, the sociological approach adopted
here isolates knowledge, learning, and the existence of norms that
emerge from both interstate practices and, more fundamentally,
transnational forces.

Peaceful change can be best defined as neither the expectation of
nor the preparation for organized violence as a means to settle
interstate disputes. A reasonable assumption, therefore, is that states
do not undertake - indeed, do not consider - security actions that can
be interpreted by others within the community as militarily threat-
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ening. Therefore, security communities can exist in the absence of
well-developed strategic ties or a formal alliance, but in any case there
are tacit and/or formal normative prohibitions against states settling
their disputes through military means.15 How long must the commun-
ity resolve its conflicts short of war before one can proclaim the
existence of a security community? Do states have to exist within a
pacific setting for ten years? twenty years? pass through two traumatic
crises without waging war or suggesting the hint of war? Deutsch
answered these questions in the following manner: "Integration is a
matter of fact, not of time. If people on both sides do not fear war and
do not prepare for it, it matters little how long it took them to reach
this stage. But once integration has been reached, the length of time
over which it persists may contribute to its consolidation."16 Integra-
tion, which Deutsch included as one of the definitional properties of
security community's "dependable expectations of peaceful change,"
exists at nearly any moment that both sides do not fear war or prepare
for it. By answering in this manner, Deutsch was attempting to find a
middle ground between two positions: that a security community that
comes and goes with the night will be of little interest to most
scholars, and might, in fact, be nothing more than an alliance; and that
it makes little theoretical sense to erect some arbitrary passage of time
to proclaim a security community. We can do no better than Deutsch
other than to note that evidence of a security community should be
sought not only in behavior that suggests the renunciation of military
violence but also in the existence of deeply entrenched habits of the
peaceful resolution of conflicts.

We may conceive the habits and practices of the peaceful resolu-
tion of conflicts, and the shared norms on which they are based, as a
crude governance structure. Governance can be best defined as
activities backed by shared goals and intersubjective meanings that
"may or may not derive from legally and formally prescribed
responsibilities and that do not necessarily rely on police powers to
overcome defiance and attain compliance."17 Deutsch, however,
expected that political communities will have some degree of cohe-
sion and coherence among a population that is generated not only
from self-enforcement mechanisms from below but also by enforce-
ment mechanisms from above. This distinction strikes us as crucial;
indeed, a security community that depends heavily on enforcement
mechanisms is probably not a security community. Security commu-
nities can count for compliance on the acceptance of collectively-held
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norms, however, because some of these norms are not only regula-
tive, designed to overcome the collective action problems associated
with interdependent choice, but also constitutive, a direct reflection
of the actor's identity and self understanding.18

This suggests, moreover, that security communities will rely for
their governance structures not only on an understanding of their
member states' behavior in the international sphere but also on a
reading of their domestic behavior and arrangements. In other
words, a security community's governance structure will depend
both on the state's external identity and associated behavior and its
domestic characteristics and practices.19 Deutsch and other early
explorers of security communities focused on the interstate practices
and transnational forces that created the assurance that states would
not settle their differences through war. Yet equally important is that
states govern their domestic behavior in ways that are consistent
with the community.

Any discussion of a governance structure, particularly in the
context where states have created a stable peace, raises obvious
questions regarding the meaning of sovereignty and authority. While
states comprising a security community are still sovereign in a
formal-legalistic sense, their sovereignty, authority, and legitimacy is
contingent on the security community in two respects. First, while a
security community does not erode the state's legitimacy or replace
the state, the more tightly coupled a security community is the more
the state's role will be transformed. In other words, if in a pre-social
environment the state's role is limited to and understood as "pro-
tector of the national good," the emergence of a transnational civic
community will expand the role of the state as it becomes an agent
that furthers the various wants of the community: security, economic
welfare, human rights, a clean environment, and so on.

Secondly, the conditions under which the state is viewed as part of
the community and given certain rights, obligations, and duties,
depend on its ability to abide by the region's normative structure.20

Because members of a community receive their very legitimacy and
authority to act from the community, they frequently share their
authority in certain spheres with the larger community. Hence, states
in a tightly coupled arrangement, while retaining their juridical
sovereign status toward the outside world, can be seen as agents of
the transnational community. "This means that states can express
their agency insofar as they meet and reproduce the epistemic and
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normative expectations of the community. States remain 'free agents/
acting on the basis of their own preferences, as long as these
preferences are cognitively framed by the shared understandings of
the community/'21 Therefore, while people remain nationals of their
respective states, they also become "citizens" of the community.
These considerations are more relevant for tightly coupled than for
loosely coupled security communities. In both cases, though, the
emergence of a security community admits a governance structure
that encourages states and their peoples to expect peaceful change.

States can become embedded in a set of social relations that can be
properly understood as a community. Sometimes a community of
states will establish pacific relations, sometimes a community will
not. But those that do have formed a security community. Security
communities are relatively rare developments, though their very
existence has been made conceptually invisible because of the
dominance of realist theories of international security. The obvious
challenge is to isolate the conditions under which the development
of a community produces dependable expectations of peaceful
change.

The conceptual foundations of security
communities

To answer this challenge we proceed in a highly stylized manner,
building deductively from past research and inductively on recent
empirical studies that attempt to delineate the factors contributing to
peaceful change. Specifically, our framework is organized around
three tiers. The first tier concerns the precipitating conditions. The
second tier examines the positive, dynamic, and reciprocal relation-
ship between the structure of the region, defined by material power
and knowledge, and social processes, defined by organizations, trans-
actions, and social learning. These dynamics create the conditions for
the third tier: mutual trust and collective identity formation. This
model can be diagrammed as in figure 2.1 on page 38.

Tier One
Because of exogenous or endogenous factors states begin to orient
themselves in each other's direction and desire to coordinate their
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Tier One

Precipitating conditions
• Change In technology, demography, economics, the environment
• Development of new interpretations of social reality
• External threats

Tier Two
Factors conducive to the development of mutual trust and collective identity

Structure: Process:
Power Transactions

Knowledge Organizations
Social learning

Tier Three
Necessary conditions of dependable expectations of peaceful change

Mutual trust Collective identity

Dependable expectations of peaceful change

Figure 2.1 The development of security communities

relations. Technological developments, an external threat that causes
states to form alliances, the desire to reduce mutual fear through
security coordination, new interpretations of social reality, transforma-
tions in economic, demographic and migration patterns, changes in
the natural environment, these and other developments can propel
states to look in each other's direction and attempt to coordinate their
policies to their mutual advantage. There is no expectation that these
initial encounters and acts of cooperation produce trust or mutual
identification; but because they are premised on the promise of more
pleasant and more numerous interactions, they provide the necessary
conditions for these very possibilities. In general, states have an
incentive to promote face-to-face interactions, dialogue, and policy
coordination for any number of reasons; such developments can, at
the least, allow states to achieve pareto superior outcomes, and, at the
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most, provide the context for the development of new social bonds.
The more general implication is that security communities are likely
to exhibit equafinality: common endpoints can have very disparate
beginnings.

Tier Two
Perhaps the defining feature of this tier is that states and their peoples
have become involved in a series of social interactions that have
begun to transform the environment in which they are embedded.
The task, then, is to isolate the structural context in which states are
embedded and that shape their interactions, and how these interac-
tions begin to transform their "possible roles and possible worlds/'22

To simplify matters and to present the materials in ways that are
consistent with past international relations scholarship, we divide this
tier into the "structural" categories of power and knowledge and the
"process" categories of transactions, international organizations and
institutions, and social learning. The dynamic, positive, and reciprocal
relationship between these variables provides the conditions under
which a collective identity and mutual trust can form, without which
there could not be dependable expectations of peaceful change.

Structure. Power and knowledge are the structural girders for the
development of a security community.23 Past theoretical work and
empirical studies suggest that power is central for understanding
their development. According to Deutsch, "larger, stronger, more
politically, administratively, economically, and educationally ad-
vanced political units were found to form the cores of strength
around which in most cases the integrative process developed."24 We
also hypothesize that power plays a major role in the development
and maintenance of security communities. Power conventionally
understood can be an important factor in the development of a
security community by virtue of a core state's ability to nudge and
occasionally coerce others to maintain a collective stance. Yet power
can be alternatively understood as the authority to determine shared
meaning that constitutes the "we-feeling" and practices of states and
the conditions which confer, defer, or deny access to the community
and the benefits it bestows on its members. In other words, power
can be a magnet; a community formed around a group of strong
powers creates the expectations that weaker states that join the
community will be able to enjoy the security and potentially other
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benefits that are associated with that community. Thus, those
powerful states who belong to the core of strength do not create
security per se; rather, because of the positive images of security or
material progress that are associated with powerful and successful
states, security communities develop around them. For instance, the
former Eastern bloc states have not waited for the "Club of Europe"
to extend invitations, they have invited themselves.

Knowledge also constitutes part of the international structure, and
in this instance we are interested in cognitive structures, that is,
shared meanings and understandings. In other words, part of what
constitutes and constrains state action is the knowledge that repre-
sents categories of practical action and legitimate activity. In recent
years international relations theorists have become interested in how
such shared meanings are created out of practice and social interac-
tions, but to simplify matters here we are interested in those
cognitive structures that facilitate practices that are tied to the
development of mutual trust and identity, and analytically tied to
conflict and conflict resolution.25 Deutsch offered little guidance on
this issue because he descriptively established the connection
between liberal democracy and market values and the formation of
the North Atlantic community, and failed to consider whether there
might be other ideas that are compatible with the development of
peaceful change. In other words, part of the structural backdrop of
Deutsch's study concerns the fact that these North Atlantic states
shared certain ideas concerning the meaning of markets and democ-
racy that were implicitly tied to a system of practices that facilitated
transactions and, eventually, trust.

At the present moment if scholars of international politics are
likely to identify one set of political ideas and meanings that are
related to a security community it is liberalism and democracy.26 To
demonstrate that liberalism is a necessary condition for the formation
of security communities, however, requires demonstrating how
liberal ideas are more prone than are other ideas for the promotion
of a collective identity, mutual trust, and peaceful change.27 More
simply, what is it about the quality of the ideas themselves - rather
than the mere fact that they are shared - that leads people who
reside in different territorial spaces to feel secure from organized
violence in a liberal security community?

Two related hypotheses might account for connection between
liberalism and security communities. First, liberal ideas are more
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prone to create a shared transnational civic culture, whose concepts
of the role of government, tolerance, the duty of citizens, and the
rule of law may shape the transnational identity of individuals of the
community. Secondly, liberal ideas may be better able to promote
strong civil societies - and the networks of organized processes
between them - through the interpenetration of societies and the
exchange of people, goods, and ideas. Yet other intersubjective ideas
may also account for the formation of security communities. For
example, a shared developmentalist ideology, perhaps similar to that
pursued by Southeast Asian states, may promote not only transna-
tional exchanges and policy coordination, but, more fundamentally, a
shared project - characterized by increasing amount of transactions
and the development of common institutions; in doing so, such
exchange and this shared project might conceivably promote collec-
tive purposes around which emerge a shared identity and, thereafter,
dependable expectations of peaceful change. In general, the causal
connection between a particular set of ideas and the development of
security communities must be theoretically and empirically demon-
strated rather than simply asserted.

Process. The process categories involve transactions, international
organizations and institutions, and social learning. A transaction can
be defined as a "bounded communication between one actor and
another/'28 A transaction, therefore, admits various types of ex-
changes, including symbolic, economic, material, political, technolo-
gical, and so on. The more intensive and extensive transactions are
related to the concept of "dynamic density," "the quantity, velocity,
and diversity of transactions that go on within society."29 According
to Emile Durkheim, dynamic density is able to create and transform
social facts. In this respect, social facts do not depend on material
resources alone, but also on collective experience and human con-
sensus. Thus, a qualitative and quantitative growth of transactions
reshapes collective experience and alters social facts.

International organizations and institutions contribute directly and
indirectly to the development of security communities. Following
Oran Young, we differentiate between social institutions and formal
organizations by defining social institutions as "social practices
consisting of easily recognized roles coupled with clusters of rules or
conventions governing the relations among the occupants of these
roles," and organizations as "material entities possessing physical
locations, offices, personnel, equipment, and budgets."30 Although
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social institutions might have a concrete organizational expression, it
is important not to conflate the two.

Institutions and organizations can be categorized as part of
process. At first blush this move may seem puzzling. After all, a key
constructivist point is that norms, rules and institutional contexts
constitute actors and constrain choices; and international relations
theory conventionally treats international institutions as constraints
on state actions. But institutions and organizations may be depicted
either as structures or as processes. As Alexander Wendt observes,

Although theories of structure explain how structures regulate and/
or constitute practices and interactions, and as such are essentially
static even if they reveal transformative possibilities within a struc-
ture, [t]heories of process explain how practices and interactions
reproduce and/or transform structures, and as such are essentially
dynamic even if what they explain is reproduction rather than
transformation.31

Because we are interested in the development of security community,
which involves a consideration of the conditions under which and the
media that makes possible the transformation of social relations, we
are attentive to and attempt to isolate the actors that are not only
constituted by that structure but also might transform it.

The interest in examining how international organizations and
institutions indirectly promote other factors that contribute to, and
directly promote, mutual trust, shared identity elevates four issues.
First, security and non-security organizations can contribute to the
development of trust. At the most intuitive level, they facilitate and
encourage transactions and trust by: establishing norms of behavior,
monitoring mechanisms, and sanctions to enforce those norms.32 But
to the the extent that economic institutions contribute to an overall
development of trust, they can have a security-related function and
be instrumental to the development of a security community. The
role of economic organizations and institutions as furthering this
pacific propensity is one of the enduring principles of neo-function-
alism and a hallmark of Deutsch's framework. In general, a key
concern here is with how organizations and institutions encourage
transactions and the development of trust.

Secondly, international organizations make possible state action by
virtue of their trust-building properties. But their trust-building
properties extend beyond their monitoring capacities, for they also
can encourage actors to discover their preferences, to reconceptualize
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who they are, and to reimagine their social bonds. Organizations, in
this important respect, are sites of socialization and learning, places
where political actors learn and perhaps even "teach" others what
their interpretations of the situation and normative understandings
are. Because identities are created and reproduced on the basis of
knowledge that people have of themselves and others, learning
processes that occur within and are promoted by institutions can
lead actors to develop positive reciprocal expectations and thus
identify with each other.

Thirdly, international organizations may be conducive to the
formation of mutual trust and collective identities, because of their
often underestimated capacity to "engineer" the very conditions -
for example, cultural homogeneity, a belief in a common fate, and
norms of unilateral self-restraint33 - that assist in their development.
International organizations, for instance, may be able to foster the
creation of a regional "culture" around commonly held attributes,
such as, for example, democracy, developmentalism, and human
rights. And they may be able to promote regional projects that instill
belief in a common fate, such as, for example, a common currency;
and/or generate and enhance norms and practices of self-restraint,
such as, for example, mediation.

Behind every innovative institution stand creative and farsighted
political elites. Political elites that are connected to international
organizations use them to promote new possibilities. Deutsch's
relative lack of attention to institutional agents, and, indeed, to
political elites and even charismatic individuals, was a crucial short-
coming that we wish to correct. As John Hall argues, while "the
creation of new social identities by intellectuals - that is, their
capacity to link people across space so as to form a new community
- is necessarily a rare historical phenomenon," it is one that scholars
of international relations need to take seriously. 34 While communi-
cation between peoples, learning processes, and the thickening of the
social environment plays a crucial role in the evolution of political
communities, these are but propensities until agents transform them
into political reality through institutional and political power.

Such matters highlight the critical role of social learning, which
can be described as an active process of redefinition or reinterpreta-
tion of reality - what people consider real, possible and desirable -
on the basis of new causal and normative knowledge.35 In this
respect, social learning is more than "adaptation" or "simple
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learning/7 that is, when political actors choose more effective means
of achieving ends as a response to changes in the international
environment.36 Social learning represents the capacity and motiva-
tion of social actors to manage and even transform reality by
changing their beliefs of the material and social world and their
identities. In this critical respect, it explains why norms and other
cognitive and cultural categories that are tied to a collective identity,
interests, and practices, are transmitted from individual to individual
and nation to nation, are internalized by individuals and are institu-
tionalized in the halls of governments and in society. While social
learning can occur at the mass level, and such changes are critical
when discussing collective identities, our bias is to look to policy-
makers and other political, economic, and intellectual elites that are
most critical for the development of new forms of social and political
organization that are tied to the development of a security commun-
ity.

Social learning plays a critical role in the emergence of security
communities, and is facilitated by transactions that typically occur in
organizational settings, and core powers. First, during their transac-
tions and social exchanges, people communicate to each other their
self-understandings, perceptions of reality, and their normative ex-
pectations.37 As a result, there can occur changes in individual and
collective understandings and values. To the extent that they
promote shared normative and epistemic criteria and provide a
fertile ground for the transmission of practices, transactions are
essential feature for the development of collective learning and
collective identities.

Secondly, learning often occurs within institutionalized settings.
Institutions promote the diffusion of meanings from country to
country, may play an active role in the cultural and political selection
of similar normative and epistemic understandings in different
countries, and may help to transmit shared understanding from
generation to generation.

Thirdly, social learning may not be sufficient for the development
of a security community unless this learning is connected to func-
tional processes that are traceable to a general improvement in the
state's overall condition. This is why core powers are so important to
the process. States that possess superior material power, international
legitimacy, and have adopted norms and practices that are conducive
to peaceful change tend to confer increased material and moral
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authority to the norms and practices they diffuse and, thus, may also
induce their political adoption and institutionalization. Indeed, while
this process entails power projection and even hegemony,38 it cannot
come to fruition without active socialization and social learning. Said
otherwise, social learning frequently occurs through a communica-
tive exchange in the context of power asymmetries. That said, even
those asymmetrical relationships can involve a situation where
"teachers" and "students" negotiate a new regional collective iden-
tity around consensual norms and mutual understandings.

In general, social learning explains why transactions and
institutional actions can encourage the development of mutual trust
and collective identity. By promoting the development of shared
definitions of security, proper domestic and international action, and
regional boundaries, social learning encourages political actors to see
each other as trustworthy. And it also leads people to identify with
those who were once on the other side of cognitive divides.

The structural and process conditions are necessary for the devel-
opment of mutual trust and collective transnational identities. Under-
standing how these variables effect the development of mutual trust
and the creation, transformation, and reproduction of collective
identities, requires, however, that we take full cognisance of their
dynamic and reciprocal interactions. Trust, for instance, may be
promoted by institutions that significantly increase the number and
quality of transactions, which, in turn, further the diffusion of norms.
And the emergence of collective identities may be prompted by
learning processes that occur within institutionalized settings, and
subsequently lead to changes in cognitive structures. In any event,
the processes that develop are critical for the development of a
security community.

Tier Three
The dynamic and positive relationships among the variables we
described above are the wellsprings of both mutual trust and collec-
tive identity, which, in turn, are the proximate necessary conditions
for the development of dependable expectations of peaceful change.
Trust and identity are reciprocal and reinforcing: the development of
trust can strengthen mutual identification, and there is a general
tendency to trust on the basis of mutual identification. That said,
because a minimal measure of mutual trust is needed for a collective
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identity to develop, trust logically comes prior to identity. Once some
measure of trust develops, however, a collective identity is likely to
reinforce and increase the depth of trust.

Trust can best be understood as believing despite uncertainty.
Barbara Mistzal nicely captures this essential feature of trust in the
following way:

Trust always involves an element of risk resulting from our inability
to monitor others' behavior, from our inability to have complete
knowledge about other peoples' motivations and, generally, from the
contingency of social reality. Consequently one's behavior is influ-
enced by one's beliefs about the likelihood of others behaving or not
behaving in a certain way rather than solely by a cognitive under-
standing or by a firm and certain calculation.39

Trust is a social phenomenon and dependent on the assessment that
another actor will behave in ways that are consistent with normative
expectations. Often times trust is facilitated by third-party mechan-
isms, as discussed in the previous section, but the social construction
of trust shifts our attention to the beliefs that we have about others,
beliefs that, in turn, are based on years of experiences and encounters.

When international relations theorists turn their attention to trust
they generally elevate how anarchy makes trust highly elusive if not
impossible. This is one reason why states establish international
organizations and other means to monitor the behavior of others -
"trust, but verify" as Ronald Reagan famously quipped. But the
development of a security community - the very existence of
dependable expectations of peaceful change - suggests that states no
longer rely on concrete international organizations to maintain trust
but do so through knowledge and beliefs about the other. For
instance, democratic nuclear powers do not feel threatened by each
other's nuclear weapons; even when in 1965 France withdrew from
the NATO integrated command and insisted on maintaining an
independent nuclear force, other NATO allies did not interpret this
as a military threat against their physical survival. But these same
countries are quite concerned when Iraq or Iran are feared as
developing a nuclear weapons program. Identification of friend or
foe, the social basis of trust, is a judgement based on years of
experiences and encounters that shapes the cultural definition of the
threat. Uncertainty, in such matters, is generated not by technological
capabilities or its absence but by knowledge founded on mutual
identification and trust.
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Although there are many definitions of identity, most begin with
the understanding of oneself in relationship to others.40 Identities, in
short, are not only personal or psychological, but are social, defined
by the actor's interaction with and relationship to others; therefore,
all political identities are contingent, dependent on the actor's
interaction with others and place within an institutional context. This
relational perspective informs the view that national and state
identities are formed in relationship to other nations and states - that
the identities of political actors are tied to their relationship to those
outside the boundaries of the community and the territory, respec-
tively41 To be sure, not all transactions will produce a collective
identity; after all, interactions are also responsible for creating an
"other" and defining threats. Therefore, we must consider not only
the quantity but also the quality of the transactions in order to gauge
the conditions and prospects for collective identity.

We have already described the critical factors leading to the
creation of transnational collective identities. Keep in mind that
collective identities entail that people not only identify (positively)
with other people's fate but, also, identify themselves, and those
other people, as a group in relation to other groups.42 Such identities
are likely to be reinforced by symbols and myths that serve to define
the group and its boundaries. The distinction between loosely
coupled and tightly coupled security communities acquires special
significance. In the former case, it is mainly a social identity that
generates a positive identification between peoples of members
states. For instance, the category of democrat defines the group "by
systematically including them with some, and excluding them from
other related categories. They state at the same time what a person is
and is not."43 It follows, then, that when members of a loosely
coupled security community assume a particular social category they
are able to answer, in part, the question "who am I?" (and who I am
not) and have a fairly proximate understanding of "what makes
them tick." "This knowledge does not merely constrain the state. In a
positive sense, it empowers it to act in the world and contributes to
the development of mutual responsiveness."44

The closer we get to tightly coupled security communities,
however, the shorter is the collective cognitive distance between its
members, and the more the community acquires a corporate identity.
In these communities, the identities of the people who exist within
them no longer derives from the international environment (if they
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ever did) or from the self-contained nation (if it ever existed) but
rather from the community's identity and norms as well. Indeed,
even the meaning, purpose, and role of the state derives from the
community. The state's interests, and the identity of its people, can
be exchangeable with those of the community, and the foreign policy
of the state takes on a whole new meaning and purpose. The
discourse of the state and the language of legitimation, moreover,
also should reflect that the relevant community is no longer cotermi-
nous with the state's territorial boundaries but rather with the
region. With the emergence of tightly coupled security communities,
therefore, state officials will increasingly refer to the boundaries of an
expanded definition of community.

In sum, we envision a dynamic and positive relationship between
core powers and cognitive structures on the one hand, and transac-
tions, institutions and organizations, and social learning on the other.
The positive and dynamic interaction between these variables under-
girds the development of trust and the process of collective identity
formation, which, in turn, drives dependable expectation of peaceful
change.

Toward a research program
The Deutschian promise is a framework for understanding how the
development and existence of a community leaves its imprint on
interstate relations in general and security politics in particular. In this
section we aspire to take another step toward translating that promise
into a viable research program. We do so by making three moves.
First, we present three stylized phases in the development of a
security community - "nascent," "ascendent" and "mature," and
further distinguish mature security communities according to loosely
and tightly coupled variants. These phases are intended as heuristic
devices rather than as uncomfortable teleological exercises. Secondly,
we offer a corresponding set of indicators that are sensitive to the
different phases of the security community. In doing so, we are
attempting to overcome two drawbacks associated with Deutsch's
operationalization of security communities: (1) the concept was resis-
tant to precise operationalization because it was fuzzy and ill-
defined;45 and, (2) while Deutsch's behavioral methodology was able
to capture increased transboundary movements that suggested
greater interdependence, it could not detect a greater sense of cohe-
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sion and community based on mutual responsiveness, value orienta-
tion, and identity.46 The current challenge is to devise indicators that
overcome these shortcomings by being sensitive to different phases of
a security community that can also tap into whether there is growing
collective identity. Thirdly, we contemplate the disintegration of
security communities.

The development of security communities
Our understanding of the development of security communities can
be broadly termed as social constructivist and path-dependent. The
notion that security communities are socially constructed means that
they have a history and, therefore, exhibit an evolutionary pattern that
follows the direction of "the arrow of time" (birth, growth, maturity,
etc). But because security communities evolve from path dependent
processes, their origins and paths will vary considerably. "Path-
dependent patterns are characterized by self-reinforcing positive feed-
back. Initial choices, often small and random, determine future
historical trajectories. Once a particular path is chosen, it precludes
others, even if these alternatives might, in the long run, have proven
to be more efficient or adaptive."47 Initial choices persist because
individuals and social groups come to identify and benefit from past
decisions, and because the cost of change become more significant
over time.

Our constructivist and path-dependent approaches require, then,
that we trace backwards the institutionalization of dependable ex-
pectations of peaceful change, from when they merely are imagined
to exist to the processes that led to their development. We are neither
so pretentious nor foolhardy, however, as to believe that we can offer
a theory of community development or security communities. We
suspect that to do so would duplicate the dead end of the first
formulation of the state formation literature that had such preten-
sions. Our objective at this stage is modestly ambitious: to offer one
conceptualization of the mechanisms and conditions by which
security communities develop to provide the basis for further
research. We want to be very clear here. The proposed pathway does
not exhaust all possibilities; it derives from Deutsch's observations,
prior theorizing on community-building and security communities,
and recent empirical studies that have built on Deutsch's insights.
The other contributions to this volume speak loudly to variations.
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Phase I: Nascent. In this initial phase, governments do not explicitly
seek to create a security community. Instead, they begin to consider
how they might coordinate their relations in order to: increase their
mutual security; lower the transaction costs associated with their
exchanges; and/or encourage further exchanges and interactions.
Accordingly, we expect to see various diplomatic, bilateral, multi-
lateral exchanges, something akin to "search" missions, that are
designed to determine the level and extent of cooperation that might
be achieved. In order to deepen and extend their interactions, to
foster cooperation, and to verify in the absence of trust, states will
frequently establish "third-parties," that is, organizations and institu-
tions that can observe whether the participating states are honoring
their contracts and obligations.

As discussed earlier, there are undoubtedly many possible "trigger"
mechanisms that initiate this initial search and the desire to create
institutions or organizations to order and foster their relations. One is a
mutual security threat. Deutsch posited that war or a common threat is
a sufficient or necessary condition for generating an interest in a
security community. In this instance, a security organization is vir-
tually indistinguishable from a strategic alliance, and there is no
expectation that people of these states will have a shared identity or
knowledge of the other (at least in a prosocial and other-regarding
sense). What matters is that they recognize or discover that they have
joint interests that require collective action, and can mutually benefit
from some modest coordination of security policies. The resulting acts
of security cooperation, therefore, are likely to include greater specifi-
cation of those actions that are and are not considered threatening,
policies that are designed to overcome collective action problems
associated with interdependent choice, and the development of se-
curity programs that are intended to serve their mutual interests. Yet
states frequently develop close security ties not only to provide for
collective defense against a common threat, but also to: deepen the
institutional and transnational linkages that bind these states together;
capitalize on particular visions of a better material progress (economic,
environmental, health, human rights, etc.); and, to promote ideas
about "cooperative security," that is, the notion that the security of
states - defined in terms of the interdependence of military, economic,
environmental, and human rights issues - is interdependent.48 This
highlights that a broad effect of, if not the very intent behind, security
organizations is the general nourishing of mutual trust.
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The existence of or the desire to capitalize on an international
division of labor or gains from trade also can encourage the develop-
ment of international organizations and institutions. This is, of
course, a standing argument of neo-liberal institutionalism. We
anticipate, however, that there will be a relationship between the
establishment of international economic associations that are de-
signed to encourage economic interchange and the presence of
international arrangements that are intended to produce order and
security. The relationship between economic and security organiza-
tions is most obvious in the corporate body of the state, which is
charged with enforcing property rights and maintains a monopoly of
the means of coercion. Transboundary economic relations are simi-
larly dependent on a stable international order.

Cultural, political, social, and ideological homogeneity can lead to
greater interaction and association, and the development of new
organizations and institutions. It may even create the desire, and the
very expectation that it is possible, to develop a security community.
People sharing cultural and social attributes across national borders
frequently voice an interest in developing not simply a defensive
strategic posture but rather an institutional form that is intended to
give muscle to already existing expressions of mutual obligation.
"One of the most deep-seated sentiments in favor of a stronger
Atlantic political association is the view that, because our Atlantic
neighbors seem to think, act, and look so much the way we do they
are the countries with which we could most agreeably and success-
fully enter into a political marriage."49 Arab nationalism held that
Arab states should deepen their security and political ties not only
because of an external threat but also to nurture and develop a
political community; consequently, they proposed, albeit unsuccess-
fully, various organizations and mechanisms that were intended to
deepen the political community.50 That a common future might be as
important as a shared threat in producing the desire for a security
community is also evident in the various debates over the post-cold
war security architecture.

In general, the trigger mechanisms for a security community are
likely to have material and normative bases. Other material and
normative factors can include, for instance: rapid shifts in the
distribution of military power; cataclysmic events that produce
changes in material structures, mindsets and sensibilities, and new
ways of thinking about organizing political life; and, transnational,
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domestic, or international processes that generate common interests.
In other words, a security community "gets out of the gate" because
of either push or pull factors that cause states to reconsider how to
organize their relations.51

Transnational and interstate interactions are accompanied and
encouraged by the development of social institutions and organiza-
tions for a variety of reasons, though most relevant here is to
facilitate trust. Although trust might be encouraged through political
and economic agreements and symbolic events that increase the
assurance and knowledge of the "other," organizations traditionally
play a critical role. And while organizations that oversee functional
areas other than security can also contribute to the development of
trust (after all, this was a principal insight of the neo-functionalist
literature), security organizations are particularly symbolic and
prominent. In this regard, we are particularly attentive to the
development of multilateral security organizations, for they reflect a
belief that security is interdependent and should be overseen by a
collective body. The ability of multilateral security organizations to
alleviate security fears among members of the group can be detected
in changes in patterns of military spending, deployment, and
planning.

In general, interstate and transnational interactions can produce
and are facilitated by international organizations and institutions
that: contain norms and provide mechanisms that make states
accountable to each other; institutionalize immediate (if not diffuse)
reciprocity; identify common interests (or even identities) among a
selected population; and produce charters and agendas, and convene
meetings and seminars, that reflect the attempt to create a binding
set of interests and a collective future. "Third-parties" can become
region-builders.52

We posit that the existence of powerful states that are able to
project a sense of purpose, offer an idea of progress, and/or provide
leadership around core issues can facilitate and stabilize this phase.53

The existence of core states or a coalition of states will be necessary
for providing leadership, side payments, and perhaps protection to
other members of the group. This reiterates an earlier point: that the
development of a security community is not antagonistic to the
language of power; indeed, it is dependent on it. What is important,
however, is that power is not simply coercive but also conveys a
sense of purpose and, potentially, a vision of the future.
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In sum, we expect a dynamic and positive relationship between
the transactions that occur between and among states and their
societies, the emergence of social institutions and organizations that
are designed to lower transaction costs, and the possibility of mutual
trust. A core state or coalition of states is a likely facilitator and
stabilizer of this phase, for only such a state or group of states can be
expected to provide the leadership, protection, material benefits, and
sense of purpose that is frequently required.

Phase II: Ascendant. This phase is defined by: increasingly dense
networks; new institutions and organizations that reflect either
tighter military coordination and cooperation and/or decreased fear
that the other represents a threat; cognitive structures that promote
"seeing" and acting together and, therefore, the deepening of the
level of mutual trust, and the emergence of collective identities that
begin to encourage dependable expectations of peaceful change. At
the level of interactions, the multiple channels that existed in the
nascent phase are extended and intensified, and states and their
societies are increasingly embedded in a dense network of relations
collectively portrayed as "friendly." An increase in dynamic density,
moreover, might be encouraged and facilitated by the existence of
common ideas of material progress and security that increasingly
converge around a key, shared, expectation: that material progress
and security, broadly defined, can be best guaranteed only among
members of the region.54

Increased interactions, moreover, encourage the development of
new social institutions and organizational forms that reflect diffuse
reciprocity, shared interests, and perhaps even a collective identity (if
not already present). Indeed, attempts to encourage greater regional
interaction and acceptance for certain "ways of life" are frequently
promoted by governments, security and other intergovernmental
organizations, nongovernmental organizations, epistemic commu-
nities, social movements, and even by imaginative individuals who,
placed in institutional positions of power, are able to turn their
personal ideas into institutional ideas.

The widening networks and intensified relations between and
among societies, states, and organizations institutionalize cognitive
structures and deepen mutual trust and responsiveness. Trust con-
tinues to develop in and through various interactions and organiza-
tional contexts. Although evidence of mutual trust can be discerned
in a variety of institutional and organizational forms that reflect
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diffuse reciprocity and so on, key indicators reside in the security
sphere; specifically, growing evidence of trust in military matters can
be found in those instances when military procurement decisions
reflect interdependent military postures, and states begin to share
intelligence information. Other indicators of a step-wise increase in
mutual trust can be detected when organizations that were originally
designed for verification and monitoring are increasingly dismantled
or become less important for maintaining cooperation; therefore,
there should be a change in bureaucratic structures that emerged in
the nascent phase.

In large measure, the trust-building process is also driven by social
learning. Learning increases the knowledge that individuals in states
have not just about each others' purposes and intentions but also of
each others' interpretations of society, politics, economics, and
culture; to the extent that these interpretations are increasingly
shared and disseminated across national borders, the stage has been
laid for the development of a regional collective identity. One way of
evaluating and ascertaining whether two actors have a collective
identity is through narratives.55

Human identities are considered to be evolving constructions: they
emerge out of continual social interactions in the course of life. Self-
narratives are developed stories that must be told in specific histor-
ical terms, using a particular language, reference to a particular stock
of working historical conventions and a particular pattern of domi-
nant beliefs and values.56

Because actors locate themselves within a storyline, an actor's identity
is lived history and establishes a storyline from the past through the
present and some imagined future.57 To the extent that actors locate
themselves within a shared or congruent storyline they can be said to
have a collective identity.

In sum, this phase is defined by an intensive and extensive pattern
of networks between states that is likely to be produced and be a
product of various international institutions and organizations.
Although functional organizations might help to encourage mutual
trust, we look to changes in the organization and production of
security for both the primary mechanisms by which this trust is
produced and for its evidence. We expect that a core state or a
coalition of states remain important for stabilizing and encouraging
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the further development of the security community (and for the
same reasons cited in our discussion of the ascendant phase). By and
large, because it is now harder for states and their peoples to
imagine settling their differences through violence, we expect that
states have altered how it is they organize their security and define
the threat.

Phase III: Mature. The more these expectations are institutionalized
in both domestic and supranational settings, the more war in the
region becomes improbable. At this point, regional actors share an
identity and, therefore, entertain dependable expectations of peaceful
change and a security community now comes into existence. A
threshold has now been crossed; it becomes increasingly difficult for
the members of this "region" to think only in instrumental ways and
prepare for war among each other. At this point we want to
distinguish between the loosely and the tightly-coupled variants. In
the former, minimalist, version: states identify positively with one
another and proclaim a similar "way of life"; there are multiple and
diverse mechanisms and patterns of interaction that reinforce and
reproduce the security community; there is an informal governance
system based on shared meanings and a collective identity; and
while there remains conflicting interests, disagreements, and asym-
metric bargaining, there is the expectation that states will practice
self-restraint.

Evidence of the emergence of a security community can be found
in various indicators that reflect a high degree of trust, a shared
identity and future, low or no probability that conflicts will lead to
military encounters, and the differentiation between those within
from those outside the security community.

Multilateralism. Decision-making procedures, conflict resolu-
tion, and processes of conflict adjudication are likely to be
more consensual than in other types of interstate relations.58

This type of architecture reflects the high degree of trust
present in the relationship and that common interests are
handled through common and consensual mechanisms that
automatically incorporate the interests of all members.
Unfortified borders.59 Although still present, border checks and
patrols are undertaken to secure the state against threats other
than an organized military invasion.
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Changes in military planning. "Worst-case" scenarios assump-
tions do not include those within the community. Although
there might be some concern about the degree of cooperation
and contribution to a joint military campaign, those within
the community are not counted as potential enemies during
any military engagement.
Common definition of the threat. This depends on the identifica-
tion of core "personality" features of those within the security
community. Self-identification frequently has a corresponding
"other" that represents the threat to the community.
Discourse and the language of community. The state's normative
discourse and actions reflect community standards. Thus, the
discourse is likely to reflect the norms of the specific commun-
ity, and refers to how its norms differ from those outside the
community.

In a tightly coupled security community, mutual-aid becomes a
matter of habit and, thus, national identity is expressed through the
merging of efforts. The institutional context for the exercise of power
changes; the right to use force shifts from the units to the collectivity
of sovereign states and becomes legitimate only against external
threats or against community members that defect from the core
norms of the community. Power balances, nuclear deterrence, and
threats of retaliation retain meaningful and functional roles, but only
in terms of the defense of the community against "outsiders." In case
of an external threat or attack, the security community may respond
as a collective security system or even as an integrated military
defense organization.

The indicators that demonstrate the existence of loosely coupled
security community also apply to tightly coupled security commu-
nities, but, to distinguish between the two variants the following
indicators apply only to the latter:

Cooperative and collective security. Movement from reciprocal
arms control and confidence building to "cooperative se-
curity," with regard to security problems arising within the
community, and to collective security, with regard to threats
arising outside the community.
A high level of military integration. Although a security com-
munity does not require that there be military integration, it is
quite likely that shared identities and a high degree of trust
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will produce a desire for the pooling of military resources;
this will be particularly true if there was military cooperation
in earlier phases of the emerging security community. We
expect that if there was no military cooperation in earlier
phases, then the emergence of a common threat at this stage
would produce the desire for it. This indicator reflects not
only high trust but also that security is viewed as inter-
dependent.
Policy coordination against ''internal" threats. There is greater
policy coordination among those within the security com-
munity to "patrol" and stand vigilant against common
definitions of the internal threat. (Although most working
within the security community tradition point to the exist-
ence of external threats, many (territorially-based) commu-
nities also derive their identity from internal threats to the
community.)
Free movements of populations. Allowing the citizens of other
states free movement into and out of the state reflects that
there is less differentiation between "us" and "them." For
instance, visas are no longer required and routine movements
are no longer restricted between different states because they
are no longer seen as a potential threat.
Internationalization of authority. Shared and coordinated prac-
tices, and public policies, can further the creation of an
informal system of rule. However, authority may also become
internationalized, or, alternatively, states may attempt to co-
ordinate and harmonize their domestic laws; as law becomes
internationalized, so too will enforcement mechanisms.
A "Multiperspectival" Polity. Rule is shared at the national,
transnational, and supranational levels.60

Disintegration
One of the startling tragedies of the post-Cold War period is the
implosion of many political communities. Individuals, nationalities,
and ethnic groups that co-existed, at some level, in relative peace,
have quickly, and sometimes savagely taken revenge and retribution
on their neighbors. The post-Cold War period is not the first
instance of political communities disintegrating and clashing, for
such tragic outbursts frequently occur after the decline of empires
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and other systemic shocks; and an important theme of Third World
studies is the intrusion of external forces into the local community,
leaving conflict, alienation, and anomie in its wake. In short,
political communities can be disrupted from within and without.
Because compatibility of core values and a collective identity are
necessary for the development of security communities - and
values and identities are not static but are susceptible to change61 -
the same forces that "build up" security communities can "tear
them down." Therefore, many of the same social processes that
encourage and serve to reproduce the security community are also
associated with its decline. Most important, of course, is the loss of
mutual trust. Needless to say, war among members of the community
represents compelling evidence that a security community has ceased
to exist.

Conclusion
This chapter advanced a framework for the study of security commu-
nities. By thinking the unthinkable - that community exists at the
international level, that security politics is profoundly shaped by it,
and that those states dwelling within an international community
might develop a pacific disposition - we have attempted to show how
the concept of security community can re-invigorate our understand-
ing of global change, security politics, and international relations
theory.

Equally provocative is that state officials of those regions that are
not currently a security community are advocating various mechan-
isms that resemble the early phases of a security community, are
using the language of transnational values, community and cognitive
interdependence to conceptualize the foundations of a peace system,
are sometimes drawing on and importing the institutional mechan-
isms devised in and lessons learned from other regions, and are
explicitly attempting to fashion and foster the architecture for a
security community.

In this respect, security communities may become not merely
"half-baked" integration processes on the road to amalgamation, but
somewhat permanent international (and transnational) actors whose
boundaries are determined by shared understandings rather than
geography. If so, pluralistic security communities may be a radically
new form of regional governance, far more complex than historical
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counterparts. Its chances of survival, institutionalization, and expan-
sion, however, may be enhanced by the fact that this type of
governance system lies between, on the one hand, the anarchical
arrangement of sovereign states - and national identities, and, on the
other, a system of rule endowed with strong norms, institutions,
transnational civic traditions, and trust - and transnational identities.
The implication of these "half-baked" communities for the study of
peace is profound: quasi-Kantian peaceful change without its teleo-
logical, deterministic, and universal elements might be presently
evolving.62 If so, peaceful change need not rely on the transcendence
of the nation-state or the elimination of existing cultural and ethnic
loyalties and identities; what matters is the creation of regions of
social cognitive and normative bonds that can encourage peoples to
identify, and to expect their security and welfare to be intimately
intertwined, with those that exist on the same side of spatial and
cognitive borders.

It follows, then, that studying security communities suggests not
just a rethinking of regional or even global security issues, but rather
a paradigm shift in international relations theory. This shift, as
Donald Puchala once argued, involves the intellectual conjecture that
violent conflict can be mitigated and even eliminated by the develop-
ment of mutual identification among peoples and not through
conventional practices such as balancing and collective security
schemes.63 The possibility that peaceful change might be established
through the institutionalization of mutual identification, transna-
tional values, intersubjective understandings, and shared identities,
is most conducive to a constructivist approach. Realist and neo-
liberal institutionalist approaches, by bracketing the very phenom-
enon we are interested in studying, are ill-equipped to entertain the
possibility of community. A constructivist approach, which recog-
nizes the importance of knowledge for transforming international
structures and security politics, is best suited to taking seriously how
international community can shape security politics and create the
conditions for a stable peace.
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Insecurity, security, and asecurity
in the West European non-war
community
Ole Waever

When we use the term "integration or amalgamation" in this book,
we are taking a short form to express an alternative between integra-
tion (by the route of either pluralism or amalgamation) and amalga-
mation short of integration. We have done this because unification
movements in the past have often aimed at both of these goals, with
some of the supporters of the movements preferring one or the other
goal at different times. To encourage this profitable ambiguity,
leaders of such movements have often used broader symbols such as
"union", which could cover both possibilities and could be made to
mean different things to different men.

Deutsch et al., Political Community, 19571

Western Europe is a security community. In contrast to the expecta-
tions of most contemporary theorists of security communities, this has
not been achieved by erecting common security structures or institu-
tions, but primarily through a process of "desecuritization", a pro-
gressive marginalization of mutual security concerns in favor of other
issues. This chapter's main section traces how Western Europe has
gone from insecurity (1940s and 1950s), over security (1960s) and
desecuritization (1970s to the mid 1980s) to reach a situation in the
1990s of re-securitization. Mutual military fears are still absent at the
level of state-to-state, but more issues are today cast in security terms,
economy, environment and migration. Classical political security
concerns appear but are mostly conceived for "Europe" not individual
states. Re-securitization raises the specter of a possible unravelling of
the West European security community, because when something is
constituted as a security issue this enables more extreme action. Since
Deutsch defines security community in terms of the absence of war, it
really is a non-war-community, and security problems can continue to
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unfold within it. Radical security problems are likely to be the biggest
risks for the security community because they drive states to override
rules.

With the return of "security" concerns within Western Europe, it is
important to investigate how solid the security community is. The
third section of the chapter thus examines the way "Europe" as
collective identity is articulated with the particular nation/state
identities. It argues that "Europe" has attained a significant firmness
because national narratives depend on it. Although nation/state
identities remain in some sense primary, they have been transformed
in ways that make "Europe" politically real and a source of stability.

The two main sections of the chapter use unconventional analytical
methods - a study of the historical evolution of the use of the security
speech act and a discourse analysis of the articulation of nation, state
and European identity - because it is argued that straightforward
approaches to the West European security community are not feasible.
Paradoxically, the "nice" case is hard because too many theories are
compatible with the emergence of stable peace in Western Europe.

Most often, in the other cases of this book, the question is whether
some region is a security community, or what it would take to make it
one. Europe is the region most often accepted as a security community
(maybe with the exception of sub-regions like Scandinavia and US-
Canada). Therefore, the questions here are rather: (1) How do we
prove it? Is it really a security community, or does it only look like
one? Is peace carried by community logic or some other mechanism -
balance of power, interdependence, alliance logic? (2) What decides its
stability and will it last? (3) What can we possibly learn from this
region, from the experience of this security community?

The first section presents some logical, conceptual and empirical
difficulties, and drawing on the Scandinavian case, advances four
warnings. These are used to formulate researchable questions and
point out two theoretical core approaches to carry the analysis further.
First a refocussed concept of security is used in the second section to
assess the role of military and non-military security concerns respec-
tively through a historical survey of the West European case.2 The
third section investigates the stability of the West European security
community and the nature of a common European identity through
an exploration of how "Europe" has become embedded in the
meaning of state and nation for key countries. At the end of this
section it is suggested that the way security is provided in the Europe
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of the mid 1990s reveals an emerging regional polity rather than
simply a set of universalized norms keeping separate states in place.
This raises the theoretically troubling perspective that the European
security community is not strictly a pluralistic security community,
but an in-between form bordering on amalgamation. Finally, it is
asked whether the emergence of a West European security community
relates to some deeper change in the international system. Can we
delineate causes, not of the original origins of the community, but
causes of the ensuing identity-based stabilization of it? The conclusion
summarizes the analysis and reflects on the benefits of using the
concept of security community for these investigations.

Four warnings, a mini-case and two ways out

The difficulties of a simple case and the long road to
researchable questions

Four problems preclude a simple, historical and causal excavation of
the formation of the West European security community:

• The origins seem terribly "over-determined," and therefore
we need to separate between on the one hand the question of
explaining origins and on the other factors influencing its
sustainability.

• What is called in the literature a "security community" is
really a non-war community, and therefore if we accept a
concept of security wider than non-war there can be (non-
military) security problems and security dynamics in a "se-
curity community."

• It is important, but often difficult in practice to avoid identi-
fying a security community with security institutions. More
abstractly: security and insecurity are not exhaustive options,
and more attention needs to be given to a-security. Usually,
those who do not feel insecure, do not self-consciously feel (or
work on being) secure; they are more likely to be engaged in
other matters. For practitioners, to concentrate on non-se-
curity matters might be a sound security strategy.

• "Community" in security community should not primarily be
conceived in terms of "identity" of one member with the next.
Instead, one should stress the socially constructed nature of
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the community and thus its cognitive or semiotic rather than
its soci(ologic)al nature. Rather than tracing the causal rela-
tionship between factors external to each other (identity of
individuals => security order), we look at the identity of the
community as security factor.

Each of these four problems will be outlined in greater detail in the
third part of section 1. They can, however, usefully be introduced by
pre-viewing a smaller case before the real one:

A Scandinavian intervention
Scandinavia - or as we prefer to say in the region "Norden" - is
probably the standard example of an uncontested security community.
Some doubt that Western Europe is one, but few would question
USA-Canada or the Nordic case, and of these two the latter avoids the
possible counter-arguments of quasi-imperial hegemony explanations.
Yet, the Nordic case is not much researched, probably because it has
been seen as too easy or self-evident: Of course, Sweden and Denmark
do not fight each other. This is a perfect illustration of the existence of
a security community: no one can imagine a war between these
countries any more! The self-evidence imputed to the case is,
however, false. Historically, it was not obvious that the Nordic
countries should form a security community. It emerged against a
historical record of incessant and often ferocious warfare. "During the
past five centuries, there have been some fifty international or civil
wars in the Nordic area. The frequency of intra-Nordic wars declined
drastically only in the nineteenth century/'3

That Scandinavia is indeed a security community can be shown by
the existence of what Hakan Wiberg calls "a series of non-wars in the
twentieth century; that is, there have been several conflicts about
issues that would typically lead to war, but these were peacefully
resolved":4 Norwegian secession from Sweden in 1905, the Aland
Islands issue 1918-21, Svalbard, Icelandic independence, and Norwe-
gian-Danish contest for Greenland. "The significance of these non-
wars should be underscored, since issues related to secession, terri-
tory, and sovereignty normally have a strong tendency to cause
military action."5

This strong security community contains several peculiarities. It is
not strongly institutionalized, and in particular there has been a
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marked and for the Cold War period deliberate absence of security
institutions; the security community was not intentional, not formu-
lated as security project, but emerged inadvertently; it does not reflect
exceptionally dense societal transactions; and it is not based on
economic foundations.6 In addition to the geopolitical factor of long
periods of low strategic interest, and a certain level of interaction,
most of the explanation hangs on ideological factors such as a shared
Protestant culture, joint romantic myths of ancient origins, nordism of
the nineteenth century, neutrality and pacifism. Shared identity was,
however, not opposed to nationalism. In the case of the Nordics,
nationalism was combined with a second nationalism: Nordism (or
Scandinavism).7 For a short time this larger/pan identity was a
challenger for the nations - suggesting an alternative state-formation
and thus a parallel to other pan-nationalisms of the nineteenth
century such as pan-Germanism and pan-Slavism - but it came later
to serve as a kind of second-order nationalism imbedded in the
particular national identities as a part of what it meant to be Swedish,
Norwegian etc. While often reinforcing nationalism against non-
Nordics, internally it exacts some degree of mutual affiliation, a
feeling of being "broderfolk" (sister nations).8 Chronologically, Nordic
identity could not have caused the security community; it rather
emerged together with or partly as an effect of non-war, but became
one of its main pillars of stability. Origins are a different story.

Hakan Wiberg, in the best study of the formation of the Nordic
security community, emphasizes the role of historical coincidence,
with fortuna in this case materialized in the figure of Tsar Alexander I.
In connection with the Napoleonic wars and the Vienna Congress,
Finland was transferred from Sweden to Russia, Norway from
Denmark to Sweden.

Both nations obtained more autonomy and got into an arrangement
which they could more easily get out of a century later, which helped
to forestall bitter struggles of national liberation. If Norway had been
Danish and Finland Swedish at the time of their national liberations,
they would have had to liberate themselves from countries they had
been part of for centuries and where they were seen as essential parts
of the realm. This would have been much tougher than being accepted
as defecting from countries they had been under for less than 100
years.9

The Nordic system is "tightly coupled" only in a few areas such as
free movement ("passport union"). Generally, Nordic cooperation is
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unable to overcome any major conflict with nationally defined inter-
ests due to an unwillingness to enter into anything approaching
diffuse reciprocity.10 Much adjustment takes place in a very undra-
matic bureaucrat-phones-bureaucrat manner,11 but there has been a
lack of will to "invest" in the relationship through foregoing short-
term gains.12 Achievements are mainly in the realm of coordination
games, and thus compatible with immediate self-interest. Weakest are
security cooperation and internationalization of authority.

This successful security community deviates from the stage-model
explored in this book: it is not achieved through institutions, it is not a
security effort, it has little to do with actual density of transactions,
there is not much sacrifice of narrow self-interest, and not an increas-
ing attachment to a new identity that weakens the old state/nation
identities. The case might be explained away because Scandinavia is a
sub-region within a larger region and therefore not responsible for its
own peace. Possibly the study of security communities should focus
on those regions that constitute security complexes (which means the
scale of security interaction where actors form clusters where they are
necessary for understanding each others' security13). Maybe the
anomalies will then disappear. The study of Europe - this chapter -
will answer this.14

Four problems with Western Europe

Historical difficulties of the simple case
The first problem is simply too many possible explanations. The
emergence of a post-World War II West European security community
is compatible with a number of competing theories. There is no
puzzle, and for instance few realists will be tempted to turn to
alternative theories if they see no anomalies on the basis of balance of
power and alliance theory. (Realists are more likely to debate amongst
themselves about the respective merits of bipolarity and nuclear
weapons.15) The democracies-don't-fight-each-other theory could do
the full job as well, and so could, for instance, transactionalist or
transnationalist explanations in terms of peoples' exchanges, com-
munication and interdependence. Much changed in Western Europe
after World War II, and therefore in terms of correlations, too many
explanations are tenable.

However, even if there is some truth to, say, the realist argument,
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this could be the coincidence factor (the equivalent to Alexander I in
the Nordic case). In a perspective assuming path dependence, corre-
lation-like origins are not the final word. Situations can obtain
different supporting conditions and causes later on. We must study
the social construction of the security community and investigate
whether it has over time achieved sources of stability different from
its sources of origin.

Pure power structuralists such as John Mearsheimer16 note that the
pillars of stability have now been removed and predict a return to
Europe of the inter-war period. Similarly, Hedley Bull argued already
during the Cold War that "Even the idea that Western European
nations constitute a 'security-community' or area of peace is mere
wishful thinking, if it means that war between them could not happen
again, and not simply that it has not happened in recent decades and
would not make sense."17 The recent habit of cooperation among the
nation-states of Western Europe - after a history of "endemic mutual
conflict" - "has been under the shadow of the American presence and
the threat from the East."18

However, other theories could equally explain the long peace (so
we cannot know that bipolarity was the cause). Moreover, original
causes can be supplemented by additional forces that eventually
replace these as pillars of stability. Andrew Hurrell has recently
argued that

one can adopt a phased or "stage-theory" to understanding region-
alism. Although theoretically somewhat unsatisfying, it is historically
often very plausible. Thus, it might be argued that the early phases of
regional cooperation may be the result of the existence of a common
enemy or powerful hegemonic power; but that, having been thrown
together, different logics begin to develop: the functionalist or
problem-solving logic stressed by institutionalists, or the logic of
community highlighted by the constructivists. Thus, neorealists may
be right to stress the importance of the geopolitical context in the
early stages of European unity, and yet wrong in ignoring the degree
to which both informal integration and successful institutionalization
altered the dynamics of European international relations over the
ensuing forty years.19

Thus, a study of "security communities" should not focus on origins
but try to grasp the clashing social forces that uphold and undermine
"expectations of non-war," especially those made up of identity and
community.
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Security vs. war avoidance
Deutsch conceives of a security community only as a non-war com-
munity and his concept of security is thus at odds with most ongoing
efforts to redefine and broaden it. Thinking about security community
is often misled by this apparently trivial linguistic feature and reasons
as if the existence of a security community ruled out all security
dynamics and for instance had eliminated the security dilemma from
the region.20 If one had used the term "non-war community" these
arguments would have been made less easily, despite the fact that the
theorists in principle know that non-war community is exactly what
Deutsch's "security community" means. This article will follow
convention and use the term "security community" for "stable
expectations of non-war", but keep open the possibility of non-
military security dynamics operating in the West European security
community. This turns a complication into an analytical instrument
for grasping the dynamics of the community.

As noted above, the stability of a security community should be
investigated as a question separate from its causal origins. It then
becomes all the more important to grasp the forces threatening such a
social formation. Security dynamics are particularly likely to play a
key role in unravelling the community. When the security community
is not based on hard causal connections to specific factors, it is clear
that a security community can never be definitive - it remains
precariously balanced on a constellation of a large number of
factors.21 Even a "democratic peace" might unravel due to the de-
democratizing effects of war-expectations and arguments about a
country's international position, as e.g. in Weimar Germany22 Seeing
Europe as "probably a security community but not solidly anchored"
points towards a focus on such potentially unravelling factors. Policies
driven by security are able to unravel democratic peace and non-war
communities.

The role of asecurity and unintended peace
As illustrated by the Nordic case, we should not decide a priori that a
security community is closely linked to either formal institutions or
self-conscious security efforts. Scandinavia is probably a case of
unintended peace. There was not a powerful program for securing
peace among the Nordic countries. Transactions, institutions and
community feelings were generated by other aspirations and as a side
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effect contributed to the creation and consolidation of a security
community.

Two different but related distinctions are involved. The first is the
distinction between institutions and institutionalization (formal orga-
nizations and a general social shaping).23 The second is the distinction
between activities motivated by security versus those that have security
as a side effect while motivated by other concerns. In some cases
security might be furthered exactly by the downgrading of security
concerns. It has been a much-criticized part of integration theory -
functionalist as well as neo-functionalist - that it wanted to direct
attention away from security issues. This has often been presented as
naive, especially when it was given a too manipulative formulation - a
formulation which implied too strongly that the integration threorists
were manipulating actors who did not understand what was done to
them. But the very idea, that desecuritization might be important for
cooperation, is worth taking seriously, cf. the Nordic case.

The identity of identity and the stability of "Us"
Often "identity" is conceptualized in terms of how alike people (or
other units) are in a given area. Deutsch's concept of the compatibility
of core values could lead in this direction. At most this can be an
important causal factor - one among many - that influences the
distinctive object of interest: the strength of community feeling. Even
with the strongest communities, nations, identity operates through a
second-order reflection: we agree to assume that we share an identity.
As explained by Ernest Gellner, national identity appears on the
historical scene when it is no longer possible to make functional
reference to one's location in the stratification of society; capitalism
and industrialism need mobility and circulation in a much wider
sphere, but also to have this space defined: "So culture, which had
once resembled the air men breathed, and of which they were seldom
aware, suddenly becomes perceptible and significant ... So - let
culture be worshipped directly in its own name. That is nation-
alism."24 What distinguishes (national) identity is not similarity or
actual connectedness but the self-conscious idea of a community. In
line with this book's constructivist redefinition of security commu-
nities: the community works when the actors choose to act as if there
is a community.25

A common identity means that the category of the collective is part
of the self-conception of individuals. It can always only be a part of
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and therefore its stability depends on how well it is articulated with
other identity components. "We's" can not be studied as "me and my
identity". An identity has to be seen in relation to other identities, not
only the famous "Other" of self-other arguments, but also other
"we's," because each self is constructed with the help of a complex
constellation of collective identifications - identifications that have to
be articulated with each other.

A distinct analytical field of discursive identity emerges where
different collective categories are defined in relation to each other (a
layer quite different from actual "similarity" or connectedness). By
this approach we avoid the sterile debate over the relative power of
loyalty to Europe versus loyalty to nation/state (where the latter is
still likely to win out and thus make "Europe" seem irrelevant26).
More interestingly, one can ask how the concept of Europe is stabi-
lized by its inner connections to other - maybe more powerful - we's,
by being implied in the redefinition of each nation/state identity.27

A research agenda and approach
Due to these four problems, it is not possible to go directly for the
causal question of "what produced the security community?". Nor
can one study the "community" in security community the traditional
way through analysis of values or culture. Innovative strategies are
necessary in order to get around the conceptual traps to researchable
questions. Two theoretical pillars will be: (1) a re-sharpened concept
of security, and (2) discourse analysis of state/nation/Europe
(because stability is determined by how the mutual/inner relation-
ships of the different we-identities are connected from the actors'
perspective). The main analysis in the paper is built on these two
main pillars - the second and third sections. The interpretation is then
extended to questions about the security mechanisms in the emerging
polity and the role of long-term change in "dynamic density", and
draw on two additional theoretical traditions: English School and
liberal transformationalist IR.
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A security history of Western Europe after 1945
Twenty-five years ago, the urge to have done with our violent past
left us no choice but to advance towards a common goal. What was
decided on then is still just as vital; and now it is part of the everyday
reality of our lives. Jean Monnet, Memoirs, 197628

When a group of states is put into a quasi-permanent alliance - as was
the case in Western Europe after the Second World War - where they
must expect to be "on the same side" in a possible war, this does not
make them a security community according to the Deutschian defini-
tion. The "dependent variable" ("dependable expectations of 'peaceful
change'") is fullfilled, but it is a criterion that these expectations are
assured by a sense of community (ignoring the further complication
that "sense of community" is by Deutsch defined back circularly in
terms of the dependable expectations of non-war; this has been
remedied in the Adler/Barnett version). As spelled out in the intro-
ductory chapter of this book, the revised definition of security com-
munity is as the species of non-wars that rests on identity and community.
Irrespective of how we weigh the various factors causing the emergence
of the community, we have to track its social construction, its possible
later base in something other than geopolitical rationality.

To determine whether the states are held together by fears of an
external threat or by identity and community factors within, we will
chronicle the evolution of "security" (in the wider sense). Non-war
was assured, but what happened "underneath this" to security think-
ing in the region? Since non-military security dynamics are among the
most likely sources for an unravelling of a security community, this
will furthermore explore the stability of the community.

The concept of security
To study as an empirical question what is securitized in specific
instances, "security" cannot be fixed a priori in its definition. The
concept has to be open, clearly specified as a specific form of politics,
but open for varying formulations and extensions by different actors.
Furthermore, it needs to be an in-between concept of security between
the narrow (always state, only military) and the wide (everything
people worry about).

The meaning of a concept is in its usage. Not something we can
define analytically according to what would be "best" or most
"logical". This is not the same as asking what people (consciously)
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think it means. What are the rules that implicitly define when and where the
concept of security can be used meaningfully? Security is a practice, a
specific way to frame an issue. Security discourse is characterized by
dramatizing an issue as having absolute priority. Something is pre-
sented as an existential threat: if we do not tackle this, everything else
will be irrelevant (because we will not be here, or not be free to deal
with future challenges in our own way). By labelling this a security
issue, the actor has claimed a right to handle it with extraordinary
means, to break the normal political rules of the game (e.g. in the form
of secrecy, levying taxes or conscripts, limitations on otherwise in-
violable rights).29

It follows from the always implied act, that security is about
survival. Something is presented as existentially threatened, and on
this basis it is argued that "we" must use extra-ordinary means to
handle the threat. In the case of traditional state security: by saying
"security", a state representative moves the issue into a specific area
and demands a right for using the necessary means to block a
threatening development.30 The necessity of an existential quality
('survival') follows from the function of security discourse as lifting
issues to an urgency and necessity above normal politics. To attempt
to take an issue out of the normal weighing of issues against others
demands both that it is generally accepted that the threatened has to
survive, and that there is a possible point of no return where it can
suddenly be too late, and it is therefore necessary to act in time - and
therefore legitimate to over-rule normal procedures.

Because rules and procedures otherwise binding can be voided by the
security argument, the labelling of issues as security problems contain
the risk of unravelling patterns of mutual adjustment. The rules
pushed aside can be internal - classically in the case of secrecy - or
external - as when violation of GATT/WTO rules is legitimized by
national security. Studying the use of "security" will therefore be
informative for the purpose of tracing the security community. If
security is legitimized with the community as referent object this
assists in consolidating the community, and if it is done within the
community it contains risks of triggering political escalations within
which the community might unravel. Many different actors can use the
security move, but typically there are a relatively limited number of
possible "referent objects", i.e. those whom you can make reference to,
and say "X is threatened, therefore we have to ..." Not all collectivities
or principles have a widely accepted demand for survival.31

80



Insecurity, security, and asecurity

The idea of securitization immediately changes security/insecurity
from being an exhaustive set of options (the more security, the less
insecurity and vice versa) to being only two out of three basic
categories. In the case of desecuritization, we have neither security nor
insecurity. To talk of a situation as characterized by security means
that a threat is articulated but that sufficient counter-measures are felt
to be available - in contrast to insecurity with a threat and insufficient
defence. If the situation is taken out of the realm of security con-
ceptualization, the situation might inelegantly be described as one of
"a-security." Since a security community is defined by the impossibility
of imagining violence, it is at least as likely to be built on a-security as
on security, because in the case of security, one imagines the violence
but also believes one has a counter-measure.

A full documentation of the interpretations that follow would
require a book-length examination at the level of textual analysis of a
wide sample of central documents throughout the whole post-World
War II period. This chapter provides a more impressionistic account,
based on a number of general historical works on the period.32

The 1940s and 1950s
The five main issues securitized on a large scale and with general
social resonance were as follows:

(1) The Soviet threat. Obviously, this was the issue securitized most
dramatically, consistently and with the greatest social affect. It legit-
imized a wide array of activities and contributed to defining the
identity of what was first of all a Western or North Atlantic commun-
ity. With the strong, binary logic of the East-West conflict, European
identity was naturally secondary and instrumental in relation to that
of the West. This was also a product of the general admiration in
Western Europe of the great American model society, but undoubtedly
"the West" was strengthened by corrresponding to the general con-
struction of "us" and "them"; if they were the Soviet Bloc, the
communists, we were "the West". There is no need here to tell the
story of the peaks and troughs of this threat construction over the
Berlin blockade of 1948, fears strengthened by the outbreak in 1950 of
the Korean war, limited detente 1953-55, etc.

(2) An internal political threat, the Communists. If the communists
were simply a domestic political force, it was problematic to present
this in public as a threat leading to security action. Its possible security
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articulation therefore depended on its conjunction with the Soviet
threat (whether the "real" hierarchy of fears in the elite was really the
opposite need not concern us here). Beyond pointing back to threat
no.l, it also linked on to threat no.3, because the major policy response
to the alleged domestic threat was to insist on economic success, and
thereby to infuse economic performance with a security rationale.

(3) The economy could be presented as a security argument, as a matter
of survival in the years immediately after the Second World War when
it was uncertain whether Europe would recover.33 But the spectacular
and lengthy boom which took place in West European economies
relatively soon after the war meant that a form of concern sufficiently
dramatic to warrant the security label probably subsided around the
end of the 1940s.34 Since it took longer to overcome the various
imbalances created by the boom itself, Alan Milward argues, there
were a number of difficult and dangerous situations specific to
individual countries. For instance, French concerns about the time
needed to establish competitiveness motivated much of its European
and thus security, policy. In Germany, in particular historical experience
fostered fears of the economy as something that could "break down,"
with inflation as the early symptons. The same attitude contributes to
present-day policy (e.g. resistance against giving up the D-Mark).

(4) The German question. With the prospect of Germany returning to
the scene, the answer dominant both within Germany and among
American and European countries was one of Einbindung into NATO
as well as (what became) the EU. Most important in this context were
the considerations of France - to which we return below. The constant
wavering in French attitudes between keeping Germany down and
integrating (with) Germany for most of the period usually favored
integration, but it was clear that a major motive for this was the
German problem and arguments about why it was unwise to try the
first strategy or the lack of a real possibility heretofore, i.e. a security
argument.

(5) With Europe, rather than simply Germany, as referent, one saw a
more general historical argument: Europe had to make a choice to
change course from wars to integration. Jean Monnet in his memoirs
presents his reflections in the period around the end of the war: "If, as
I believed, the Provisional Government proved capable of preventing
anarchy or a Communist takeover [NB: threats no. 2 and 3; OW], there
would soon be a tendency to return to the old order. In that case, the
greatest danger would be that of rebuilding a Europe made up of
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sovereign States, each exposed to the facile temptations of protec-
tionism." And then he quoted a note he had written in 1943:

There will be no peace in Europe if States re-establish themselves on
the basis of national sovereignty, with all that this implies by way of
prestige policies and economic protectionism. If the countries of Europe
once more protect themselves against each other, it will once more be
necessary to build up vast armies [...] Europe will be reborn yet
again under the shadow of fear?5

The threat is mutual security policy as such. It is not a question of
assuring a good, stable security system, but of avoiding security
concerns being directed at each other at all, by somehow circumventing
this traditional logic, directing energies elsewhere. This interpretation
does not arise only if one - idealistically, some would say - asks from
the perspective of "Europe", because Monnet concludes his note by
stating "The solution to the European problem is all-important to the
life of France."36 The argument about Europe having to learn the lesson
of the war was central to thinking within the resistance movements of
the war.37 The idea of Europe presented in such circles after the war
was not one of restoration, of recapturing the good traditions of
Europe; it was rather an argument about a necessary break with
European traditions, especially the tradition of organizing on the basis
of sovereign states. (More will be said below on this rupture argument.)

Most remarkable about this list38 is that there is not much of "this
European country fears that one". Of course, there was a certain
resentment against Germany and a corresponding German worry
about its future. Of this type of classical state-to-state security fear, the
most important instance is probably French long-time concern about
Germany. Mil ward has asked and answered like this:

How did France, starting from so weak a position in 1945 and
pursuing an unrealizable set of foreign policy objectives, arrive at
such a satisfactory long-term political and economic solution? The
answer must be, not that the French policy-making machine was in
any way superior to that in Britain, which largely failed to achieve its
own objectives in the reconstruction of Europe, but that the German
threat to French national security simply would not go away and,
because it was always there, forced French policy-formulation to
consider a more distant horizon. In the constant effort of lifting the
eyes to that horizon a longer-term solution was eventually found.39

Thus, even this concern was partly displaced to another level, but
mutual security concerns remained a conscious motivation for policy.
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Together with the other five fears, the elements of state-to-state con-
cerns produced a general situation where insecurity was wide-spread.

Several of these security arguments were in various mixes involved
in the establishment of the "Western" organizations, OEEC (later
OECD), NATO, the Council of Europe, the European Coal and Steel
Community, the failed attempt at a European Defence Community,
revival of the Brussels treaty, German accession into it and NATO, and
then in 1957, the treaty of Rome establishing the EEC and Euratom.

In this first period, European integration worked relatively well.
Conflicts concentrated on the differences in approach between the Six
and the rest, led by Britain, that became in 1960 EFTA. Conflicts of
approach among the six did not break out clearly until the early 1960s
with Charles de Gaulle as catalyst and focal figure. Therefore, the
image of European integration could be colored by odd mixtures of
the discourse of federalists on supranational institutions and function-
alist arguments about practical cooperation.40 Early integration theory
was born under these conditions.41

Reaching the second half of the 1950s, "Western Europe had largely
recovered from the difficulties of the immediate post-war years, and
the perceived threat from internal communist subversion or imminent
Soviet invasion was receding. The sense of being beleaguered there-
fore declined, although a defensive and highly suspicious attitude
remained."42 "Moreover, after the upheavals of 1956, it was evident
that the post-war order on the continent was not likely to change as a
result of war or violent revolution".43

1960-1985: neo-functionalism and Gaullism
During this period, security rhetoric was generally much less drastic.
Feelings of urgent threat receded and security arguments became
increasingly a ritual for securing a continued upholding of the deter-
rence order. From insecurity - seeing a "security problem" with a lack
of counter-measures - debate moved towards a picture of "security"
as an important field of constant effort, one that actually provides
security. The East-West conflict was a problem with a "solution", and
the whole arrangement became institutionalized. The East-West situa-
tion was one of "security" rather than "insecurity".

The crises in Berlin and Cuba were turning points. With the Berlin
Wall in 1961 and Cuba 1962, it seemed more and more impossible that
one side or the other would make large gains by means of military
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operations, or military-based political manipulation or bluffing. It
became increasingly clear that in the non-military area it was always
possible for the regime to control things - if not in any other way then
with the help of some friends with tanks - and military threats could
be fenced off because of the general nuclear condition. Quoting the
late Franz Josef Strauss, "In the present European situation there is no
possibility of changes through war, but neither through revolution or
civil war/'44 In the European post-war constellation there seemed to
be no change possible without some degree of consent of the power-
holders. Change had to be a negotiated process of pressure and
acceptance, stabilization and de-stabilization, crystallizing in debates
over degrees and forms of detente.45 For this reason, most of the
drama was taken out of security. Opposition parties could try to
denounce the detente policy of the government for exposing our side
to some kind of abuse from the other. But it became increasingly
difficult to imagine a major military move with a political purpose.
The fear of war as such and of the fall-out from the miliary systems
(nuclear testing) peaked in the early 1960s too (nuclear disarmament
movements).

The 1960s might be seen as a period of explorations and probings,
culminating in the gradual change of Germany policies - not least
West German policies towards the East and in relation to German
unity - towards the formal recognitions of the post-war order in 1969-
74. Pierre Hassner has described the period from 1961 to 1968 as a
period of selective detente where hopes persisted that one might use
detente for fooling allies out of the grip of the other side, where Paris/
Prague 1968 created the definite shift towards "status quo detente".46

Only in specialist circles did intense security concerns continue.
Within the logic of deterrence strategy, security problems continued to
emerge - missile gaps, windows of opportunity - and necessary
counter-measures were debated.47 Some security specialists inter-
preted eurocommunism as a dangerous plot in the East-West struggle.
Such concerns became institutionalized and professionalized, and
although they did not operate in the public as ostentatious security
arguments, they continued to have policy effects. While the public
sphere experienced a general desecuritization, strategic studies (se-
curity experts) reached its high point. This shows how securitization
can be institutionalized through professionalization, thereby up-
holding the prioritizing function of the security speech act without a
need for constant public drama.48
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Simultaneously, the process of integration moved into a period of
desecuritization. Where the peace argument had been foremost in the
early period, later work came to concentrate on practical progress in
the various issue areas. The ruling neo-functionalists were, of course,
aware of an original security motivation behind the project, but the
strategy to realize this was through desecuritization. The European
states amongst themselves moved towards a state of asecurity, where
the very question of what kind of security arrangement one relied on
became absurd. The West European states did not think in terms of
security/insecurity, but tried to think about something else. This was
to create some of the problems of the 1980s and especially 1990s
where it was suddenly difficult especially in the new member
countries (such as Britain and Denmark) to explain that security was
central to the rationale of European integration because it played so
little a role at the time of their accession (1972).

Wasn't the resulting semi-automatic process of integration then
seen as a threat? A possible candidate for security action could be de
Gaulle's policy of the first half of the 1960s culminating in the EC's
"constitutional crisis" of 1965-66 (France's empty chair and eventually
the Luxembourg compromises). A first thought could well be that this
is a security move on behalf of state sovereignty. That is partly the
way it has been constructed in hindsight, for example, the Stanley
Hoffmann high/low politics argument that states are not allowing
supranationality to run further than so far, then they re-assert auth-
ority49 Security mobilization on behalf of a threatened state was,
however, not de Gaulle's style. It would have been far too defensive
and weak to say: EC integration is a threat to state sovereignty. Much
more offensively he said: this is the wrong way to construct Europe,
we have to do it my way. If he used an argument about a threat, it was
rather Europe that was the referent object, Europe that was to be
defended. With a British-influenced and technocratic-unpolitical
Europe, there would be too much American dominance (through
NATO), and thus really no "Europe". In order to create "une Europe
europeenne", it had to be political in a sense which only the states
(and France in particular) could perform, whereas the Commission,
useful as it might be as a technical organ could not constitute a
political power.50 For Europe's sake: if the others were not willing to
proceed in the areas of security, defence and foreign policy, France
had better keep its freedom of action.51 The main slogan was now
"the independence of France." Only at the most intense moments of
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the crisis of the empty chair did the French President (and other
French politicians) use rhetorics with the grand historical sweep about
the technocratic and supranational EC posing a threat to French
democracy and sovereignty.52 A security argument about the threat
from integration is not systematic and widespread in any sense
equivalent to the 1990s.

The net effect of the crisis and resolution was to reinforce a process
of moderate and controlled integration; and thereby also reinforce the
low politics "strategy." There was in the whole crisis paradoxically a
sign of strength for integration: EC integration had proceeded so far
that states could not allow bureaucrats to run it. Even de Gaulle did
not want to stop it but only ensure that we the states(men) had check
on it, which concretely meant to move power from Commission to
Council and ensure the veto on vital matters. On the one hand this
meant that the political side was strengthened by the statesmen
appearing more on the scene; on the other, it removed the prospect of
a swift and easy state-making of the EC and thereby consolidated the
image of a mainly technical cooperation. The period was one of
desecuritization.

Towards the end of the 1970s, Europe experienced a rhetoric that
could be seen as verging on security argumentations: the fear of
"euro-sclerosis" at times took on an existential quality, where Europe
was seen as decisively falling behind in the global competition. This
argument did, however, not become the basis for major action until
the next period.

Revival of European integration - before and after the
revolution (1985-1992)

From the mid 1980s and into the 1990s, integration accelerated in
terms of a spread to new issue areas, new rounds of enlargement and
a resurfacing of supranational potentials subdued since the Luxem-
bourg compromise. Again, security arguments played a role. In the
mid-1980s around the time of the Single European Act (SEA) and the
beginning of the internal market ('1992') project, two security argu-
ments were at play:

• Military security played a role in the form of a fear of East-
West confrontation and thereafter of the opposite, of uncon-
trolled detente, i.e. fear of US-Soviet condominium. Both
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swings in the US-Soviet relationship under Reagan were
interpreted as necessitating an independent security voice.
This period generally witnessed strong securitization attempts
in the area of military matters: the peace movements who
asserted an existential threat from nuclear weapons, an estab-
lishment arguing an urgent Soviet threat and European politi-
cians claiming a need for a more distinct European role.

• Probably more important for European integration was the
impression of global economic competition which Europe was
seen as losing so decisively that this became a security
argument. This was a major motive in the SEA and internal
market process.53

After 1989, new elements were added to the security discourse of
Europe: environmental security, migrants, ethnic conflict, organized
crime, terrorism. The diversity of securitization increased, but it was
difficult to see what general patterns emerged from these new security
problems - except complexity as such and increasingly an atmosphere
of "insecurity" in contrast to the a-security of especially the 1970s.
Increasingly, two specific security arguments came to organize the
scene and they will be the focus of the next sub-section.

In relation to the post-1989 situation, we need to address an issue
raised more generally in relation to security communities: the role of
military transparency and confidence building. Military transparency
today exists in Europe at an unusually high level. This is a product of
decades of cooperation in NATO. There are attempts to extend this
through NACC (North Atlantic Cooperation Council), PfP (Partner-
ship for Peace), EAPC (Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council) and actual
NATO enlargement, all based on NATO. Some more clearly "East-
West" defined cooperation exists in the CSCE, now OSCE, however at
a completely different level from what has been achieved among the
NATO countries. Because NATO was an Organization, not only a
paper alliance, and developed integrated command structures, joint
exercises, and numerous exchange systems, the whole military institu-
tion and profession became internationalized in a historically unique
way. A major transformation has taken place: sociologically, the
military is no longer the core nationalist and militarist interest group
it used to be in previous centuries (and still is to some extent in e.g.
Latin America). The military has a quite internationalist self-per-
ception and thus a culture of openness and transparency has emerged



Insecurity, security, and asecurity

that does not have to be imposed through constant confidence-
building treaties.54 Whereas the general institutionalist interpretation
of European security is problematic because international institutions
might prove dependent on the international power structure, the de-
nationalization of the military operates at a different sociological
micro-level, and is therefore not vulnerable to this objection.

Integration/fragmentation and the emerging European
security identity after 1992

The two most clearly articulated long-range scenarios for European
security are interlocked in a strange way where each is the other's
main argument. An integrated Europe is presented by some as the
only way to avoid a return to a war-ridden, balance of power driven
Europe. Conversely, the process of integration is seen as the main
threat by substantial groups in several member states, who argue for
the defence of national identity or state sovereignty against a threa-
tening European super-state.55

Fear of integration. In contrast to the 1960s, anti-EU discourse of the
1990s has been framed with reference less to sovereignty and more to
defending (national) identity - rarely from state elites, mostly anti-
establishment groups. Raison d'Etat is less dangerous to the EU than
raison de nation. This is an important instance of the increasing
diversity of referent objects of security in Europe.

Integration and fragmentation trigger each other. It was widely
assumed after 1989 that the only viable way to counter and contain
fragmentation in Eastern Europe was to strengthen European integra-
tion. This in turn generated opposition and resistance among peoples
(such as Danes and Britons) in Western Europe, and this in turn leads
to new initiatives for integration with a hard core, which again ... etc.
In a meta-stability of contradictory possibilities, these two become the
dominant images of what could be Europe's future, integration or
fragmentation - or in Francis Beer and Jeffrey Kopstein's expression
"Europe-Maastricht" and "Europe-Sarajevo".56

Fear of fragmentation. European integration increasingly rests on the
security argument that Europe needs integration in order to avoid
fragmentation. Europe has for most of its modern history been a
balance of power system where a number of great powers compete for
influence and allies. The Cold War was an exception, interrupting this
internal power balancing (and wars following from it) as external
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powers "overlaid" the European system. Without this overlay, Europe
after the Cold War faced the basic choice of whether to return to
traditional power balancing or to create enough concentration of
power to achieve a centered development (as e.g. North America -
and a long list of historical cases from other regions). In this argument,
it is obviously Europe which is at stake - and at stake in some fateful
manner. Which direction shall European history take? In one (integra-
tion) there is room for much more "Europe" than in the other
(fragmentation). The choice is fateful because it is difficult to change
directions when developments have proceeded beyond a certain point
down either of these roads. This is a security argument attached to
Europe as such, and appeals to "European security" increasingly
build on this argument.57

After World War II, the European idea was to a large extent shaped
as a revolt against Europe's own past. Only to a limited extent was the
European project promoted as a return to a lost time of greatness; much
more so as the possibility that Europeans learn from their past and set
new aims58. The Europe discourse of the 1990s contains a mixture of
this future-oriented logic and elements of more nostalgic, euro-national
celebration of uniquely European traditions. Exactly in the field of
security there is a strong emphasis on the self-negating, self-transform-
ing argument in relation to Europe itself. Europe's "Other", the enemy
image, is today not to a very large extent "Islamic fundamentalism,"
"the Russians" or anything similar - rather Europe's Other is Europe's
own past which should not be allowed to become its future.59

After the displays of fear of integration in 1992, Brussels backed
down from heavy-handed cultural nation-building. European identity
is phrased as a predominantly political identity, while ethno-national
cultural identity remains with the nation states (and regions). Instead
of building identity from within through homogenization,60 it is
increasingly done on the outside - by achieving an "identity" in the
eyes of others. Europe can exist only if it has a "defense identity" and
is a recognized actor on the international arena.61 Europe as project, as
history, is at a crossroads and security is at play as the question of
integration vs. fragmentation. Integration is made an aim in itself
because the alternative is fragmentation, a self-propelling process that
by definition will destroy "Europe" as a project. Whether "Europe"
exists or not appears as an either-or question, and a question with
security dimensions. The question of integration thus gains a gram-
matical form that brings it closer to security logic. If first fragmenta-
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tion sets in, it will be a self-reinforcing force that rules out for a long
time any possibility of "Europe". Integration is thus the referent point
for a security rhetorics of "Europe", and it takes on the existential
quality characteristic of security, because integration/fragmentation is
a question not of how Europe will be, but whether Europe will be.
This particular security argument is one of the clearest cases today of
security in the name of Europe, and it is close to the core question in the
present context of "we-feeling" and identity in the security field

Stages in the emergence of the security community
The phases can be summarized in this way. First, insecurity (not only
military but various forms of non-military insecurity) and security
became a main motive for integration. The second phase was one of
first security and on this basis desecuritization leading towards a-
security. Thirdly, there has been some resecuritization - but not with
the state(s) as referent object, and in the fourth and current phase this
crystallizes at two other levels: Europe (integration in order to avoid
fragmentation) and nations (defending themselves against integra-
tion).

These four phases do not completely parallel the three-phase model
explored in this book. The first phase was marked by institution
building and motivated by both mutual and common external
security concerns. However, security integration went very far very
quickly, and mainly for external security reasons (NATO). The middle
period was not spent gradually getting used to close involvement in
security or building trust to allow further integration. War amongst
the members was almost unthinkable all the time anyway because of
the East-West context. National identity is not of decreasing import-
ance throughout the period. To the contrary, nationalism was banished
in the immediate post-World War II years because of the war, whereas
it has become more legitimate in the 1990s. This, however, does not
always question the security community. Most of the deviations thus
relate to the "premature" integration of security and the non-confron-
tation between nation and region.

The first could be due to the peculiarities of the case, where in
Europe the preeminent security organization has been NATO which
was there from the beginning, already before the security community
and probably part of the reasons for its formation. The second
important organization, the EU, has been the main format for the
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continued non-war community and probably for its cultivation of the
real "security community" features in terms of identity and the non-
imaginability of war, but this has happened for most of the period in
the form of desecuritization! Therefore, the EU has secured the
security community not by upgrading joint security activities but on
the contrary by doing other things. While there are thus peculiarities
of the case that could explain the deviance from the three-phase
model, the reformulated theory of security communities has the
problem that its basic conception does not operate with security
organizations as necessary feature, and therefore their inclusion in the
phases can only be as a heuristic device.

The European case, however, exposes a more general and theoreti-
cally more interesting problem with the phases: a too linear conjunc-
tion of "we-identity", formal institutions, polity and peace. Do we
necessarily get more peace only in parallel with more organization
and more identity? Such links are characteristic of the modern nation-
state, but in a longer historical perspective, polities have exhibited
radical disjunctures. For instance, the idea that a ruler should speak
the same language as the peasants that were his subjects did not occur
to a medieval or even early-modern king - as anthropologist Anne
Knudsen has remarked: what should they be talking about?62 Social
life was stratified transnationally and horizontally, only with the
combination of the modern state and romanticism did one get the
ideal of the nation as one big family, and suddenly identity became
powerful in politics. The identity-politics fusion is not an ahistorical
necessity. The complexity of the emerging European situation with
overlapping authorities reminds us of the need to stay free of
sovereignty infused inside/outside logic and the domestic analogy. It
might seem strange to place this a criticism at the door of the security
community literature, which exactly tried to overcome the domestic/
international dichotomy,63 but as R. B. J. Walker has kept reminding
the IR discipline: these concepts are not easy to escape, they are so
foundational to our whole political vocabulary that they easily slip
into the attempts to transcend traditionalism. Our concepts of democ-
racy, security, community and identity are deeply marked by the
modern principle of sovereignty, and if we try to think about new
forms of security that might begin to transcend the sovereignty-based
codes, we need to be extremely wary about sovereignty creeping back
in through surprising passageways.64 Without explicit state-centrism,
it can show up in our new concepts as well. For instance, in assump-
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tions of correlation between peace, organizations and communal
identity.

Although Europe has not obeyed the three-phase model, this
section has shown that it clearly went through distinct phases. A
period of desecuritization, the ideal condition for a security commun-
ity, has been replaced by reemerging but decentralized securitization,
potentially a less stable situation. The obvious next question is
therefore exactly where we are and where we are likely to be going.

Imagining Europe and identifying us
The struggle for Europe begins with a struggle inside each nation.

Etienne Tassin65

This section will focus on the question of the solidity of the security
community that emerged as outlined in the previous section. The
definition of security community is peace that is stable because of
community and identity. We therefore investigate how community/
identity is stabilized and stabilizing.

Europe
Europe became an increasingly powerful political symbol during the
1980s, but different actors gave the concept quite different meanings.66

Different discourses compete internationally about defining the term,
but since politicians still have to legitimize their policy first of all
domestically, they are mostly constrained by what can make political
sense according to the domestic rules of political discourse. When
"Europe" becomes more important, this then means first of all that
this concept becomes more central within national systems of
meaning. "Europe" is shaped by the different traditions of political
thought, but each of them has Europe more centrally tied into the
networks than before.

Is Europe then a community? Without a shared conception does it
fulfil the criteria for security community, that non-war is based on
identity and community? Yes. Europe takes increasingly important
positions in the different discourses, and among the most important
pillars of stability in Europe today are the various parallel, intercon-
nected identity definitions of state-nation-Europe. To assume that the
identity of a region has to be a big over-riding we - we "Europeans" -
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is to reify the nation-state model. The region is rather a constellation
of we's. Maybe Europe is not even that much of a we, but a way, a
how, where there is more and more of a European flavor to being
French, German, and so on. Since concepts of state and nation are
strong organizing ideas for foreign policy, a consistent European
definition of these will make for a social anchoring of the security
community. As Michael Barnett has noticed in relation to the Arab
world: "scholarship on Arab nationalism has an either/or quality: the
Arab nation either takes precedence over all other identities or it is
meaningless; either Arab nationalism necessitates political unification
or it is without force."67 Similarly, "Europe" should be seen neither as
a project replacing the nation/state nor as irrelevant. It is an
additional layer of identification. Since this is vulnerable to re-mobili-
zation of the better established state/nation identities, it is important
to study how the state/nations themselves have been transformed,
and the European level integrated into the meaning of state/nation.
Because - as often pointed out by constructivists - a re-assertion of
national "self-interest" will be less problematic when the self has
changed to a less narrow form. In this case, in a direction, where the
national "self" contains a narrative with Europe as required com-
ponent.

The identity pillars of European integration and security
The discursive role of "Europe" is not captured by contrasting Europe
to the national identities, but by studying how e.g. the meaning of
"French" interests is redefined by an inclusion of "Europe". EU/rope
is essential to the dominant narration of what "France" is and where it
is heading in the future. If Europe were removed (integration
collapsed), the meaning of France would have to be radically re-
articulated. Identity is narrative,68 and there are only so many basic
stories to be told about what France is about.

Especially for a major power, the overall foreign policy line must be
explainable as to where this leaves "us": what kind of future for
"France"/"Germany"/"Russia" in what kind of Europe? This is not a
static challenge in the sense that there is one fixed idea of say France.
But there are some basic core meanings (the state-nation) that can only
be related to Europe in a limited number of ways. Therefore, several
different Europe policies are meaningful in a French political context -
but not just any Europe policy. Several policies that would seem
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perfectly logical from a Finnish perspective - or from the perspective
of some abstract theory of "state interests" - would be very difficult to
present in the French political language.

Good statesmanship will try to find ways to articulate the nation/
state that result in Europe policies that also leave room for the other
major nation/states (and their Europes). Immediately after the fall of
the Berlin Wall, Germany - who had potentially much to win, but also
a lot to lose if others turned against it - was especially active in
building the French and the Russian Europe (and the Americans by
playing with and not again unification secured a place for the Atlantic
Europe) and thus we arrived at the relatively successful "grand
bargain" of 1990.69 Europe to the French meant strengthening of a
France-like EU, to the Russians it meant securing some all-European
framework that defined Russia as within Europe, and to the Germans
Europe meant allowing interactions, societies and economies to re-
connect across old divisions.

In 1990 it was possible to give Europe a direction of development
where all of the Europe projects could unfold simultaneously. They
are competitors, but not incompatible - and thereby all major powers
were able to imagine themselves in the Europe promised. Henry
Kissinger once introduced the important concept of a power's vision of
itself:

[Security] is not a mechanical problem [...] an exact balance is
impossible [...] because while powers may appear to outsiders as
factors in a security arrangement, they appear domestically as
expressions of a historical existence. No power will submit to a
settlement, however well-balanced and however "secure", which
seems totally to deny its vision of itself 7°

The European post-Wall order was stable because it fullfilled the dual
criteria of two kinds of compatibility: first, that it is possible in each of
the major countries to construct a narrative of state, nation and
Europe that makes sense in relation to the national tradition of
political thought, and secondly, when we in this way get Europe in
the plural, that these different Europes are politically compatible, that
it is possible for a French integration project, German border-pene-
trating networks and Russian all-European structures to unfold at the
same time. Then it is unproblematic that e.g. the German version of
creating a "vision of itself" - with a low political profile, an emphasis
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upon economy, and the downgrading of borders - is seen as mildly
ridiculous in France.

The main question for the future of Europe, for stability and
peaceful change, is now not directly the relations among the major
powers, but the inner struggles over national identity/Europe projects
in France, Germany and Russia. In each country strong competitors
have emerged to the project that functioned in the comprehensive quid
pro quo of 1990.

To judge how stable this constellation is, one has to enter into the
different constructions as they look, as it were, from the inside. This is
of course a quite demanding task, and we will here take only a brief
look at two of the most important countries, France and Germany.71

This leads amongst other things to the somewhat surprising conclu-
sion that Europe does not first of all have a German problem, but a
French problem.

Germany after the Cold War has witnessed an increasing presence
of alternative lines, of more nationalist suggestions for a more
German, less European policy, but basically the very Europe oriented
version of what Germany is, where Germany is going, and thereby
what German "interests" are, have kept its solid hold on the political
elite. New voices like notably a "neo-statist" position of "a nation-
state has to act like a nation-state, a power has to conduct power
politics" has not achieved much influence, but this is first of all
because the elite has been able to keep up its story about where
Germany is going, one based on European integration. This only
works if there is some relatively successful European integration to
point to. The two leading political combattants (SPD and CDU/CSU
as well as the leading challenger, "D-Mark nationalism") all share a
conception of the German state and nation tied to a vision of an
integrating Europe.72 Only if the EU breaks down will the situation
change radically - then all of these three drop out, and the only
serious candidate is the neo-statist position of "we have to act as a
great power because we are one."

In the case of France, it is even more clear what the basic logical
options are. There is a very distinct French concept of the state-nation
saying first of all that state and nation are mutually defining (and then
furthermore hinting at the patrie and at an external role for the state).
This state-nation can relate to Europe in three ways: (1) externally
with Europe as the scene on which France acts, (2) through a doubling
where Europe is created as a larger France which takes on the tasks
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and ideals of France because France has become too small to project
its universal values itself (Mitterrand), and (3) to execute the typical
French state-nation operation on Europe as such, i.e. to create a
Europe that is French in its form, but not with a distinct France in it.
What is remarkable about French politics - in contrast to German - is
that the three main competing rationales for French foreign (and
domestic) politics represent the different basic structural options.
Whereas Francois Mitterrand ten years ago had a solid consensus
around his position of the doubling of France as EU, and therefore
transferring state-qualities to Europe, there have been increasing
problems and challenges, and especially in the 1992 Maastricht
referendum and less in the 1995 Presidential election, ideas of more
strict Gaullist derivation were present as the main challenger (much
stronger than the federalist alternative represented by Valery Giscard
d'Estaing). Jacques Chirac is ruling on the basis of a coalition that
mixes Mitterrand continuation with strong elements of French inde-
pendence, for instance with state-based alliance politics both with and
against Germany. Various internal as well as external problems have
made the "Mitterrand line" more and more difficult to present convin-
cingly, and therefore a meaning vacuum threatens in France. Up to the
EU's 1996-97 Inter Governmental Conference, France which normally
represents "the vision thing" found it unusually difficult to come with
any concept for Europe.

Because France experiences increasing tensions both on the internal
side - making the new Europeanized France compatible with basic
traditions of French statehood (discussions on banalization, regionali-
zation etc.) - and on the external side (are we binding Germany or
rather binding ourself?), there is increasing room for alternative
stories. If implemented they would demand radical change on either
side - in France, in Europe or both. It is increasingly questioned
whether the existing France and the evolving Europe are immediately
compatible, or whether a new compatibility must be created by
statesmanship in either the internal or external arena.73

Those who assume that "talk is cheap" will say, you can always
come up with a narrative for France to suit any policy. If, in contrast,
one believes there is structure to language and that a large part of
politics is about structuring the national conceptual landscape,
options are not so abundant. For France there are the three basic
structural routes, and each of these can be given different concrete
policy formulations. But there are many policies (for instance most of
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the roles allocated to France in American plans for Europe) that are
completely unrealistic. Even if the actual resources of France make
most of the grand visions hard to carry through, it is more likely that
the winning line will be either a self-defeating grand policy or
eventually the far-reaching federalism that at least takes a French
political form, rather than an un-heroic, Anglified policy without any
vision for France and for Europe.

The inner stability of a cooperative, parallel realization of the
different Europes has already been broken on the Russian side, and it
is more and more likely that Russia will slide out of the bargain to a
mixture of confrontation and cooperation. In Germany an alternative
story is available, but it is not able to break the hold of the dominant
one - nor is there any need for this, because the dominant one
continues to produce a convincing vision for Germany's future.
France is the weak point of the European scene - the Europe oriented
self-interpretation of France is challenged. If France turns away from
this line, Germany's overall concept of Europe and thereby of itself will
loose its rationale. Then the alternative narratives in Germany will
suddenly have the chance of filling a vacuum, and German "interests"
and "orientations" could change drastically. This interaction of dom-
estic struggles over the meaning of state, nation and Europe, is where
the direction of developments will be decided. The regional identity
"Europe" clearly has become more important and today plays a key
role in self-conceptions. Its meaning is not settled once and for all, but
of the concepts of state and nation that compete, most are thoroughly
Europeanized.

Security provision in the Europe of the mid-1990s - beyond
the pluralistic/amalgamated dichotomy

Most of the discussion above has been about European integration
rather than European security. Does keeping the different "Europes"
together generate security? Who and what is able to alleviate and
(equally important) forestall security concerns and conflicts in Europe?
By answering this, we also answer another of the questions asked of all
chapters, that of boundary and expansion of the community.

At first sight - of Bosnia - some could conclude that the gloomy
Mearscheimer predictions of "back to the future" have been vindi-
cated. However, developments in Europe went wrong the wrong way.
Yes, there are conflicts in Europe, but no, they are not driven by nor
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have they triggered balance-of-power behavior, competitive inter-
ventions and rivalling alliances among the powers of Europe. The
basic pattern in Europe is not one of a number of centers competing
(the "normal" one), nor is it simply one of abstract "cooperation" or
collective security - it is too asymmetrical for that. It is one where the
many centers have been replaced by the center, by a pattern of
concentric circles around the EU center (or sometimes the EU/NATO
center).

Since 1989, European politics has unfolded not between the centers
but around one center. A surprisingly large section of European
controversies of recent last years can be translated into issues of center-
periphery, distance, questions of getting in to achieve influence versus
keeping distance for the sake of independence. The overarching
image is of one center and concentric circles, a completely different
mental geography from the usual one of several competing centers.

The EU as a crucial security "institution" decides which of the two
European patterns will unfold: integration or fragmentation. The EU
is important for European security at three levels. It has (1) the
primary function of keeping the core intact, ensuring there is one
center rather than several in Western Europe; (2) silent disciplining
power on "the near abroad"; the magnetism working already in East-
Central Europe; (3) a potential role as direct intervenor in specific
conflicts. These three functions follow a quasi-geographical distri-
bution as concentric circles. The first is about the core itself, the
second is about the close outsiders, and the third about those
peripheral actors that still in some sense circle around this center.74

The first is primary (because without it there would be no "we" to
deal with the others, only separate powers), the second is the most
interesting, and the third the most precarious. The second about East
Central Europe is a lot about enlargement, but even more about the
prospect of enlargement. The "Eastern" countries act according to
anticipated Western judgements because of the prospect of member-
ship. That is the reason why the EU rarely gives a no to an application
for membership (only Morocco, not Turkey, no country in the East),
but always a "yes but"! This works even more strongly probably as a
discipline than actual membership (cf. Greece!).75 Thus, it could seem
that this mechanism would fade away as enlargement is realized.
Europe, however, has the form of a number of layers or concentric
circles, and the countries that were in the yes-but-but position move
up to yes-but while a new group enters yes-but-but. Thus the pattern
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- the magnet and its field of forces - stays the same, only the status of
specific members change. This mechanism reveals something about
the boundary of EU-ordered Europe: that it does not exist. The EU
operates by giving the continent a center, by shifting the basic
mechanics from politics among competing centers (balance of power)
towards a center-periphery model, and therefore the task for the EU
is to keep all relevant actors oriented towards Europe. Its power fades
off gradually as does the short-term prospects for membership, but
the EU has absolutely no interest in drawing a border and saying
"no" and "you are out". So, despite the wish of various post-
structuralists and critical theorists to catch the EU and the West
"Othering" various neighbors - islamic Middle East, Russia or the
Balkans - the dominant trend in European security rhetoric is that the
Other is Europe's own past (fragmentation), and those further away
from the center are not defined as anti-Europe, only as less Europe.
Europe has no clear border - it fades away as you move out over the
Russian plains. Europe's Eastern border has historically been compli-
cated and contested.

The nature of the non-border is, however, rarely noticed in academic
writings where one does not take the odd, emerging order of concentric
circles seriously because it does not fit into established categories. In
debates on European security, this the most important form of security
provision, is generally forgotten. We could call it regional unipolarity,
quasi-empire or integration in concentric circles. The EU itself is not
usually mentioned as a security organization, only its derived activities
in the form of the WEU or the common foreign and security policy. But
integration itself has far greater security importance. In a historical
perspective we have the precedence of "empires", and the EU could be
seen as yet another instance of the best-tried method of peace provision
in history: that a region does not have a balance of power among
competing powers, but a clear though far from all-dominant center
whose power extends radially with fading force, as a number of quasi-
independent political units operate around the center with increasing
independence as the distance to the center increases. This creates
difficulties for IR-theory because it is not sovereignty-based.

This analogy reminds us that European security is not simply a
collection of equal states that are somehow showing an increasing
reliance on "norms." The constellation is far more differentiated than
that. It is a centered formation (which is the reason why it works), and
some are closer to the centre than others. If one talks in terms of the
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separate "member states/' this can be phrased as relations of power
and dependence, but if one views the whole as a formation, it is a
polity somewhere in-between anarchy and hierarchy.76 It is a world of
functional differentiation beyond "like units" because Europe consists
either of the Union as replacement of the states nor only of states
(with an international organization); both the EU as a political unit in
itself and the member states are units, of different kinds. This
emerging polity might explain some of the peculiarities met above,
e.g. that there is a certain political identity (and a we-feeling among
the elite), but much less cultural identity (and we-feeling among the
people). This is different from the modern nation state - but not from
empires and various other historical polities.

Surprisingly, it is a problem for the theory of security communities
to handle such in-between forms. Strangely, Deutsch is still caught in
a dichotomy such as domestic/international, inside/outside and
hierarchy/anarchy - here called amalgamated/pluralistic security
communities. However, in the Deutsch quote placed at the beginning
of this chapter it is stated that the rhetoric of union builders is often an
intentional ambiguity between amalgamation and plurality. Should
we not then as constructivists expect that these actors might construct
something that moved in the in-between?

Precisely those security mechanisms that kept the continent stable
after the Cold War have an empire-like concentric circle quality that is
difficult to grasp on the basis of the logics of sovereignty. I am not
saying that developments in Europe have undermined or overruled
sovereignty - for many purposes the states are still sovereign, and the
grammar of international society based on sovereignty explains much.
For other purposes another lens is more helpful, and the same region
comes into view as a centered formation, a polity of its own which is
distinctly post-sovereign.

Conclusion

Security after sovereignty: reconnecting to deep causality
It was argued in the first section why a straightforward causal analysis
was unfeasible, and the focus has been on the institutionalization of
the security community. Because the theory of security communities is
about non-war that rests on identity/community, we have shown in
the second section that security came to rest on identity rather than
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external threat, and in the third section how this functions (through
articulation of state, nation and Europe). However, we now have to
ask why this has been possible. What were the conditions in Western
Europe that allowed for such an evolution? Many other regions have
temporarily been stabilized from the outside without a security
community emerging.

The explanation for the beginnings of the community could well be
geopolitical, realist, i.e. the Cold War, balance of power and alliance.
The middle period of the 1960s and 1970s produced a more self-
evident non-expectation of war amongst the states largely through de-
securitization, i.e. by the states redefining their relationship in non-
security terms, not by an explicit security order. Still, in this period,
Western Europe was shielded by the geopolitics of the Cold War, and
the relative importance of alliance logic and desecuritization can not
be measured. With the end of the Cold War, the puzzle stands out
distinctly: how is the security community stabilized now, what is it
based on? An explanation of this needs to reach for deeper, almost
world historical, factors relating to the general transformation of
societies and politics in Europe.

Whether one talks of "dynamic density" (Durkheim/Ruggie) or
"transactions" (Deutsch), Western Europe is among the most closely
connected regions of the world. It is difficult to establish strict causal
connections from such deep processes to security strategies, but it
seems intuitively plausible that behind this whole transformation
from balance of power security to security community, there could
somehow be a link from deeper systemic or world historical
changes. This would be the ultimate of the underlying conditions
discussed in the introductory chapter. This important theme is often
subdued because it is the clearest echo of interwar liberalism/
utopianism, and therefore triggers the standard IR ritual of the
"realist-or-idealist?" blackmail. Nowadays, however, we see innova-
tive ways of carefully articulating some of these themes anew, in
terms of dynamic density/interaction capacity (Ruggie/Buzan)77 or
liberal states (Moravscik, Slaughter)78, zones of peace/zones of
turmoil analysis79 and more narrowly, but part of the trend: the
"democratic peace."

Europe is not technologically ahead of all other parts of the world,
so the dynamic density explanation is not about a direct link between
technology and political forms. It has to be put in an IR context, it has
to be seen spatially in relation to distance and size. When a region is
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made up of states at this technological level of development, able to
penetrate each other in so many ways - militarily to culturally - this
has implications for possible interaction. As argued by John Ruggie in
his analysis of transformations, changes in the material environment
do not directly speak political solutions. They can alter "the matrix of
constraints and opportunities for social actors, giving rise to different
situations of strategic action among them."80 To take new political
forms, however, still involves an act of epistemic invention (as
happened 400 years ago with the concept of sovereignty).81

Dynamic density as large-scale explanation for the European se-
curity community refers to the combination of level of interaction
capacity and geographical closeness in the region. This has pushed
politics beyond the sovereign format, towards a yet unlabelled uni-
centric, multi-layered formation. Here security community became
possible, and when allowed to unfold on its own without Cold-War
overlay, it emerges as a centered, concentric circles system.

This, however, raises a great paradox in relation to much of the
liberal security literature. Moving beyond the sovereign state, some of
the premises for their "security" disappear. In classical liberalism,
ideally state and security should be linked very closely: the state
should not do much else than security, and security should be
confined to the military affairs of the state and thus space opened up
for civil society by the desecuritization of all other matters.82 Due to
the democratic ideal, liberals often are much more dependent on
state-centrism, than realists who can actually be more flexible and
allow whatever powers that be. Because of its deep commitment to
the domestic sphere, liberalism exhibits a more profound state-cen-
trism than realism.83

Such concepts as security community and even more clearly collec-
tive security presuppose (at least in their original formulations) that
only states are security objects - otherwise security problems would
start to pop up in many other places. One could hardly make
formalized guarantee systems like collective security, without having
a system of a definite number of clearly defined like units. It is difficult
to have your security cake and eat it too, i.e. to draw on a liberal-
statist concept of security where security is reduced to the state and
military matters and simultaneously move into post-sovereign poli-
tical space. If a security community has emerged in Europe through
the formation of a centered, non-sovereign polity, this at first rein-
forces several liberal and/or progressive security theories, but at the
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same time it questions a lot of the premises of progressive security
analysis inspired as it mostly is by liberal-statist ideals.

Constructing security and community
In Western Europe, security was gradually squeezed out as a strong
concern among the states, and Western Europe thus became a security
community (or "asecurity community"), although it started as a
probably structurally determined non-war community. Its develop-
ment from non-war community into full security community stabi-
lized the behavioral fact of "dependable expectations of 'peaceful
change'." The Deutschian formulation of what he called "security
community" but what really was a non-war community, pointed to an
interesting occurrence - a constellation where states don't expect to
use war as a means in their quarrels - but gave no clear causal
foundation for this, and therefore it remained a frail occurrence, not a
stable order. With the evolution from "non-war community" to
"military as well as non-military security community," however,
Western Europe achieved a much more solid basis because this
excluded the most threatening mechanism for an unravelling: non-
military security fear and security action.

Most of the remaining security concerns were in post-sovereign
patterns pushed towards referents other than state-to-state relations.
Hard-core security concerns have become aggregated (or rather
sublimated) as a "European" problem (fragmentation), whereby the
argument becomes part of European identity: in order to avoid a
replay of the dark side of European history, we have to secure
sufficient unification. Although security concerns have returned, they
have mostly been kept away from the nation-state as referent object,
and thereby the security community is not radically threatened.

This exclusion of state driven security through a particular articula-
tion of "Europe" and stabilized through its gradual inclusion in the
definition of nation/state has made Europe relatively solid (without
taking the form of a replacement of the nation states).

Although Deutsch's concept of security community has been
accused of being Euro-centric,84 it is actually difficult to apply to
present-day Europe. As indicated by Kal Holsti, this might be due to
the problematic, residual element of "the theoretical assumption of
unit similarity,"85 i.e. the belief in states as the main and as like units.
Not only do other parts of the world exhibit strong variations in the
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stateness of states, but there are in Europe, where the states most
approach the ideal type of "strong states',86 processes of multi-level
politics that point to a much more complex picture. Deutsch's concep-
tion still carries some elements of domestic analogy and sovereignty-
infused inside/outside logic when it conceives of security commu-
nities as made up of simply "states" (individuals and societal transac-
tions are important, but states are states) and when it models the
security community with its correlations of identity, politics and
security on the modern state. This does not correspond to the nature
of the EU as an emerging neither-state-nor-international-organization
polity, and it does not reflect the looming post-sovereign complexity
in the form of trans-regions and criss-crossing identities. Euro-cen-
trism becomes incompatible with comprehending Europe.

The approach in this book is generally constructivist - a reconstruc-
tured, constructivist Deutschianism. In the present chapter it has been
necessary to give constructivism a twist that differs from most "main-
stream constructivism" (Wendt, Katzenstein, Adler & Barnett).87 This
chapter has placed less emphasis on the system-level (or region-level)
construction of rules and shared understanding that conditions action
for the various units. It has more of its focus on how each unit has to
construct its own world. In the words of Erik Ringmar, "A theory of
the construction of identities and interests is radically incomplete as
long as it views individuals and collective entities only from the
perspective of the system."88 States are redefined not only "as states"
but also each in their own "subjectivity". This might be a more
extorting approach, but in some sense more true to the basic construc-
tivist premise that we can't start from some world "as it really is", but
only from worlds as they are created.89

Also, we analysts can then create new worlds, new stories. About
security communities, for instance. "Security community" proved to
be a fertile organizing question in that it produced a re-thinking of
European politics in the complex field where the historic novelty of
non-war meets a transformation of security from state monopoly to
multiple units. This revealed that the regional construction has gone
through a complex process from an early phase where it was build on
arguments related to war-avoidance over state-based de-securitization
(neo-functionalist integration) to post-sovereign non-military re-secur-
itization (the integration/fragmentation argument). Without war, se-
curity becomes much more complex, and the identities built on this
kind of security pose challenges not only to security analysis but
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generally to international relations theory, unprepared as it still
largely is for structured thinking about post-sovereign politics.
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4 Seeds of peaceful change: the OSCE's
security community-building model
Emanuel Adler

The essence of European security lies in the process of creating an
inclusive community of democratic states. This is the special genius
of the CSCE ... In this sense, free elections are as much a security
measure as ceilings on tanks.

James Goodby1

In this chapter, I introduce and analyze the concept of a "security
community-building institution." I argue that collective identities, the
"stuff" of which security communities are made, do not always
evolve spontaneously; rather, as in the case of the expansion eastward
of the Euro-Atlantic pluralistic security community, they are socially
constructed by institutions. Although some international institutions -
including the European Union (EU) and the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) - have, as a collateral outcome of their func-
tional tasks, helped set up some of the building-blocks of security
communities, none has gone as far as the Organization for Security
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)2 in transforming itself into an
explicit and distinct security community-building institution. Regard-
less of its accomplishments, or lack thereof, we cannot understand
what the OSCE has become or is trying to do unless we embed this
understanding in the concept of pluralistic security community.

When taken together, the OSCE's innovative security community-
building processes and practices suggest a new model of international
security. According to this "association-exclusion"3 - I prefer to call it
inside-out - model, security is increasingly defined as "comprehensive"
(it links classic security elements to economic, environmental, cultural,
and human-rights factors), "indivisible" (one state's security is insepar-
able from that of other states), and "cooperative" (security is based on
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confidence and cooperation, the peaceful resolution of disputes, and
the work of mutually reinforcing multilateral institutions).4

In fact, the inside-out model of regional security pursued by most
of the multilateral institutions of the Euro-Atlantic pluralistic security
community of North America and Western Europe (such as NATO,
the Western European Union [WEU], the EU, and the Council of
Europe [CoE]), with the aim of integrating former Communist
countries into the West, is really a reflection of the institutionalization
in the Euro-Atlantic space of a logic of international political com-
munity that the OSCE, armed with innovative security-community
norm-setting activities and security practices, helped to pioneer. With
the institutionalization of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council
(NACC) in 1991, the Partnership for Peace (PfP) in 1994, and the
Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) in 1997, NATO has gone
the farthest in emulating OSCE and adopting community-building
practices.

To some extent, the model is also beginning to imprint the emerging
Mediterranean region (the EU-sponsored 1995 Mediterranean Plan),
the Asia-Pacific region (the Association of South Eastern Asian
Nations [ASEAN], and the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation
[APEC]), Africa (the Conference on Security, Stability, Development,
and Cooperation in Africa), and the Middle East (the multilateral
Arab-Israeli peace talks). Indeed, we can view the diffusion of the
OSCE's community-building practices to other multilateral institu-
tions as one of its most important and lasting legacies to international
security and peaceful change in Europe and elsewhere.

The causal relation between international institutions and security
communities rests on agency, that is, the catalytic function of institu-
tions to promote, induce, and socially construct community by means
of community-building practices. In other words, institutional agency
and community-building practices affect other necessary conditions of
dependable expectations of peaceful change, including (a) cognitive
and material structures, (b) transactions between states and societies,
and (c) collective identity or "we-feeling."5 They do this by providing
purpose, meaning, and direction to security relations and by sup-
plying a set of material and cognitive resources through which
structures are constituted and reproduced. Moreover, institutional
agency and community-building practices play an important role in
transforming strategic practices, both behavioral and rhetorical,
which, according to Alexander Wendt, also induce the development
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of collective identities.6 Through political dialogue, the establishment
of a liberal normative structure for the entire OSCE region, and
constant pressure to implement normative commitments, the OSCE
first imprinted the development of political community during the
Cold War, when it contributed to the emergence of civil societies in
the East, and then to the peaceful end of the Cold War.

Since the end of the Cold War, and in spite of the ethnic conflicts
now ranging in the OSCE region and the fact that two steps forward
have sometimes been followed by one step backward (though the
opposite has also been true), OSCE practices have been helping to
increase the interdependence and transactions between East and West
and to lay the foundation for a liberal transnational collective under-
standing in the area from Vancouver to Vladivostok. By means of
seminar diplomacy - a relatively new tool for pursuing state interests,
which integrates academic expertise and diplomatic discourse and
practice - and other innovative means of cooperation, the OSCE and
other post-Cold War European security institutions have been making
significant political efforts to change the intersubjective knowledge
through which identities are defined. Also, by stimulating cooperative
behavior through a plethora of face-to-face interactions on a large
variety of technical, practical, and normative subjects, these security
community-building institutions are gradually strengthening civil
society in former Communist countries and changing people's beliefs
about who they are. "By teaching others and themselves to cooperate
. . . actors are simultaneously learning to identify with each other - to
see themselves as a 'we' bound by certain norms."7

When assessing and measuring the influence of OSCE's practices,
we cannot simply look at this institution's regulative tasks or short-
range activities, because what matters most is the long-range effective-
ness of its practices and activities as constitutive of community
identity and bonds. For example, when the OSCE sends a mission to
Tajikistan or to Estonia, organizes a seminar on military doctrines or
confidence-building measures (CBMs), or, as part of its CBM regime,
requires states to open up their military activities for inspection, what
matters most is not the short-range success of the mission, seminar, or
inspection, but the construction of a foundation for community
practice and behavior. Moreover, one needs to assess whether OSCE
innovative practices and activities have contributed to the collective
understanding of the OSCE as a "region" and to changing the way
that peoples in this region collectively think about their security.
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It follows that, when studying the relevance of security community-
building institutions, we should not and cannot use only formal
product indicators, such as the number of conflicts solved or pacified,
the amount of economic welfare that can be directly traced back to
institutional performance, or the number of human-rights violations
registered in a year. Nor can we assess institutional impact only on the
basis of behavioral indicators, such as interaction between political
elites, the number of letters sent, or tourist visits within a given
region. Rather, we should assess institutional performance by
studying the direct impact that a regional institution has on the way
diplomatic, military, and economic communities perceive and under-
stand reality - for example, their security, welfare, rights, and duties -
as measured by their domestic and international practices, political
behavior, and discourse. We also need to consider the extent to which
institutions promote the trickle-down of elite "we-feeling" to civil
society. For example, the OSCE is widely associated with helping
establish constituencies in civil society - with the assistance of non
governmental organizations (NGOs) - creating networks around
them, and articulating and sustaining policies for them.

Note what this chapter is not about. First, it is not about a security
community in the entire OSCE space because, so far, there is none.
Nor do I claim that the OSCE will ultimately succeed in establishing a
pluralistic security community in the OSCE region. Secondly, this
chapter is not about European security "architecture" nor about
which of the various security institutions - NATO, the OSCE, or the
WEU - should be entrusted with European security. Third, it is not
about the OSCE's latest institutional developments nor about specific
OSCE human rights or preventive diplomatic undertakings. Finally,
although I mention OSCE's history briefly, the chapter is not primarily
about its role in helping bring about the relatively peaceful end of the
Cold War and the Soviet empire.

In the chapter's first section, I provide a short and general historical
background of the OSCE and discuss its influence on European
security during the Cold War and after. In the second section, I
examine the OSCE's community-making functions and describe the
main features of the OSCE model, with special attention to the
attributes and innovative processes that have enabled the OSCE to
affect European politics and security. I also show how the OSCE's
practices have become devices for the construction of a shared identity
and shared interests within the OSCE space. The third section intro-
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duces and describes the practice of seminar diplomacy. In the fourth
section, I show that we also need to measure the OSCE's impact as a
security community-building institution by the long-term influence it
has already had on the goals, strategies, and practices of other
European security institutions, such as the NACC, PfP, and WEU. In
conclusion, I show that the workings of security community-building
institutions support the constructivist argument that international
institutions matter not just as media for the international coordination
of policies, but also as agents of the social construction of regional
security systems.

The OSCE: general background

Short history
The OSCE was constituted in August 1975 by the Helsinki Final Act,
which was signed by thirty-five countries: Canada, the United States,
and all European states (including the Soviet Union) except Albania.
This act, as supplemented over the years by a series of follow-up
conferences and experts' meetings, provides a normative framework
for its member states based on adherence to multi-party democracy,
the rule of law, human rights, and liberal economic systems.

The Helsinki Final Act created three broad areas of activity, known
as "baskets." Basket One contains the ten basic principles of the
OSCE, as well as the guidelines for a "cooperative security" system
based on confidence-building measures, disarmament, and mechan-
isms for the peaceful resolution of disputes. Through the years it has
added injunctions concerning human rights and international ter-
rorism. Basket Two created the framework for economic, scientific,
and environmental cooperation, stressing the elimination of restric-
tions to trade, industrial cooperation, and technology transfer. In
Basket Three, dealing with the "human dimension," members com-
mitted themselves to cooperate on all sorts of humanitarian issues
that encourage human contacts and enhance human freedoms.

The effectiveness of the OSCE processes has depended on the way
in which these baskets were tied together in negotiating processes8 -
for example, the linking of human rights with military security and
territorial guarantees, of economic with environmental issues, of
environmental issues with human rights, and of security with the
flow of goods, persons, and ideas.
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The Belgrade follow-up meeting (1977-78), held in the shadow of
rising superpower tensions, could do no more than provide continuity
to the process. The second follow-up conference, held in Madrid
(1980-83), was more successful, and prepared the ground for the 1986
Stockholm CBM agreements. The third follow-up conference, held in
Vienna (1986-89), further expanded human-rights commitments and
played an important role in promoting superpower arms control.

In November 1990, the OSCE formally acknowledged the end of the
Cold War by adopting the "Charter of Paris."9 It not only reaffirmed
the values on which the OSCE was based, but also turned democracy,
the rule of law, and human rights from what had previously been a
regional code of conduct into the normative structure for a security
community expected to evolve in an area extending from Vancouver
to Vladivostok. The Charter of Paris also created a new set of formal
institutions - such as the OSCE Secretariat and the Council of Foreign
Ministers, the Conflict Prevention Center, and the Office of Free
Elections (in January 1992 renamed the Office for Democratic Institu-
tions and Human Rights [ODIHR]) - with the purpose of improving
decision-making, enhancing the OSCE's monitoring capabilities, pro-
moting the peaceful settlement of disputes before they become
violent, and implementing the goal of extending the reach of demo-
cratic pluralism, the rule of law, human rights, and market systems to
the East. Since 1991, a OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, created to foster
cooperation between parliamentarians of member countries, has been
monitoring elections in former Eastern Bloc countries.

Particularly noteworthy has been the beefing-up of the Human
Dimension with intrusive CBM-like tools that require on-site inspec-
tion:

The Human Dimension includes commitments for exchanging infor-
mation and responding to requests for information on the condition
of human rights in participating countries, for meeting bilaterally
with participating states requesting such a meeting to examine the
human rights situation in question and to bring this situation, if
deemed necessary, to the attention of the other participating states. It
also provides the right of states to bring information on what has
occurred to the meetings of the Conference on the Human Dimension
as well as the main CSCE review meetings.10

The OSCE has also developed a series of practices that allow it to react
quickly without having to rely on formal meetings of all member
states and, thus, on the consensus rule adopted in 1975. These

124



The OSCE's security community-building model

institutionalized practices or "mechanisms" (as they came to be called)
allow for the exchange of information and the convening of bilateral
and multilateral meetings on human-rights violations (the Human
Dimension Mechanism); the querying of other states about their
military activities (Unusual Military Activities); the facilitation of the
peaceful resolution of disputes by a group of third-party experts (the
Valletta Dispute Settlement Mechanism, followed by the 1993 Conven-
tion on Conciliation and Arbitration);11 provisions relating to early
warning and preventive action (a High Commissioner on National
Minorities [HCNM] and long-term missions); the holding of emer-
gency meetings at a high political level (the Emergency Meeting
Mechanism); and fact-finding, rapporteur, and sanctions-assistance
missions.12 Missions can be requested by states or can be sent at the
initiative of the OSCE itself. A large number of the participants in
these missions are drawn from lists of experts, many of them
academics, specializing in international law and minorities.

In 1992, following the dissolution of the Soviet Union and Yugo-
slavia, the OSCE's membership rose to fifty-three and later to fifty-
five. Follow-up meetings were held in Helsinki (1992), Budapest
(1994), and Lisbon (1996). The first two meetings, in the shadow of the
conflict in the former Yugoslavia, attempted to transform the old Cold
War institution into a community-building device with monitoring
capacity, including peacekeeping, and with some enforcement facul-
ties, especially in the area of the peaceful resolution of disputes.
Noteworthy are two institutions created at the Helsinki meeting: (1)
the Forum for Security Cooperation (divided into three segments: (a)
arms control, disarmament, and confidence-building measures; (b)
security enhancement and cooperation; and (c) conflict management);
and (2) the HCNM (mentioned above), who provides early warning,
and, if deemed necessary, early action regarding tensions that involve
national minorities. The HCNM, empowered to gather information
and promote dialogue, investigates national minority-related prob-
lems through quiet diplomacy before they reach crisis proportions.13

But the HCNM is not supposed to determine the legality of or
compliance with actions against minorities, nor is he/she a mediator
in any classical sense. Rather, acting independently of governments
and minority groups, the HCNM alerts political institutions to im-
pending disputes involving national minorities and can take preven-
tive action to remedy the situation.14 Although the HCNM's activities
are directed mainly at conflict prevention, they also focus on human
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rights. At Helsinki, the OSCE also became a regional arrangement in
the sense of Chapter VIII of the United Nations Charter.

At the Budapest follow-up meeting, the newly renamed OSCE
settled into its present institutional structure, consisting mainly of
Summits of Heads of Government (that meet every two years), a
Ministerial Council (that meets once a year); a Senior Council (that
meets at least twice a year and also convenes as the Economic Forum);
a Permanent Council (that meets weekly for regular political consulta-
tions); the Forum for Security Cooperation; the HCNM; the ODIHR;
the Court of Conciliation and Arbitration, and the OSCE Parlia-
mentary Assembly. In addition, there is a Chairman-in-Office (CIO),
who has overall responsibility for executive action during one ca-
lendar year; a Troika (made-up of the immediate past, present, and
future CIOs), and a Secretariat General, under a Secretary General
who provides administrative assistance to the CIO. At the Budapest
meeting, the OSCE also approved a Code of Conduct on Politico-
Military Aspects of Security15 (which sets forth principles guiding the
role of armed forces in democratic societies) and decided that the
ODIHR, acting in an advisory capacity and in consultation with the
CIO, will participate in discussions of the Senior and Permanent
Councils to report on its activities and implementation issues. In
addition, in March 1995, the Pact on Stability in Europe, a French
initiative aimed at fostering good neighborly relations by applying
preventive diplomacy to resolve minority and border problems, was
placed under the aegis of the OSCE. Finally, the Lisbon follow-up
meeting approved a "Common and Comprehensive Security Model
for Europe for the Twenty-First Century," a politically binding docu-
ment that outlines the future of the OSCE as a security community.

The OSCE's short-term track record
Two stages, Cold War and post-Cold War, best characterize the OSCE's
security community-building process. During the Cold War, the
OSCE's role was mainly to set domestic and international standards
and norms for its members:

It broadened the scope of accountability to include ... environmental
issues, information, culture, economics, education, and human rights
as well as more traditional military and security issues. It also served
as a constant reminder to the East that a full normalization of
relations would require fundamental internal reforms. It can also be
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credited with reducing military tensions through confidence- and
security-building measures, creating transparency in arms control
and routinization in arms inspection/'16

The innovation of cooperative security and human rights practices by
the OSCE contributed not just to the recovery of East-West relations
but also "to the emergence of a 'civil society' in various Eastern
countries which prepared the ground for the revolutions of 1989. "17

Thus, it ended up having a subversive effect on the Soviet empire,
promoting and speeding its demise by peaceful means. Indeed, the
OSCE's notion that the manner in which a state treats its own citizens
is a legitimate concern of the entire regional community18 had revolu-
tionary effects on millions of Soviet and East European citizens, who,
with the active help of Helsinki Committees, such as Czechoslovakia's
Charter 77, organized transnationally to secure their rights.

Their demands generated a crisis of legitimacy that impelled Soviet
leaders to devise measures for restoring it, both at home and abroad.
Gorbachev's reforms, rather than being aimed at destroying Com-
munism, were intended to recover this legitimacy, without which the
Soviet Union could not obtain foreign assistance to rebuild its ailing
economy19 In the end, "Helsinki provided for peaceful change by
chipping away Soviet and East European stonewalling on human
rights. By focusing the efforts of Western governments and private
citizens in both East and West, it helped set the stage for much of what
is happening today."20 But OSCE standards and mobilized Eastern
civil societies did not just put pressure on the Soviet leaders; in some
Eastern and Central European countries they also helped reproduce a
liberal normative structure, on whose basis the new Eastern leaders
formed a new identity for themselves and their states.21 In addition,
the Helsinki process was instrumental in legitimizing German unifica-
tion, specially vis-a-vis Moscow,22 which helped speed up the demise
of the Soviet empire.

After the Cold War, the main task of the OSCE, building on past
achievements, became securing the internalization of liberal norms
by former Communist countries and devising the means of conflict
prevention and normimplementation to guarantee the evolution
toward security community-ascendance and, later, maturity. In other
words, because of the end of the Cold War, cooperative security on
the European continent became a real possibility; confidence-
building measures and human rights activities became not only a

227



Emanuel Adler

means for providing a temporary solution to military instability or
to gross human rights violations, but also a matter of shaping a
common identity. Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and the
Baltic States approached Western human-rights standards; many
other former Communist countries have made striking progress
toward compliance with human-rights norms.23 Also, even though
"the new democratic structures are still fragile, and there can be
doubt as to whether the commitment to democracy is truly genuine
in all states ... it still remains highly significant that today no CSCE
participating state proclaims an alternative model of political organi-
zation."24

In addition, important conventional arms-control agreements have
been signed in the context of the OSCE, including the Treaty on
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE), which limits non-
nuclear ground and air forces between the Atlantic and the Urals; a
similar agreement covering personnel; the Open Skies agreement; and
extended agreements on confidence-building measures (1975, 1986,
1990, 1992, 1994). Equally notable is the fact that, due first to OSCE
confidence-building and arms-control measures and, more recently, to
NATO programs, such as the PfP, integration between the militaries of
former rival blocs has become a real possibility. The fact that the
military establishments of the two former Cold War alliances promote
the integration of their military forces and are willing to take practical
measures to achieve it attests to the fact that the overall integrative
effort of the OSCE's practices aims at achieving a level of mutual trust
that is consistent with a security community. For example, Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania have initiated the formation of a joint Baltic
battalion for eventual participation in NATO exercises and inter-
national peacekeeping operations.

The OSCE has also been involved in conflict prevention and resolu-
tion in various European contests through early warning, preventive
diplomacy, and human-rights monitoring. Noteworthy are OSCE
missions that, although limited in their ability to solve ongoing
conflicts, "serve as a barometer measuring the degree of the partici-
pating States' concern over events in their region."25 Thus, OSCE
missions are able to "monitor developments, promote dialogue
between the disputing parties, establish contact points for solving
problems ... ensure close OSCE cooperation with local authorities
[and] ensure that potentially explosive situations ... do not deteriorate
into war."26 As Marianne Hanson has argued,
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it is less important that these missions have not averted conflict in
every instance - it would be naive to expect that they would - than
that they represent an apparent willingness on the part of states to
subject their actions and their constitutional arrangements to inter-
national scrutiny of this kind. What is notable about these missions is
that, with one exception, no state has yet refused or terminated a

The OSCE plays important roles in the implementation of the Dayton
peace agreement in Bosnia-Herzegovina: (1) supervising the prepar-
ation and conduct of elections (for example, it has elaborated a
comprehensive voter education program); (2) monitoring human-
rights violations, with the help of a special ombudsman; and (3) as-
sisting with negotiations on CBMs (such as the exchange of military
information and restrictions on military deployment in certain dis-
tricts) and arms control (limits on tanks, armored vehicles, combat
aircraft, and attack helicopters). While these activities in themselves
can do little to uproot Bosnia-Herzegovina's deep ethnic conflict, they
can contribute to the creation of a minimum sense of trust, the
strengthening of civil societies shattered by war, and the propagation
of conditions that can help reestablish peaceful coexistence in the
region.28 The OSCE has also been helping Albania's warring parties to
settle their differences peacefully.

The HCNM has been particularly active in investigating the
condition of Russian minorities in Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania
and, more recently, has investigated the condition of minorities in
Albania, Crimean separatism in Ukraine, Slovakia's Hungarian
minority, the situation of the Russian-speaking minority in Kazakh-
stan and Kyrgyzstan, and the problems of the Roma (Gypsy)
population. Part of the HCNM's success so far has been due to his
ability to take up minority problems at an early stage and establish
confidence in quiet diplomacy. "This confidence has often been
rewarded by governments accepting his recommendations (such as
Albania and Macedonia reacting favorably to his proposals con-
cerning respectively the Greek and Albanian minorities on their soil)
and even requesting additional advice following earlier involvement
(for example Estonia requiring his expert opinion on the country's
law on aliens)."29

In addition, there is the ODIHR, whose three clusters of activities
- (a) promoting the establishment of democratic institutions,
(b) supporting free and fair elections,30 and (c) fostering the devel-
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opment of a civil society in the former Communist societies - have
had mixed results to date. ODIHR was most successful with
regional seminars, organized in the context of the "Programme for
Newly Admitted States/' which clearly exemplify OSCE's function
of teaching norms.31 ODIHR's work in support of free elections has
encountered a problem of competence because it has clashed with
other institutions, such as the CoE. But ODIHR has played a major
role in making OSCE decisions and procedures more accessible to
NGOs and, even more important, in bringing NGO information on
human-rights violations to the attention of the OSCE's governing
institutions. By actively supporting NGOs, ODIHR follows in the
footsteps of the CSCE during the Cold War as a key contributor to
the creation and nurturing of an active civil society, which is a
necessary condition for the construction of a pluralistic security
community.32

On the darker side of developments in the OSCE region, of course,
there are Bosnia, Chechnya, and other conflict-torn areas, where
human rights violations, ethnic cleansing, and other atrocities
became the norm. These conflicts raised serious questions not just
about the ability of the OSCE to control ethnic conflicts in Europe,
but also about the inside-out model itself. The Balkan quagmire has
made it very clear that unless the OSCE develops effective means of
preventive diplomacy, the new democracies will not be able to
survive for long - and the OSCE will not be able to continue its
community-building mission. While OSCE conflict-prevention and
crisis-management practices have made some difference in a few
areas, such as Nagorno-Karabakh and Kosovo, in Bosnia and
Chechnya the OSCE was almost powerless to stop conflicts after they
erupted.

Moreover, due mainly to domestic political developments, by the
end of December 1993 Russia was preventing access by OSCE
missions to Russian peace-keeping facilities in Moldova and Georgia
and "proclaimed CSCE demands for monitoring of such operations in
exchange for international support to be interference in legitimate
Russian affairs."33 Russia's obstruction of OSCE missions has raised
serious doubts about the Russian inclination to cooperate with the
OSCE when such cooperation clashes with its national and regional
interests. True, Russia consented to co-chair the "Minsk Group"
mediating a solution in Nagorno-Karabakh and a mission to
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Chechnya, but the Russian military has been uncooperative, to say the
least.

In addition, although CBM and arms control agreements have
promoted the development of stable and higher expectations for
treaty compliance and verification, some of the security mechanisms
described above have been toothless or seen their bite dull over time.
For example, while the Human Dimension Mechanism was widely
used until the end of 1989 (approximately 150 times), its invocation
has diminished to a trickle since the outbreak of ethnic conflicts in
Europe in 1990. The OSCE has also been weak in affecting the nature,
scope, and pace of economic interdependence in the OSCE region;
other organizations, such as the EU, are better endowed to perform
this task. On the other hand, the OSCE facilitated the development of
shared norms that made possible economic interdependence and the
enlargement of the EU toward Eastern Europe.

In the short-term sum, the balance of OSCE activities has been
mixed. According to the 1995 US President's Report on OSCE
activities, there were "considerable effects in the fields of security,
restructuring and downsizing armed forces, acceding to arms control
and reduction agreements, confidence-building measures, and non-
proliferation treaties. Tough government economic decisions in
several states are bearing fruits. Free and fair elections held in former
Communist states resulted in legislatures which passed laws en-
suring political and economic freedom/'34 Of twenty-three former
Communist OSCE countries surveyed by the President's Report,
fifteen (65 per cent) received good marks in democracy, fourteen (60
per cent) in the rule of law, and thirteen (56 per cent) in human
rights. The list of countries did not include the Czech Republic,
Hungary, and Poland, which have moved the farthest in adopting
liberal values. On the other hand, according to the Report, "there is
ample proof of the continuing existence of old, undemocratic atti-
tudes and habits which reflect the great difficulty in changing deeply
rooted totalitarian behavior and show that many countries still have
a long way to go."35

Short-term gains and losses, however, are relatively insufficient
indicators of whether the OSCE is laying the foundations for a security
community in the long run. Hence the rest of this chapter will
highlight OSCE practices and institutional efforts to construct a
security community for the long haul.
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The OSCE as a security community-building
institution

The OSCE's community-building functions
The OSCE performs seven functions that contribute to the develop-
ment of community. (1) It promotes political consultation and bilateral
and multilateral agreements among its members. (2) It sets liberal
standards - applicable both within each state and throughout the
community - that are used to judge democratic and human rights
performance, and monitors compliance with them. (3) It attempts to
prevent violent conflict before it occurs. (4) It helps develop the
practice of peaceful settlement of disputes within the OSCE space.
(5) It builds mutual trust by promoting arms control agreements,
military transparency, and cooperation. (6) It supports assistance to
newly independent states and supports the building of democratic
institutions and market-economic reforms. (7) It provides assistance
to post-conflict reestablishment of institutions and the rule of law.

More generally, the OSCE is geared to shape new transnational
identities based on liberal values. It serves as a conduit for the
transmission of liberal values, norms, and practices to the East,
thereby helping create new vested interests in a pan-European space.

The OSCE's security community-building model
The above functions can be understood only in light of six special
characteristics of the OSCE security community-building model.

1. Cooperative security. This "demilitarized" concept of security "has
resulted in imbuing security with political and human dimensions,
and in basing security on confidence and cooperation, the elaboration
of peaceful means of dispute settlement between states, the consolida-
tion of justice and democracy in civil society, and the advancement of
human freedom and rights, including national minority rights."36

Cooperative security is also predicated on the interdependence of
traditional security matters with economic and technological coopera-
tion and on the joint advancement of environmental protection.

Thus, according to the classic notion of security, no adversary's
weapon or political intention may be beyond the reach of another's
state's concern. According to the OSCE's notion of cooperative
security, however, "no domestic institution or norm is beyond the jurisdic-
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tional reach of the CSCE ... Once human rights, the rule of law, and
democratic pluralism are made the subject of international commit-
ment, there is little left in terms of governmental institutions that is
domestic."37 Particularly striking in this regard (especially if "one
considers that most conflicts in today's Europe arise as a result of the
denial of rights of particular groups of people"38) are the various links
that the OSCE establishes between human rights and regional security,
such as between the mandate and activities of the HCNM and the
OSCE crisis mechanisms, or the fact that the OSCE's field missions
increasingly combine a human rights and conflict resolution and
prevention component.

2. Socialization and the teaching of norms. Probably more than any
other international organization today (with the exception, perhaps, of
the CoE), the OSCE gives meaning to the practice of active socializa-
tion and the international teaching of norms. Like the CoE, the OSCE
provides new members "with knowledge necessary for imitation, i.e.,
information and consultation about the workings of democracy, the
rule of law, and the market economy."39

In contrast to the CoE, NATO, and the EU, however, the OSCE,
hoping to affect and transform collective perceptions and identities,
has from the outset incorporated all states that express a political will
to live up to the standards and norms of the community. In other
words, the OSCE has adopted the view that you must first let the
largest possible number of people from different states imagine that
they are part of a community; only then, when all have formally and
instrumentally accepted the institution's shared normative structures
and practices, do you socialize their elites and peoples by means of
continual diplomatic interaction and a wide range of community-
building practices. Thus, the rationale for the crucial 1992 decision to
bring all the successor states of the Soviet Union into the OSCE was:
"We know you are not 'us.' Let's pretend, however, that you are, so
we may teach you to be 'us.' The far worse alternative - not to invite
you to leave the 'outside' and become associated with us - is most
likely to turn you into 'them' and against us."

On the other hand, the rationale for socialization followed by the
CoE, NATO, and the EU has been: "It's not enough to behave like us;
you have to be one of us." In other words, these institutions admit
selected "applicants" only after they have learned and internalized
common norms and institutionalized practices. The status of "partner-
ship" or "association" instituted by NATO, the EU, and the CoE is
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intended to provide a probationary status to countries that wish to
join the community. More than anything else, this probationary status
is intended to enable community members to distinguish whether
applicants are making instrumental choices or are adopting a shared
liberal identity. In addition, their partnership in common economic
and security enterprises is meant to play a major role in changing the
applicants' identities to make them "more like us."

The OSCE's socialization strategy differs from that of NATO, the
EU, and the CoE in another important way. The latter organizations

expand on the sense of security which already exists among their
members who share common levels of development and approach.
The CSCE was based upon the assumption that its signatories do not
share common approaches. It seeks to create security by expanding
areas of consensus among differing points of view. This consensus is
translated into action through the political will of its members to
succeed in defining common goals.40

3. Expectations of international legitimacy and the ''accountability norm."
The OSCE strategy has been to create shared values and achieve
mutual responsiveness by exploiting expectations of international
legitimacy and by fundamentally transforming the region's constitu-
tive norms. In other words, changing the identities and interests of
former Communist countries entailed setting, promoting, and dif-
fusing (a) the expectation that international legitimacy depends on the
democratic nature of domestic regimes (peaceful change is predicated
on the knowledge that member states and societies have of one other
as liberal democracies, thus as "doves"); and (b) the accountability
norm, according to which OSCE states are accountable to one another
and to the OSCE community for what they do to their own citizens
(trust and peaceful change are predicated on replacing the non-
intervention norm with the mutual accountability norm).

4. System of governance. The OSCE's constitutive norms and associ-
ated institutions and practices may be conceived as a crude govern-
ance system, relying for compliance on a shared transnational liberal
identity that creates and maintains public order within the OSCE
region. Thomas Buergenthal caught the subtle but crucial essence of
the OSCE when he asserted that OSCE instruments can be compared
to those national constitutions that, without being legally binding or
enforceable in the courts, serve as the normative source of the nation's
public order.41 An effective system of governance cannot be based
solely on legitimation, however. This is why the OSCE has began to
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develop scrutiny mechanisms, some of them unprecedentedly intru-
sive, such as the dispatching of OSCE missions to states suspected of
violating human rights, without their consent.42

In part, this governance system draws its effectiveness from the
ability of states "to link compliance with stated norms to important
political, economic and military issues covered in the Helsinki docu-
ment."43 For example, during the Cold War, the West linked Eastern
compliance with human-rights norms to progress in arms control; this
allowed it to empower the social groups that eventually brought
down the Soviet empire.44 Linkage worked, however, because of what
Hanson has called a "psychology of compliance," according to which
"political leaders were ... subject to an intensive degree of moral
censure if they failed to live up to their Helsinki commitments."45

5. Cognitive Region and Agent States. OSCE's discourse and commun-
ity-building practices encourage people to imagine that, with regard
to their security and well-being, borders run more or less where
shared understandings and common identities end. Moreover, they
promote the shared understanding that OSCE states should feel
insecure not only when their authority is challenged or their existence
is endangered, but also when the basic understandings that constitute
the community are threatened.46

This collective perception of transnational identity gives a new
meaning to the idea and practice of sovereignty within a pluralistic
security community. In the current ascendant phase of the OSCE
community, this meaning has yet to become even partially institutio-
nalized; nevertheless, its implications for a. future security community
are far-reaching. Even if some new members still have a hard time
understanding this, when states join the OSCE they do not just pledge
to "coordinate" their policies in a given issue-area or to cooperate to
solve any given ethnic conflict within the region. Rather, and pri-
marily, they commit themselves to the notion that legitimacy is
contingent on their ability to abide by the community's normative
structure. In a mature, tightly coupled security community this means
that states can express their agency insofar as they meet and repro-
duce the community's norms and understandings. States remain "free
agents," acting on the basis of their own preferences, as long as these
preferences are cognitively framed by their shared understandings.47

The OSCE approach to the treatment of national minorities clearly
exemplifies the nascent notion of "agent-state." "Anyone whose
human rights have been violated shall have access to remedies not
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only on the national level but on the international and regional levels
as well ... Under the OSCE individuals and groups may turn to
international bodies with information on human rights." And because
"the OSCE recognizes and promotes the role of nongovernment
groups as agents of international human rights order, such groups
have direct access to the OSCE institutions." It is important to note,
however, that "the state itself, the Copenhagen document recognized,
is the critical mechanism in advancing human rights."48 In other
words, mutual accountability does not reduce state agency; if any-
thing, it increases it for the sake of monitoring, and thus reproducing,
community norms.

6. OSCE practices as community-building devices. The same coopera-
tive security practices that offer a means of dealing with specific
problems, such as early warning, conflict prevention, and the protec-
tion of human rights and minorities, "are designed to be part of a
process of community building."49 These practices, together with the
normative structure embodied in OSCE documents, institutionalize a
new way of collectively defining regional solutions around liberal
ideas. They help constitute new vested interests in, and generate the
material and institutional resources for, these solutions. In other
words, the institutionalization in the OSCE space of cooperative
security practices is intended to ground regional security on a
collective transnational identity and, therefore, on dependable expec-
tations of peaceful change.

For example, the Human Dimension apparatus is superficially
intended only to monitor behavior, namely, the implementation of
human rights provisions.50 In practice, however, it also aims at recon-
structing the identities and thus preferences of OSCE members. The
Valletta Dispute Settlement Mechanism, though inadequate in its
present form to guarantee the peaceful settlement of disputes, socia-
lizes OSCE members to norms of peaceful change. As part of the same
effort, the OSCE has also "established a conciliation and arbitration
court for those members that wish to subscribe to it [and it] has
exercised the capacity to send observers, fact finders, and mediators to
troubled spots."51

Equally important for community-building are the innovative prac-
tice of CBMs, now diffused around the world, which the OSCE
created ex nihilo back in the early 1970s.52 Originally thought to be
merely a variant of arms control measures aimed at enhancing
transparency so as to reduce the danger of surprise attack, CBMs have
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become a community-building mechanism based on the social con-
struction of mutual trust. Because trust is closely related to the
legitimacy of a government "and the way it treats its people/'53

military cooperation and trust - and, more generally, peaceful change
- are inseparable from the norms that constitute the community's
public order. Thus the right to request information and make repre-
sentations about human rights is the other side of the CBM coin.

The OSCE's institutional processes and attributes, frequently criti-
cized for their lack of coherence and teeth, are in fact compatible with
the task of community-building. For one thing, the fact that most of
the OSCE's injunctions are politically rather than legally binding
makes "adherence to stated intentions a test of political credibility
rather than an invitation to search for legal loopholes";54 this pro-
motes mutual trust. Furthermore, politically binding instruments lead
to changes in practices, political interests, and public policies, rather
than in legal instruments. In other words, OSCE processes work less
by constraining political behavior than by promoting public policies
that are congruent with the region's norms.

Secondly, the informality of the Helsinki process, especially in its
early stages, prevented the development of huge bureaucracies;
instead, it has empowered individuals, NGOs, social movements, and
other civil society actors to act on behalf of their rights. The infor-
mality generated the dense web of transnational relations throughout
the region that is essential for the development of a transnational
community.

Thirdly, the consensus rule, only recently modified to consensus-
minus-one in the event of gross violations of OSCE norms, means
that, once achieved, consensus "has higher moral credibility and
greater political weight."55 It also generates the need to persuade
other members, thereby promoting socialization and learning pro-
cesses. According to Marton Krasznai, a Hungarian ambassador to the
OSCE, the consensus practice works because of the existence of "a
unique political culture within the OSCE community."56

Fourthly, institutionalized learning also results from the OSCE's
follow-up conferences, which review the effectiveness of previous
documents, decisions, and measures. "This review of practices,"
maintains Alexis Heraclides, "was novel not only in the Helsinki
process, but also in the history of diplomacy."57 Due in part to follow-
up conferences, a "wandering" OSCE community of diplomats and
experts gradually developed; its members became the OSCE's

137



Emanuel Adler

staunchest advocates after they returned to their home countries and
agencies. Moreover, the follow-up practice bred the need to define the
notion of success and failure, promoting both self-correcting and goal-
oriented behavior. A dynamic developed wherein the threat of a
break-up at follow-up conferences motivated members to look for
compromises and find solutions that might otherwise not have been
forthcoming.

Fifthly, in contrast to balances of power, which "can exist and
function regardless of whether or not the actors involved recognize
it,"58 security communities require institutions that instill this self-
reflective recognition in its members. The OSCE, mainly through
shared practices, is making its member states "more conscious of the
larger relational context underlying their specific policy problem."59

As one observer of the OSCE process has stated: "Negotiating in the
CSCE is often slow, tiresome, at times even painful, and does not
always lead to common positions. But the intensive process of
dialogue has the virtue of deepening mutual recognition of other
states' positions, which is a necessary presupposition for further steps
in the direction of common understanding."60

Finally, the Helsinki process promoted seminar diplomacy. Now
widespread in other security organizations, such as NATO's NACC
and the PfP, seminar diplomacy institutionalizes the diplomatic prac-
tice of teaching norms and legitimizes expertise as the basis of
agreements. More importantly, seminar diplomacy encourages the
generation not only of causal understandings about specific technical
issues, but also of a measure of we-feeling and mutual trust among
seminar members. Due to its theoretical and practical importance, I
will deal with seminar diplomacy separately.

Seminar diplomacy
By seminar diplomacy I mean not just the holding of seminars, which
became a normal practice of OSCE institutions, but, more broadly, all
types of multilateral diplomacy61 (meetings of diplomats, practi-
tioners, civil servants, and academic experts, the use of experts in
diplomatic missions) aimed at promoting political dialogue and
international cooperation (political, social, economic) and preventing
or managing conflict by means of consensual technical or normative
knowledge. From a security community perspective, seminar diplo-
macy is a vehicle to socially construct shared values and mutual
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responsiveness in a given region and the transnational identity of a
region.62

Seminar diplomacy is not necessarily an OSCE invention, but the
negotiations provided under the Helsinki Final Act gave the
impetus to its development. The premise that European security
should be based on cooperation in three functional baskets almost
inevitably determined that the follow-ups would be carried out in
multilateral meetings of experts in the functional areas of the
various baskets.63

Although meetings of experts have been the rule since 1975 in areas
like the peaceful settlement of disputes, human rights, national
minorities, CBMs, the environment, science and technology, and
economics, the most striking manifestation of seminar diplomacy by
far has taken the shape of forums modeled after university seminars.
First suggested and promoted by the United States,64 a seminar is a
socialization mechanism that, based on interaction and dialogue,
promotes the development of common meanings, innovative ideas,
and cooperative solutions. In other words, the rationale behind semi-
nars is teaching the would-be members of the community the prin-
ciples on which the community should be based, as well as teaching
the means for effectively implementing these principles. From the
beginning, the OSCE took a "pedagogical" approach, based on recom-
mendations and technical support - related to the establishment of
democratic and free market systems, the protection of minorities, or
the development of confidence through mutually agreed restrictions
on military maneuvers. In fact, one can argue that the OSCE became a
venue and institutional home for epistemic community - like groups
or a sort of "community of epistemic communities," which linked
issues by means of epistemic and normative knowledge in innovative
ways.65

Seminars are informal and break up into working groups; larger
plenary sessions only open and conclude the seminars. Because what
matters most is not the outcome but the pedagogical process, not all
seminars produce final documents and reports. The expectation is
that, in addition to their results' coming to the attention of the OSCE's
policy-making units, delegates will later disseminate the ideas raised
at the seminar in their respective political systems, thus spreading the
seeds of shared understandings across national borders. This is why
NGOs can and do play an important role in seminar diplomacy; they
are an invaluable conduit of information from the OSCE seminar to

139



Emanuel Adler

civil societies, and from civil societies, through the seminars, to OSCE
authorities and OSCE governments.

The Charter of Paris mandated two seminars, one on national
minorities and the other on democratic institutions. Since the end of
1990, however, a plethora of seminars has been undertaken by OSCE
institutions, especially the ODIHR. There have been seminars on
Tolerance (November 1992, May 1995), Migration (April 1993),
National Minorities (May 1993), Free Media (November 1993), Early
Warning and Preventive Diplomacy (January 1994), Migrant Workers
(March 1994), Local Democracy (May 1994), Roma (i.e., Gypsies)
(September 1994), the Building Blocks of Civil Society (April 1995),
and Private Sector Investment in the CIS Countries (September 1996).
While these and other seminars should be evaluated in part by their
ability to achieve specific goals in their respective topics, they can be
interpreted as confidence-building measures aimed at developing
trust and ties among peoples and elites of the OSCE states.

Like their senior partners, the follow-up meetings, seminars have
been an invaluable tool for generating and evaluating the body of
experience about implementing cooperative security. For example, the
seminars on military doctrine in 1990 and 1991 played a significant
role in creating patterns of military cooperation between the former
blocs. "The open, non-confrontational dialogue between the highest-
ranking representatives of the Eastern and Western military establish-
ments was considered a substantial breakthrough in East-West dia-
logue. This experience was instrumental in promoting the idea of an
open-ended dialogue on security matters that would not necessarily
be aimed at negotiating concrete results/'66 The Economic Forum
seminars, too, have been a useful tool for setting an economic agenda
for the OSCE's main decision-making bodies. OSCE seminars are also
a source of institutional innovation and a conduit of innovations to
decision-making bodies. For example, the idea of a regional om-
budsman, raised at the seminar on Case Studies on National Minori-
ties, was later put to practice in Bosnia-Herzegovina. OSCE seminars
also promote dialogue with non-OSCE states and the diffusion of
cooperative security practices beyond the OSCE region. This is the
case with OSCE seminars on the Mediterranean region, held together
with non-OSCE Mediterranean states (Algeria, Egypt, Israel, Morocco,
and Tunisia) in Cairo (September 1995) and Tel Aviv (June 1996).

Among the most successful seminars have been the so-called
"regional seminars/' organized in the context of the "Programme for
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Newly Admitted States" of the former Soviet Union. Their success has
been due to the fact that they are small, focus on the specific needs
and conditions of the region where they take place, and are able to
attract local participants who need exposure to OSCE principles and
procedures. Referring to a regional seminar in Kyrgyzstan on the
promotion of small and medium-sized business, the US Helsinki
Commission concluded that not "only is international support for the
process of transformation thus displayed, but exposure to inter-
national ideas and norms are expanded dramatically... As a catalyst
for discussion, a signal of international support, and a method of
promoting CSCE aims, and through them long-term stability in the
CSCE region, such activities promise to be among CSCE's best
tools."67

Seminar diplomacy can be a source of institutional and technical
innovation and of institutional learning. For example, technical sugges-
tions raised at the OSCE seminar on early warning and preventive
diplomacy in Warsaw (January 1994) were later reviewed by the
Permanent Committee in Vienna.68 The seminar raised questions about
the implications of innovative institutional instruments for national
bureaucratic structures and produced suggestions for institutional
change. Conclusions were also drawn about NGO participation in
early-warning activities and about the possible use of their sophisti-
cated network of basic human-rights information.69 Equally important
is OSCE's use of seminar diplomacy to develop a viable "Common and
Comprehensive Security Model for the Twenty-First Century."

Seminar diplomacy can also play a critical role in the diffusion of
community norms and practices to new member countries. For
example, the intensive discussions at the 1994 OSCE seminar on the
Human Dimension, in Kazakhstan, were predicated not only on
diplomatic courtesy or academic curiosity but took place, in the words
of the Swedish foreign minister, Margaretha af Ugglas, to "draw the
Central Asians into CSCE."70 Furthermore, as attested by the Human
Dimension Seminar on Tolerance (Warsaw, July 1992), the success of
seminar diplomacy can in part be traced to the preference for practi-
tioners and experts over traditional diplomats as delegates. In this
case, experts on the role of educational and cultural institutions and
the media in promoting tolerance shared their views with the OSCE's
newest members, such as Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan, demonstrating
that the seminar framework can be "a clearinghouse for assistance in
democracy-building."71
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One should not easily dismiss seminar diplomacy and the injection
of expertise into political diplomatic processes as irrelevant to politics,
however. Starting with the Helsinki Final Act, through rapporteur
missions, and on to the drafting of normative standards and the
development of CBMs that affected the practice and public policy of
governments, the OSCE process and its innovative practices have
been profoundly influenced by technical knowledge, expertise, and
the seminar method. For example, scholars of international law
played a prominent role in the negotiations leading to the 1990
Copenhagen agreement that set the rule of law as the constitutive
norm of the OSCE community. Noteworthy is the case of a US
delegate, Thomas Buergenthal - a world-renowned expert on inter-
national law - who ended up having a significant influence on the
final text, not necessarily because he exercised American power but
because (as he himself and others attested) some of the European
delegates - also international lawyers - deferred to his opinions
because they were his former students.72

Moreover, after the Cold War, seminar diplomacy may have
acquired strategic relevance. When the strategic goal was deterring
the enemy, nation-states used technological innovation, the deploy-
ment of new weapons, and classic arms-control diplomacy. However,
when regional security became cooperative security, and bringing
former enemies into the Euro-Atlantic community became one of the
West's key strategic goals, nation-states began using community-
making means, such as seminar diplomacy, which can reassure,
create trust, build a common civic culture, transfer practical know-
ledge, and teach norms. On this point I cannot improve on what the
deputy secretary-general of NATO, Sergio Balanzino, said at a recent
RAND seminar:

Some may view skeptically the importance of "soft" diplomacy. But I
think it is wrong to underestimate the power of such dialogue and its
potential to stimulate and develop constructive and deepening
cooperation. In fact, all the major developments associated with the
end of the Cold War, from German unity to NATO's deepening
relationship with Russia, began with dialogue ... To understand how
powerful dialogue can be as an instrument of change, you only have
to look at the development of the CSCE, which began tentatively as a
forum for discussion across a geographically and ideologically
divided Europe. Now it is a fully fledged organization, building its
own capacity for conflict prevention.73
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The diffusion of OSCE practices to other
European institutions

One of the most remarkable features of the OSCE security model is
how extensively it has "travelled" throughout Europe. In other words,
were the OSCE to cease to exist today, it still would continue to "live"
on, embedded in the practices of other European multilateral institu-
tions. In the following pages, I briefly describe the adoption of OSCE
inside-out practices by NATO, the WEU, the EU, and the CoE.

NATO approached the post-Cold War demand of former East-Bloc
countries for legitimation, a shared identity, and security by steering
a course that would slowly begin to transform its institutions and
practices from being exclusively geared to balancing the power of and
deterring a competing alliance to maintaining the peace, like the
OSCE, by cooperative security measures, and extending the Euro-
Atlantic pluralistic security community eastward. It did so, however,
without abandoning its traditional goals of collective defense and by
developing new tasks to deal with the challenges of post-Cold War
European security, as in Bosnia-Herzegovina.

In other words, NATO has become Janus-faced, looking at realist
power politics while betting on idealism and a security community.
By adopting OSCE's definition of cooperative security and many of its
community-making practices and applying them to former Commun-
ist states, NATO is steering a two-track course between (a) basing
security within the OSCE region on cooperation and dependable
expectations of peaceful change and (b) keeping a strong defense
capability as an insurance policy against Russia, should the latter turn
against NATO. NATO enlargement to the East aims at fulfilling both
goals.

To make the enlargement process more palatable to Russia,
however, NATO has engaged the latter in a cooperative security
dialogue, which includes military, political, economic, and environ-
mental OSCE-like community-building activities. The purpose of this
dialogue is to persuade Russia that NATO's enlargement strategy
follows the logic of community. In other words, the aim is to show
Russia that NATO's expansion to the East is not the threatening act of
an alliance in a balance of power system but the stabilizing action of a
security community attempting to extend its boundaries to include
former enemies. Thus, when in July 1997, NATO formally decided to
incorporate the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland into the Alli-
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ance, it first signed with Russia a Charter ("Founding Act on Mutual
Relations, Cooperation and Security"), aimed at reassuring, increasing
mutual trust, and developing mutual habits of conciliation and
cooperation.74

Javier Solana, the current secretary-general of NATO, explained the
rationale of NATO's multilateral diplomacy:

Our strategy changed from one of preventing war to actively shaping
peace. These changes are genuine, not just words in communiques
... NATO has transformed itself both politically and militarily. That it
could successfully go through all these changes is due to the fact that
NATO is about much more than just collective defense. It is as much
about developing trust, about establishing patterns of cooperation,
about managing crises collectively, and about creating peaceful,
stable relations among European and North American democra-
cies.75

Two "inside-out" institutions, the NACC (replaced and upgraded by
the EAPC in May 1997) and PfP, stand at the forefront of NATO's
security community-building mission. The NACC was created at the
NATO summit in Rome in November 1991. Comprising the foreign
ministers and representatives from all sixteen NATO states, Eastern
and Central European states, and all the Soviet successor states,
including the Baltics (a total of thirty-eight countries), the NACC
became an attempt by NATO to take the initiative of community-
building from the OSCE, while adopting OSCE-like community-
building practices. Thus, cooperation through the NACC included
issues such as the development of democratic institutions, civilian-
military relations, peacekeeping, conceptual approaches to arms
control and disarmament, defense planning, scientific and environ-
mental affairs, civil/military coordination of air-traffic management,
and the conversion of defense production to civilian purposes (in-
cluding joint meetings, military contacts and visits, and in joint
seminars). These activities were channels for military-to-military
liaison and for the social construction of a sense of community and
common purpose among military representatives from NACC states.
The NACC's successor, the EAPC, will increase the role partners play
in joint decision-making and planning and will make the PfP more
operational. Membership is open to all OSCE states able and willing
to accept the EAPC basic principles.

This type of "East-West" interaction, which emphasizes dialogue,
partnership, and cooperation, resembles power-political diplomacy
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neither in content nor in discourse. On defense and political issues,
"cooperation partner countries" are invited to participate in joint
institutions with NATO states, where they can learn the ins and outs
of the alliance and the practices of its members. In October 1994, a
NACC seminar was held on "peacekeeping and its relationship to
crisis management"; its summary report was forwarded to NACC
ministers. Based on the results of this seminar, the NACC's Political-
Military Steering Committee/Ad Hoc Group on Cooperation in Peace-
keeping (PMSC/AHG) developed a shared understanding of concep-
tual aspects of peace-keeping.76 Another seminar on Legal Aspects of
Peacekeeping (July 1995), which drew on the seminar on the NATO
Status of Forces Agreement (April 1995), contributed to a third
seminar, on the relationship between the military and civilian organi-
zations in international peacekeeping operations (November 1995).77

A recent (June 1996) NACC seminar, like its OSCE counterparts,
looked into the Human Dimension perspectives of economic and
defense issues.

The PfP was first established at the NATO Summit in January 1994,
within the framework of the NACC. Its twenty-seven member states
include Austria, Finland, Malta, Slovenia, Sweden, and Macedonia,
which are not NACC members. PfP's distinctive advantages can be
understood only as part of NATO's attempt to extend the security
community eastward. First, the PfP's thrust is avoiding a new division
of Europe, "unless Russian expansion is seen to require that step."78

Secondly, through "deeper and more extensive working links between
new PfP members and NATO governments," the PfP is supposed to
be a catalyst for internal reforms in Eastern and Central Europe.
Thirdly, "PfP prepares candidate NATO members to function effec-
tively in NATO's integrated military command system." Fourthly, it is
a mechanism to bring Eastern and Central European countries to
NATO military standards, thus making it easier for NATO states to
extend the Alliance's security guarantee to new members. In essence,
the PfP is a process to teach Western rules, including multilateralism,
to Eastern political and military establishments.79

As a means for promoting peace by developing cooperative military
relations with Partner countries, and for preparing some of the former
adversaries to join the West, the PfP has first to build mutual
confidence, trust, and knowledge. This is done mainly by: (a) facil-
itating transparency in national defense planning and budgeting;
(b) ensuring democratic control of defense forces; (c) developing
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cooperative military relations with NATO, for the purposes of joint
planning, training, and exercises; (d) maintaining the capability and
readiness to contribute to operations under the authority of the
United Nations or the OSCE; and (e) developing, over the long term,
forces better able to operate with those of the Alliance.80

NATO's detailed "Individual Partnership Programs," established
with most members of the PfP, "range over subjects and activities
such as seminars on radio-spectrum management, provision of NATO
technical documentation on standardization, adapting airfields to
NATO standards, and exercises in compatible command and control
systems. Recently, the PfP's work program has moved from "peace-
keeping exercises [and search and rescue and humanitarian opera-
tions] to defense review planning," and to peace-keeping itself, for
example, in Bosnia-Herzegovina.81 As a means for fulfilling its
mission, the PfP has made an extensive use of seminar diplomacy; for
example, it convened seminars on implementation of conventional
arms agreements (October 1995 and March 1996). To subscribe to the
PfP, member states reaffirm their commitment to the Helsinki Final
Act and subsequent OSCE documents.

Like NATO, the WEU, referred to by the treaty on European Union
as an integral part of the development of the Union, has been using its
structures and processes to integrate Eastern and Central European
states into the Euro-Atlantic security community.82 In June 1992, the
WEU established a "Forum of Consultation" with eight such states.
Two years later, nine Eastern and Central European states were
granted the status of "associates," opening the possibility for them to
participate in the WEU's humanitarian, peacekeeping, and crisis-
management operations. At the 1995 meeting of the WEU Ministerial
Council, twenty-seven member, associate, and observer countries
adopted OSCE-like policies of comprehensive, indivisible, and coop-
erative security. The main idea, of course, is to make associate states
increasingly involved in the WEU's policy-making process before they
join the organization. Like the OSCE and NATO, the WEU is increas-
ingly using seminar diplomacy and attempting to establish a special
relationship with Russia and Ukraine.

Seen from the perspective of the logic of community, the EU's long-
term strategy of enlargement to the East is a fundamental link in the
chain of extending the Euro-Atlantic security community to the East
and of diffusing there the norms and values that led to the institutio-
nalization of peaceful change in Western Europe. On this count, it is

146



The OSCE's security community-building model

noteworthy that since 1990 the EU has signed so-called "association
agreements" with Eastern European states - ten so far, including
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Slovenia - placing them on probation
before they can be accepted as full EU members. The Essen European
Council of December 1994 adopted a specific pre-accession strategy
for preparing eligible countries for admission to the EU. The EU has
negotiated Partnership and Cooperation Agreements with Russia and
the CIS, providing for political, economic, industrial, scientific, and
cultural cooperation.83 These agreements are not just about achieving
instrumental gains - in this case, increasing trade - but, more
importantly, are meant to test Eastern European intentions and institu-
tions and help their institutions conform to Western standards and
values. The EU decision of July 1997 to recommend the admittance of
Poland, Hungary, Cyprus, Slovenia, the Czech Republic, and Estonia
to the Union at a later date, is also intended, in part, to prepare
countries for membership, speed up democratization and liberaliza-
tion processes, and thus enhance the chances of moving the borders of
the Euro-Atlantic security community eastward. EU enlargement
activities are thus as much about "security" as they are about
economic welfare.

The CoE, Europe's oldest (May 1949) institutional watchdog of
human rights principles, pluralistic democracy, and the rule of law,
formally grants legitimation to European countries that have recently
internalized the above principles. The Council says to prospective
members: "Become truly democratic and practice the rule of law and
human rights, and you will get Western Europe's seal of approval,
namely, membership in the Council of Europe." Although this
approach differs from the OSCE practice of granting membership to
former Communist states before they become truly democratic, other
OSCE's established practices, "such as those relating to the collective
rights of minorities, the connection between the protection of human
rights and the maintenance of peace, and humanitarian interference
itself, have gradually been assimilated b y . . . the United Nations and
the Council of Europe."84 In 1993, the CoE followed in the OSCE's
footsteps when it passed a resolution setting the Council the task of
helping establish a region of democratic security in Europe, as a sine
qua non for security and stability throughout the continent. In all,
fourteen former Communist countries, including Russia and Ukraine,
have joined the CoE. Other countries, including Belarus, Bosnia-
Herzegovina, and Armenia have begun admission procedures.
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Conclusion
For almost thirty years, the OSCE has played a pivotal role in
promoting the development of a security community in the area
stretching from Vancouver to Vladivostok. Between 1975 and 1990,
the OSCE helped establish the standards and norms of a nascent
security community. During this time, the OSCE also played an
important role in bringing about the end of the Cold War, which
prepared the stage for the security community's ascendant phase.
Since 1990, this phase has included the development of an institution-
al structure and the encouragement of habits necessary for ensuring
compliance with OSCE standards and norms. The OSCE also turned
itself into the "most creative organization today in the field of
preventive diplomacy"85 and diffused its practices to other European
organizations, which adopted some of the OSCE's security commun-
ity-building practices.

The OSCE's most important effect on security-community develop-
ment, however, has been in helping to change the way people in the
OSCE region define security. By helping to devise, diffuse, and
institutionalize the concept of comprehensive, indivisible, and coop-
erative security, the OSCE has set in motion a learning process that is
inducing governments and military establishments to replace deter-
rence, let alone the use of military power, with reassurance and trust-
building measures, as means of achieving security objectives. This
redefinition of security has been necessary for the development of
mutual trust and a growing sense of mutual identification in the
OSCE region.

So far, however, dependable expectations of peaceful change are not
prevalent in the entire OSCE region. First, many states that were
invited to join the OSCE after the end of the Cold War have yet to
internalize the norms and practices that can ensure the ascendance of
the OSCE region into a mature security community. Secondly, the
OSCE still must cope with the paradox that deepening the process of
community-building depends, in part, on reaching and sustaining
levels of shared understandings and trust that are not yet available in
the entire region. Thirdly, because of ethnic conflicts, civil wars, and
gross human rights violations that are still common in the region, and
that will be so for the foreseeable future, regional peace will depend,
in part, on collective security activities of NATO, the WEU, and/or
individual European powers. Finally, to play a significant role in the
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future, the OSCE will need to streamline its organizational structure
and processes and establish a better division of labor with other
international organizations, such as NATO and the EU.

What does the OSCE experience, and that of other European
security community-building institutions, teach us so far about inter-
national relations theory? Certainly not that balances of power,
alliances, hegemonies, and deterrence are fading entirely from the
international political landscape, including in areas where security
communities have already developed, such as the European continent.
In the future, the architects of security communities still must
compete with and fight against strongly reified power-political prac-
tices and conflicting identities. On the other hand, the OSCE's marked
influence in bringing the Cold War to a peaceful end and redefining
the way in which Euro-Atlantic states and international organizations
understand and practice security is enough to raise serious doubts
about mainstream realist arguments and their dismissal of inter-
national institutions and their community-building functions.86 While
it is true that the OSCE was a direct outgrowth of the superpowers'
global confrontation and, more specifically, of the Soviet interest in
legitimizing its postwar borders and influence and of the American
interest in pleasing its European allies, the OSCE became the breeding
ground of norms and new practices of peaceful change and a
"conveyor belt" for their diffusion, through the unique institutional
process created by the Helsinki Act. In and through practice, the OSCE
changed itself; so much so that, since the early 1980s, its strength was
based mainly on the capacity to mobilize civil societies, NGOs, and
groups of experts behind normative understandings and expectations
of material and moral improvement.

But the workings of security community-building institutions, such
as the OSCE, the EU, and NATO, also suggest that the neoliberal
argument that international institutions matter only because they help
states coordinate their exogenously developed interests - mainly by
reducing "transaction costs" and by providing information to the
parties87 - may be limited only to areas possessing a very thin social
environment, where the transformative potential of organizational life
is small or nonexistent.

The OSCE played a meaningful role in changing the European
security environment, but not by reducing "transaction costs" (for
most of the history of the OSCE, the US saw the OSCE less as a benefit
than as a necessary cost) or by providing information to the parties.
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Rather, by helping to change the way security is understood in
Europe, it also led to a transformation of the cognitive, institutional,
and material context within which post-Cold War domestic and
international politics takes place. It helped institutionalize a new way
of cognitively framing international problems and solutions around
ideas of human rights, and later of democratic governance and the
rule of law, and created new interest in and capabilities for reducing
human-rights violations, for helping minorities, and for solving bilat-
eral conflicts by peaceful means. Moreover, its innovative practices in
the area of human rights and confidence-building helped define the
meaning of "cooperative security" now prevalent in Europe.

Likewise, the activities of the OSCE and other security community-
building institutions demonstrate the limits of the literature's main-
stream understanding of "multilateralism"- the coordination of
behavior "among three or more states on the basis of generalized
principles of conduct."88 This "weak" type of multilateralism should
be complemented with "strong" multilateralism, which refers to the
institutionalization of security communities by means of multilateral
debates, dialogue, persuasion, seminar diplomacy, and discursive
legitimation, on the basis of collective knowledge. Collective know-
ledge helps structure international reality and, thus, constitutes trans-
national identities and interests. Because constructivist scholarship
recognizes the importance of knowledge for transforming identities
and security interests, it can do a better job than neoliberalism in
explaining the activities of security community-building institu-
tions.89

Thus, for example, institutions not only prescribe behavioral roles
and constrain activity, they also constitute the identity of such agents
and empower them to act on the basis of their institutional reality.
Thus the creation of institutions, such as the OSCE, is not merely an
act of rational choice. It is also an act of the construction of social
reality that is grounded not only on the physical world, but also on
normative and epistemic agreements. Furthermore, it is the source
and medium of practices that give meaning and direction to social
choice and action.

Furthermore, security community-building institutions help deter-
mine which shared understandings will be culturally and politically
selected to become the practices and interests of governments. To
begin with, security community-building institutions are innovators,
in the sense that they create the evaluative, normative, and sometimes
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even causal frames of reference around which a security community
is constructed. Also, these institutions may play a critical role in the
diffusion and institutionalization of values, norms, and shared under-
standings. Finally, these institutions may play a role in the intra- and
inter-state political processes that shape the political choices that
make possible the development of security communities.90

More generally, strong multilateralism and the workings of security
community-building institutions show that the "latent" functions of
security community-building institutions may be as important as the
"manifest" functions emphasized by neoliberals. Referring to inter-
national institutions, John Ruggie said that their

activities may be as important as their products. If the activities
succeed, they will have three consequences apart from their substan-
tive accomplishments: to trigger the creation of constituencies where
none exist... to establish permanent networks around such constitu-
encies; and to articulate, support and sustain a continuing policy role
for these constituencies ... In other words, they potentially contribute
to processes of institutionalization and thereby affect policy for-
mation.91

The OSCE's track record goes a long way to support Ruggie's
insight. Endowed with little organization, especially during its first
fifteen years, and depending mainly on an ongoing process of
follow-up conferences and self-correcting practices, the OSCE's
source of political influence has been the ability to: (a) create con-
stituencies, in the form of human-rights Helsinki groups and social
movements, in most if not all of the CSCE member states; (b) utilize
the power of these constituencies to pressure governments to reach
political agreements; and (c) provide a new liberal identity to the
leaders of the Helsinki groups, who, like Vaclav Havel, became the
leaders of their countries after the peaceful revolutions of 1989.
During the Cold War, these sources of influence played a catalytic
role in turning process into product, that is, the delegitimation of the
Soviet empire and the diffusion of liberal ideas to former Communist
countries.

Moreover, institutions need not be formally or materially organized
- although they usually are - in order to have important political
effects. Conference and seminar diplomacy may be institutionalized
but not formally organized. A recurrent set of intersubjective norma-
tive understandings may be expressed in political decisions, arrived
at through international bargaining, and institutionalized in recurrent
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diplomatic conferences. Each conference learns from, builds on, and
adds to its predecessor. Such an institution does not just assign new
roles, order expectations, and help constrain members' behaviors. It
also intervenes in the world to reproduce common understandings
and identities. And, while the OSCE commitments are not enshrined
in a legal document, they are almost the same as a treaty.92

In sum, security community-building institutions and practice
amount to a serious effort to replace the Cold War cognitive and
discursive structure with a new structure based on cooperative
security understandings and expectations. First, these institutions,
such as the OSCE, NACC and PfP, help mobilize material and
normative resources for the development of a transnational liberal
collective identity. Secondly, as exemplified by OSCE's human rights
practices and seminar diplomacy, security community-building insti-
tutions and practices increase the quality and nature of transactions in
the region and help constitute a regional intersubjective structure.
Finally, strategic practices, such as the OSCE's CBMs and early
warning, and the PfP's military-civil society activities, are helping
materialize the knowledge foundation on the basis of which a "we
feeling" is defined or redefined.
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5 Caravans in opposite directions:
society, state, and the development of
community in the Gulf Cooperation
Council
Michael Barnett and F. Gregory Gause III

The states that comprise the Gulf Cooperation Council - Oman,
Bahrain, the United Arab Emirates, Kuwait, Qatar, and Saudi Arabia -
are not a security community. Nor do we anticipate their becoming a
security community in the near future. Indeed, for most of its history
the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) demands a realist reading and
little else.1 The proximate causes of the formation of the GCC are to be
found not in deep social structural factors pushing toward integration
but in immediate regime security needs; specifically, the GCC was
born in the circumstances of Iranian Revolution and the ongoing and
escalating Iraq-Iran War, suggesting little more than a classic security
alliance. The fifteen years since its birth also favor a strict and secular
realism. As the Iran-Iraq War progressed the GCC states experi-
mented with some modest, but for all practical purposes inconsequen-
tial, military cooperation. The end of the Iran-Iraq War abruptly
halted such experimentation. The 1990-91 Gulf War produced a short-
term upswing in group cohesion but the post-war period was char-
acterized by increasing rivalries, a halt to any meaningful military
coordination and a return of border disputes among the GCC states.
The GCC's trajectory seems consistent with alliance formation -
formed in response to specific security threats, enduring as those
threats endure, and fraying as those threats recede. In general, statism
and realism mark the history of the GCC states.

In this chapter we want to take an alternative look at the GCC states
through the concept of security community. We do so not because we
claim that there is a security community in existence or even soon in
the making but rather because this concept highlights the following
features. First, the GCC points to obstacles rather than facilitators
toward community-building. That is, we are drawn to the case of the
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GCC not because it represents a successful case but rather because it
represents a "stalled" case. Given the similarities among the member
states and their common external security agenda, more progress in
community-building could have been expected. Many of the obstacles
toward deepened cooperation are quite familiar - fear of hegemony,
possessive sovereignty, and the like - but perhaps most intriguing is
the failure of the regimes to create common expectations concerning
non-interference in each other's domestic politics. Such disagree-
ments, built around recent charges of domestic interference and
meddling among the members, have contributed to reversing the
progress toward security cooperation achieved in the 1980s and
during the Gulf crisis. In a region where internal security threats pose
as serious a challenge to regime stability as do external threats,
cooperation and agreement (or lack thereof) on issues regarding
domestic politics are as important as cooperation in interstate issues.

Secondly, the concept of security community focuses attention on
some facets and features of the GCC that are generally overlooked.
What began as an organization that denied its security function soon
turned into a multifaceted entity that was both an agent and a result
of many of the processes and developments that are associated with
a security community. Specifically, we intend to highlight that while
on the level of interstate cooperation the history of the GCC is less
than glorious, at the level of transnational cooperation and transac-
tions there developed a bustling and increasing traffic that, we argue,
is traceable to the existence of the organization. In short, while Gulf
leaders constructed the GCC for statist purposes, its very existence
has encouraged, however unintentionally, greater mutual identifica-
tion at the societal level. At the founding of the GCC there were few
if any social institutions that brought together citizens of the six
member states; there was certainly no discernible popular pressure
for, or outpouring of popular support for, the foundation of the
organization. However, over the past fifteen years indications have
grown that increasing numbers of citizens of these states see them-
selves as having common interests and a common identity as
"khalijiin" (literally, "residents of the Gulf"). This phenomenon is
reflected in the growth of regional functional organizations and in
the political vocabulary of Gulf citizens. By no means is such a
"Gulf" identity universally accepted in the six states, but it is
undeniable that "Gulf" discourse is much more common now than
before and that increasing numbers of citizens identify their material
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interests and political identity as (at least partially) tied up with the
GCC.

The story of the GCC is thus one of two caravans (or, for a nautical
metaphor appropriate to the Gulf, dhows) traveling in opposite
directions. At the level of the regime these countries made some
modest moves toward a deepening of interstate cooperation, but
seemingly always blocked if not undone by mistrust and suspicion.
At the level of societies and transnationalism, however, there have
been considerable developments that suggest sustained and deepened
cooperation and mutual identification. We cannot predict whether
and how this increasingly salient Gulf identity will translate into
interstate behavior and dependable expectations of peaceful change,
but we want to suggest that an important condition for a security
community has been an unintended consequence of the GCC.

This chapter is organized in the following way. The first section
provides a brief historical overview of the GCC states and the factors
that contributed to the creation of the organization. The second
section examines the development of the GCC through the 1980s,
highlighting that what began as a symbolic organization became
something more substantial at the level of interstate and transnational
cooperation. The final section provides an overview of the GCC since
the Gulf War. Although the GCC states responded collectively to the
invasion of Kuwait in ways that suggest an increase in their inter-
dependence and group cohesion, much of the post-Gulf War period
suggest fragmentation at the level of the regimes but modest integra-
tion at the level of societies. We conclude by commenting on the two
caravans of the GCC and how the case of the GCC highlights certain
central features of the security community.

The founding of the organization
The six member states of the GCC, while having historical roots that
date back centuries, are all products of the twentieth century. The
modern Saudi state dates to 1901, when Abd al-Aziz Al Sa'ud (Ibn
Saud) recaptured Riyadh from a rival Arabian dynasty and set out to
rebuild the patrimony of his ancestors. Saudi Arabia reached its
current territorial extent in 1932 when it ran up against British power
to its north (the mandates of Iraq and Transjordan), south (the
protectorate of South Arabia) and east. British protection of the
smaller states of eastern Arabia had its roots in the nineteenth century
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policy of controlling the sea routes to India. By the 1920s the British
had protectorate relations with the Sultan of Oman and the shaykhs of
Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar and the Trucial Emirates, which would
become the United Arab Emirates. The British guaranteed their
independence, drew their borders, and became increasingly involved
in their domestic affairs as the century progressed. Kuwait became
independent in 1961, the others in 1971 (Oman was formally indepen-
dent throughout, but the British exercised effective control there as
well).2

The GCC states share a number of common historical features that
have helped to bring them together. Tribalism was an important
element in state formation and remains a central social reality in all
the states. Since the 1960s their political economies have all depended
heavily upon the export of oil. Internationally they all were aligned
with the West in the Cold War, with the smaller states retaining close
ties to Great Britain and Saudi Arabia looking to the United States for
political and military support and for the development of its oil
industry. They have also been on the same side in regional disputes,
threatened by Nasserist pan-Arabism in the 1950s and 1960s and by
Iranian-supported Islamic revivalism in the 1980s.

Those real similarities, however, mask some salient differences that
have been a source of resentment, suspicion, and hostility. Disputes
and even armed conflicts have occurred among the six member states
of the GCC episodically throughout the twentieth century. In the
1910s and 1920s Saudi forces routinely raided Kuwaiti territory, as
Riyadh attempted to enforce a commercial blockade of Kuwait to
divert regional trade to Saudi-controlled ports.3 In the 1950s Saudi
forces clashed with British-officered troops from Oman and the
Trucial Emirates (now the UAE) over control of the Buraimi Oasis,
and Saudi Arabia supported internal opponents of the Omani sultan.4

Riyadh withheld diplomatic recognition of the UAE for four years
after the latter's independence, until 1975, awaiting the settlement of
border disputes. There remains a real if muted fear of Saudi domi-
nance all along the Gulf littoral.

Differences also exist among the smaller states. The original British
proposal for UAE independence had Qatar and Bahrain, also British-
protected states, joining the new federation. However, both opted for
independence rather than unity with their neighbors farther down the
Gulf. Qatar and Bahrain have a long-standing and contentious
dispute over a number of small islands. There is a substantial history
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of serious differences among the member states of the GCC. It was by
no means "automatic" that they would come together.

Even at the "cultural" level there are differences among the six
states. While all the GCC ruling families are Sunni Muslims, there are
important Shi'i minorities in Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Qatar and the
UAE; the majority of Bahrain's native population is Shi'i. About 40
percent of Oman's native population subscribes to the Ibadi Kharijite
sect of Islam. Moreover, the brand of Sunni Islam dominant in Saudi
Arabia - the severe "Wahhabi" interpretation - is shared only by
Qatar. Oman historically has directed its political and economic efforts
toward the Indian Ocean, having little contact with the areas in the
northern Gulf. The vast majority of the Saudi population, residing in
the Kingdom's western coast and central areas near Riyadh, is far
removed geographically from the Gulf. In general, there are various
religious, tribal, and national identities that barely exist within a
shared narrative.

Until the completion of decolonization in the early 1970s, regional
security was largely the province of Great Britain. As independence
neared, however, the Gulf states (alongside Egypt and others in the
Arab world) began to forward different proposals for Gulf security.
Most of the Gulf states were willing to continue to rely on the British
and the Americans for a tacit security umbrella for pragmatic and
political reasons. Still, through the mid-1970s the Gulf states continued
to discuss but ultimately to discard different proposals for regional
security and the possibility of a regional organization.

In the period between the Algiers Agreement of 1975 (which
temporarily settled border disputes between Iran and Iraq) and the
fall of the Shah's regime at the beginning of 1979, there were a number
of consultations among Saudi Arabia, Iraq and Iran about security
issues in the Gulf. Saudi leaders during this period also pressed the
smaller Peninsula states to coordinate with Riyadh on defense and
internal security matters. However, no formal security grouping was
formed. Suspicions among Iran, Iraq and Saudi Arabia remained too
strong, and the smaller states either could not (out of fear of Iranian or
Iraqi reactions) or would not (out of fear of Saudi hegemony)
acknowledge Riyadh as their leader.5 Even among the Arab monar-
chies of the Peninsula, the strong integrative forces present were not
sufficient to overcome realpolitik considerations keeping them apart.

The Iranian Revolution of 1978-79 worked to push the smaller
shaykhdoms closer to the Saudis, but Iraqi ambitions prevented the
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consolidation of a Gulf monarchical grouping in the immediate post-
revolutionary period. With the revolution in Iran and the ostracism of
Egypt from Arab political circles after Camp David, Iraq had emerged
as the dominant player in inter-Arab politics. Saddam Hussein, who
had become president of Iraq in July 1979, tried to capitalize on Iraq's
new leadership position by issuing in February 1980 an "Arab
National Charter/' calling on other Arab states to join Iraq in a
framework of security and economic cooperation.6 In these circum-
stances, excluding Iraq from an Arab Gulf organization would have
invited serious reprisals. Including Iraq, a secular nationalist republic
that up until 1975 had trumpeted its opposition to the "reactionary"
Arab regimes on the Peninsula and had routinely made territorial
claims on Kuwait, would have meant Baghdad's dominance of the
organization. Neither choice was a palatable one for the Gulf mon-
archs. Only when Iraq became bogged down in its war with Iran,
which began in September 1980, and dependent upon political,
financial and logistical support from the Gulf monarchies did the Gulf
states revisit the possibility of forming an exclusive association.

Creation of the GCC
On May 15, 1981 the leaders of Oman, Bahrain, the United Arab
Emirates, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and Kuwait met in Abu Dhabi, the
capital of the United Arab Emirates, and signed the GCC charter.7 We
want to highlight four important features surrounding the establish-
ment of the organization: the role identity played in determining who
was worthy of membership; the fact that the GCC states downplayed
the possibility of integration; the role of internal rather than external
security threats as the stimulus to the creation of the GCC; and the
attempt to produce security through symbolic means, including the
inaugural attempt to offer a "Gulf identity."

First, membership was determined largely by their shared identity.8
The final statement of the first meeting of the GCC expressed the
sentiment that their common destiny, shared interests and values, and
common economic and political systems produced a natural solidarity
among Arabs of the Gulf region.9 The GCC was open only to those
Gulf States that shared similar characteristics, an expression of "the
aspiration for identification with a psychologically satisfying political
community."10

What were these common traits? To begin, all are monarchies that
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developed out of tribal political structures, differentiating them from
their larger republican neighbors (Iraq, Iran and Yemen). Indeed,
North Yemen was keen to join the new GCC, and lobbied publicly for
its inclusion. From a simple balance of power perspective, permitting
North Yemen to join the group would make sense. Its large population
(about 10 million at the time) would have helped compensate strategi-
cally for the manpower shortages in the other states. Culturally, there
were substantial similarities among their populations, most impor-
tantly in the social importance of tribalism. However, its republican
character placed it outside the bounds of the community Gulf leaders
intended to build.11 All the GCC states are rich (though some are
richer than others), with their wealth dependent upon the export of oil
and petroleum products that concentrates much of national revenue
in the hands of the state. And all of the rulers are Arab and Sunni
Muslims, differentiating them from Iran.

There also are some striking similarities at the societal level.
Tribalism still plays a major role in social identity, though the
independent political power of the tribes has waned considerably.
Tribal and family ties cut across the state borders; it is not unusual to
have branches of the same extended family represented in three or
four of the six GCC states. Modern consumer society has put down
deep roots in the region in the past three decades of oil wealth, so the
vast majority of citizens share middle-class consumption habits that
are very similar to those in the West. The citizens even dress alike,
with the men favoring the long, white, body-length garment called the
dishdasha and the "traditional" head covering (ghutra wa Hqal), differ-
entiating them from most other Arabs and Iranians who adopted
"Western" style dress.

In addition to feelings of solidarity, the GCC states also saw the
other Arab states as something of a threat, and, therefore, hoped to
isolate themselves from their Arab brethren.12 Although all these
states joined the Arab League upon independence (Saudi Arabia was
a founding member) and waved at the GCC's role in furthering Arab
aspirations, the Arab Gulf states were rather wary of and aloof from
the rest of the Arab world and often followed their statements of
fraternity with aggressive claims that they were a separate entity
bounded by common interests, and, accordingly, shared little with the
other Arab states.

The common identity of the Gulf Arab states, then, informed the
criteria of exclusion and inclusion. All GCC states were quick to
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explain that the Gulf Arab states were "natural" allies, sharing key
biographical features and historical characteristics. By accentuating
and identifying the commonalities enveloping the Gulf Arab states,
the GCC leaders were implicitly creating a boundary between them-
selves and others in the Arab world and Iran based on ideational
features. In general, notwithstanding the constant pronouncements
that the GCC was consistent with, and carried out the ideals embodied
in, the League of Arab States, the GCC was quite resistant to
extending membership to other Arab states.13

The announcement of the GCC was accompanied by as much stress
on what it was not as on what it was. What is was not, claimed many
of its members, was either a step toward political integration or a
security organization. The GCC states stressed at the moment of
creation that they had no intention of marching down the road of
political integration or unification. The organization was intended to
coordinate their political, economic, and cultural policies to their
mutual advantage, not to lead to anything akin to political unification.
Simply put, the GCC was about cooperation, not integration. King
Fahd, for instance, said: "The aim of the GCC is to achieve practical
cooperation among GCC members. At present it is premature for the
GCC to become a political union or federation, and talk about this
matter is also premature."14 The GCC states went to great pains to
insist that they were not absenting themselves from Arab politics and
that the GCC would provide an important foundation for, if only as a
positive role model of, inter-Arab cooperation.

That the GCC states would have to expend such diplomatic and
political energy in this direction can only be properly understood once
it is recognized that the idea of integration and unification in Arab
politics was a longstanding, though increasingly marginalized, goal.
Since the moment of inception of the Arab states system, Arab states
have espoused the need to strengthen the Arab political community,
which included a range of goals from far-reaching schemes such as
political unification to much more minimalist efforts as political and
foreign policy coordination. Within the context of Arab politics, the
GCC was viewed as a swbregional organization because it comprised a
subset of Arab states who were members of the Arab League. In fact,
the Gulf states, always on the fringes of Arab nationalist sentiment,
were among the most ardent opponents of unification. Indicative of
this posture was that the GCC states were particularly opposed to
pan-Arabism's demand for a greater Arab union; therefore, they were
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wary that close cooperation might trigger memories of and hopes for
unification. This concern increased dramatically after the late 1960s
when the Gulf Arab states became the Gulf Arab oil states - leading
them to become highly suspicious of the economic motivations under-
lying any new expressions of fraternal devotion. In general, the Gulf
States denied that the GCC had any intention of marching down the
road of political unification and continually insisted that their objec-
tive was coordination and cooperation among sovereign states. It
seemed that the GCC states discarded the idea of becoming a security
community, at least the tight variant, from the outset.

The Gulf states also insisted that the GCC was not a security or
military organization. Although the leaders adopted a charter for a
commission to settle disputes among the members states, no body
was set up to coordinate security issues, and security issues were
hardly mentioned in the group's founding documents.15 Emphasis
was placed upon economic and cultural cooperation. The founding
rhetoric stressed the "mutual bonds of special relations" that linked
the member states and their people, not the common threats they
faced. The objectives of the GCC, listed in Article 4 of the Charter, did
not include military or security coordination. Four functional commit-
tees were established at the founding summit to coordinate: (a)
economic and social planning; (b) financial, economic and trade
issues, (c) industrial cooperation; and, (d) oil issues. In short, there
was a hint that GCC might be more tempted by a loose rather than a
tight security community.

There were good strategic reasons for downplaying any security
role for the GCC. To some extent, this concentration on functional
cooperation and masking of security issues in the GCC's establish-
ment was meant to avoid exciting the opposition of Iran, Iraq, or any
other Arab state to the new grouping. The leaders were at pains to
underscore that the GCC was not being formed against anyone, as a
regular military alliance would be. By stressing that the GCC aimed at
avoiding entangling the region with outside powers and internationa-
lizing the Iran-Iraq War, they sought to allay suspicions in Iran and
the Arab world that the organization was a cover for an alliance with
the United States. Therefore, while a superpower alliance would
provide an immediate increase in external security - and both the
Soviets and the Americans were actively courting the Gulf States - the
GCC states rebuffed such overtures,16 and uniformly and stridently
asserted their regional independence and resistance to foreign inter-
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vention.17 The emphasis on economics and culture was also an
indication that the smaller states had not completely abandoned their
worries about Saudi hegemony. Rhetoric about economic and cultural
cooperation was simply less threatening to outsiders and to insiders.

Despite their public silence on the subject, the Gulf states' leaders
were concerned about security threats, though these threats were
more internal than strictly external. As Sunni states with substantial
Shi'i minorities (and Bahrain with a Shi'i majority), most GCC
members were more concerned with the threat posed by the model of
the Iranian revolution than they were of an actual military invasion
from Iran itself. If anything, the Revolution led to a serious degrada-
tion of Iranian military capabilities; the officer corps was decimated,
the enlisted ranks were in disarray and, as a result of the US-Iranian
confrontation over the embassy hostages, Iran had lost its major arms
supplier and superpower ally.

Yet revolutionary Iran was a more threatening neighbor than the
militarily more powerful Shah because the government of Ayatollah
Khomeini openly called for the downfall of monarchical regimes
throughout the Muslim world. The revolutionary message struck a
chord among Shi'i citizens of the Gulf monarchies. There were
disturbances in Bahraini, Kuwaiti and Saudi Shi'i communities within
a year of Khomeini's coming to power.18 Also, Sunni militants took
over the Grand Mosque in Mecca, the holiest shrine in Islam, in
November 1979 and called for revolt against the House of Saud. It
took Saudi forces, with the aid of French counter-terrorist experts, two
weeks to regain control of the Mosque.19 The threat of externally-
supported domestic upheaval led the smaller states to put aside their
fears of Saudi hegemony and move closer to Riyad.

The Gulf states did not emphasize publicly internal security issues
when forming the organization, but one purpose of the GCC was to
provide Gulf citizens with a rhetorical and an institutional alternative
identity (beyond their state identities) that would compete with Iran's
Islamic revolutionary and Iraq's secular Arab nationalist platforms.
Both the Iranian Revolution and the beginning of the Iran-Iraq War
presented serious challenges to the GCC leaders' ability to define the
political identity of their subjects. The revolutionary regime in Iran
appealed to all Muslims, with particular success to Shi'i Muslims, to
define their identity and give their loyalty to the Islamic community
as the Iranian revolutionaries defined it. Iraq's initiation of the war,
following on its campaign to expel Egypt from the Arab League after
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the Camp David accords, was accompanied by an explicit claim by
Baghdad to be the leader of the Arab world. Saddam Hussein
routinely reminded his listeners that Iraq was fighting Iran on behalf
of the entire Arab nation, and his media called on all Arabs to support
his efforts.20 Both of these assertions of transnational political loyalties
struck chords in the Gulf monarchies during the period 1979-81, with
Shi'i demonstrations in support of the Iranian Revolution and enthu-
siastic support for Iraq among Arab nationalists (mostly Sunnis) in the
media and intellectual circles.

The "Gulf" identity proposed by the GCC state leaders and
promoted by the organization stressed historical, tribal and cultural
factors that differentiated the citizens of the states from other Arabs,
while not denying that Gulf Arabs are part of a larger Arab commun-
ity. That "Gulf" identity, moreover, posited a version of Islam far from
the revolutionary interpretation of Ayatollah Khomeini. The GCC,
even if it could successfully integrate its military forces, could hardly
provide a challenge to either Iraq or Iran on the battlefield. But it
could provide a safe (for GCC rulers) political alternative for citizens'
loyalties against the appeals of Baghdad and Teheran.

The "Gulf" identity that the GCC sought to foster, while based
upon concrete social and historical realities, was a very new construc-
tion at the beginning of the 1980s. There is little evidence that citizens
of the six states shared a conscious "Gulf" political identification at
that time. There were certainly no popular movements advocating
such a political platform. Grass roots political organizing - legal and
illegal - in recent Gulf history occurred under Arab nationalist,
Islamic, tribal and (less often) Marxist banners. In a survey aimed at
eliciting opinions of political identity among citizens of five of the six
GCC states (Oman excluded) conducted between 1979 and 1982,
questions about a "Gulf" identity were not even included.21 The only
institutional expression of a "Gulf" identity limited to the six states
before the establishment of the GCC was the Development Panel
(nadwa al-tanmiyya), an informal group of intellectuals organized in
1979 to discuss the particular problems of economic and social
development in oil-rich Gulf states. The Development Panel, later
renamed the Development Forum (muntada al-tanmiyya), now consists
of members from all six states (originally Oman was not represented,
and one member was Iraqi). Since 1980 it has organized a yearly
conference around a different theme of Gulf development.22 The
assertion of a "Gulf" identity implicit in the founding of the GCC was
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something new in the region, and clearly a political and instrumental
creation meant to enhance the stability of the GCC regimes. Because
the challenge posed to these regimes was to their social purpose and
identity, they engaged in an instrumental use of identity in order to
increase their security. At this stage, however, there was no anticipa-
tion of military coordination or integration among the various states;
this is security as practiced through symbols.

The six, like-minded, Gulf states founded the GCC with a declara-
tory purpose of increasing their economic and cultural cooperation
but with a close eye toward their security. The security threat that
truly aminated them, however, was not a military invasion but rather
domestic instability. This path toward security cooperation began not
from an alliance to confront an external threat but rather against an
internal threat. In the contest for the political allegiances and loyalties
of their residents, the GCC states began to emphasize not the state flag
but rather the "khaliji" identity as a way of placing a fence between
themselves and Arab Iraq and Muslim Iran. Notwithstanding the
instrumental, symbolic, and strategic origins of the GCC and the Gulf
identity, such political creations would later have real, and somewhat
unexpected and unintended, political consequences.

External threats and community building
in the 1980s

Despite, first, the official founding rhetoric that downplayed security
issues and, second, the attempt to enhance their security through
symbols rather than through institutionalized military coordination,
soon the GCC leaders found themselves cooperating on military and
internal security issues in a manner that outpaced cooperation in all
other areas and far exceeded their initial expectations. The stimulus
behind such movements were a series of domestic disturbances that
might have had external linkages. An abortive coup attempt in
Bahrain in December 1981, ostensibly supported by the Iranian
government, focused the Gulf leaders' attention on the GCC as a
mechanism for security coordination. A string of bombings in Kuwait
in December 1983, an attempt on the life of the Kuwaiti ruler in May
1985, and later acts of violence attributed to Kuwaiti Shi'is sympa-
thetic with Iran, brought home the connections between external and
internal security. Iranian pilgrims used the hajj, the yearly Muslim
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pilgrimage to Mecca, to demonstrate against the Saudi government, a
combined challenge to Saudi domestic legitimacy and international
standing. As Sultan Qabus of Oman commented:

I firmly believe that the main threat facing the Gulf is the attempt to
destabilize it from within - by exporting terrorism across the national
borders. We should watch out for destabilization attempts, par-
ticularly because domestic instability can blow the door open to
foreign intervention. I believe that this is the main hazard and we can
take it into consideration despite the fact that ours is the most stable
country in the area.23

The GCC states became increasingly alarmed by the prospect of
domestic instability and the possibility that it was being sparked by
Iran.

Security issues dominated the agenda of the emergency GCC
foreign ministers and interior ministers meetings in February 1982,
called in the wake of the Bahraini coup attempt. The severity with
which the GCC leaders saw the threat was expressed by Secretary-
General Abdullah Bishara, who said that "what happened in Bahrain
was not directed against one part of this body but against the whole
body." By the third GCC summit in November 1982, the leaders had
before them a draft agreement for cooperation on internal security
issues. The agreement stated that "preservation of the security and
stability of the GCC countries is the joint responsibility of the GCC
countries." It explicitly included commitments by each state to co-
operate not only against criminals, but also against "opponents of
regimes." However, Kuwait refused to sign the agreement, pleading
that some of its clauses conflicted with Kuwaiti sovereignty;24 specific-
ally, there was substantial opposition to the agreement in the Kuwaiti
parliament based on fears that it would facilitate Saudi interference in
Kuwaiti domestic affairs. While the Kuwaiti refusal to adhere to the
agreement was an indication that fears of Saudi dominance were
stronger than feelings of Gulf community at the popular level,
Kuwaiti security organs still cooperated informally with their Gulf
counterparts on security issues.25 Saudi Arabia also signed bilateral
security agreements with Bahrain, Qatar and Oman in the wake of the
coup attempt.26

The success of these early cooperative ventures on internal security
issues, combined with Iranian battlefield successes in the Iran-Iraq
War, generated the confidence and interest among the GCC states in
undertaking more ambitious projects for military cooperation. Prior to
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the Bahrain coup attempt in 1981, the GCC Secretariat established a
military committee as a forum for multilateral discussions, which, in
turn, produced a concept paper on collective defense the following
year.27 Beginning in the early 1980s the GCC states conducted
numerous multilateral military exercises. At the fifth GCC summit in
November 1984 the states agreed to establish a joint GCC strike force
under Saudi command, to be called the Peninsula Shield force. By late
1985 all GCC states had stationed small military contingents at the
Saudi base in Hafr al-Batin, near the Kuwait border. In general, the
GCC developed a series of elaborate and sustained measures designed
to increase military coordination and cooperation: a rapid deployment
force, the outline for a unified army, an early warning network, a
series of joint maneuvers through the "Peninsula Shield" exercises,
attempted coordination of military procurement to standardize equip-
ment and training, and an integrated training academy28

However impressive such developments appeared on paper, they
remained, in fact, largely paper developments. The GCC Secretary-
General admitted, given the small number of troops committed, that
the Peninsula Shield force was largely symbolic. Ambitious plans for
an integrated air defense system and cooperation in arms acquisitions
were discussed but not realized during the 1980s.29 There were various
practical, logistical, and operational reasons precluding effective mili-
tary integration and coordination,30 but there were two principal
stumbling blocks. The first was fear of Saudi hegemony. The smaller
Gulf states had a longstanding fear that the Saudis would use their
greater wealth and military power to their disadvantage. In short,
hegemony in this context was not about projecting purpose but rather
about displaying power. The second was possessive sovereignty.
Notwithstanding the modest amounts of cooperation, these were rich,
in some cases newly-independent countries that were extremely sensi-
tive to possible infringements on their decision-making latitude and
feared conceding too much authority to any international body. Co-
operation in modest amounts was all well and good, but inter-
dependence could easily translate into unwanted dependence.

Still, various features of this growth in security cooperation are
worth noting. First, there was a direct linkage between internal and
external security, with the modest successes in the former spilling
over into the latter and then leading toward a more comprehensive
view of security that included both internal and external features. As
GCC Secretary-General Bishara stated:
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A security umbrella means linking internal security forces with
military institutions responsible for external security as well as
linking with political institutions. In other words, the Gulf countries
should have political, security, and defense institutions with identical
goals. These institutions should be so intertwined that they will
generate a psychological umbrella of assurance and security.31

Secondly, the Gulf states were progressing toward military integration
that far outpaced anything they had initially envisioned. As Bahraini
Minister of Foreign Affairs Shaykh Muhammad Khalifa observed:
"We feel we have started a never-ending effort, because every
coordination action has unknown results."32 The general impression
is that the GCC states were taken by surprise by what they had
accomplished, as they began to build on these modest experiments.

Thirdly, there is scattered evidence that these interactions and
experiments were producing a growing sense of interdependence and
shared interests among the regimes. The very decision to begin
coordinating their military and security policies suggested a degree of
interdependence previously unknown. The notion that they had
shared interests, for instance, contributed to the desire to institutiona-
lize GCC summit and ministerial meetings.33 And while none of the
states surrendered any important aspect of their independent deci-
sion-making power, by the 1980s a norm took hold that important
foreign policy and security decisions needed to be at least ratified, if
not discussed beforehand, in the GCC context. For example, after
Kuwait invited foreign naval forces to protect its oil tankers in
November 1986, the GCC approved the decision and all the GCC
states cooperated with the United States to facilitate the reflagging,
risking hostile reactions from Iran. The states used the GCC frame-
work to take common positions on the Iran-Iraq War and to help
mediate a border agreement between Oman and South Yemen. In
general, these discussions led to a greater convergence of opinion over
many principled and substantive issues.34

The institutionalization of cooperation also contributed to dispute
resolution. Whereas in the past bilateral disputes tended to be worked
out through ad hoc arrangements and/or with the possibility of war
on the horizon, now the GCC states began to use the GCC as a forum
for peaceful dispute settlement. For instance, the GCC helped to
author the Saudi-Omani border agreement of 1990 (before the Iraqi
invasion of Kuwait). A flare-up in the Qatari-Bahraini border dispute
in 1986 was settled within a GCC framework, with the leaders of the
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two countries agreeing to return to the status quo ante.35 On these
scores, it appeared that the states of the GCC were developing a set of
norms and procedures for dealing with internal disputes and coordi-
nating policies toward external actors that took them beyond the
parameters of a modest alliance and pushed them toward a more
binding framework. While preceding the formation of the GCC the
Gulf Arab states had expressed an interest in regional cooperation,
such expressions were nearly always extinguished by longstanding
regional rivalries, feuds, and conflicts over border demarcations.
Although the latter continued, now such disputes never led to war,
and there is reason to suspect that the developing security norms and
institutional mechanisms were a major reason for this non-event.

The GCC's economic relations followed a similar pattern in the
1980s, though here it is important to point out that while at the outset
the GCC states were touting economic over security cooperation they
closed the decade with far fewer accomplishments in the former
relative to the latter. The GCC heads of state adopted the Unified
Economic Agreement in their summit of November 1981, calling for
(among other things): (a) the formation of a GCC customs union and
free trade zone; (b) the creation of a "collective negotiating force" to
enhance the group's leverage in international economic negotiations;
(c) free movement of capital and labor within the group; (d) coordi-
nated industrial, development and oil policies; and (e) a common
currency.36 Of this far-reaching agenda, some important first steps
were taken. The Gulf Investment Corporation was established in 1982,
with capital from all the states, to fund joint projects. Common GCC
standards, measures and procedures in a range of economic areas
were set. Intra-GCC tariffs on a range of goods were eliminated (but
since trade among the states amounts to a small percentage of their
overall trade, the economic effect of this step was minimal).37

While these steps toward economic coordination and integration
were not trivial, they fell far short of the sweeping promises made in
the Unified Economic Agreement that had envisioned their
implementation by the end of the 1980s. Emphasizing economic
cooperation at the outset served the leaders' interest in deflecting
criticism of the GCC from its security rivals. But the simple fact of the
matter was that there is little complementarity among the Gulf states'
economies since they all export oil and have similar (and limited)
industrial profiles. Political factors also frustrate any attempted
economic interdependence. Economic integration would heighten the
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dependence of the smaller states on Saudi Arabia, and could threaten
protected economic interests in all the states. Therefore, actions on
economic issues did not live up to the GCC's founding rhetoric. No
steps were taken toward a common currency. Serious differences
among the states prevented them from forming a customs union that
could negotiate as a unit with the United States and the European
Union. Cooperation on oil policy was informal and ad hoc, when it
occurred at all. Individual states dragged their feet on adopting
implementing legislation to bring into effect a number of the agree-
ments made at the GCC level, most noticeably those permitting the
free flow of capital and labor among the member states. By 1990, there
were still severe restrictions on property ownership and investment
by other GCC citizens in some of the states. Even proponents of GCC
integration admitted these failings.38

While the GCC states did not become a single economic entity
during the 1980s, as the ambitious Unified Economic Agreement
indicated they would, the cooperation that did occur on economic
issues reinforced the norm of collective decision-making that was
developing on internal security and foreign policy questions. The
GCC as a group began negotiations with the United States and the
European Union on trade issues, and, because of those negotiations,
had to begin working toward collective positions. The change here
was more procedural than substantive, as common positions on
difficult issues were frequently not reached, but it did represent a
further institutionalization of collective decision-making at the inter-
governmental level.

There was evidence that the shell of the GCC was providing the
home for increased interstate contacts, consultations, and modest
moves toward cooperation. The successful discussions and decisions
on items of shared interests were having a snowball effect, gathering
greater speed, leading to institutionalized norms of consultation and
coordination, and offering a glimmer of greater trust. Although
economic cooperation was far less impressive than security coopera-
tion - if only because the former was expected and the latter was not -
there is reason to conclude that there was some modest spillover
between the two, with these streams feeding into a growing level of
trust and willingness to experiment further in interstate cooperation.

Perhaps more provocatively, however, the establishment of the GCC
created new opportunities for transnational interactions. GCC official
rhetoric and action on economic integration had an important com-
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munity-building effect where perhaps none was really intended or
expected. Businessmen (and they are almost exclusively men in these
countries) from across the six states began to see the need to cooperate
among themselves to affect GCC economic regulations and influence
GCC positions in international negotiations. In 1981 the Gulf Cham-
bers of Commerce was founded, institutionalizing links among the
state-level chambers. The importance of this step should not be
exaggerated. For businessmen in each of the states the most important
locus of decision-making remained their government, not the GCC.
Riyadh, the GCC headquarters, did not become Brussels. Yet as
economic interests began to be affected, however marginally, by
decisions taken at the regional level, business elites began to think, at
least somewhat, in regional terms. If identity is shaped, at least in
part, by economic interests, then these trends in the 1980s supported
the development at the societal level of a stronger "Gulf" identity.

At the popular level it is very difficult to tell the depth and breadth
to which GCC and state efforts to promote a "Gulf" identity took root.
A public opinion survey conducted in Kuwait in 1984 showed a
relatively high level of knowledge about and interest in the GCC, and
high levels of support for cooperation among the member states, but
did not probe respondents views about a "Gulf community" and their
own political identity.39 Citizens of the six states certainly had more
interactions with each other during that decade than in previous
periods, as a result of improved transportation and the dropping of
visa requirements among the GCC states. It became normal for
Omanis to weekend in Dubai, and for Saudis to drive across the
causeway to Bahrain to spend an evening. Whether those kinds of
interactions fostered a sense of common identity cannot be known,
but they do represent an increase in transactions between states and
societies and provide at least the possibility of sustained group
interaction.

Gulf intellectuals met together much more often during the 1980s
than was the case previously, in meetings of the muntada al-tanmiyya,
in the newly established national universities and in other fora. A
"Gulf" discourse began to develop among them that dealt with the six
states as an historical unit. The best expression of this discourse is a
1983 book by Kuwaiti historian Muhammad al-Rumaihi entitled al-
khalij laysa naftan ("The Gulf is Not Oil").40 While acknowledging the
specific histories and social settings of each of the six states, Rumaihi
presents a strong case that they share a common set of socio-economic
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and political problems that can only be addressed at a regional level.
As important, Rumaihi was only one of many intellectuals and
individuals who were beginning to think in regional terms. However,
while some public figures and intellectuals were beginning to use the
term "khaliji," there is little evidence that this Gulf identity was
meaningful for more than a few of the inhabitants or was politically
consequential.

In general, the establishment of the GCC provided the context and
the opportunity for public officials, private businessmen and intellec-
tuals to begin, first, to consider how their individual interests could
be furthered through collective action, and, second, to think in
regional terms. In the 1980s the two caravans of interstate and
transnational politics were heading in the same direction of regional
integration. The GCC states were now cooperating in new areas and
ways previously unimagined, beginning to take seriously the possi-
bility that they might be better off acting multilaterally than unilat-
erally; and to establish new normative arrangements that were
intended to regulate their relations and to further cooperation.
However commendable and impressive were these experiments in
security cooperation, they did not manifest themselves in tangible
and robust operational policies. But there was an important advance
in the area of dispute settlement, as the GCC states began to use the
institution to successfully handle border disputes and other areas of
disagreement. And the populations of the GCC were beginning to
interact and imagine themselves in new ways. It bears repeating that
at the outset the GCC was to be a symbolic organization at best and
not initially intended as a trust-building organization, but that its
mere creation: (1) presented new opportunities and incentives for
interstate cooperation and transnational exchanges; and, (2) enabled
new forms of imaginings to pursue their individual interests. Within
less than a decade the GCC had developed into one of the inter-
national system's more vibrant and multifaceted experiments in
regional organizations, far surpassing anything previously accom-
plished in Arab politics and offering a multilateral ethic against their
initial instincts.

The Gulf War and after
GCC cooperation faced its most serious test with the Iraqi invasion of
Kuwait in August 1990. And it seemed to have risen to the challenge.
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The speed and unanimity with which the Gulf states came together to
support Kuwait and accept the American and other international
forces that would expel Iraq from Kuwait were remarkable. The
extent of that cooperation on the political level need not be rehearsed
here. Suffice it to say that the GCC stood behind Kuwait from the
outset. There were no indications, at any time during the crisis, that
any GCC government was less than fully committed to the liberation
of Kuwait, even if that required a coalition military attack on Iraq. If
there were second thoughts or doubts among GCC leaders about the
wisdom of Kuwait's conduct before the invasion or about the hand-
ling of the crisis after August 2,1990, those thoughts and doubts were
kept private. The wholehearted commitment of the states of the lower
Gulf (Qatar, UAE and Oman), whose security was not immediately
threatened by the Iraqi occupation of Kuwait, bespeaks the belief that
they envisioned their security as interdependent.

Group solidarity (and also its limits) was symbolically expressed by
the role of Peninsula Shield, the joint GCC force, in the war. With each
GCC state sending more forces toward the Kuwaiti border after the
invasion, Gen. Khalid bin Sultan, the Saudi commander in the crisis,
decided to assign most of the units in Peninsula Shield to the forces of
their individual state. However, he did mix units from different GCC
states in various task forces, assigning battalions of Omani, Emirati
and Qatari forces and a Bahraini brigade to accompany Saudi brigades
in the original defense plans after August 2.41 The GCC forces
cooperated under a single command, but maintained their national
organization and officers. These were no minor achievements. Penin-
sula Shield was not a unitary GCC force, but it did express tangibly
the unified sense of threat the Gulf regimes perceived from Iraq.42

It must be stressed, moreover, that their political and military stand
was not cost-free for the rulers of the Gulf states. All Arab-Islamic
societies (and this was true of the GCC states) are highly sensitive to
an explicit alliance with the USA, and fear that a too visible American
presence might increase domestic instability. Indeed, many have
experienced serious domestic problems in the wake of the Gulf War,
most spectacularly the bombings of American facilities in Saudi
Arabia in November 1995 and June 1996. Though these problems have
deep local roots, recent manifestations of increased political activity in
the Gulf states date to the immediate post-Gulf War period.43 Despite
the risks involved, the GCC navigated the Gulf crisis with an
impressive showing of solidarity and commitment.
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Post-war statism and rivalry
Yet perhaps the singular result of the Gulf War was not the promotion
of regionalism but rather the retreat to statism. After a decade of
rather surprisingly successful experimentation in security cooperation
and a successful collective response to the challenge of the Gulf War,
the Gulf states seemingly abandoned any sense of regionalism in
favor of statism and particularlism. Why the unbridled statism? We
suggest two related reasons. First, the shock of the Iraqi invasion
meant that state security was understandably uppermost in the minds
of the governments of the region. Whereas before the war the GCC
states were willing to minimize their security preparations because
there was no immediate threat of war, the Iraqi invasion meant that
immediate security was a justified obsession. But this interest in state
security is coupled with a decline in Arabism; Arabism had already
been quite frail and, according to Jordanian journalist Fahd al-Fanek,
Saddam's invasion represented the "last nail in the coffin/'44 The
constraints on what Arab states were and were not allowed to do
disappeared alongside any concept of "Arab national security."
Whether the Gulf War was a cause or, in the view of former Jordanian
Ambassador to the United Nations Adnan Abu Odeh, a convenient
pretext, there was little doubt that Arab states were now thinking in
statist rather than in regional terms.45

While the exact causes are debatable, there is little debate that the
Gulf crisis brought out centrifugal tendencies and unilateral scrambles
for security. The first post-Gulf War security arrangement was statism
in regionalism's clothes. Under pressure from Egypt and Syria, the
most important Arab members of the international coalition, the GCC
states agreed in March 1991 to the "Damascus Declaration," a state-
ment that could be read as calling for a permanent Egyptian and
Syrian military presence in the Gulf states as part of an Arab deterrent
force. Despite the numerous conversations and conferences designed
to implement its principles, the Declaration soon became a dead letter
because of Gulf state reluctance to implement the ambitious Egyptian
and Syrian reading. As noted in Egypt's official daily al-*Ahram, "We
have to acknowledge the apprehensions of the people of the Gulf, or
at least some of them, who fear an Arab presence in the Gulf, because
the past is not very encouraging."46 Larger Arab security umbrellas
were no longer good enough for the Gulf rulers.

Indeed, for many the real importance - and the only surviving
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principle - of the Declaration was not its promise of further military
cooperation but rather its insistence on sovereignty as the basis of
inter-Arab politics and regional order. Coming on the heels of Iraq's
denial of Kuwaiti sovereignty and claim that Gulf oil belonged to the
Arabs, the GCC states held sovereignty and security as indistinguish-
able. GCC Secretary-General Bishara's interpretation of the Declara-
tion was that it recognized the legitimacy of the Arab state's borders,
the right of each state to arrange its own security, and the exclusive
claim to its resources - that is, its sovereignty and exclusivity.47

Sovereignty meant possessive sovereignty in this instance, a jealous
and protective stance and a return to unilateralism after movement
toward multilateralism.

Their insistence on the sanctity of borders and the centrality of state
sovereignty during the Gulf crisis imprinted intra-GCC relations after
the war. At the GCC summit of December 1990 the leaders requested
that Sultan Qabus of Oman prepare a plan for an integrated Gulf
defense system. At the next summit he presented an ambitious blue-
print to expand the size of the Peninsula Shield force to 100,000,
making it a truly integrated GCC army. The plan barely elicited any
discussion, much less support, among his fellow rulers, who referred
it back to a committee of military experts where it has languished
since.48 In lieu of deepening their own cooperation, the GCC states
sought to bolster their security by signing bilateral defense agree-
ments with the Great Powers. Kuwait negotiated such pacts with
every permanent member of the U.N. Security Council. The other
smaller states renewed or initiated agreements with the United States,
Great Britain and/or France. Saudi Arabia was the only GCC member
not to enter into a new, formal security arrangement with any Great
Power after the Gulf War, largely to avoid criticism from Islamic
groups within the Kingdom. However, it did deepen its security
relationship with the United States, buying vast amounts of new
weaponry and engaging in even closer consultations with Wa-
shington. It is noteworthy that none of the Great Powers sought to
negotiate security issues with these states through the GCC (as the EU
has done on trade issues), and that none requested that kind of
multilateral context for security arrangements. In their voluminous
arms purchases after the Gulf War, the GCC states showed no desire
to come to common understandings about burden-sharing, avoidance
of duplication, or inter-operability.

In general, while there has been some progress toward the establish-
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ment of an integrated air-defense system,49 the general record on
defense cooperation is dismal. Despite, or perhaps because of, their
experiences during 1990-91, the Gulf monarchies have basically
chosen a "go it alone" defense strategy. But if the Gulf War spurred
not military integration but rather statism it was partly in response to
the fact that Great Powers were ready, willing, and able to extend
security guarantees. More to the point, none of the Western powers
who were the preferred security option required or encouraged the
Gulf states to devise multilateral formulas to foster their security.
Third-parties can provide an incentive to group action and coordina-
tion, but they can also represent a deterrent.

Although military cooperation has stalled, some internal security
cooperation continues - but on a bilateral rather than on a multilateral
basis. According to opposition sources and news reports, both Kuwait
and Saudi Arabia have assisted Bahraini authorities in their confronta-
tion with domestic dissidents - the Saudis by sending forces to
Bahrain and the Kuwaitis by arresting Bahraini opposition figures in
Kuwait.50 Multilateral GCC cooperation on internal security has been
stymied by the resurgence of serious conflicts among the member
states, conflicts that the GCC has not been able to resolve. For instance,
both Kuwait and Oman opted not to adhere to a new internal security
accord presented at the 1994 GCC summit.51 It appears that every step
toward internal security cooperation is a tortured one, laden with
suspicions and doubts.

A more ominous and more serious setback for multilateralism was
the re-emergence of territorial disputes and rivalries. After a decade
hiatus, the GCC states began to settle their border disputes through
sabre-rattling rather than peaceful adjudication. Qatar and Saudi
Arabia had a minor border clash in 1992 in which two Qatari soldiers
and one Saudi tribal shaykh were killed. Mediation by President
Mubarak of Egypt (not, it should be noted, other GCC members)
smoothed over the incident at the time.52 In April 1996 Qatar and
Saudi Arabia agreed to appoint a committee to demarcate their
border,53 but a final settlement of the issue has yet to be achieved.
Qatar and Bahrain also revived border disputes. In July 1991 Qatar
petitioned the International Court of Justice to rule on its dispute over
the Hawar Islands with Bahrain. Bahrain rejected the Court's jurisdic-
tion, urging Qatar to settle the issue within the GCC. Qatar has not
openly rejected GCC mediation but has continued to pursue its claim
at the Hague. As of July 1996 the matter was still before the Court, and
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was the occasion for frequent verbal sniping between Doha and
Manama. Oman in 1993 raised objections at the UN to the Saudi-UAE
border agreement, which it said encroached on Omani territory.54 The
persistence of border disputes is particularly bothersome, given that
the GCC leaders in their summit of December 1994 declared 1995 to
be the year in which all border issues among them would be resolved.

The bottom line here is that the residents of the region could easily
imagine border disputes igniting into border wars. In the spring of
1994, Gause participated in a faculty seminar at Qatar University on
US foreign policy in the Middle East. The first question directed to
him by a Qatari academic was, "What would the position of the
United States be if one GCC country attacked another?" It is difficult
to imagine a full-scale war between GCC members. It is, however, not
difficult to imagine serious tensions that could escalate to armed
clashes. Simply put, there is little evidence of dependable expectations
of peaceful change at the multilateral level.

Part of the reason for these continuing suspicions and clashes is
because of meddling, involvement, and interference in each other's
domestic politics. Perhaps the most glaring example concerns the
recent developments in Qatar. An intra-family coup in the summer of
1995 deposed the Amir, Shaykh Khalifa al Thani, and brought to
power his son, Shaykh Hamad. Hamad, who had effective control of
Qatari politics for a number of years prior to the coup, was largely
blamed in Riyadh for the Saudi-Qatari border troubles after the Gulf
War, and was seen throughout the Gulf as the driving force behind
Qatari efforts to establish closer relations with Iran, Iraq and Israel
than his GCC partners favored. He embarrassed his fellow GCC
leaders by very publicly boycotting the closing session of the
December 1995 GCC summit, protesting the failure of his favored
candidate to be chosen as secretary-general of the organization.55

At the end of December 1995 and the beginning of January 1996 his
deposed father made a very public tour of the capitals of the other
GCC states, claiming to be the legitimate ruler of Qatar and being
received by the GCC heads of state. The former Amir then set up
housekeeping in the UAE as a guest of the government. In February
1996 Qatar arrested around 100 people in an alleged coup plot
planned by the deposed Amir. Qatari officials indirectly accused some
of their neighbors of facilitating the plot, and called for an emergency
GCC meeting to examine the issue. Their GCC partners, however,
refused to agree to such a meeting, with one official of another GCC

184



Society, state, and community in the GCC

state saying that Qatar had to apologize for its accusations before such
a meeting could be convened.56 In reaction, Qatar refused to partici-
pate in the Peninsula Shield exercises of March 1996.57 Qatari officials
also signaled their GCC partners that they had other friends who
would help them if the GCC would not. They told journalists that Iran
had offered to send troops to Qatar to protect it, but that Qatar had
refused with thanks, and that France was rushing a contingent of
troops to the country, pushing forward a previously scheduled
military training mission.58 Qatar's relations with its GCC neighbors
were eventually patched-up, at least for public consumption.
However, this incident was a major setback for the GCC, an organiza-
tion founded largely on a common interest in maintaining regime
security.

The Qatari episode highlights the fact that, when it comes to regime
security, some GCC states still see other GCC states as potential
threats. The commonalities in state-society relations and regime types
among the Gulf states are striking. These commonalities facilitate
cooperation when outside forces call into question the legitimacy of
monarchy or call for Gulf oil wealth to be shared with all the Arabs.
When challenged by pan-Arabists inspired by Nasser's Egypt or
Ba'thist Iraq or by Islamic republicans looking to Teheran for models,
the GCC leaders have had no trouble circling the wagons. However,
the history of dynastic conflict in the Arabian Peninsula has left a
residue of suspicion among the ruling families about their intentions
toward each other. Qataris and Bahrainis both know well that the al
Khalifa family that rules Bahrain once ruled in Qatar. Saudi expansio-
nist pressures during the first half of the 20th century are not
forgotten. Some Kuwaitis and Bahrainis hold the Saudis at least
partially responsible for the closings of their parliaments in the
1970s.59 With the immediate threats of Iran and Iraq to both external
and internal security reduced after the Gulf War, those inter-elite
suspicions and jealousies reappeared on the agenda.

In general, if the GCC success in promoting greater trust and
identification is based solely on interstate relations then there is little
good news in the post-Gulf War period. The work of the GCC
continues, with some progress being made in the long process of
customs unification demanded by the EU before a comprehensive
GCC-EU trade agreement can be reached.60 But the hopes nurtured
during the 1980s for steady progress toward Gulf integration on
security and economic issues have not been realized. Particularly in
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security areas, earlier progress seems to have been undone by the Gulf
War and the return of rivalries and suspicions. Although the mere
existence of the GCC forces the regimes to at least entertain coopera-
tion at the regional level, the last few years suggest statism and
unilateralism rather than regionalism and multilateralism.

Postwar tmnsnationalism and regional identity
If the regimes were now engaging in greater in-fighting and showing
signs of greater divisions, their populations were actually registering
greater mutual identification. Specifically, since the 1980s there has
been a notable growth in the discourse about the "Gulf" identity. The
Gulf crisis provided a strong boost for this development. Saddam
Hussein, and many others in the Arab world, lumped the six states
together in their propaganda attacks, using both Arab nationalist and
Islamist vocabularies to question the legitimacy of the monarchical
regimes. That propaganda had the opposite effect, at least in some
quarters, of making more salient the common "Gulf" identity that the
GCC had been trying to foster for a decade.

At the societal level, the Gulf crisis strengthened the nascent sense
of a common "Gulf" identity among citizens of the GCC states.
Kuwaitis, caught outside their country on August 2 or escaping the
Iraqi forces, were taken in as guests in the other Gulf countries for the
duration of the crisis. This hospitality had a profound and positive
effect on Kuwaiti perceptions of their Gulf neighbors, whom many
Kuwaitis had previously seen as somewhat backward and bumptious
desert folk.61 Kuwaiti intellectuals began to urge an accelerated
schedule for Gulf integration, where before the crisis they resisted
such proposals as veiled plans for Saudi hegemony62

While the effects of the crisis were greatest on Kuwaitis, other Gulf
citizens felt the sting of the hostility toward them in other quarters of
the Arab world just as acutely. Being lumped together in one group
("khalijiin") by their critics tended to reinforce that nascent identity.
This "us vs. them" feeling is clear in much of the writing by Gulf
intellectuals immediately following the crisis.63 The turn in intellectual
circles was particularly telling, as Arab nationalist sentiment tended
to be over-represented in that group in comparison with Gulf publics
in the period before the crisis. The "group feeling" among Gulf
citizens generated by the criticisms they heard from other Arabs
during the crisis is clear in the comments by Abd al-Khaliq Abdalla, a
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political scientist from the UAE who participated in one of the first
Arab academic conferences after the Gulf War. The conference,
organized by the Center for Arab Unity Studies in Cairo, included few
participants from the Gulf. In the concluding session, Abdalla told his
fellow Arab intellectuals:

I want to begin frankly, and I hope that your hearts are open to
hearing this. I think that some Arabs have a strange perception of the
Gulf and also a misunderstanding about the Arab people there. This
understanding is dominant among Arab intellectuals especially and
the Arab masses, unfortunately, also. It is greatly similar to the
Western perception of this region and the Arab people in it. The basis
of this perception is that there is nothing in the Gulf except oil ...
There are people and intellectuals and individuals with dreams and
ambitions who suffer daily and who are trying to make a better
future as part of [the Arab-Islamic] community.64

This increased salience of the "Gulf" identity was manifested in a
number of ways. The Union of Gulf Chambers of Commerce became
much more outspoken after the Gulf War, with the state-level cham-
bers joining together to urge their governments to attack economic
problems like unemployment, deficit spending, privatization and the
slow pace of trade negotiations with the EC.65 Gulf businessmen were
increasingly perceiving that they faced a common set of problems and
needed to address them in common, across state borders. In May 1992
ninety Gulf intellectuals and businessmen established the "Gulf
National Forum" (al-Multaqa al-watani al-khaliji) with the aim of encour-
aging cooperation among the GCC states, presenting itself as a
"popular reserve" to support official moves toward integration.66

With no encouragement from the governments, this group has had
little impact on Gulf politics, but the timing of its establishment is an
indication that the vocabulary of "Gulf" identity had begun to seep
into popular consciousness. In November 1994, for the first time
members of the parliaments and consultative councils of the six GCC
states met formally to discuss regional issues.67

The increasing prominence of this kind of "Gulf" discourse was
examined by a number of Gulf intellectuals in a series of articles
under the title "A Symposium on Gulf Identity" published in Shuun
Ijtimaiyya (Journal of Social Affairs), the journal of the Sociological
Association of the UAE, in the fall of 1992. Seven authors participated
- three from the UAE, two from Saudi Arabia and one each from
Kuwait and Bahrain. They differed markedly on whether there was in
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fact a distinct "Gulf" identity, with some contending that such an
identity was forming, based on a common history and a common set
of current political challenges, while others denied that there was
anything that set Gulf Arabs apart at the identity level from other
Muslim Arabs.68 Yet all agreed with Ahmad Ali al-Haddad, the
author of the first article in the collection, that "talk about a Gulf
identity has increased markedly since the Gulf War."69

It is important not to exaggerate the extent to which a "Gulf"
identity became widespread or displaced other identities at the
popular level. In Islamic political discourse in the Gulf, the concept is
completely absent. Even those authors in the above-mentioned sym-
posium who thought there was a distinct Gulf identity were at pains
to emphasize that such an identity was in the earliest stages of
development70 and that it neither negated nor displaced larger Arab
and Muslim identities.71 The political agendas in the six GCC states
are still largely focused on issues at the state level, not the regional
level. But the very fact that there has been so much discussion, pro
and con, about a "Gulf" identity in the years after the Gulf War is an
indication that the idea of a Gulf community, something beyond a
grouping of states in a regional organization, has taken root.

Another indicator that the citizens of the GCC are beginning to
conceive of themselves in regional rather than strictly statist terms
recently occurred in the protest at the possibility of normalization of
relations with Israel. A Kuwaiti-based organization called "The
Popular Conference to Oppose Normalization with the Zionist Entity
in the Gulf" is attempting to mobilize support among citizens of all
the GCC states. It is instructive that the Kuwaitis organizers, though
motivated by their objections to their own state's policies, have elected
to target their activities not at the state level but rather at the GCC
level. There may be instrumental reasons for this decision, but it
provides additional evidence that citizens of the Gulf are conceptua-
lizing mobilization at the regional level.72

What appears to be taking place is that two caravans - an official
one and a popular one - are moving along distinct paths. The Gulf
leaders created the GCC to foster some symbolic security and
economic cooperation, deepened the security cooperation in ways
unanticipated while failing to increase economic cooperation in ways
imagined, and then departed from their previous regional efforts in
favor of statism after the Gulf War. Still, the shell of the GCC continues
and encourages its members to continue to bow in the direction of
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sustained cooperation and coordination. And another security crisis
could bring home to the leaders their common interests. For example,
Bahraini accusations made in June 1996 of direct Iranian involvement
in the country's domestic disturbances led to a strong statement of
support for Bahrain by all its GCC partners.73 Despite its difficulties
with its neighbors, Qatar has not withdrawn from the organization
and shows no signs that it will. The institutional mechanisms of the
GCC are well-established and available should the leaders choose to
move forward with security and economic cooperation. While the
post-Gulf War period can most charitably be described as a "pause"
in the integrative momentum established in the 1980s, it would be
wrong to discount the possibility of renewed cooperation.

While Gulf leaders might have found that their umbrella organiza-
tion might have outlasted its function, an enduring legacy of the
organization was to encourage the residents of the region to continue
to follow the shadow of cooperation and to imagine themselves as
part of the region. But the residents are doing more than imagining -
they are making business deals, exchanging information, taking holi-
days in each others cities, and holding conferences on the "Gulf"
identity. At this point we have little concrete evidence to suggest
whether this transnationalism is encouraging GCC states to push
harder for institutionalization than they otherwise would have, but
comparative experience suggests that such sentiments, activities, and
interests are likely to make their way up to formal politics and
interstate negotiations. And again, any "Gulf" identity is limited,
nascent, and competing with other forms of association and identifica-
tion; still, that a "Gulf" identity is even part of the regional conversa-
tion is testimony to how new forms of interaction are inspiring new
ways of thinking.

Conclusion
It should be clear that we think that the GCC states are a poor
candidate for a security community in the near future. Its members
can imagine using force against each other. Qatar and Bahrain
continue to pose a menace to each other in their territorial dispute;
Saudi Arabia and Qatar clashed over their border as recently as 1992.
Indeed, these developments represent a retreat from the rather im-
pressive cooperation of the 1980s. In the 1980s the GCC member states
made great strides in coordinating their efforts against internal
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security threats and began to experiment with military cooperation
and to draw plans for military integration. But the Gulf War seemed
to have replaced any thoughts of regionalism with statism. Although
the Gulf War was a challenge the states met, this unified response can,
to a great extent, also be explained in realist terms as simple balancing
behavior; and the post-Gulf War developments call into question the
extent to which their ties go beyond an alliance. The failure of the
group to devise a reliable method of solving problems among them-
selves, most notably border issues, does not bode well for anticipating
new institutional mechanisms in other areas that might contribute to
dependable expectations of peaceful change.

So, what can we learn from the GCC? We want to conclude by
calling attention to four points related to the study of the development
of security communities. The first is the importance of taking a path-
dependent perspective. The very creation of the GCC established new
parameters and institutional constraints and incentives for state
action. The establishment of the organization forced its members to
consider, if only nominally and haphazardly at first, how their
policies, interests, and strategies were interdependent and might
benefit from some modest cooperation. This became particularly
evident when internal security threats loomed large and encouraged
the GCC states to begin to coordinate their policies. Such modest
coordination gently pushed and pulled the GCC to experiment
further in security cooperation. By the end of the 1980s individuals
and regimes were beginning to think in regional terms, due to the
very establishment of the organization. The Gulf War shattered the
tide of regionalism and ushered in a return to statism, but even here
the presence of the GCC has provided something of a break on
unbridled realism and possessive sovereignty. Although modest,
there is some evidence to suggest that through their interactions they
began to develop "Gulf" identities whose interests were defined in
regional rather than strictly territorial terms. A path-dependent per-
spective reminds us that we could not conceivably trace backwards
the history of the GCC to its origins through the logic of statism and
realism, and part of the reason is because of how the institution
helped to change the preferences, interests, and perhaps even the
identities of its members.

Secondly, the case of the GCC points to obstacles rather than
facilitators toward community-building. We want to mention two
obstacles in particular. To begin, in chapter 2 Adler and Barnett
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hypothesize that security communities are organized around core
states or a k-group that are able to project a sense of purpose and to
pay the transaction costs that are frequently required to assemble
collective action. Saudi Arabia is the logical candidate to be a core
state, but to the other GCC states it looks less like a core state in a
potential security community than it does a hegemon in classical
realism. Although Saudi Arabia has exhibited leadership on important
issues in the past, encouraging and facilitating cooperation among the
GCC states, such enabling behavior is undermined by the fear that
Saudi Arabia effects leadership not for purpose but rather for power.
This fear of Saudi Arabia has been an obstacle toward economic and
military cooperation, and we suspect that such suspicions will con-
tinue into the near future.

Another obstacle toward deepening cooperation was the recrudes-
cence of fear among some of the ruling elites that their GCC neighbors
were working against them in their own domestic politics. This
obstacle is not at the social structural level - these regimes resemble
each other fairly closely in terms of legitimating principles and state-
society relations. Rather, it stems from pervasive fears among the
ruling elites about their own stability, and about the ability of
neighbors to work with their own domestic opponents (because of the
great cultural and social similarities among the states) to destabilize
their own individual status as ruler. Because of their mutual vulner-
abilities on these sensitive domestic questions, the GCC states have
been as likely to interfere in each other's domestic politics as they
have been to coordinate their policies. This central role that regime
security plays in intra-GCC cooperation and conflict highlights a point
made by the editors in chapter 2: that having agreement on their
domestic architecture and on how each player will relate to the others'
domestic political scene may be as important to the development of a
security community as experiments in security cooperation. We are
not suggesting that a security community can only be founded among
democratic states, but agreement on some fundamental organizing
principles concerning the management and organization of domestic
politics appears to be an important precondition for the encourage-
ment of transnationalism and deepened interstate cooperation. Only
when leaders are confident that interstate cooperation will not lead to
a challenge to their own domestic position can integration move
forward.

A third observation is the relationship between internal and
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external security in the development of a security community. In so-
called weak states that lack legitimacy and whose populations'
identities do not necessarily follow the flag, internal security can be as
prescient and pressing for the regime as can external security. Indeed,
the Gulf states were more interested in coordinating their internal
security measures as they were their military policies. But such
coordination on internal security measures encouraged GCC states to
experiment on military cooperation and integration. In other words,
spillover in this context concerned not between economic and political
spheres but rather between internal and external security domains.

Fourthly, there are various elements of the intra-group process that
suggest some of the traits associated with a security community.
Community-building progress has been made among the six states on
issues of the free movement of populations. Visas are not now
required for GCC state citizens to travel to other GCC states. There
has been progress toward opening up economic opportunities for
citizens across state borders, but not all states have fully implemented
GCC resolutions on these issues. The formation of a real common
market among the six is a goal that appears almost as far off now as it
did in 1981, when the GCC was formed. Perhaps the most interesting
feature has been the development of a "Gulf" identity. Introduced by
the Gulf leaders for symbolic and strategic purposes at the outset of
the 1980s as a way to offer a rival identity to secular Arab nationalism
and political Islam, this identity has become more prominent on the
political landscape. The facilitation of contact at the individual level
has been matched by the beginnings of development of a "Gulf"
identity at the social level among populations of these states. The
Gulf War was a major impetus in raising the salience of "Gulf"
identity discourse throughout the region. By no means has that
identity become hegemonic, but over the past fifteen years it has
worked itself squarely onto the political and social agenda of the
region.

While the mere existence of the GCC continues to encourage the
Gulf states to think in regional terms, there is little reason to oversell
the case of the GCC. But the establishment of the GCC created new
incentives and opportunities for both states and their societies.
Perhaps the most interesting feature, in this respect, is that while the
regimes have been cautious concerning cooperation, various societal
groups have begun to think in regional terms and to articulate a
"Gulf" identity. At this stage we can only speculate, but it could very
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well be that as the idea of a "Gulf" identity grows, the incentives for
the leaders to build on popular feelings of community will increase. If
so, the origins of community-building were born in the insecurities of
the Gulf regimes who feared domestic instability and looked to the
GCC as a place to coordinate their responses and to provide an
alternative identity for their citizens.
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6 Collective identity and conflict
management in Southeast Asia
Amitav Acharya

Introduction: security communities and
Non-Atlantic Areas

When Karl Deutsch and his associates first proposed the idea of
security community they were seeking to explain the emergence of
cooperation among the developed states of the north Atlantic region.
Neither they, nor most of the other scholars who have used the
concept since, have taken serious note of the possibility of security
communities in the developing world. This is hardly surprising as the
Third World is a rather disappointing arena for investigators looking
for "a group that has become integrated, where integration is defined
as the attainment of a sense of community, accompanied by formal or
informal institutions or practices, sufficiently strong and widespread
to assure peaceful change among members of a group with 'reason-
able7 certainty over a 'long' period of time."1 If anything, conditions in
much of the Third World have been exactly the reverse. As several
studies establish, this is where the overwhelming majority of conflict
and violence in the post-Second World War period has taken place.2

There is another reason why the idea of security community may
not seem particularly applicable to the Third World, especially from
the perspective of the more recent, and largely liberal, interpretation
of the Deutschian notion. According to this school, security commu-
nities require a liberal-democratic milieu featuring significant
economic interdependence and political pluralism.3 As Adler puts it:

Members of pluralistic security communities hold dependable expec-
tations of peaceful change not merely because they share just any
kind of values, but because they share liberal democratic values and
allow their societies to become interdependent and linked by trans-
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national economic and cultural relations. Democratic values, in turn,
facilitate the creation of strong civil societies . . . which also promote
community bonds and common identity and trust through the
process of the free interpenetration of societies . . .4

Adler and John Vasquez explicitly invoke the Kantian notion of
democratic peace as the philosophical basis of the concept of security
communities.5 In their view, a true security community is "democratic
security community."6 Similarly, the Kantian dictum that "the spirit of
commerce . . . cannot exist side by side with war,"7 has been incorpo-
rated into the liberal interpretation of security communities.8 To be
sure, Deutsch himself was concerned with more than just economic
interdependence, using a wide range of indicators to measure integra-
tion, including international trade, mail flows, student exchanges,
travel and so on and so forth. But like functionalists and inter-
dependence theorists,9 he too assumed that the growth of transactions
increased the likelihood of pacific relations among the concerned
states and societies.

If the emergence of security communities is assumed to be con-
tingent upon liberal politics and economics, then the concept would
appear to have limited utility in studying Third World security
dynamics. Illiberal politics tends to be the hallmark of Third World
states. Regional economic interdependence and integration in the
Third World, as one study concludes, had been "much more rudimen-
tary than in Europe, more obscure in purpose and uncertain in
content."10 Moreover, the two features seem to be mutually reinfor-
cing. In the 1970s, neo-functionalists such as Ernst Haas and Joseph
Nye pointed out that the absence of domestic pluralism was a major
reason why European Community-style regional integration did not
flourish in the Third World.11 This, in turn, meant that Third World
regional sub-systems could not benefit from the pacific effects of
interdependence. In sum, from a liberal perspective, a high dose of
authoritarian politics and relatively low levels of intra-regional
economic interdependence render the Third World particularly inhos-
pitable for the emergence of regional security communities.

What then explains the fact that in Southeast Asia, the members of
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), defying all
expectations, have not fought a war against each other since 1967?12

Admittedly, this is a shorter time frame for judging ASEAN's claim to
be a security community than that of other recognized security
communities in North America and Western Europe. But the ASEAN
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record is a significant one, especially when compared with the
pervasive conflict and violence in most other Third World regions,
such as the Middle East, Southern Asia, Africa, and Central America
(although, as Andrew Hurrell's contribution to this volume suggests,
contemporary Latin America, especially the Southern Cone countries,
may be an exception to this). What is even more remarkable is that the
members of ASEAN may have evolved toward a security community
without sharing liberal-democratic values13 or a substantial degree of
intra-regional economic interdependence. Thus, while ASEAN may
not appear to be a full-fldged security community in the classic
Deutschian sense, the absence of war among the ASEAN members
since 1967 poses a challenge to the liberal conception of security
communities and deserves careful scrutiny.

My proposed framework of using the idea of security community to
examine the evolution and role of ASEAN is also addressed to the
debate between neorealism and neoliberal institutionalism. The very
idea of security community is profoundly subversive of the entire
realist tradition, especially, as Andrew Linklater put it, its emphasis
on "the continuing primacy of strategic interaction and the need for
states to steadily advance their understanding of how to realize their
national interests and outmanoeuvre and control adversaries under
conditions of conflict/'14 Deutsch's work represented one of the
earliest challenges to realism's belief in the necessity and inevitability
of war. While contemporary neorealists tend to view the sources of
change in world politics as shifts, often violent, in the distribution of
power, the idea of security community denotes the possibility of
change being a fundamentally peaceful and sociological process, with
its sources lying in the "perceptions and identifications" of actors.15

International relations can be conceptualized as a process of social
learning and community-formation.

While neorealists find it difficult to think in terms of community in
international relations, neoliberal institutionalists adopt an explicitly
rationalist and materialist conception of state behavior, often ignoring
the sociological and intersubjective processes underlying the emer-
gence of cooperation. (Admittedly, this is far more true of neoliberal
institutionalism than the classical integration theorists.) For neoliberal
institutionalists, the emergence of cooperation is largely or primarily a
function of measurable linkages and utility-maximizing transactions.
In contrast, building security communities involves a highly self-
conscious, socio-psychological, and "imaginative" dynamic. The idea
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of cooperation in a security community is deeply embedded in a
collective identity which is more than just the sum total of the shared
interests of the individual actors. In this respect, the concept of
security community shares two of the fundamental premises of the
constructivist theory of international relations, that "the key structures
in the states system are intersubjective, rather than material"; and that
"state identities and interests are in important part constructed by
these social structures, rather than given exogenously to the system by
human nature or domestic politics."16

Moreover, actor relationships within security communities may be
qualitatively different from those associated with the idea of security
institutions or regimes popular in the literature on neoliberal institu-
tionalism. To be sure, most security communities are anchored in
formal or informal institutions, including regimes,17 which promote
norms and principles of conduct, constrain unilateral preferences,
facilitate information-sharing, and build mutual predictability and
trust. But as I have argued elsewhere,18 a security regime or institution
may develop within an otherwise adversarial relationship in which
the use of force is inhibited by the existence of a balance of power or
mutual deterrence situation (for example, the common interest of the
USA and the Soviet Union with regard to nuclear weapons and non-
proliferation measures has been cited as an example of a security
regime19). A security community usually implies a fundamental,
unambiguous and long-term convergence of interests among the actors
in the avoidance of war. While institutions and regimes (security or
otherwise) do not always or necessarily work to "constrain" the use of
force and produce cooperation, in the case of security communities,
the non-use of force is already assumed. To put it bluntly, to qualify as
a security community, institutions and regimes must be accompanied
by the growth of "symbols, attitudes and expectations of com-
munity."20 There is another major difference between the idea of a
security regime and that of a security community. In a security
regime, competitive arms acquisitions and contingency planning
usually continue, although specific regimes might be created to limit
the spread of weapons and military capabilities. The absence of war
within the regime may be due to short-term factors and considera-
tions, such as the economic and political weakness of actors otherwise
prone to violence or to the existence of a balance of power or mutual
deterrence situation. A security community not only features strict
and observed norms concerning non-use of force, there must also be
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an absence of competitive arms acquisitions or "arms racing" within
the grouping.

The differences between security communities, institutions, and
security regimes could be overstated, however. A security community
may develop initially as a regime. In this context, the framework
proposed by Adler and Barnett is particularly useful. Modifying the
Deutschian framework, they sketch a social constructivist and path-
dependent approach to the development of security communities,
identifying three stages in the development of such communities:
"nascent," "ascendant," and "mature."21 A nascent phase is marked by
common threat perceptions, expectations of mutual trade benefits, and
some degree of shared identity. The ascendant phase is marked by
tighter military coordination, lessened fears on the part of one actor
that others within the grouping represent a threat, and the beginnings
of cognitive transition and intersubjective processes and collective
identities "that begin to encourage dependable expectations of peaceful
change." The main characteristics of the mature phase are greater
institutionalization, supranationalism, a high degree of trust, and low
or no probability of military conflicts. A mature stage may be "loosely
coupled" (a minimalist version), or "tightly coupled." The latter
variety is marked by an increasingly supranational identity, in which
the right to use force is legitimate only against external threats or
against community members that defect or return to "old ways." It is
important to note that the distinction between "loose" and "tight"
security communities cannot be a sharp one, and there may be
considerable overlap between "nascent," "ascendant" and "mature."
The attributes of an earlier stage of a security community, particularly
the "nascent" stage, may indeed resemble those of a security regime.
The evolutionary nature of the Adler and Barnett model to some extent
narrows the gap between neo realist, neo liberal and constructivist
conceptions of security cooperation, and makes it easier to conduct
systematic and serious research into the development of security
communities by going beyond of the classic Deutschian model.

The origins and evolution of ASEAN: threats,
interests, and identities

At a first glance, the ASEAN experience does not sit easily with the
suggested pathway toward security communities. There is no doubt
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that promoting a regional security community in the Deutschian sense
was a primary objective of ASEAN's founders when they launched
the grouping in 1967. The founding of ASEAN immediately followed
the end of Indonesia's policy of "Confrontation" against newly
independent Malaysia and Singapore, which had proved costly for
Indonesia's economic development and the region's stability. Thus,
preventing a repetition of such inter-state confrontation and devel-
oping a mechanism for the pacific settlement of disputes were major
considerations behind ASEAN's formation.22

ASEAN was also a product of shared threat perceptions. Yet, the
threat that its founding members were responding to was not neces-
sarily external. That commonly perceived external threats act as a
catalyst of international cooperation is usually a tenet of the realist
theory of alliances. Security communities are in many ways different
from alliances. A distinction can be made between a security com-
munity which is essentially inward-looking, i.e., geared toward war
prevention and conflict-resolution within the grouping, and an alli-
ance, which is an outward-looking group geared more towards
common defence against external threats.23 Nonetheless, a commonly
perceived threat can moderate and inhibit conflicts among actors
within a grouping and hence could be important in the early evolution
of security communities.

Following its inception, external threat perceptions among the ori-
ginal ASEAN members (Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand, Singapore, and
the Philippines) rarely converged. For much of the 1970s and 1980s,
Singapore and Thailand viewed Vietnam as a major security threat,
while Indonesia and Malaysia saw China as the more dangerous, if
long-term, threat to national security and regional order. The important
factor behind the evolution of ASEAN regionalism, however, was a
common sense of vulnerability to the enemy within, particularly the
threat of communist insurgency.24 Admittedly, the communist threat
was magnified by the possibility of external backing (especially Vietna-
mese and Chinese), but ASEAN members recognized that the condi-
tions that sustained insurgencies in the region had more to do with
their internal social, economic and political conditions.25Not only were
internal threats more pressing, but mutual cooperation against the
transborder movement of communist guerrillas, including intelli-
gence-sharing, mutual extradition treaties, and joint border patrols
and counter-insurgency operations served as an important basis for
intra-ASEAN solidarity, while bilateral border committees set up to
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deal with insurgents proved useful as a direct channel for handling
territorial disputes.26 The security perceptions of ASEAN members
were, and continue to be, inward-looking in which overcoming
insurgency and preventing a recurrence of inter-state war took prece-
dence over organizing an alliance against a common external threat.27

ASEAN's origin was also influenced by the desire of the members
to enhance economic cooperation for mutual gain. As with other parts
of the Third World, the progress of the European Community served
as an inspiration for ASEAN's own efforts. But the ASEAN members
were not interested in emulating the EC model. The vision of EC's
founders, for whom regional integration meant at least a partial
surrender of the member states' sovereignty, was neither feasible nor
desirable for the ASEAN leaders. ASEAN was conceived as a frame-
work which will allow its members to preserve their independence
and advance their national interests, rather than promote supranation-
alism. Instead of pursuing EC-style trade liberalisation which might
would have involved major national sacrifices on the part of its
economically less-advanced members (ASEAN economies not only
lacked complimentarity, but were, and continue to be, at differing
stages of development), ASEAN's economic objective was to improve
its external economic climate through collective bargaining with its
major trading partners. As one observer noted:

ASEAN regionalism is stronger in its external relations than in intra-
ASEAN cooperation. Thus, ASEAN economic regionalism takes the
form of a joint effort in securing a larger external market and better
terms for exports rather than in establishing a customs union or a
free trade area vis-a-vis the non-ASEAN countries.28

The relatively low priority attached by ASEAN to intra-regional trade
also suggests an approach to community-building that is quite differ-
ent from the path outlined by Deutsch. For Deutsch, a security
community is the end product, or terminal condition, of a process of
integration which is driven by the need to cope with the conflict-
causing effects of increased transactions. The growing volume and
range of transactions - political, cultural, or economic - increases the
opportunities for possible violent conflict among actors. This throws a
"burden" on the actors to devise institutions and practices for
peaceful adjustment and change.29 In this sense, the attributes of a
security community, such as the "institutions, processes, and habits of
peaceful change and adjustment are developed in such a manner as to
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keep pace with the increasing volume of transaction and adjustment
problems thrown upon them." But the emergence and consolidation
of ASEAN took place in a climate of fairly low level of intra-regional
transactions and interdependence. Even today, ASEAN's trade with
non-ASEAN members is significantly higher than intra-ASEAN trade
(which has rarely risen above 20 percent of the total trade of its
members). Collective bargaining geared to helping the position and
goals of ASEAN members in the global economy has remained the
key economic role of ASEAN; it is only in the 1990s that ASEAN
begun to experiment with EC-style market-integration.

Thus, the political (responding to a common internal threat) and
economic (fostering greater external economic clout) imperatives out-
lined above, while important, were not sufficient to trigger the process
of community-building in ASEAN. As Adler and Barnett remind us,
progress toward a security community involves and requires the
development of a collective identity. In making this assertion, they
draw upon Deutsch's view of security community-building as an
exercise in identity-formation. In the development of security commu-
nities, Deutsch held, "the objective compatibility or consonance of
major values of the participating populations" is to be "supplemented
by indications of common subjective feelings of legitimacy of the
integrated community, making loyalty to it also a matter of interna-
lized psychic compulsion."30 Important to this process is the element
of "identification," defined as "the deliberate promotion of processes
and sentiments of mutual identification, loyalties, and 'we'-feel-
ings."31

The work of Benedict Anderson, who shares with Deutsch an
interest in the study of nationalism, also focusses on the inter-
subjective and deliberate nature of the community-building process.
Anderson argues that nationalism, especially in Southeast Asia, devel-
oped despite significant objective differences - ethnic, cultural, lin-
guistic, and economic - within the territorial units brought under a
centralized colonial administration. For example, thanks to the intro-
duction of a standardized education system and centralized bureauc-
racy by the colonial regime seeking to meet its administrative
requirements, nationalism in Indonesia emerged among disparate and
distantly located ethnic groups with little previous knowledge and
contact among each other. Subsequently, the indigenous elite found
nationalism a powerful tool in its efforts to drive out the colonial
power and consolidate its own rule, and promoted it through a
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" systematic, even Machiavellian, instilling of nationalist ideology
through the mass media, the educational system, administrative
regulations, and so forth."32 While Anderson is concerned primarily
with community-building within the nation-state, his work has
obvious relevance to understanding the process of community-
building between states. Like the former, the latter can be one vast
exercise in collective self-imagination and identity-formation. Com-
munities can be constructed even in the absence of cultural similarities
or economic transactions between groups through the creation and
manipulation of norms, institutions, symbols, and practices that
significantly reduces the likelihood of conflictual behavior.

Constructivist theory owes an intellectual debt (largely unacknow-
ledged) to both Deutsch and Anderson in presenting a sociological
view of international relations in which states develop collective
interests and identities within an intersubjective structure that gradu-
ally lead to a transformation of Westphalian anarchy. Constuctivists
argue that collective identities among states are constructed by their
social interactions, rather than given exogenously to them by human
nature, domestic politics, or, one might add, the international distri-
bution of power. Viewed in these terms, regional cooperation among
states is not necessarily a function of immutable or pre-ordained
variables such as physical location, common historical experience,
level of economic development, shared values, cultural affinities, and
ideological convergence. Rather, regionalism may emerge and con-
solidate itself within an intersubjective setting of dynamic interac-
tions consisting of "shared understandings, expectations, and social
knowledge embedded in international institutions and threat com-
plexes . . ,"33

Without a constructivist understanding, it would be difficult to
explain the emergence of ASEAN. The exogenous variables in
ASEAN regionalism were not conducive to the development of a
collective identity. Southeast Asia, described by historian D. G. E. Hall
as a "chaos of races and languages,"34 was hardly an ideal setting for
regional cooperation. The members of ASEAN were, and remain to
date, remarkably divergent in terms of their colonial heritage, post-
colonial political setting, level of economic development, ethnic com-
position, and linguistic/cultural make-up.35 A year before ASEAN's
formation, Kenneth T. Young, a former US ambassador to Thailand,
observed about Southeast Asia: "This is a so-called region without
any feeling for community, without much sense of shared values and
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with few common institutions."36 Thus, the remarkable growth of
regionalism and collective problem-solving that followed ASEAN's
formation attests to the constructivist claim that irrespective of their
exogenous material circumstances, "through interaction, states might
form collective identities and interests,"37 which in turn might enable
them to overcome their security dilemma.

Community-building involves a certain convergence of values,
although, as argued earlier, these need not be liberal-democratic
values. In the case of ASEAN, anti-communism (but not adherance to
liberal democracy) and a general preference for capitalist economic
development (albeit state-controlled) over the socialist model,38

served as important factors binding an otherwise diverse member-
ship. ASEAN members were never reticent in their use of these values
to articulate their distinctiveness in relation to the ideological and
economic currents sweeping in the communist societies of Indo-china.
Moreover, ASEAN's "free-market," "anti-communist," and "pro-
Western" image gained it siginifkant international recognition, and
brought political and economic support from the West. Against this
backdrop, ASEAN regionalism developed as a highly deliberate
process of elite socialisation involving the creation of norms, prin-
ciples, and symbols aimed at the management of diversity and the
development of substantive regional cooperation.

This was clearly foreshadowed by a founder of ASEAN, former
Foreign Minister S. Rajaratnam of Singapore. While the first ever
ASEAN declaration (the Bangkok Declaration of 1967) had assured its
members that the grouping would "preserve their national identities,"
Rajaratnam argued that this objective needed to be reconciled with the
development of a "regional existence." In his view, the success of
ASEAN depended on "a new way of thinking about our problems."
Since ASEAN member states had been used to viewing intra-mural
problems from the perspective of their national interests or existence,
the shift to a "regional existence means painful adjustments to those
practices and thinking in our respective countries."39

Collective identity and conflict management
in ASEAN

Both in the Deutschian and inconstructivist formulations, collective
identity is a process that leads to the "structural transformation of the
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Westphalian states system from anarchy to authority."40 In the
ASEAN context, collective identity may be understood as a process
and framework through which its member states slowly began to
adapt to a "regional existence" with a view to reducing the likelihood
of use of force in inter-state relations. Four factors have played an
important role in the development of a collective identity in ASEAN.
The first is the practice of multilateralism. Multilateralism was a novel
concept for ASEAN members, who had no significant previous
experience in regional inter-state cooperation. Bilateralism had been
the preferred mode of security relations and dispute settlement. For
example, border disputes between Malaysia and Indonesia, or Ma-
laysia and Thailand, were handled by bilateral joint border commit-
tees. Defence relations among the ASEAN members, such as military
exercises and intelligence-sharing, were also kept at the bilateral level.
Even today, ASEAN members continue to handle intra-ASEAN dis-
putes and defense cooperation through bilateral channels. But such
bilateralism has not been exclusionary, or directed against another
ASEAN member, but rather has served as a complement to multi-
lateralism. It is widely understood and agreed within ASEAN that
contentious bilateral disputes are best handled through bilateral
channels; while the ASEAN multilateral framework serves as a social
and psychological barrier to extreme behavior, it does not have to deal
with such conflicts directly and openly. The contribution of multi-
lateralism to community-building lies not in providing a formal
institutional mechanism for conflict resolution, but rather in encour-
aging the socialisation of elites which facilitates problem-solving.
Jorgensen-Dahl captures this aspect of ASEAN multilateralism:

ASEAN served a useful purpose by providing a framework within
which the parties could discuss their differences in a "neutral"
atmosphere . . . The multilateral framework allowed the parties to
remain in contact in circumstances which either had caused a
collapse of bilateral channels or placed these channels under such
stress that they could no longer function properly . . . Through the
steadily increasing scope and range of its activities . . . it produced
among government officials . . . attitudes which were much more
receptive and sensitive to each other's peculiar problems, and which
made compromise solutions to conflicting interests a much more
likely outcome than before . . . the multilateral setting served to
discourage extreme behaviour, modify extravagant demands, and
inspire compromise.41
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The second element in ASEAN's collective identity is the develop-
ment of what Noordin Sopiee calls the "ground rules of inter-state
relations within the ASEAN community." 42 These norms are summed
up by Musa Hitam, a senior Malaysian statesman, in the following
terms:

Because of Asean, we have been able to establish the fundamental
ground rules for the game of peace and amity between us all. What
are these fundamental ground rules? First, the principle of strict non-
interference in each other's internal affairs. Second, the principle of
pacific settlement of disputes. Third, respect for each other's inde-
pendence. Fourth, strict respect for the territorial integrity of each of
the Asean states . . . The Asean states have declared these ground
rules . . . we have enacted them, we have imbibed them, and most
important, we have acted and lived by them.43

The Treaty of Amity and Cooperation signed at the first ever
summit meeting of ASEAN leaders in Bali in 1976, outlined the norms
that were to form the basis of ASEAN's long journey. These norms
include: (1) "Mutual respect for the independence, sovereignty, terri-
torial integrity of all nations"; (2) "The right of every state to lead its
national existence free from external interference, subversion and
coercion"; (3) "Non-interference in the internal affairs of one
another"; (4) "Settlement of differences and disputes by peaceful
means"; and (5) "renunciation of the threat of use of force."44

This normative framework of ASEAN served as the basis of its
collective opposition to Vietnam's invasion and occupation of Cam-
bodia during the 1978-89 period. ASEAN, which had earlier sought to
coopt Vietnam into a system of regional order founded on these
norms, now saw the Vietnamese invasion as a gross violation of the
principle of non-intervention in the internal affairs of states as well as
the principle of non-use of force in inter-state relations.45As a result,
ASEAN not only organized an international campaign to isolate
Vietnam, but also spearheaded the diplomatic search for a settlement
of the Cambodia conflict that would undo the Vietnamese occupation.
In this process, ASEAN lost no opportunity to present itself in a more
favourable international light vis-a-vis Hanoi. Vietnamese "expan-
sionism" was contrasted with ASEAN's "good-neighborliness" and
desire for regional political stability (implying territorial and political
status quo in Southeast Asia), Vietnam's alliance with the Soviet
Union with ASEAN's professed goal of a Zone of Peace, Freedom and
Neutrality (ZOPFAN) in Southeast Asia, Vietnam's intense nation-
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alism and ideological fervour with ASEAN's pragmatism and devel-
opmentalism, and Vietnam's military suppression of the Cambodian
rebels with ASEAN's efforts for a political settlement of the conflict.
ASEAN's Cambodia posture served not only to enhance its inter-
national stature (hence giving it a distinctive identity in international
diplomacy), but also to strengthen its intra-mural solidarity. It moti-
vated ASEAN members to overcome conflicting security interests and
territorial disputes within the grouping, thereby moving it further in
the path toward a security community.

A third and somewhat more discreet element of identity-building in
ASEAN involves the creation and manipulation of symbols. Deutsch's
work suggests that institutions and organizations by themselves
cannot sustain a security community in the absence of a common
devotion to "some symbol or symbols representing this security
community."46 A. P. Cohen argues that when the members of a given
social group develop differences in their orientations and attitudes
toward community-building, then "the consciousness of community
has to be kept alive through manipulation of its symbols."47 The
ASEAN experience provides interesting examples of this. The promi-
nent ASEAN symbols in the arena of conflict-management are the so-
called "ASEAN Spirit" and the "ASEAN Way." These symbols have
been invoked on countless occasions to reduce bilateral tensions
among the ASEAN members, especially those between Malaysia and
Singapore (conflicts rooted in ethnic and nationalist tensions as well
as territorial disputes), Malaysia and the Philippines (especially the
dispute over Sabah), and Singapore and the Philippines (over Philip-
pine migrant workers in Singapore). For example, when Malaysia and
the Philippines broke diplomatic relations over the latter's claim to
the Malaysian state of Sabah, what helped the two sides to reduce
their bilateral tensions was not the formal arbitration by ASEAN (no
such mechanism was available until 1976) nor mediation by fellow
ASEAN members, which, with the exception of Indonesia, stayed out
of the dispute, but "because of the great value Malaysia and the
Philippines placed on ASEAN."48 The moderation of the Sabah
dispute, which threatened to nip the ASEAN experiment in the bud in
the later part of the 1960s, was an important psychological milestone
for ASEAN's conscious promotion of a security community.

Since then, ASEAN members have claimed to have developed a
particular approach to conflict-reduction within the grouping that is
commonly referred to as the "ASEAN Way."49 This in itself has two
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main aspects.50 The first is avoidance of formal mechanisms and
procedures of conflict-resolution. This preference for informal ways in
international behavior is considered by some ASEAN commentators
to be a "cultural trait/'51 In the ASEAN setting, formal institutions
and procedures of dispute-settlement are considered secondary to the
development of social-psychological processes that facilitate conflict
prevention and management.52 This representation is at least partly a
conscious effort to differentiate ASEAN from institutional mechan-
isms elsewhere, especially the CSCE/OSCE. For example, formal
measures of confidence-building and arms control, which have
proved essential in the development of a post-Cold War security
architecture in Europe, are viewed in ASEAN with profound distrust.
In the view of ASEAN members, adopting such measures would
amount to an admission that an adversarial relationship already exists
between them. Such a perception is detrimental to the development of
a sense of community, or "we-feeling" within the grouping. Another
example is the working of ASEAN's Treaty of Amity and Cooperation.
This Treaty (under Chapter IV, Articles 13 to 17) provides for an
official dispute settlement mechanism, called a High Council, con-
sisting of ministerial level representatives from each member state.
This Council, as a continuing body, is supposed "to take cognizance of
the existence of disputes and situations likely to disturb regional
peace and harmony" and "in the event no solution is reached through
direct negotiations," to "recommend to the parties in dispute appro-
priate means of settlement such as good offices, mediation, inquiry or
conciliation." But to this date, ASEAN members have not convened a
meeting of the High Council, despite the existence of numerous intra-
mural disputes.

ASEAN's protagonists refuse to view its failure to invoke the
dispute settlement mechanism as a manifestation of weak region-
alism, as some critics have suggested.53 Noordin Sopiee argues that its
chief contribution to conflict-resolution is "the intangible but real
'spirit' of ASEAN, which has been effective in "sublimating and
diffusing conflicts as in actually resolving them."54 Unlike regional
multilateral organizations in Europe, Africa and Latin America,
ASEAN's approach to conflict-resolution rests on an assumed capacity
to manage disputes within its membership without resorting to
formal, multilateral measures.

A second aspect of the ASEAN Way is the principle of consensus.
The consensus approach traces its origins to traditional Indonesian
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village culture, particularly its notion of musjawarah (consultations )
and mufakat (consensus). As a former Indonesian Foreign Minister
once put it, in musjawarah, negotiations take place "not as between
opponents but as between friends and brothers/'55 Another goal of
the process, Malaysian scholar Mak Joon Nam points out, is to create
an" amalgamation of the most acceptable views of each and every
member." In such a situation, "all parties have power over each
other."56 In commenting on the value of consultations and consensus,
Jorgensen-Dahl observes that "a residue of goodwill based on feelings
of brotherhood and kinship may serve the same purpose as oil on
rough sea. They take the edges of the waves and make for smooth
sailing."57

It is easy to be skeptical of the ASEAN Way. Although ASEAN has
functioned with a bureaucratic apparatus which had been kept
deliberately small and weak, it is not as loose an institution as it
claims to be. Formal agendas, structured meetings, and legalistic
procedures are quite evident in ASEAN's approach to political and
economic cooperation (particularly in the development of the ASEAN
Free Trade Area and the recently created Southeast Asia Nuclear
Weapon-Free Zone Treaty). But the ASEAN brand of "soft region-
alism," which relies primarily on consultations and consensus, serves
as a useful, if not entirely accurate, symbol of its collective uniqueness,
and has been a source of considerable satisfaction and pride for
ASEAN members in the international stage. ASEAN members have
become so confident of their approach that they have offered it as the
basis for a wider framework of confidence-building and conflict
reduction in the Asia Pacific region. For example, the ASEAN
Regional Forum, a newly created security institution for the wider
region, is self-consciously emulating ASEAN's norms (such as those
contained in the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation) and procedures
(especially the consensus method). This has meant the rejection of the
"heavily institutionalised" CSCE/OCSE, with its Conflict Prevention
Centre, Missions of Long Duration, and the Valletta Mechanism for
Peaceful Resolution of Disputes, as a possible model for conflict
resolution in the Asia Pacific region, as suggested in early Russian,
Australian and Canadian proposals.58

A fourth element in collective identity formation in ASEAN is the
principle of regional autonomy. This was articulated by Adam Malik,
Indonesia's former Foreign Minister and a founding father of ASEAN,
in 1975: "Regional problems, i.e. those having a direct bearing upon
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the region concerned, should be accepted as being of primary concern
to that region itself. Mutual consultations and cooperation among the
countries of the region in facing these problems may . . . lead to the
point where the views of the region are accorded the primacy they
deserve in the search for solution."59 ASEAN's quest for regional
autonomy was initially shaped by a concern, prevalent in the Cold
War milieu, that regional conflicts not managed at the regional level
would invite intervention by outside powers, which in turn would
aggravate existing intra-regional tensions and polarisation. ASEAN's
declaration of a ZOPFAN in Southeast Asia in 1971 expressed its
collective commitment to a non-aligned international posture. It
reinforced ASEAN's normative framework for conflict regulation;
apart from championing the principles of mutual non-interference,
non-intervention, and non-use of force, the ZOPFAN concept also
committed the ASEAN members to shy away from alliances with
foreign powers, to refrain from inviting or giving consent to inter-
vention by external powers in the domestic affairs of the regional
states, to abstain from involvement in any conflict of powers outside
the zone, and to ensure the removal foreign military bases in the
territory of zonal states.60 ZOPFAN became another powerful ASEAN
symbol, invoked by members to underscore the danger of great power
rivalry and the need for security self-reliance. Although the principles
concerning foreign alliances and bases have never been seriously
pursued, ASEAN has managed to keep the concept alive through
verbal manipulation. Thus, Singapore, Malaysia and other ASEAN
countries have stepped up cooperation with the US navy through
"access arrangements," while strongly rejecting the need for foreign
military "bases," while an Australian-Indonesia agreement providing
for mutual consultations in the event of external threats is described
as a "security agreement," not an "alliance."

Taken together, the practice of multilateralism, the ASEAN norms,
the "ASEAN Way," and the principle of regional autonomy constitute
the basis of ASEAN's collective identity. They have helped mobilize
the attention of its members to the danger of inter-state conflict,
prevented unilateral action, and served as the basis of interactions on
political, economic, strategic, and cultural issues. They served as a
rallying point for ASEAN members in dealing with external security
challenges. Moreover, they have emboldened ASEAN members to the
extent that the latter has offered the ASEAN approach to conflict
management as a model for other regions to follow. ASEAN has

213



Amitav Acharya

provided both its own ideas and its institutional framework as the
basis for organizing security cooperation at the wider Asia Pacific
level, a process in which ASEAN claims leadership over such Great
Power, as the US, Russia, Japan, and China.61

Avoiding war in Southeast Asia
Since 1967, Southeast Asia has come a long way in the path of regional
cooperation. Kusuma Snitwongse claims that while ASEAN might not
have realised its goal of security self-reliance, "its most notable
achievement has been community building."62 In the specific area of
war-avoidance, Michael Leifer notes: "one can claim quite categori-
cally that ASEAN has become an institutionalized vehicle for intra-
mural conflict avoidance and management. . . ASEAN has been able
to prevent disputes from escalating and getting out of hand through
containing and managing contentious issues."63 Although there
remains a number of conflicts among the ASEAN members,64 with the
exception of the Spratlys (which is more of a China-ASEAN, rather
than intra-ASEAN, problem) these are quite mild in nature.65 Ma-
laysia, which has a territorial dispute with every other neighbouring
ASEAN member, discounts the possibility of any "serious . . . con-
frontation or w a r . . . to solve our problems with our neighbours."66 It
can be safely asserted that no ASEAN country seriously envisages
war against another at present. ASEAN thus meets an important
criterion for pluralistic security communities, i.e., the "increasing
unattractiveness and improbability of war among the political units of
the emerging pluralistic security community as perceived by their
governments, elites and (eventually) populations." 67

The mere existence of disputes and conflicts within a group does
not necessarily undermine its claim to be a security community. The
distinguishing feature of a security community is its "ability to
manage any conflicts within the region peacefully, rather than the
absence of conflict per se."68 As Deutsch put it, "even if some of the
prospective partner countries [in a security community] find them-
selves on the opposite sides in some larger international conflict, they
conduct themselves so as to keep actual mutual hostilities and
damage to a minimum-or else refuse to fight each other altogether."69

But has ASEAN gone beyond being a war avoidance system? While
common liberal-democratic values and interdependence need not be a
prerequisite for their emergence, security communities could derive
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greater strength and vitality from these attributes. ASEAN has moved
toward greater intra-regional interdependence and integration. At the
inter-state level, an ASEAN Free Trade Area has been launched, while
a proliferation of "growth triangles," or sub-regional economic zones
featuring freer movement of transnational capital, labor and tech-
nology, testifies to the growing appeal of "market-driven regionalism"
in Southeast Asia. Apart from intra-ASEAN integration, inter-
dependence and institution-building involving the ASEAN members
and other Asia Pacific nations (including the Asia Pacific Economic
Cooperation) has made rapid progress, thereby providing an
additional set of disincentives to the use of force within the region.70

But ASEAN has no comparable aspirations to become a "demo-
cratic security community." Unlike the EU, membership in ASEAN
does not require a liberal-democratic polity. Non-democratic regimes,
such as those in Burma and Vietnam, have been welcomed into the
ASEAN fold. Some ASEAN members have even championed the
virtues of "soft-authoritarianism" as a necessary framework for
political stability and economic prosperity. ASEAN also refuses to
develop a collective role in the promotion of human rights in the
region, on the ground that such a role would conflict with its principle
of non-interference. Thus ASEAN has countered an international
campaign for sanctions against the military regime in Burma with its
own calls for "constructive engagement."71 While an ASEAN security
community may function on the basis of an "authoritarian con-
sensus," it also creates the risk that regime change in a member state
might alter its commitment to regional cooperation, especially if the
new regime blames the ASEAN framework for having condoned or
supported the repressive policies of its predecessor. Moreover, to the
extent that authoritarian governments in ASEAN (as in the case of
Indonesia) face increasing demands for human rights and democratic
governance from their own people, the idea of regional cooperation
and community-building, including mutual responsiveness and socia-
lisation, remains narrowly confined to the inter-governmental level.
This kind of regionalism does not translate into cooperation or
development of "we-feeling" at the societal level, as Deutsch clearly
envisaged. It is important to note that in recent years, a network of
indigenous non-governmental organizations has promoted a different
kind of regionalism aimed at opposing human rights abuses by the
ASEAN governments. The emergence of a regional civil society in
Southeast Asia opposing the official ASEAN regionalism on issues of
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human rights, environment and democracy attests, at the very least, to
the dissatisfactions with, and incompleteness of, the community-
building enterprise led by the ASEAN elites.

Another factor affecting the prospects for a security community in
ASEAN relates to interactive military planning and arms acquisitions
by its members. While inter-state disputes in ASEAN have been
muted, the armed forces of ASEAN states continue to plan for military
contingencies involving each other.72 Moreover, significant increases
in defence spending and arms imports by the ASEAN states have
been blamed by some analysts on "the widely underestimated compe-
tition and latent conflict which undoubtedly exists between various of
ASEAN's members/'73 To be sure, interactive arms acquisitions are
not widespread within the grouping,74 and the military build-up in
the region may be explained in terms of a host of non-interactive
factors (such as the increased buying power of the ASEAN members,
the post-Cold War buyer's market in arms, the prestige value of
armaments, and prospects for commissions from manufacturers).75

But to the extent that an emerging security community may be
characterized by a situation in which not only "war among the
prospective partners comes to be considered as illegitimate," but
"serious preparations for it no longer command popular support,"76

the pesisting tendency among ASEAN members to engage in con-
tingency-planning and war-oriented resource mobilization against
each other suggests important limits to community-building.

ASEAN's claim to be a security community also needs to be
examined in the light of its expansion to include all the ten countries
of Southeast Asia. In the past, an exclusionary attitude toward
membership has been important to the development of the ASEAN
identity. ASEAN has refused Sri Lanka's desire to join the grouping
and dismissed either India, China or Australia (although none of
these had formally applied for membership) ever acquiring member-
ship status. But ASEAN has always professed the vision of "One
Southeast Asia," which has now emerged as an important new
symbol of ASEAN's post-Cold War direction. Yet, an expanded
ASEAN may be a mixed blessing. Although it will extend ASEAN's
norms to the entire Southeast Asia region, one cannot say with a great
deal of confidence whether the ASEAN identity and the ASEAN Way
of decision-making will survive into the expanded ASEAN. The new
ASEAN members have little experience in multilateralism; the
problem is compounded by the fact that the new ASEAN members
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will bring with them their own load of bilateral and multilateral
disputes, which now have to be accommodated and moderated
within the ASEAN framework.77 These impose new burdens on
ASEAN regionalism which will test existing ASEAN norms and may
contribute to an unravelling of the organisation. An expanded
ASEAN may make it more difficult for the grouping to achieve
consensus on key issues. The danger is compounded by ASEAN's
decision to become deeply engaged in developing a framework for
Asia Pacific security cooperation, which would involve a much larger
number of actors, including most of the great powers of the contempo-
rary international system. It is highly unlikely that the painstakingly
developed ASEAN Way with its particularistic symbols and processes
of socialization can be replicated at the wider regional level. The
extension of ASEAN's horizons may not only dilute the ASEAN
identity, but also challenge its resolve to "stay united in the face of . . .
pushes and pulls exerted upon it by the dynamics of international
politics and diplomacy/' as Malaysia has warned with reference to the
danger of ASEAN members developing divergent responses to the
complex and unpredictable political, economic, and security trends in
the Asia Pacific region.78 Thus, the case of ASEAN suggests the need
for considering the possibility that the evolution of security commu-
nities need not be a linear process, but one that could be subject to
disruption and decline as a result of burdens imposed from inside
and outside.

Finally, in contrast to security communities in Europe and North
America, ASEAN's practice of multilateralism does not extend to
defence matters. Despite the proliferation of overlapping bilateral
security ties, such as joint exercises and training, ASEAN members
are reluctant to make a serious attempt at military integration.
Ostensibly, bilateral ties within ASEAN are not directed against other
members and are considered adequate in promoting mutual con-
fidence and trust. But this argument obscures fundamental differences
in threat perceptions and security priorities within the grouping that
detract from its claim to be a security community. As a former chief of
Malaysian defense forces acknowledges:

Multilateralism may be possible if there is a collective belief that such
an arrangement would bring mutual benefit to all members con-
cerned. In other words there must be a convergence of security
interest derived from a common perception of threat facing the
individual members and the region as a whole. Presently this is
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unlikely to happen simply because of differing security interests and
needs. To a large extent this has been due to the long established
security alignment with extra regional powers, domestic instability
or fragility of the regime in power and also the uneven political and
economic developments within ASEAN states.79

Conclusion
The ASEAN experience certainly challenges the neorealist preoccu-
pation with anarchy and the inevitability of war as well as the
rationalist and materialist foundations of cooperation assumed by the
neo-liberal institutionalists. It also permits several generalizations that
may be relevant to the constructivist project. The following are
especially noteworthy: (1) community-building is a self-conscious
exercise in learning and collective identity formation; (2) that this
learning process may begin even in an illiberal domestic and regional
political-economic setting; (3) it may proceed despite cultural and
other differences and may help obscure, if not fundamentally over-
ride, these differences, (4) it can be promoted through the deliberate
creation of, and adherence to, norms, symbols, and habits, and (5) it
may not require the presence of a commonly perceived threat from an
external source.

The idea of community is both a descriptive and a normative
construct, one that not only describes a social group, but shapes it in
that particular way. As Ole Waever suggests in this volume, if states
act as a community, there will be one. In the case of ASEAN, the
intersubjective and symbolic notion of community preceded the
formal process of integration and functional linkages. It developed
despite low initial levels of interdependence and transactions, and the
existence of substantial cultural and political differences among its
members.

For ASEAN, developing a collective identity has involved a
conscious attempt at differentiating itself from a variety of competing
actors and processes. Thus, for much of the 1970s and 80s, ASEAN
juxtaposed itself from the ideological orientation, economic policies,
and security practices of the Indo-Chinese segment of Southeast Asia.
It claimed for itself an exclusive role in the promotion of regionalism
in Southeast Asia. Similarly, ASEAN's economic regionalism was
carefully distinguished from the European Community model. In the
post-Cold War era, ASEAN has sought to define its approach to
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conflict management in direct opposition to the security institutions
and practices in Europe. Such exceptionalism has become a key aspect
of the ASEAN security discourse, and has facilitated community-
building.

The exercise in collective identity formation has contributed to
ASEAN's progress toward a security community by lessening the
likelihood of inter-state military confrontation. Four elements have
been crucial to this process: multilateralism, norms, symbols, such as
the ASEAN-Way of consensus-seeking and informal and non-lega-
listic decision-making procedures, and a shared quest for regional
autonomy. The ASEAN experience somewhat blurs the distinction
between nascent, ascendant, and mature security communities.
Several characteristics of a mature security community are present in
Southeast Asia. These include: multilateralism, discourse and lan-
guage of community, cooperative (but not collective) security, and
policy coordination against internal threats. But to describe ASEAN as
a mature security community will be inaccurate in the absence of a
high level of military integration, common definition of external
threat, and unfortified borders. While intra-ASEAN disputes are
considerably muted today, and are highly unlikely to lead to outright
war, there are lingering concerns about competitive arms acquisitions
and an interactive contingency planning involving ASEAN members.
These factors do detract from ASEAN's claim to be a security
community in the Deutschian sense.80 But they do fit the more
differentiated and graduated conceptual framework introduced by
Adler and Barnett in this volume, especially the concept of a
"nascent" security community. While Southeast Asia may not be
Europe or North America, ASEAN's record certainly compares fa-
vourably with all other parts of the Third World. Despite its limita-
tions, the fact that no ASEAN member has been involved in a military
confrontation with another since 1967 is a significant achievement,
which cannot be explained by referring either to chance or accident or
to exogenous variables such as geographic proximity, cultural affinity,
or a favorable international balance of power.
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7 An emerging security community
in South America?
Andrew Hurrell

The paucity of major wars in Latin America constitutes a major
challenge to international relations theory and provides especially
fertile ground for thinking about the nature of security communities.
For the first half-century following independence, the region was
beset by persistent and widespread wars of state formation and nation
building, both internal and external. In this, as in so many other ways,
Latin America foreshadowed the pattern of subsequent postcolonial
conflicts and, by no stretch of the imagination, could be viewed as
constituting a security community. However, since the late nineteenth
century both the number and the intensity of interstate wars between
Latin American states have been remarkably low - despite the
existence of large numbers of protracted and militarized border
disputes, many cases of the threatened use of force and of military
intervention by outside powers, high levels of domestic violence and
political instability, and long periods of authoritarian rule.1

Explanations follow predictable lines. Realists and neorealists look
to geopolitical location, to the varying degree of insulation from extra-
regional influences, and to the hegemonic or policing role of, first,
Britain and then the United States. Within the region, they highlight
the emergence of relatively autonomous regional balances of power
(for example between Brazil, Argentina and Chile), as well as other
material factors which worked to restrain conflict - the absence of
transport links, borders that were geographically removed from
centres of political and economic activity, and military technologies
that made it extremely difficult to bring power to bear in offensive
wars of conquest. Liberals look to shifting patterns of domestic
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politics, to the fortunes of democratization within states, to the quality
and level of interdependence among states, to the pacifying impact of
the region's insertion into the global economy, and to the role of
institutions in helping states to maximize common interests. Marxists
see the international relations of the region as reflective of develop-
ments in global capitalism with first Britain and then the United States
intervening and manipulating local relationships in pursuit of their
economic interests. Finally, international society theorists and con-
structivists stress the extent to which a shared cultural and historical
experience, particular patterns of state formation and ongoing inter-
national interaction all combined to produce a strong regional diplo-
matic culture - a regional society of states which, although still often
in conflict, conceived themselves to be bound by a common set of
rules and shared in the workings of common institutions.

Rather than analyze historic patterns of conflict and cooperation
across the region as a whole, this chapter concentrates on the southern
cone and examines the relationship between Brazil and Argentina -
the extent of their historic rivalry, the shift from rivalry to cooperation
that developed through the 1980s and 1990s, and the emergence of
institutionalized economic and political cooperation in the form of
Mercosur (The Southern Common Market). There are two reasons for
adopting this approach. The first follows from the idea of a security
community - a group of states in which "there is real assurance that
the members of that community will not fight each other physically,
but will settle their disputes in some other way/'2 Within such a
community there must be dependable expectations of peaceful
change, with military force gradually disappearing as a conceivable
instrument of statecraft. A security community, then, necessarily
involves the non-expectation of war of a very particular kind. Even if
we can identify a zone of relative peace and even if we can see and
hear much that suggests the existence of a security community, we
need to look beyond positivist correlations across a large number of
cases and examine instead the quality and internal constitution of a
particular relationship and the causal mechanisms that may explain
the emergence of a stable peace.

A meaningful security community cannot rest on the simple inability
to fight (because of technology or geography), nor on a stable balance of
deterrent threats, nor on coming together in the face of an external
threat - all factors typically stressed by neorealists. But nor can it be
based solely on instrumental interest-driven cooperative strategies of
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the kind analyzed by neoliberal or rationalist institutionalists.
Although institutionalists stress the ways in which institutions
promote cooperation, institutions remain rooted in the realities of
power and interests and the core assumption of states as rational
egoists allows only a very limited place for the redefinition of interests
and identities. It is precisely the possible emergence of a situation in
which cooperation goes beyond instrumental calculation and in which
the use of force declines as a tool of statecraft that opens the door to
constructivist theories. Building on constructivist insights, this
chapter highlights the importance of historically constructed interests
and identities, of learning and ideational forces, and of normative and
institutional structures within which state interests are constructed
and redefined.

Secondly, Brazil/Argentina represents both a very significant case
because of the size and intrinsic importance of the two states, and a
hard case because of their long tradition of rivalry and competition. As
Robert Burr notes, "The theme of Argentine-Brazilian rivalry and
struggle for influence in South America is the oldest of all the Latin
American conflicts."3 Rivalry (here in its etymologically purest sense)
goes back to the recurrent conflict between the Spanish and Portu-
guese empires over the east bank of the Rio de la Plata and over
control of the river system. Following the Portuguese invasion of the
Banda Oriental (later Uruguay) in 1817, the newly independent Brazil
and Argentina fought over the territory between 1825 and 1828. There
was further protracted competition for influence in Uruguay between
1839 and 1852, culminating in the successful Brazilian military and
diplomatic support for the overthrow of the Argentinian dictator
Rosas in 1852. Further disputes, war scares and periodic arms races
occurred in the period from the Paraguayan War (1864-1870) to the
First World War, especially during the tenures as foreign minister of
Rio Branco in Brazil and Zeballos in Argentina with tension par-
ticularly high in the years 1908-10. Moreover, by the mid-nineteenth
century the language of power balancing had become well established
as the dominant frame of reference for understanding the relationship.

Although military conflict was avoided, high levels of mutual threat
perception continued through the twentieth century and, in stark
contrast to the logic of a security community, the possibility of war
and the importance of military preparedness were constant themes in
strategic and diplomatic discussion.4 Brazilian diplomacy and military
circles saw a constant Argentinian threat to dominate the Spanish-
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speaking buffer states and to encircle and isolate Brazil, perceptions
that were exacerbated during the Chaco War (1932-35) and World
War II.5 Thus, to give one example, Goes Monteiro, minister of war
1945^16 described Peron's Argentina as "the true Nazi menace in the
Americas" which was "gearing itself for a military clash with Brazil."
And, in the early 1960s, Itamaraty described rivalry with Argentina is
the "most powerful and persistent determinant" of foreign policy.6

Finally, it is too easy to see Latin America as an area with shared
values, language, culture, an explanatory move which underplays the
distinctiveness of Brazil: linguistically distinct as a Portuguese-
speaking country; culturally distinct as a result of the differing
patterns of Portuguese colonialism (and, very importantly, decoloniz-
ation); racially distinct because of the small size of the Indian popu-
lation and the large section of the population of African origin; and,
until 1889, politically distinct as a monarchy in a continent of repub-
lics. For cultural models and for political ideas Brazilian elites looked
(and still look) not to their neighbors or indigenous traditions but first
to Europe and subsequently to the United States. The separation of
Brazil from the rest of the region also resulted from the pattern of
economic development established during the colonial period and the
extent to which economic ties in both the colonial and postcolonial
periods were tied firmly to the core capitalist countries. And finally,
from the time of Rio Branco in the early twentieth century down to the
1970s, Brazil looked to the United States as a prime means of balancing
the power of Argentina, a tactic which only served to reinforce the
distance and difference between Brazil and its neighbours.7

And yet by the end of the 1980s a dramatic shift had taken place in
the enduring rivalry between Brazil and Argentina. In the economic
sphere, moves towards institutionalized economic cooperation
gathered pace in the mid-1980s and proved far more resilient and
successful than many predicted. These began with a series of bilateral
economic agreements between Brazil and Argentina and were taken
further by the creation of Mercosur in 1991 and by the successful
creation of a common external tariff on January 1,1995. In the security
field, rapprochement involved confidence building measures, arms
control agreements with cooperative verification schemes, shifts in
military posture towards defensive orientation and declining levels of
military spending, as well as a security discourse that avoids the
rhetoric of the balance of power and that contrasts sharply with the
extreme geopolitical doctrines of the 1960s and 1970s.
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There is, then, a good deal of unexpected cooperation that stands in
need of explanation and that provides strong pritna facie grounds for
taking the idea of a regional security community seriously. To explore
these issues, this chapter addresses three questions. First, how might
we explain the end of the enduring rivalry between Brazil and
Argentina and the process of greater cooperation? Secondly, is it in fact
correct to analyze the character of relations that had emerged by the
mid-1990s in terms of a security community, and, if so, what kind?
And finally, what are the boundaries to this community and to what
extent are the developments between Brazil and Argentina indicative
of more general trends within South America?

II
The simplifying rationalist assumptions of both neorealism and in-
stitutionalism provide a powerful tool for unravelling the ways in
which external constraints and the structure of the international
system shape the foreign policy options of all states, but especially of
relatively weak states. They are good at explaining the logic of
strategic interaction when the identity of the actors and the nature of
their interests is known and well understood. Yet such accounts fail to
provide sufficient analytical purchase on the sources of state interest,
on the critical junctures and break points when actors come to redefine
and reinterpret the nature of their relations, and on the role of
interaction and institutions in reinforcing these redefinitions. This
section presents an alternative, broadly constructivist, account of the
three principal stages in the move away from rivalry and competition
towards the emergence of loosely knit security community.

Phase I: The easing of rivalry, 1975-1985
Relations in the early 1970s between Brazil and the other major states
of the region varied from cool to openly hostile and the idea of a
regional security community would have appeared quite absurd.
There were three principal areas of discord. Firstly, there was a steady
increase in rivalry for influence in the buffer states of Bolivia,
Paraguay and, to a lesser extent, Uruguay. The second focus of friction
developed over the use of hydroelectric resources of the Parana river.
Argentinian opposition had been growing in the late 1960s but
reemerged as a bitter source of discord in mid-1972 and continued to
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dominate relations until 1979. Thirdly, the nuclear rivalry between
Brazil and Argentina, visible since the Brazilian decision in the late
1960s to move ahead with the acquisition of nuclear technology, grew
more intense and was sharpened immensely by the 1975 Brazil-West
German nuclear agreement, the largest ever transfer of nuclear
technology to a developing country.

These tensions resonated so powerfully because of the long tradi-
tion of rivalry, but were fueled by the extremely rapid economic
development of the Brazilian "economic miracle" which rekindled
historic fears of Brazil's expansionist and hegemonic ambitions, as
well as by the rhetoric of Brasil potencia that dominated the foreign
policy discourse of the Medici government (1969-1974). The image
stressed by the Medici government was of a rapidly developing
middle power moving towards First World status and having little in
common with the other countries of the region. The reassertion of the
special relationship between Brazil and the United States that fol-
lowed the 1964 military coup sharpened the traditional Spanish-
American view of Brazil as a trojan horse for US imperialism and it
was in this period that the view of Brazil as a "sub-imperialist" power
was most prevalent, a perception strengthened by the lack of Brazilian
interest in regional economic integration. Indeed, although Brazil
continued with rhetoric of the need for Latin American unity, its
attitude towards regional organizations was at best ambiguous. On
the one hand, multilateral regional organizations could usefully
complement Brazil's economic diplomacy and help prevent the emer-
gence of a united anti-Brazilian grouping. On the other, as an
economically more advanced country, it was increasingly wary of any
moves towards integration that would involve making concessions to
weaker members. Above all, during this period Brazil was reluctant to
allow Latin American economic or political solidarity to interfere with
its own bilateral relations with the United States.

Finally, rivalry was viewed on both sides through the prism of the
geopolitical doctrines that were so influential both within the military
establishments and beyond. Thus Spanish-American fears were heigh-
tened by the very visible influence within the Brazilian government of
geopolitical theories with their starkly Hobbesian view of inter-
national life, their talk of "moving frontiers" and "platforms for
expansion," and their assertion of Brazil's historic mission to regional
predominance (its vocagdo de grandeza).8 On the other side, Argentinian
attitudes to the region were shaped both by equally extreme geopoli-
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tical doctrines, as well as by virulent territorial nationalism and a
powerful mythology of territorial dispossession.9

It is worth stressing the degree to which tensions between Brazil
and Argentina fitted a more general pattern. Indeed, during the 1970s
and into the early 1980s the prospects for sustained cooperation and
the emergence of a security community in South America appeared
extremely poor. Even if the region had been relatively pacific, most
commentators were predicting that South America was becoming
more conflictual and more like the rest of the developing world.
"There are significant reasons to expect more conflict of various kinds
between Latin American states."10 "All this points to a new era of
international politics in Latin America: an era characterized by power
politics and realism during which the myth of regional unity will be
replaced by rivalries among regional powers .. ,"n Or again:

For many years it was possible to consider South America as a region
of peace in comparison to so many other areas of the world. For a
number of reasons, this state of affairs began to change markedly in
the middle and late 1970s and reached a dramatic and bloody climax
in the Anglo-Argentine Falklands/Malvinas conflict of 1982. There
are few informed optimists today who would predict that the South
Atlantic war was an isolated event that could not be repeated in
some other battlefield of the Western Hemisphere.12

There was consensus too on the reasons for this pessimism. First, the
struggle for natural resources had, it was argued, drastically increased
the stakes of many historic border disputes: hydroelectric resources
on the River Parana between Brazil and Argentina, access to off-shore
oil, fishing and seabed minerals in the case of Chile and Argentina
(and, in many Latin American minds, Britain and Argentina); access
to oil once more in the border disputes between Peru and Ecuador,
Venezuela and Guyana, and Venezuela and Colombia. Secondly, the
reemergence of superpower rivalry in the Third World had increased
the stakes and ideological intensity of regional insecurity, above all in
Central America. Thirdly, many saw the overall decline of United
States hegemony and the virtual death by 1982 of the Inter-American
Military System as reducing the ability of Washington to maintain
"discipline" within its own sphere of influence. And finally, many
noted the continued prevalence of extreme geopolitical thinking
amongst the militaries of the Southern Cone and the fact that arms
spending and the capabilities of national arms industries appeared to
be increasing. Not only was the Falklands/Malvinas War of 1982 a
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worrying sign that extreme forms of territorial nationalism had not
disappeared, but the debt crisis that broke in 1982 led to the collapse
of intraregional trade flows and the further erosion of the already
stagnant economic integration schemes inherited from the integra-
tionist wave of the 1960s, such as the Andean Pact, the Central
American Common Market (CACM) and LAFTA (replaced by ALADI
in 1980).

This pattern of relations between Brazil and its Spanish-speaking
neighbours which varied from coolness to outright hostility began to
change in the late 1970s. An early sign of change was Brazil's proposal
in November 1976 for the creation of an Amazon Pact to assist the
joint development of the Amazon Basin. After considerable initial
difficulties, Brazil was successful in overcoming the suspicions of the
seven other countries involved and the treaty was signed in 1978.
Economic relations with Latin America expanded and by 1981 Latin
America's share of total Brazilian exports (18.4 percent) surpassed
that of the United States for the first time. There was also an important
shift in political attitudes and evidence of the growing "latin-amer-
icanization" of Brazilian foreign policy could be seen in the unprece-
dented range and frequency of political contacts between Brazil and
other governments in the region.

It was within this context that we can locate the first signs of
rapprochement with Argentina. Following a low point when Argen-
tina blocked the transshipment of Brazilian goods to Chile, negotia-
tions over the Itaipu and Corpus dams began again in July 1977 and
in October 1979, Brazil signed an agreement with Paraguay and
Argentina which effectively ended the thirteen year dispute. A
further indication of change was the start in 1978 of the FRATERNO
exercises between the two navies. In May 1980 Figueiredo visited
Buenos Aires (the first visit by a Brazilian president since 1935)
during which a package of ten agreements was signed. These
included an agreement on joint arms production and nuclear coop-
eration, covering joint research and the transfer of some nuclear
materials. In August 1980 Videla paid a return visit to Brasilia,
during which a further seven protocols and conventions were signed
extending the nuclear agreements. In 1981 three additional agree-
ments were signed in the nuclear field between Argentina's NARC
and Brazil's Nuclearbras.

After this initial improvement, relations cooled in the early 1980s
when Galtieri returned to playing bandwagoning strategy offering
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close support to Washington in Central America. Yet during the Falk-
lands/Malvinas war Brazil supported Argentinian claims; supplied
some aircraft and permitted some transshipment of Argentinian agri-
cultural produce via Brazilian ports. Indeed, it is significant that even
the announcement of Argentina's achievement of a uranium enrich-
ment capacity in 1983 did not affect the process of rapprochement.

How might we explain this period? The most dominant liberal
theory, rationalist institutionalism, has very little to say. Institutional-
ists are concerned with understanding cooperation after the parties
have come to perceive the possibilities of joint gains. Yet this misses
out what is often most puzzling: how historic enemies and rivals
come to view each other as legitimate players in a potentially
cooperative enterprise or game? Before we get to active cooperation we
have to explain the joint acceptance of coexistence and the willingness
of the parties to live together within a framework of agreed legal and
political rules. By contrast, neorealism appears to take us a consider-
able way in understanding how the process of desecuritization gets
underway and the initial triggers for change by focusing on the
dynamics of a double set of strategic triangles: Argentina, Chile and
Brazil on the one hand, and Argentina, Brazil and the USA on the
other. For Argentina, the desire for better relations came from recogni-
tion by the Videla government of its internal weakness and the
country's declining power position vis-a-vis Brazil, combined with the
marked deterioration in Argentinian-Chilean relations over the
Beagle Channel dispute following the 1977 arbitral award in favour of
Chile. Tensions over the Beagle Channel brought the two countries to
the brink of war in October /December 1978. As Tulchin puts it: "The
armed forces were mobilized, coffins were shipped to the south, and
the national radio played martial music for long periods/'13 The
seriousness of the threat underlined the logic of rapprochement with
the old adversary, Brazil.14

Equally explicable within a neorealist framework, it had become
clear by this time that the special relationship between Washington
and Brasilia had unravelled - the most visible signs being the bitter
disputes of the Carter years over human rights and nuclear prolifera-
tion. When the USA cut off military assistance to Argentina in
response human rights abuses during the dirty war, there was a clear
convergence of positions within the second strategic triangle with
both countries angrily denouncing US policy and adopting a parallel
positions in face of breakdown of superpower detente. The old
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Argentinian fear of Brazil as a "sub-imperialist" power had therefore
become increasingly outdated and irrelevant.

On the Brazilian side, the most important factor was the growing
perception that its earlier regional policy had been thoroughly
counter-productive. Talk of Brazil's emergence as a great power and
Golbery's geopolitics had merely served to exacerbate Spanish-Amer-
ican fears and threatened to create the very situation that Brazil
feared, namely the formation of a united anti-Brazilian grouping.
Moreover, such a policy had become an obstacle to other more
important Brazilian goals, especially the expansion of economic ties
and the promotion of Brazilian exports (especially non-traditional and
manufacturing exports). Finally, as the relationship with Washington
unravelled, so the need for alternative relationships became more
pressing. If the central theme of Brazilian policy in the 1970s was to
diversify its external relations and to increase the range of its foreign
policy options, then it became increasingly illogical to all but exclude
Argentina from that process. These changing calculations of interest
were reflected in a significant shift in the language used to describe
foreign policy. By the mid-1970s the notion of Brazil as an aspiring
member of the First World and of a special relationship with
Washington (Golbery's "loyal bargain" in which support for Wa-
shington would be traded for an acknowledgement of Brazil's special
role in ther region) had given way to an emphasis on Brazil as a
developing country, a member of the Third World and, increasingly, of
Latin America.

Finally, rapprochement was assisted by the nature of the issues and
the ways in which they played into these broader themes. In the first
place the structure of bargaining over Itaipu was altering. Since the
late 1960s Brazil's policy had been one of hegemonic unilateralism.
"The Itaipu dam was designed to make maximum use of the hydro-
electric potential of the Parana River with no consideration given to
the negative externalities on Argentine uses of the river."15 Moreover,
once construction had begun, time worked to Brazil's advantage,
especially as Argentina's attempt to internationalize the issue brought
so little advantage. However, when in 1976 Argentina decided to go
ahead and build its own dam further downstream at Corpus, the
situation changed: by altering the height of its dam it could impose
some costs and affect the viability of Itaipu; moreover by continuing
the dispute it could block Brazil's desire to improve its relations with
Latin America.
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The late 1970s also saw important shifts in the nuclear field. In
Brazil the increasingly evident failures of the official program and of
the West German technology on which it was based opened the way
to the development of the so-called parallel programs. In developing
this parallel program Brazil had much to gain from cooperating with
Argentina's more advanced nuclear technology, whilst, on the other
side, Argentinian officials had increasingly concluded that a nuclear
arms race would be costly and counterproductive. Moreover, whilst
both countries continued to see the acquisition of nuclear technology
as important to their long-term development (and perhaps, at some
later point, military) objectives, both faced increasingly stringent
financial constraints, increasingly serious technological problems, and
a common interest in resisting attempts by outside powers to limit the
proliferation of nuclear technology. There was, then, both an internal
technological logic to cooperation and strong external pressures
making for this initial move towards cautious cooperation.16

Although a straightforward interest-based explanation takes us a
good way, it is worth pausing here and reflecting on how little this
account has said about the kinds of states with which we are dealing
and at how historic interaction came to shape both the limits of
conflict and possibilities of cooperation. There may be some examples
of true Hobbesian conflict (perhaps holy wars, inter-civilizational
conflicts, heavily ideologized wars). Yet most protracted conflicts take
place against a background of shared understandings and established
legal and diplomatic institutions. In the case of Brazil-Argentina, the
social character of relations is especially important. What we find is a
long history, not of Hobbesian conflict, but rather of recurrent rivalry
and conflict, often with military overtones, combined with periods of
cooperation within a very "thick" social environment.17 The language
of community and of a common Latin American identity did not
therefore suddenly appear in the 1980s, but had deep historical roots.
Alongside the recurrent fears and suspicions, the post-war period saw
a number of previous moves to cooperation, especially between
Vargas and Peron in the early 1950s and between Quadros and
Frondiziinl961.18

This is in itself something of a puzzle, especially for the neorealist.
Why, after all, if states are naturally power seeking has the security
dilemma in the region not been more acute? What accounts for the
striking gap between the savage rhetoric of the Brazilian geopoliti-
cians and their failure to seek regional hegemony based on active
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military power - a move that would surely deepened the security
dilemma and precluded the emergence of a security community?

The neorealist stress on geopolitical location is undoubtedly impor-
tant. At least in this century there has never been a convincing need
for a serious defensive capability against extra-regional powers which
would have upset the regional balance of power and led to the
destructive interaction between regional and extra-regional power
balances that has so bedeviled the Middle East or the Indian subconti-
nent. But beyond this neorealism does not take us very far. Whilst
distance, lack of communication may explain the limited contact and
conflict with Brazil's other neighbors, the relationship with Argentina
had always been close and intense. Moreover, on neorealist logic, as
the two states consolidated, modernized and industrialized the
chances of confrontation should have increased. Equally, whatever the
earlier impact of hegemonic policing by Britain and then the USA, this
was less than in the rest of Latin America and declined steadily after
1960. Finally, it is often argued that Brazil was a geopolitically satisfied
power, a state that had gained enormous areas of territory from its
neighbours through both diplomacy and coercion in the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries. It therefore had little interest or
incentive in hostile relations with Argentina. Yet, in the first place,
security dilemmas do not depend on whether states seek only security
or wish to maximize power, on whether they are defensive or
offensive positionalists. And, secondly, the idea of a "satisfied Brazil"
or a "revisionist Argentina" begs many questions about the character
and historical construction of states that simply cannot be answered
within the intellectually impoverished world of neorealism.19

It is impossible to give a full alternative account here, but a
number of points can be made. First, a constructivist would want to
look in far more detail at the patterns of state formation in the region
and the emergence of governments and militaries that did not place
great emphasis on external power projection. Indeed, a case might be
made for a Latin American via media: namely that, particularly after
the wars of independence and state formation, Latin American states
were successful enough to avoid the civil strife, disintegration and
secession that characteristic of so many other parts of the postcolo-
nial world; but weak enough to escape the destructive dynamic
between state-making and war-making that was such a feature of the
European Westphalian order (and which is perhaps visible in the
case of Chile).
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Secondly, it is important to ask why, after the difficult years of state-
building and, in particular, after the Paraguayan War, the two coun-
tries in general avoided (or managed to contain) the kinds of intense
militarized conflict that, counterfactually, might have seemed prob-
able. An answer might begin by recognizing the degree to which this
is a period in Brazil in which domestic political power swings away
from the center and towards the regional oligarchies, in which the
army is severely weakened (to the point of having great difficulty in
suppressing domestic revolts such as Canudos and Contestado), in
which the foreign ministry (Itamaraty) dominates the management of
the countries many border disputes, and in which a pacific diplomatic
culture comes to be established and considered "normal." In Argen-
tina, relations were overwhelmingly focused on Europe and the
"central objective of its foreign policy was the resolution or diminu-
tion of political friction between states in order to permit greater
freedom for international commerce."20 On this view, whilst war had
been central to the process of state/nation building in Argentina, it
ceased to be so. Argentinian leaders may not have liked their
neighbors but realised that economic development, immigration and
foreign capital all required peace. Moreover, as Tulchin also argues, it
was in this period that balance of power and geopolitical thinking was
eclipsed by both eurocentric and idealist frames of reference (many of
whose themes reappear in the Argentina of the 1990s).

Thirdly, as developmentalism and industrialization develop after
1930 often under authoritarian governments and as the two countries
come into ever closer relations and acquire ever greater means of
damaging each other, why has the security relationship not been
worse? Again, any convincing answer would need to look at the
particular role of the military as agents of domestic modernization, at
the extent to which military professionalization and modernization
was largely inner-directed, responding to domestic failures and aimed
at integrating national territory, at upholding domestic order and at
promoting economic development. This is especially relevant for
understanding why Brazil - unlike, say, India or China - is a country
whose governments have not placed a particularly high priority on
expanding regional influence, especially in the power political and
military arena, even when it has had the capabilities to do so. What
becomes such a "natural" and taken-for-granted feature of the
regional landscape is in fact the result of a specific set of historical
processes.
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Phase II: The strengthening of cooperation, 1985-1990
From mid-1980s, the momentum of cooperation picks up. In No-
vember 1985 Presidents Sarney and Alfonsin signed an agreement
which covered nuclear issues and energy cooperation and which set
up a commission to examine economic cooperation.21 In July 1986 the
signature of the Ata para a Integragao (Integration Act) established
the Economic and Cooperation and Integration Programme (PICE).
Under PICE 24 bilateral protocols were signed, followed by the Treaty
of Integration and Cooperation in November 1988 and the Treaty of
Integration, Cooperation and Development in August 1989. This
envisaged the creation of a free-trade area between the two countries
within a ten year period.

In addition to the launching of agreements on economic cooperation
the second half of the 1980s saw increased stability in the security
relationship. The logic of nuclear cooperation visible in the late 1970s
reasserted itself and was strengthened by the serious failings of both
nuclear programs despite large financial and political investments.22

Cooperation was visible in the various nuclear cooperation agree-
ments signed between 1985 and 1987. Increased mutual confidence on
the nuclear question followed from a far greater degree of transpar-
ency and the gradual emergence of more explicit confidence building
measures: for example Alfonsin's decision to place CNEA under
civilian control within the foreign ministry; the creation in 1985 of
joint working groups involving members of the nuclear bureaucracies
and nuclear industries; the signature under PICE of Protocol 11 on
information in the case of nuclear accidents and Protocol 19 on areas
for joint research and development; increased technical visits; the
prior notice (to Argentina) of Sarney's speech in September 1987
announcing that Brazil had "dominated" the nuclear fuel cycle with
the navy's domestically built gas centrifuge enrichment facility; and
the transformation of the working groups in 1988 into a formal bi-
national Permanent Committee on Nuclear Affairs. Most visibly,
confidence was enhanced by Sarney's visits to Argentina's nuclear
facilities in 1987 and 1988, and Alfonsin's visit in 1988 to the hitherto
officially unacknowledged Brazilian facility at Aramar.23

How to explain this period? Again, liberal institutionalism faces
serious problems. Institutionalists stress the extent which cooperation
is viewed as a functional and self-interested response by states to the
problems created by regional interdependence and institutionalists
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are keen to stress the extent to which increasing interdependence
creates the "demand" for regimes. Yet in this case rapprochement
developed against a background of, and as a response to, declining
regional interdependence. Moreover, this approach stresses the critical
role of institutions in fostering and developing regional cohesion. Yet
in this case the role of institutions has been limited and has tended to
follow from the success of earlier moves to rapprochement.

Some accounts of this period suggest that neorealist theory has
nothing useful to say. Philippe Schmitter, for example, argues that:
"[F]rom a neorealist perspective ... nothing bodes favorably for an
increase in cooperative behaviour within the subregion."24 Such a
conclusion however, ignores the extent to which increased cooperation
reflected a convergence of foreign policy interests and perspectives,
born of common external pressures and of the erosion of alternative
policy options. For much of the post-war period, major Latin American
states tended towards a policy of constrained balancing: active efforts
to diversify away from the USA but falling short of close and direct
alignment with major US antagonists (both because of the high direct
and indirect costs of such a move and because of the absence of a
domestic constituency - except under conditions of social and nation-
alist radicalization). However the grand (and always excessive) hopes
of diversification were already wearing thin by the beginnings of the
1980s and looked still less secure as the decade progressed. Moreover,
as the prospects for diversification waned, so the centrality of the
United States was reasserted but in ways that provoked or intensified
tensions between Washington and the region. Thus, cooperation was
based both on the absence of the kinds of alternative options that
Brazil and Argentina had sought to develop in the 1970s and on a
common rejection of US policy across a number of issues.

In Argentina, foreign policy under Alfonsin was built around the
image of Argentina as a Western, non-aligned and developing
country. Relations with Washington were strained as a result of the
lingering resentment over Washington's support of Britain in 1982
and persistent differences over the Central American crisis, Argenti-
na's strongly non-aligned stance, the management of the debt crisis,
and a range of trade and investment issues. In Brazil there was a high
level of continuity between the military period and the New Republic,
nowhere more so than in the continuation of the frictions that had
increasingly come to characterize US-Brazilian relations since the
mid-1970s. Under Sarney such friction centred around debt manage-
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ment and Brazil's 1987 debt moratorium, trade issues (especially
investment access and intellectual property rights in the informatics
and pharmaceutical sectors), nuclear policy and arms exports, and
environmental questions. Continuity was also visible in the continued
importance of national autonomy and the protection of national
sovereignty as policy goals. This could be seen in the continuation or
expansion of such stereotypical projects as the country's informatics
regime, the nuclear program, or the national arms industry. Increased
cooperation was therefore born, at least in part, of the need to present
a united front against a hostile world. The severity and uniformity of
the economic crisis served to underline common interests and
common perspectives between the two countries. The negative
external environment reemphasised the need to broaden and
strengthen the regional market and to institutionalize the economic
interdependence that had been growing through the 1970s, but which
had fallen back so dramatically in the early 1980s.

Interest-based accounts also draw attention to power political
factors within the region. On the one hand, the continued preoccu-
pation of the Argentinian military with Chile and with the Malvinas
and South Atlantic. On the other the shift in the concerns and threat
perceptions of the Brazilian military, away from Argentina and
towards the Amazon region. This reflected fears of subversion
seeping down from the Caribbean (Cuba, Grenada, Suriname), a spill-
over of guerrilla violence from the Andean region and the need to
reassert control over the extremely rapid and increasingly disorderly
development of the Brazilian Amazon. From the mid-1980s, the
Brazilian military laid great emphasis on the Amazon and occupied
the major role in the formulation of policy towards the region. This
trend continued into the 1990s and discussions of national defense
planning and procurement policy have focused less and less on the
possibility of inter-state conflict with Argentina and ever more on the
need to police borders in the North, to control flows of gold miners, to
counter narcotrafficantes, and to prevent the "internationalization" of
the Amazon region.

However, whilst shared foreign policy interests were important, it is
impossible to ignore the importance of the transitions to democracy
that are occurring in both countries (and throughout the region). In
the first place, democratization involved the (albeit incomplete) shift
in political and bureaucratic power away from the military, both
generally and, very importantly, in the management of regional
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foreign policy. Itamaraty and San Martin (the foreign ministeries of
Brazil and Argentina respectively) became the dominant agencies in
the whole process of political cooperation and economic integration
and controlled the working groups on technical and nuclear coopera-
tion. Secondly, democratization also laid the political foundation for
increased transparency on which more specific confidence building
measures were later to be built. This was particularly important in the
nuclear field with a series of Brazilian congressional hearings and
increased discussion of Brazil's parallel nuclear program in the press
and public (for example through the work of the Brazilian Physics
Society).

Thirdly, it is very important to note that we are not dealing here
with a "democratic peace" between two well-consolidated democra-
cies but rather with contested processes of democratization. Par-
ticularly in this phase the shared interests and perhaps shared
identities came rather from a common sense of vulnerability: the
shared conviction that democracy in both countries was extremely
fragile and that non-democratic forces were by no means out of the
game (witness the military rebellions in Argentina in April 1987,
January 1998 and December 1990). This provided a shared sense of
common purpose between a limited group of politicians and govern-
ment officials (rather than between political, let alone public, opinion
more generally).

Fourthly, and especially in Argentina, this led to the overt use of
foreign policy as a means of protecting fragile and newly established
democracies. In part this reflects the close and very concrete link
between conflict resolution abroad and democratic consolidation at
home - the need to promote regional pacification in order to deprive
the nationalists of causes around which to mobilize opinion, to
demand a greater political role, or to press for militarization and
rearmament. Regional peace therefore becomes central to the main-
tenance of successful civil-military relations at home. But it also
reflected the perceived importance of building up the idea and the
rhetoric of external support: the idea of a club of states to which only
certain governments are allowed to belong and in which cooperation
becomes the international expression and symbol both of new democ-
racies and of the end of old rivalries. Democratization, rather than
democracy per se, therefore mattered a great deal and this case
provides an important counter-example to the argument that demo-
cratizing regimes are more aggressive and war-prone than other kinds
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of states.25 The leading actors on both sides believed democratization to
have been very important in redefining the interests of the two states
and in reshaping their identities and their sense of common purpose.
In so doing, one of Deutsch's essential conditions for a security
community, namely the compatibility of major values, becomes rea-
sonably well established.

But democratization, it bears repeating, was not the only factor and
does not provide a single magic key to understanding cooperation. A
simple Kantian account is difficult to reconcile with the relative
pacificism of both civilian and military governments in the region
historically and with earlier patterns of conflict and cooperation
between Brazil and Argentina. It tells us little about the successful
resolution of conflict in the period immediately before the transition
to civilian rule in Brazil and Argentina and downplays or ignores the
other factors pressing for cooperation, especially from outside the
region. Moreover, as the nuclear issue demonstrates, there are many
cross-cutting pressures and relationships. The military remain politi-
cally significant, especially in Brazil with the persistence of "authori-
tarian enclaves," a domestic role recognized in the 1988 constitution,
the absence of a civilian minister of defense and continued military
control over "strategic activities." Although democratic politicians
and foreign ministries undoubtedly make the running, the extent of
continued military power suggests that rapprochement cannot be
seen in terms of a simple struggle between civil and military autho-
rities. Equally, the limits to nuclear cooperation under Sarney and the
domestic debates over ratification of the Quadripartite Agreement in
the 1993 underscore the extent to which nuclear nationalism was by
no means limited to the military.

Phase III: Secure cooperation vs divergent identities,
1990-1996

The inauguration of Carlos Menem in Argentina in July 1989 and
Fernando Collor in Brazil in March 1990 witnessed a significant effort
to relaunch the somewhat flagging process of economic cooperation.
In July 1990 they agreed to establish a full common market by the end
of 1994. In March 1991 the Treaty of Asuncion creating Mercosur was
signed between Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay and Uruguay, entering
into force in November 1991. Bureaucratic and political ties and visits
become ever denser and the symbolism of integration continues (for
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example, Cardoso's first act as president in January 1995 was a
meeting with the presidents of Mercosul and of Bolivia and Chile).
There was also important progress in the security and arms control
field. In September 1990 Collor formally rejected any Brazilian desire
to acquire nuclear weapons and, in a symbolic gesture largely
intended for US consumption, closed the weapons testing facility at
Serra do Cachimbo and included some greater civilian oversight of
the continuing nuclear research. The 1990 Joint Declaration on a
Common Nuclear Policy created a system of jointly monitored safe-
guards in the form of the December 1991 agreement between Brazil,
Argentina, the IAEA and a newly formed bilateral agency for control-
ling nuclear materials (ABACC). This opened the way for full
implementation of the Tlatelolco Regime. Finally, the Mendonca
Agreement (which included Chile) of September 1991 extended arms
control to cover chemical and biological weapons.

Two factors stand out in explaining this phase. In the first place,
increasingly institutionalized interaction sets up a process of inter-
nalizarion and enmeshment which does not merely alter material
incentives but reinforces changes in attitudes. As we have seen,
military contacts began in the 1980s as exploratory meetings de-
signed to find out what the other side was doing. By the early 1990s
greater confidence and an increased awareness of common interests
led to increased institutionalization which in turn provided a frame-
work for new patterns of strategic interaction. In a similar way, this
period sees a gradual but steady creation of interest-groups and
networks within the state favouring integration. The network of bi-
national working groups established under the 1986 agreements and,
still more, the intergovernmental structures of Mercosur acquired a
degree of bureaucratic autonomy (and insulation from the on-going
political and institutional crisis in Brazil). Not only was the habit of
consultation growing but a small group of officials was increasingly
able to push the integration agenda forward and to work together to
try and find solutions to problems. Moreover, the institutionalization
of visits, exchanges by presidents and officials was leading to a
broader "habit of communication" of the kind that has been so
important within Europe. Although the shared sense of vulnerable
new democracies is less visible in this phase, the domestic process of
democratization remains important. In Argentina, for example, the
foreign ministry was able to secure a progressively greater role in
"security" affairs and, with the backing of Menem, to force the
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military to accept a series of unpalatable decisions on weapons and
nuclear policy.

Secondly, as with democratization in the mid-1980s, the definition
of interests and understandings of identity shift very significantly in
this period, above all because of changes in economic policy and
economic thinking. The relaunching of economic integration needs to
be understood against a set of shared and widely held perceptions of
the external environment: that economic multilateralism was under
threat and that a three-bloc world was emerging; that the end of the
Cold War was leading to the "marginalization" of the region; that the
success of US military power in the Gulf signalled a "unipolar
moment" in which there was little choice but to come to terms with
the realities of US power; and that economic globalization had
undercut the viability of existing economic policies. Partly as a result
policy in both countries moves increasingly in parallel directions:
questioning of existing economic models based on ISI, high tariffs,
and a large role for the state, and moving towards market liberalism,
placing greater reliance on market mechanisms, seeking to restructure
and reduce the role of the state, and laying greater emphasis on
integration in world markets.

This shift towards market liberalism had a profound impact on the
way Latin American states define the core goals of foreign policy -
military security, economic prosperity and political autonomy - and
the range of acceptable trade-offs between them (recall the degree to
which state-centred ISI strategies fitted with the military's strategic
interests and purposes). It also fed into regional policy in a number of
ways. Firstly, its most important impact was to make the region more
outward looking and more dependent on the international economy
at precisely the time when the overall pattern of international relations
was in a state of great flux and uncertainty. It increased Latin
American interests in the continued existence of a more or less open,
multilateral world economy. But it also altered the options when
global multilateralism appeared to be under threat, increasing the
importance of regional and sub-regional economic liberalization.
Secondly, the fact that the two countries were moving together (if still
unequally) towards economic liberalization provided a potentially
more promising basis for sub-regional economic cooperation than old-
style ECLA prescriptions. As a result, the specific character of integra-
tion changes significantly in this phase: away from balanced, sector-
specific agreements based on specific reciprocity of the kind that had
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dominated the 1986-1989 period (with a heavy focus on the capital
goods sector); and towards generalized, linear and automatic reduc-
tions in levels of protection. What we see, then, is the idea of Mercosur
as a reflection of the need for competitive modernization, as "a
platform" or a "regional laboratory" for modernization and competi-
tive insertion in the world economy" - as the new discourse expresses
it - and as a way of bringing together the internal and external
agendas of economic liberalization.

The reasons for these changes are partly to be found in purely
domestic developments: the discredit and failure of previous develop-
ment policies built around import substitution in which wide-ranging
subsidy programs and extensive direct state involvement in industry
had played a major role; the increased recognition of the need for
effective stabilization; and, most importantly, the analytically distinct
but temporally interconnected, fiscal, political and institutional crises
of the state. But these changes in economic policy are impossible to
understand without reference to the critical impact of structural
changes in the global economy: the increased pace of the globalization
of markets and production, and the dramatically increased rate of
technological change. This led to a powerful Latin American perception
that dynamic economies are internationalized economies; that growth
depends on successful participation in the world economy; that
increased foreign investment is central to the effective transfer of
modern technology; and that the increased rate of technological
change has undermined projects that aim at nationally based and
autonomous technological development.

Neorealists (and radical IPE theorists) can certainly point to impor-
tant political factors that help explain the parallel shift towards
market liberalism. They highlight the role of direct external pressure
from both states and multilateral agencies and the increasing tendency
to make economic assistance conditional upon moves towards
economic and political liberalization. Moreover, neorealists can also
highlight the continued hegemonic "policing role" of the USA in
forcing change in precisely those areas that had been previously been
central to Brazilian-Argentinian rivalry. It is difficult, for example, to
explain the shifts in nuclear policy, missile technology or arms exports
without some reference to the consistent pressure applied by Wa-
shington. But neorealism can tell us nothing at all about the ways in
which systemic or structural economic factors have interacted with
domestic factors to produce new definitions of state interest, sup-
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ported by new sets of domestic political coalitions. Its picture of the
international system misses out entirely the ways in which both
competitive dynamics and the consequent definition of state interests
are affected by changes in the global economic system and by the
changing character of the "transnational whole" within which states
and the state system are embedded. Interests and identities are being
reshaped through this period as interaction with the global political
and economic system creates a complex process of socialization. It is
tempting here to argue that peace follows from the inherently pacific
character of democratic liberalizing "trading states." Yet such an
explanatory move is difficult to square with similarly democratizing
and liberalizing states (such as Colombia, Peru, Venezuela) in parts of
the region that very clearly do not comprise a security community
(see below). Rather than classic liberalism, one might point to the
emergence of broadly liberal developmental states that face a common
predicament in adjusting to changes in the global economy and that
see regional cooperation as providing both a shelter and a platform,
and whose understandings of power, autonomy and independence
have been modified (but not transformed) in ways that facilitate
cooperation.

Ill
By the mid-1990s it was clear that a major break had taken place in the
historic rivalry between Brazil and Argentina in the sense that
previous disputes had been settled; that diplomatic, military and
economic resources were no longer committed to opposing the other
side; and that the two countries were enmeshed in an increasingly
dense process of institutionalized cooperation across a range of issues.
As we have seen, neorealist factors and forces certainly played an
important role, especially as triggers for change in the first stage of
rapprochement. Equally, shifting material incentives have been con-
sistently important and, as the process of cooperation has become
denser, institutions have indeed come to provide important functional
benefits and helped states capture common gains. But whilst power
and interest have been important, it is impossible to produce a
credible account without understanding, first, the particular historical
construction of the states involved; secondly, the processes by which
both interests and identities are created and evolve; and thirdly, the
ways in which interaction and enmeshment reinforce these changes.
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The change in the overall quality of relations is undoubtedly bigger
than the sum of its (often instrumentally driven) parts.

In order to justify the claim that the quality of the relationship has
indeed undergone significant change and that a loosely knit security
community has emerged, let us look at the evolution of transactions,
organizations and institutions, beginning in the all-important military
sector. Here there is strong evidence that the two countries no longer
fear war or prepare for war against each other. In the first place,
borders are no longer actively fortified. On one side, Brazil has
increasingly (and unilaterally) redeployed troops away from the
South. On the other, Argentina has given up its policy of "empty
provinces" under which, until the 1980s, no valued economic activ-
ities, and few bridges or transport systems were developed in the
northern provinces as part of a geopolitical doctrine of strategic denial
in the face of a Brazilian threat. Not only has such thinking dis-
appeared, but increased infrastructural integration has become a
central part of the Mercosur project.

Secondly, a successful and well established series of confidence
building measures has resolved previous points of dispute, fostering
increased trust and establishing more general principles of transpar-
ency and cooperation. In addition to the formal arms control regimes
discussed above, by the mid-1990s chiefs of staff were meeting twice a
year as part of a broadening pattern of interservice contacts. There has
also been some examples of more active cooperation - for example the
AREX joint exercises between the navies and the training of Argen-
tinian pilots on the Brazilian aircraft carrier; or the September 1996
joint army exercises which were the first time that Brazilian troops
have been on Argentinina soil since the Paraguayan War. Although
these are mostly symbolic, these may gradually lead to more concrete
discussion of shared threats and security challenges (as is already
happening between the two navies). Other illustrations of these trends
include closer consultation between the militaries on peacekeeping
and preparation for peacekeeping operation; the April 1996 agreement
between Brazil, Argentina and Paraguay which established a new
tripartite body to coordinate security in the frontier area, aimed
especially at drugs, contraband and terrorism; and a further agree-
ment, also signed in April 1996, for closer cooperation in the nuclear
and space sectors.

Thirdly, there has been gradual civilianization of security issues
and more secure civilian control over the military. In Argentina there
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has been a steady increase in the effectiveness of civilian control,
with a civilian minister of defense, the creation of a unified
command structure, civilian control of military enterprises and their
subsequent privatization, the absence in the constitution of any
domestic political role, and the ending in 1994 of conscription. The
military were forced to accept the ending of the Condor II program
and Argentina's entry into the MTCR Missile Technology Control
Regime. Military spending fell from 4 percent in 1990 to 2 percent of
GNP in 1993 and the Argentinian military have moved furthest in
developing new roles and attitudes, especially with the increased
participation in multilateral peacekeeping operations (to the extent
that half of all officers have participated in such operations). In Brazil
the military has been more able to maintain its autonomy and its
control over strategic programs (and to resist the creation of civilian
led ministry of defense). But military spending is low (around 0.8
percent of GNP) and the arms industry that attracted so much
attention in the 1970s has unravelled, with the effective bankruptcy
of the three largest firms and the cancellation or postponement of
ambitious programs to produce a main battle tank, a ground attack
aircraft, a satellite launcher and a nuclear submarine. Above all, in
both countries the military have accepted the importance of regional
cooperation and of maintaining confidence building measures.

This security relationship has been embedded in an increasingly
dense process of economic integration and transactions, organizations
and institutions in this sector have increased dramatically. Exports
within Mercosur have more than doubled as a share of total exports
since 1990, with Mercosur absorbing around 30 percent of Argentina's
exports and 22 percent of Brazilian exports. Although there were
certainly many difficulties in the 1990-1994 period caused most
obviously by the divergence of economic policies between the two
countries and the differential speed of economic liberalization and
tariff reductions, the two countries were able to agree on the
implementation of a common external tariff that came into effect on
January 1, 1995. Although certainly different from the EU or NAFTA,
Mercosur is much more than a trade agreement and the deep integra-
tion agenda encompasses investment, dispute settlement, physical
integration, labour issues, energy and macro-economic coordination.
Although difficulties continue, the security relationship is more firmly
rooted in a continuing process of economic integration than had
appeared conceivable ten years ago.
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Two points can be made about the relationship between economic
and political processes. First, politics, economics and security are
continually intertwined (in very different ways to the "twin-track"
EC/NATO model) and the positive reinforcement between them was
particularly important in sustaining the momentum of cooperation.
For example, in the late 1980s, security cooperation made much of the
running when, despite the flurry of agreements, economic cooperation
was slow and erratic. Secondly, economic regionalism has become
important to security and political stability, not because the costs of
fighting became too high according to some abstract measure; but
rather because it has helped to stabilize the redefinitions of interest
that occurred in the 1980s and because it promotes an ongoing process
of socialization and enmeshment. It has done this through a double
process of internalization, the first element of which involves material
changes in bureaucratic procedures, domestic legal arrangements,
domestic coalitions; and the second subjective element of which
involves changes in the way in which politically salient individuals
think and act.

As we have seen, the process of increased cooperation has been
strongly statist project. The development of transnational social net-
works has not been significant factors in either the ending of rivalry or
the moves towards cooperation and Deutsch's emphasis on social
transactions in such fields as trade, migration, tourism, or cultural
exchanges does not appear relevant in this case. If we look for
evidence of interaction and internalization, then this is mostly to do
with changes within the bureaucracies and the growth of institutiona-
lized interaction among an ever broader range of bureaucratic actors.
There is, however, evidence that the success of integration is leading
to an expansion in the range of actors involved - for example the
greater organization of business interests and the creation of more
formalized involvement of those regions and provinces most closely
affected by integration.26

The increased density of interaction processes and the growth of
organizations and institutions in the security, economic and political
sectors has had an important impact on both the power structures and
cognitive structures. Understandings of the role of power have shifted
both within Mercosur and between Mercosur and the rest of the sub-
region. Power and relative power still matters, especially to many in
Argentina who fear that deep integration with Brazil is bringing
excessive dependence, who believe that too much autonomy has been
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given up, and who are keen to maintain direct reciprocity, both in
terms of economic exchanges and in other areas of cooperation. Yet, as
with Germany within the EU, the problem of Brazilian power is no
longer understood in military terms and the idea of actively opposing
Brazilian power has largely disappeared. The neorealist may be
tempted to argue that the objective balance of power has shifted so far
against Argentina that conflict has become impossible (as in the case
of Mexico and the USA) and that elites in Buenos Aires are merely
bowing to the inevitable.27 Yet, first, without examining shifts in
identity and conceptions of interest it would be hard to understand
how and why Argentinian political and military leaders came to
accept this "objective" truth in this period rather than any other - how
great does the imbalance of power have to be to produce cooperation?
And, secondly, whilst such an approach may help explain why rivalry
ended, it is unclear that it could explain Argentinian willingness to
embark on both increased security cooperation and deep economic
integration with the erstwhile threatening hegemon.

A further important aspect concerns the idea of a powerful core to
which outside states no longer respond by balancing behaviour, but
rather view as a zone of peace and security in which membership is
valued. There are some signs of such a development as Mercosur
becomes more firmly established and the process of expansion has
moved forward, first with the 1996 agreement on Chilean association
and then with the advanced negotiations for Bolivian and Venezuelan
association. Here again power considerations do not disappear, in this
case the notion that a strong regional grouping will be better able to
negotiate with the USA - a belief which explains the Brazilian
emphasis on turning Mercosur into a South American grouping. Yet
power alone cannot explain the shift in attitudes towards Brazilian
power and the growth in the value placed on inclusion within the
organization.

Power, then, is a social phenomenon that is inseparable from the
cognitive structures and webs of meanings in which it is embedded.
Here it is critical to distinguish between the emergence of a genuinely
shared collective identity on the one hand (Deutsch's "we-feeling"
and mutual loyalty); and shifts in individual identities and interests in
ways that facilitate cooperation on the other. As the previous section
sought to demonstrate, the move from rivalry to cooperation has had
a great deal to do with the separate but parallel shifts in the foreign
policies of Brazil and Argentina. As a result of democratization and
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economic liberalization, it becomes much easier to speak of a com-
patibility of major values, shared ways of organizing society domes-
tically, and a shared system of intersubjective meanings.

There is some evidence that shared values have come to play a
significant role in the process of cooperation itself. Thus the rhetorical
emphasis on democracy was certainly a central feature of the 1985-
1990 period: the sharp discursive break in the way in which coopera-
tion is conceived: the constant iteration of a shared Latin American
identity; the repeated emphasis that the emerging community was to
be a democratic; the way in which the agreements and presidential
meetings explicitly sought to provide mutual support for the process
of democratic consolidation. This was carried on by both language
and symbols (for example, the building of "friendship bridges" or the
inclusion of a commitment to Latin American integration in the 1988
Brazilian constitution). It is also worth noting the differential treat-
ment of undemocratic regimes in Paraguay and Chile (their exclusion
from economic agreements and, in Brazil's case, the suspension of
arms sales to Chile). More recently, there has been a steady move, first
towards joint action to maintain the democratic basis of Mercosur (as
in the joint Brazilian-Argentinian involvement in the attempted coup
in Paraguay in 1996); and the formal enunciation of democratic criteria
for the admission of future members (the June 1996 Declaragdo
Presidencial sobre o Compromisso Democrdtico no Mercosur).

Overall, then, there has been a sustained move away from the logic
of anarchy and towards the logic of community, to that extent that a
loosely-knit security community can be said to exist around Mercosur.
Yet, against this, the Deutschian language of "we-feeling" and mutual
loyalty risks overstating the strength and density of cooperation, and
the limits to the idea of security community have to be acknowledged.
In the first place, the successes in the field of cooperative security have
mostly been of a negative (but still important) kind: relaxing tension,
reducing threat perceptions via confidence building measures and
arms control regimes, preventing backsliding and the reappearance of
balance of power discourses.28 There has been only rather modest
steps towards the more activist components of cooperative security
such as agreeing on developing plans for joint action or constructing a
collective security system. Whilst Argentina has argued for more
elaborate ideas of cooperative security both sub-regionally and within
the OAS, Brazil has proved resistant: because of its unwillingness to
be constrained by regional multilateral institutions (equally visible in
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its dislike of proposals to strengthen the military capabilities of the
OAS); because the debate on force restructuring and new professional
roles for the armed forces has moved less far than in Argentina. Thus,
when Argentina proposed 180 days' notice on military exercises and
also advanced notification of arms purchases, Brazil (and Chile)
rejected the idea.

A second limitation is the weak level of institutions in the regional
governance structure. As outlined above, this is true in the security
realm. But it is also true in the economic field with no desire on the
part of Brazil to move towards a more institutionalized intergovern-
mental system, let alone a supranational one. This is the result of both
foreign policy divergences (discussed below) but also reflects the
interests of the larger partner unwilling to see its scope for unilateral
action curtailed (cf the parallel with the USA in NAFTA). The habit of
dialogue is certainly well established but forms of management that
are not subject to immediate, day-to-day political interference
(whether from Sao Paulo industrialists or regional politicians) are only
weakly established. As the arguments over car exports and industrial
policy demonstrated, conflict management relies on overtly political
bargaining at the highest political, rather through institutionalized
dispute settlement procedures. In addition, despite the general moves
to liberalization, it is striking just how far the two sides continue to
insist on reasonably specific reciprocity, with aspects of the earlier
sector-specific concerns still visible. Institutions and procedural rules
matter because successful integration inevitably creates instability and
a new range of problems that have to be managed - for example the
expansion of Mercosur beyond the southern cone opens a range of
security issues that are far more serious and threatening than those
within the southern cone.

Finally, and most importantly, the successes of cooperation have to
be set against both important foreign policy divergences and the
conflicting identities that underpin them. During the period from 1993
to 1995 the foreign policy interests of the two countries moved apart
and Mercosur's place in the respective foreign policies and "world
views" of the two countries became more ambiguous and contested.
Argentina came to lay very great stress on improving and intensifying
relations with the United States and Western Europe. This involved a
policy of grand gestures, sometimes quite extreme and quite remote
from immediate interests (such as support for the USA over the Gulf
or Haiti, or the country's voting record in the UN), as well as a strong
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emphasis on the country's commitment to liberal values. These steps
were designed to underline in strong and symbolic terms the extent of
the historic shift in the country's international stance and to overcome
Argentina's negative and unreliable image. Argentina also played a
leading role in giving greater teeth to the OAS's charter commitment
to democracy and, in a further striking rejection of earlier thinking,
supported the use of coercion to restore democratic regimes. Par-
ticular during 1993/94 there was vigorous debate about the relative
position of relations with Brazil and Mercosur on the one hand and
early membership of NAFTA on the other.

Brazilian policy, by contrast, remained more ambiguous and the
elements of continuity remain far more pronounced. Foreign policy
speeches lay great emphasis on the idea of "universalism" and of the
country as a "global trader" whose fundamental interests lie in global
multilateralism and political diversification. Although great efforts
have been made to improve relations with Washington, although the
costs of previous confrontation have been appreciated, and although
fear of exclusion from regional developments forced Brazil to partici-
pate even when opposed (eg on the role of the OAS in promoting
democracy), Brazilian policy on hemispheric cooperation and integra-
tion remained ambivalent and hesitant. This reflected a deep rooted
belief that Brazil is different and is powerful enough to stand apart.
Thus whilst it is certainly true that Brazil has been unable to resist the
need to redefine and improve its relations with Washington, it has
also sought to maintain its freedom of action by strengthening the
viability of sub-regional options. This logic would explain the Brazi-
lian decision in October 1992 to launch its so-called "Amazonian
initiative" and the announcement by President Franco in October 1993
of the proposal to expand Mercosur into a South American Free Trade
Area.

It is possible to analyze these differences in narrow instrumental
terms, for example to view Argentinian policy in terms of the desire to
"trade" political support for concrete economic benefits, especially in
the light of the underlying fragility of the Cavallo economic policy
and its high dependence on the maintenance of investor confidence.
But as Roberto Russell has argued, external incentives did not
necessarily led to the dramatic pro-western policies of the Menem
government.29 Rather differences in foreign policy reflect a deeper
divergence in the ways in which elites in the two countries conceive of
their place in the world and current debates about identity only make
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sense when viewed within a longer-term historical context. Thus
Argentinian foreign policy under Menem has been built around a
conscious rejection of the idea of Argentina as a "third world" country
and natural member of the NAM; of a conception of nationalism
defined in terms of opposition to the US; and of an "exceptionalist"
account of Argentina's place in the world. This has also involved
growing doubts about the idea of Latin America as representing any
kind of collective identity. Thus di Telia has spoken of the Latin
America as a "cartographical illusion." Instead of a common regional
identity, we have seen a reversion to an older image of Argentina as
an essentially Western and European country that has little in
common with the other countries of the region. On this view, coopera-
tion is secure and important, but, as one senior Argentinian diplomat
has put it "integration is not identification." In Brazil on the other
hand there continues to be a good deal of emphasis on the differences
between the country and other parts of the region, and on the need for
independence. There has also been a revival of the image of Brazil as a
"consensus builder" or "interlocuteur" between North and South
(apparent in the 1970s). In response to Mexico's defection, it is also
interesting to note the conscious effort to redefine regional cooperation
in terms of a "South" rather than "Latin" American identity. Con-
structivism, then, helps us understand both the ways in which more
expansive notions of community may emerge, but also the ways in
which historically embedded identities constitute important obstacles
to cooperation.

IV
If we can indeed speak of an emerging security community around
the Mercosur countries, what are its boundaries? The most immediate
issue concerns Chile. The long history of territorial conflict with
Argentina and of the shared perception of territorial losses at the
other's expense go back to the early days of state formation in the
1820s. In addition Chile has long been part of the balance of power
system in the southern cone and balance of power thinking and, later,
geopolitical analysis is deeply engrained in the military establish-
ments of the two countries. A protracted arms race and the renewal of
conflict over the islands in the Beagle Channel brought the two
countries close to war in the 1970s.

Since then, there have been many positive developments. Starting
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with the 1984 Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation which settled the
Beagle Dispute, twenty-three out of the twenty-four outstanding
border disputes have been settled (the twenty-fourth has been agreed
by governments but is stuck in congress). Chile has taken part of a
number of arms control and confidence building measures (in par-
ticular the Mendonca Declaration of 1991 on chemical and biological
weapons signed by Brazil, Argentina and Chile). Contacts between
the military establishments have grown in frequency and density
since 1986 and in November 1995 a memorandum of understanding
on security affairs was agreed with Argentina.30 Diplomatic and
political exchanges have flourished based on a convergence of market
liberal economic policies and undoubtedly assisted by the 1989
presidential elections in Chile. In addition by 1995 Chile had decided
to shift to seek closer relations (although not membership) with
Mercosur, signing an association agreement in June 1996. Hitherto
Chile had been forthright in its prioritization of NAFTA membership.
All this can be taken as evidence of Chile's inclusion an expanding
security community in the Southern Cone.

On the other hand there remain grounds for hesitancy. Securing
domestic political support for the delineation of historically contested
boundaries has not been easy.31 In 1992, for example, 17 percent of
Argentinians and 37 percent of Chileans thought that military threats
were likely or very likely. But the more important issue concerns the
position of the Chilean military. In part this has to do with the
continued political role of the military which is much stronger than in
Brazil and which, for example, enjoys continued control over the level
and content of defense spending (significantly higher than in Brazil or
Argentina). But, more importantly, it has to do with the military's
underlying assumptions about their role and the nature of regional
international politics. The Chilean military (and especially the army)
has shown very little interest in peacekeeping operations and discus-
sion of new security issues and its doctrine, procurement and plan-
ning remains focused on the traditional roles of power projection and
the protection of borders.

Finally, if there is an emerging loosely coupled security community
in the southern cone and a consolidated security community involv-
ing Canada, the USA and Mexico, what is the status of the region in
between? The first point to make is that the popular idea that this sub-
region has become increasingly pacific since the late nineteenth
century needs to be treated with considerable caution, especially
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when one considers the whole spectrum of armed conflict. Balancing
behaviour and balance of power discourse has been extremely
common and the possibility of using force as part of foreign policy has
been taken for granted by the militaries of many South and Central
American states. In this sub-region there have been seven inter-
national conflicts in the twentieth century. Military interventions
involving the USA have been still more common, as have civil wars
and very high levels of social violence. As discussed at the start of this
chapter, trends in the 1980s pointed towards increasing conflict with
violence between Peru and Ecuador, serious tensions between Argen-
tina and Chile and Venezuela and Colombia, and an internationalized
set of civil wars in Central America.

Since then it is possible to highlight positive developments: the
success of regional pacification in Central America, involving con-
fidence building measures, regional mediation efforts and an active
role for the OAS and UN; the growth in the 1980s of new forms of
political concertacion in the 1980s; the spread of economic integration
and cooperation agreements; and the reinvigoration of the OAS, not
least with its new found determination to uphold its Charter commit-
ment to democracy and its actions in Peru, Guatamala and Haiti.32 In
addition, Latin American arms imports declined from around 8
percent of the world total in 1981 to 6.5 percent in 1987, to 3.8 percent
in 1991. Latin American arms exports declined from 0.46 percent of
world total in 1981, to 1.5 percent in 1987, to 0.37 percent in 1991.

Yet there are very serious difficulties with the notion of even a
loosely coupled security community in this area, reflecting the in-
creased social and economic heterogeneity of the region as a whole. In
the first place, specific border conflicts remain far from settled, most
obviously given the war between Peru and Ecuador which flared up in
early 1995, but also between Venezuela and Colombia where tensions
have been fed by guerrillas, drugs, and illegal immigration and where
the two sides mobilized in 1987 and 1993. These conflicts certainly
pose problems for liberal approaches that stress the importance of
democracy and growing economic interdependence.33 Secondly,
although activity and discussion has certainly increased dramatically,
the OAS is very far from providing an effective security system, of
either collective or cooperative security.34 Third, and closely related,
there is the position of the United States. Historically, the USA has
never been consistently opposed to the use of force in the region. On
the one hand, it has sometimes chosen to remain disengaged from
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international tensions (as with Peru/Ecuador in 1939/1941 or with
Chile/Argentina in the 1970s). On the other hand, Washington has
been willing to use military force itself, to support or actively promote
the use of force by others (as in Central America in the 1980s), and to
resist multilateral security arrangements both regionally and within
the UN that would seriously curb its traditional unilateralism. The end
of the Cold War has done little to alter this historical pattern. Finally,
there is the difficult question of civil wars and social violence. Partly
because of the relative success of state- and nation-building and the
absence of secessionist movements; and partly because of the lack of
the kinds of international involvement that characterized Central
America in the 1980s, most of this violence is contained within the
borders of states. Yet the levels of violence have been very high
(165,000 killed in Colombia in the 1980s alone). If, as Deutsch originally
argued, security communities have to do with groups of people, as well
as collectivities, integrated to the point that they will not fight each
other, then it becomes impossible to hide behind the distinction
between international wars and other forms of social conflict. Precisely
how one deals with the relationship between social and international
violence is not clear. Yet continued high levels of social conflict and the
privatizaion of violence provides a further reason for doubting the
existence of even a loosely coupled security community.

Conclusion
Although no doubt possessing common attributes and sharing an
"elective affinity/7 the Latin American case provides important
grounds for doubting that regional "anarchies" are everywhere alike
or that we can meaningfully talk of a Westphalian system whose
essence remains unchanged and whose logic applies universally.
Security communities are not illusions, deceptive islands of peace in a
self-help system whose logic carries with it the ever present danger of
a return to war and conflict. This chapter has argued that a loosely
coupled, if still imperfect, security community can be identified
within Mercosur, built around the changes that have taken place in
the core relationship between Brazil and Argentina. It is a bounded
community, with Chile's position still ambiguous and with the rest of
South America still beset by a range of traditional and non-traditional
security challenges.

This chapter has also argued that the move away from rivalry and
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conflict between Brazil and Argentina cannot be reduced either to
power considerations or to a narrow set of issue-specific, instrumen-
tally driven cooperative moves. Rather the process of cooperation
challenges both neorealist and neoliberal theories, highlighting by
contrast: first, the critical importance of the historical construction of
states and of historically specific patterns of interaction; secondly, the
ways in which a series of separate but parallel shifts in interests and
identities facilitated cooperation; thirdly, the extent to which these
shifts were the product of both domestic and international factors and
were reflected in, and powerfully reinforced by, the on-going process
of interaction and the creation of institutionalized cooperation; but,
finally, the way in which barriers to cooperation need to be under-
stood as much as the product of continued divergent identities as of
material obstacles and disincentives.
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8 Australia and the search for a security
community in the 1990s
Richard A. Higgott and Kim Richard Nossal

Introduction
When Karl Deutsch and his colleagues proposed the concept of
"security community/'1 their focus was on groups rather than single
states. Given the necessarily plural nature of "community," it might
be wondered how a single-country case study might assist in the
retrieval of Deutsch's concept of security community. We argue that
the case of Australia is indeed useful, because of the country's shifting
location in global politics. While such changes are by no means
unique, few political communities have as self-consciously sought to
"relocate" themselves, in economic, diplomatic, and security terms as
Australia did in the 1980s and 1990s. Between 1983 and 1996, the
Australian Labor Party (ALP) governments of Bob Hawke and Paul
Keating pursued an undisguised "push into Asia." While this hardly
represented an Australian "defection" from the West, as Samuel
Huntington put it,2 there can be little doubt that the ALP was seeking
to "move" Australia from being a European/American-oriented com-
munity to being a nation in, and of, the Asia Pacific.

In addition, however, we argue that the Australian case offers
analytical insights into foreign policy transformation. We will argue
that a combination of post-imperial history, geo-strategic location, and
national politico-economic development provided the impetus for the
pursuit of a liberal internationalist foreign policy that can foster the
growth of security communities in the post-Cold War era.

Australia, we suggest, has increasingly become a state in inter-
national politics that sits uneasily between two worlds in security
terms. The first is the Anglo-American world of Australia's nine-
teenth-century origins and twentieth-century development. Like other
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settler societies - such as Canada, New Zealand, and South Africa -
Australia evolved from colonies that Britain either established or
seized from others. Created by an act of the British Parliament in 1901,
Australia was not independent, but a self-governing and non-sover-
eign dominion of the British Empire. While it acquired formal
sovereignty from Britain with the Statute of Westminster in 1931 along
with the other dominions, a sense of independence from Britain took
longer to develop, with Australia only fully coming of age during the
years of American hegemony in the middle and later years of the
twentieth century.

While early on those living in Australia developed a distinctive
identity and culture - perhaps best exemplified by the thousands of
words that are distinctly Australian and not inherited from England -
the links to Europe and the United States were powerful and per-
vasive. Until recently, all but a minority of Australians had familial
roots in the United Kingdom and Ireland. While the institutions of the
community - political, economic, social, educational, religious, cul-
tural, sporting - evolved their own distinctive Australian character-
istics, most of those institutions could be traced in some fashion to one
or both of the two imperial centres, British or American. National
identity tended to be an admixture of British and indigenous
symbols.3

Likewise, for much of the twentieth century, Australian wealth was
linked to a global imperial economy centered in England. The cultural
referents of Australians tended to be European and American.
Security was intricately bound to the security of empire - first the
British Empire, and then, after Britain had demonstrated its inability
(if not unwillingness) to defend Australia from the predations of
imperial Japan in the early 1940s, the global defense networks of the
United States in the Cold War era.

Australia's other world is that of the Asia Pacific.4 A consequence of
globalization in the 1960s and 1970s, Australia's location in the
international division of labor changed, shifting the basis of wealth
away from Britain and Europe. And when the government in
Canberra discarded its discriminatory "White Australia" policy in the
early 1970s,5 the ethnic mix of Australians, particularly in the cities,
was radically altered. And, as the country's location changed, Austra-
lia's political, bureaucratic, educational, and corporate elites pushed
the idea that Australia was also a member of the Asia Pacific region, a
country in Asia, and a part of an Asian "neighborhood." This resulted
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in what one journalist breathlessly termed the progressive "Asianiza-
tion" of Australia.6

But, we will argue, Australia's two worlds do not sit easily with one
another. The shift from one security community - the alliance between
Australia, New Zealand, and the United States - to another, more
nascent, and more ambiguous, community in Asia, perhaps best
exemplified by the Australia-Indonesia Agreement on Maintaining
Security of 18 December 1995, has not been easy. In particular, there
has been a domestic reaction to the attempt to change Australia's
security location. Following the defeat of the ALP in the March 1996
elections, the Liberal/National Coalition government of John Howard
backed away from the ALP's aggressive Asian policy, instead adopt-
ing a pro-American "tilt" in its foreign policy. Likewise, the "push
into Asia" also spawned views like those of Pauline Hanson, an
independent member of Parliament, who in her maiden speech
warned that Australia was being "swamped by Asians."7

Our argument proceeds in five parts. We begin with a brief over-
view of the "old" world of Australia's security in the post-1945
period. Next we examine the changes of the 1980s and 1990s and
survey the efforts to move to develop a new security location. The
third section looks at the "new" world of Australian security, in-
cluding the 1995 security agreement with Indonesia, and the after-
math of the defeat of Labor in the March 1996 elections. The fourth
and fifth parts contrast Australian and Asian perspectives on com-
munity. We examine Canberra's propensity to build "community" in
international politics, and how that affected efforts to shift Australia's
security location. We then turn to Asian views of Australia's member-
ship in regional community, and survey the obstacles to the achieve-
ment of a security community in the Asia Pacific given the lack of
shared sense of "we-ness" so necessary for the flourishing of a
security community.

The "old" world of Australian security
Rich, developed, liberal-democratic, and sparsely populated, Aus-
tralia is located on the southern margins of the Asia Pacific.8 Histori-
cally, Australians tended to perceive themselves as being far removed
from what was seen as the cultural and economic "homeland" of
Britain. The only other neighbor in the immediate vicinity "like"
Australia was New Zealand; by contrast, the other neighbors immedi-
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ately to the north - populous, poor, non-industrialized, undeveloped,
and non-democratic - were regarded by most Australians primarily
as a threat, either to the racial purity of the Australian nation, or to the
security and well-being of the Australian state.9 Thus, in the first four
decades of nationhood after Australia was created in 1901, the
government sought to provide security for the nation by insulating
Australia from its neighbors, isolating itself from the natural dictates
of geographic proximity, and seeking "a great and powerful friend"10

to provide the physical security that a small nation with a vast
coastline could not provide for itself against such putatively predatory
neighbors. In such a lonely, fragile, and essentially insecure location,
"community" was hardly possible.

If community with their northern neighbors was seen as impossible,
Australians did nonetheless develop a Deutschian "security commun-
ity" after the Second World War. The inability of Britain to defend
Australia against Japan, and the widespread view in Australia that
the United States had "saved" the country from the Japanese,
prompted both the government and ordinary Australians to swap
patrons. In security terms, they turned from one "friend" who was no
longer either so great or so powerful to one who clearly was both. The
arrangements that grew out of American involvement in the Pacific
war and solidified during the emergent Cold War constituted a
security community. The community was institutionalized via a
formal alliance between Australia, New Zealand and the United
States (ANZUS),11 and given concrete manifestation through Austra-
lian participation in both the Korean and Vietnam wars. Security links
with Britain (and, in the South Pacific, France) remained strong. While
Britain was no longer the major alliance partner, military and intelli-
gence arrangements flourished in the wider context of the Western
alliance during the Cold War. Thus, this community was marked by
huge geographic distances between its members, confirming Michael
Barnett's observation, made in the context of the Israeli-American
security relationship, that shared identities need not be tied to spatial
proximity.12

Despite the distances that separated its members, it nonetheless was
a "security community" in the Deutschian sense. First, the members
of that community regarded it as inconceivable that force would be
used against one another in the settlement of disputes. Secondly, the
organization of the security arrangements was an on-going confir-
mation of what Adler and Barnett call the "we-ness" of the group
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members: Australians, New Zealanders, Americans, and Europeans.
And it confirmed the concomitant necessary "they-ness" of Asians (an
"otherness" that persisted even when Australian troops were used to
provide security to Asian states, such as in Korea in the early 1950s, or
South Vietnam during the 1960s, or Malaysia and Singapore via the
Five Power Defence Arrangement).

Thirdly, security and the economy went hand in hand. On the one
hand, Australia's security arrangements reflected the country's
economic ties. In the two decades after 1945, Australia's economic
links were with Britain, the United States, and Japan. In 1945, close to
half of all Australian imports came from Britain; by 1970, the United
States was supplying a quarter of Australia's imports and Britain
another quarter. In the 1950s and into the 1960s, the bulk of Australian
exports went to Britain, eventually to be replaced by Japan in the mid-
1960s. Likewise, economic links reflected, and reinforced, security:
Australia was a keen participant in the Colombo Plan, seeing
economic development as a means of avoiding internal and external
subversion from Communism.

Relocating Australia's security community
By the late 1960s, Australia's location in the international system
shifted. It began with changes in patterns of trade, accelerated by the
growth of the Japanese economy in the 1960s, British membership in
the European Economic Community in the early 1970s, the solidifica-
tion of the Japanese-Australian trading relationship in the 1970s, and
the growth of the newly industrializing countries in the 1970s and
1980s. By the 1980s, the shift had become pronounced: the Asia Pacific
region, including the South Pacific, Southeast Asia, Northeast Asia,
and North America, accounted for two-thirds of Australia's exports
and imports. By contrast, Britain's role as a trading partner - but not
its role as a source of foreign investment13 - had diminished dramati-
cally: just over 3 percent of Australian exports went to Britain; and
only 2 percent of Australian imports came from Britain. In short, by
the 1980s, Australia was more significantly integrated in economic
terms into the Asia Pacific than any other Western industrialized state.

This change in economic location was accompanied by a shift in the
emphasis of foreign policy. Australian policy-makers began to attach
an increasing importance to both multilateralism and regionalism,
particularly in economic policy. Disputes over agricultural trade with
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the United States prompted Canberra to try and find solutions to the
threats to its economic security in multilateral fora. At the outset of
the Uruguay Round, Australia took the lead in organizing the Cairns
group, countries committed to the liberalization of agricultural trade.
Likewise, Australia began looking to regional organizations as a
forum for the discussion of economic conflicts in which it and its
major trading partners were increasingly involved. For example, it
was instrumental in the formation of the Asia Pacific Economic
Cooperation (APEC) forum in 1989.14

The changing location of Australia in the global economy also
altered the country's bilateral relationship with the United States. In
the view of some, economic issues in the bilateral relationship began
to assume greater importance.15 The result was that the historical
priority that had been placed on military security and the ANZUS
alliance declined somewhat - even before the end of the Cold War.
Although the alliance was still deemed important, it no longer
dominated the relationship, bringing into sharp relief the different
theoretical directions that the foreign economic policies of the two
allies took in the late 1980s and early 1990s. As the United States
became more of a realist in foreign economic policy, Australia
pursued a more liberal institutionalist approach. These differences
frequently spilled into the security domain. For example, James Baker,
the United States secretary of state, strongly condemned the proposal
by Gareth Evans, Australia's minister for foreign affairs and trade
from 1988 to 1996, to establish a Conference on Security and Coopera-
tion in Asia (CSCA) modelled on the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe.16

At the same time, there was a marked change in the international
politics of Australia's region during the 1980s. Most importantly, the
security community that had been the hallmark of international
relations in the South Pacific began to fray somewhat with the
decision of the French government to blow up the Rainbow Warrior,
the Greenpeace vessel spearheading opposition to French nuclear
tests in the South Pacific.17 Although Australia, New Zealand, and
other South Pacific states had been increasingly at odds with France
over the French nuclear testing program that had begun with atmo-
spheric tests in 1966, the Rainbow Warrior bombing was the first
occasion when one of the members of the Western alliance in the
South Pacific had used force against another.

The fracture deepened when the New Zealand Labour government
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of David Lange, largely in response to the bombing, adopted a policy
that barred nuclear-powered and nuclear-armed ships from New
Zealand harbors. The United States, worried about the precedent that
would be set for other American allies, responded harshly. It imposed
sanctions against New Zealand, including a ban on high-level con-
tacts; it downgraded the country from an "ally" to a "friend," and
effectively suspended its membership in ANZUS.18

These disputes also affected Australia. The Australian government
of Bob Hawke might have been displeased at Lange's policy, and, as
Coral Bell notes, New Zealand's suspension from the alliance actually
brought the United States and Australia closer together.19 But Wash-
ington's harsh reaction served to remind Australians of the limits of
American tolerance of divergence within its security arrangements in
the Pacific. Likewise, the unsympathetic response of both London and
Washington to the bombing led some Australians to wonder whether
Britain or the United States would defend Australian security when
antipodean interests conflicted with those of the metropolitan powers
- as they so clearly did in the Rainbow Warrior case.20

At the same time, changes were occurring in the composition of
Australian society. For the seven decades after the federation was
founded in 1901, Australian immigration policy was marked by an
undisguised effort to keep the country racially pure. It was a
remarkably successful policy: in 1947, for example, 97.9 percent of all
Australians had been born in Australia, Britain, Ireland, or New
Zealand.21 However, the "White Australia" policy was by slow
degrees liberalized in the 1960s,22 and finally discarded after the
Australian Labor Party (ALP) under Gough Whitlam came to power
in 1972.23 It was replaced with a universal, ethnically blind policy.
The pattern of immigration - and the ethnic face of Australia -
changed. By 1991-2, Britain was still the largest single source of
settlers arriving in Australia - 13.5 percent. But that year over half of
Australia's new immigrants were from Hong Kong (12 percent),
Vietnam (9 percent), the Philippines, India, China, Taiwan, Malaysia,
Sri Lanka, and New Zealand. The Asian-born population grew
considerably, from 1.3 percent of the population in 1971 to 2.5 percent
in 1981 to 4.3 in 1989.24

These changes all prompted a widespread rethinking of Australian
identity among the contemporary Australian intellectual, corporate,
and policy-making elite in the 1980s and early 1990s. The transition
being experienced by Australia was widely seen as an opportunity to
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mold and consolidate a new national identity and a new international
role for Australia distinct from that which for so long had been
conditioned by the Anglo-American connection. The story of the
intellectual struggle to reshape Australia's identity has been told in
detail elsewhere.25 However, this reconsideration of identity was also
reflected in the changing nature of Australian foreign and security
policy.

The major element in the redefinition of national identity was a
subtle downplaying of links with a British and American past, and
instead the embrace of a new Asian future. Sir Robert Menzies, prime
minister from 1949 to 1966, had declared himself to be "British to the
boot heels/' an Anglophilic view that gave way in the 1960s to Harold
Holt's pro-Americanism, best captured in his catch-cry "All the way
with LBJ." In the 1980s, Bob Hawke would discover Australia's
"Asian future"; by the early 1990s, as one critic noted, Paul Keating's
prime ministership could be characterized by the slogan "It's all the
go with Tokyo."26

According to this redefinitional exercise, it was time for Australia to
abandon the 200 years of struggle against "the reality of its own
geography," to use the words of Australia's foreign minister between
1988 and 1996, Gareth Evans.27 Australia should no longer view itself
as an Anglo-American outpost, a transplanted European nation in
Asia. Rather, Australians should come to terms with their geography,
and admit that their country was part of the Asian region. Not that
Australians were "Asians," but rather that, in the words of Gareth
Evans, "The old perceptions . . . based on "Asian" and "European"
identities, are losing their utility."28

Part of this coming to terms often meant forging an identity that
was more robustly different from the past. That is why, for example,
in the 1990s Keating tried so hard to replace the symbolic links to a
British past with new symbols. He argued that to close what he called
the Australian "branch office of empire,"29 it was necessary to replace
the ensign and its Union Flag with an indigenous flag; and to cut the
umbilical cord to the British Crown and instead create a republic. In
the end he and the ALP were defeated in the March 1996 elections
before such symbolic changes could be made, but the debate over
redefining identity was nonetheless sharpened by such efforts.

As Stephen FitzGerald reminds us, it is important to recognize that
the main proponents of such a redefinition were mostly institutional:
"The Australian discovery of Asia has been dominated by institution-
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al engagement: governments - Commonwealth [i.e., federal] and state
- political parties, government departments, business corporations,
university administrations, media organisations ... ."30 And while
there were numerous proponents of the Asian idea at the govern-
mental level in the 1980s and 1990s, there can be no doubt that the
most vigorous was Gareth Evans, the minister for foreign affairs and
trade in the Australian Labor Party governments of Bob Hawke and
Paul Keating. In numerous speeches after he was appointed to the
portfolio in 1988, Evans pushed the idea that Australia should be seen
as a country that is part of Asia; that Asia is Australia's future; that
Asia is "where we live." As he wrote in 1991: "Our future lies,
inevitably, in the Asia Pacific region. This is where we must live, must
survive strategically and economically, and find a place and a role if
we are to develop our full potential as a nation."31 While Meg Gurry
has shown that such attempts to conceptualize the importance of Asia
to Australia can be traced back to the 1940s,32 Evans's efforts to turn
Australia, in his words, from an "odd man out" in Asia to an "odd
man in," were more persistent and more coherent than in the past. To
be sure, this quest occasionally took an odd turn. For example, in
Brunei in July 1995 for the annual Association of Southeast Asian
(ASEAN) foreign ministers' meeting, Evans argued that Australia and
New Zealand should be issued invitations to the Asia-Europe
Economic meeting then being planned for Bangkok in 1996. He
buttressed his argument with a new map, whose projection portrayed
Australia as being in the center of an East Asian hemisphere. Rather
than the flat distortions of a Mercator projection, Evans's map looked
as though "it was drawn by someone staring out of a space capsule as
it orbited over Australia."33

The "new" world of Australian security
Not surprisingly, such a dramatic relocation had an impact on the
attitudes of Australians about external threats to their well-being, and
on their definition of the protection needed to mitigate those threats;
this is especially the case in attitudes toward alliance structures and
regional neighbors.

First, there has been a dramatic change in the nature of threat
perception in Australia. For much of the twentieth century, concern
focussed on threats to sovereign integrity posed by those who could
invade Australian territory, most palpably seen in the invasion scares
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of the early 1940s. By the 1980s and 1990s, by contrast, many
Australians had begun to define security more broadly, with greater
threats seen in the economic realm than from invasion.34 For example,
assertive American economic policies were seen as causing damage to
Australian well-being: indeed, facing huge losses in export earnings
because of American export enhancement programs, an Australian
foreign minister, Bill Hayden, would go so far as to wonder aloud
whether the United States was still Australia's friend.35 Likewise, a
threat was seen in the declining autonomy of the state over the control
of national economic well-being in an era of globalization; the
suggested solution was greater liberalization and openness.36

Secondly, the changing nature of threat perception and the "push"
into Asia produced a contradiction in Australian policy toward the
region. The contradiction can be simply stated: the government does
not believe that its neighbors pose any threat to the security of
Australia; however, the government spends approximately AUD$10
billion a year to defend Australia against threats to its security that
could only come from its neighbors.37

The paradox had its beginnings in the policy of "defence self-
reliance" - a doctrine that proposed remaining under the US-backed
ANZUS umbrella, but acquiring the capability to defend Australia
against all but a major aggressor without having to depend on a
"great and powerful friend." While this policy dates back to Richard
Nixon's Guam doctrine of 1969, the Australian government enshrined
the idea in its 1987 defense white paper.38 Becoming self-reliant within
ANZUS necessitated a AUD$25 billion program of capital acquisition
to ensure that the Australian Defence Forces had the appropriate
capabilities to defend against military attack.39 In the meantime,
however, the government would seek "to strengthen the commonality
of strategic interests" between Australia and the countries of the
region, mainly by encouraging "security cooperation."40

Canberra's policy on regional security was sharpened two years
later. In a Ministerial Statement issued in December 1989,41 Evans
outlined plans for relations with Australia's neighbors for the 1990s.
The statement advocated the adoption of a policy of "comprehensive
engagement" in Southeast Asia. Much of the discussion of how
Australia would provide for its security focused on the military
aspects of Australian security, and indeed was generally consistent
with the precepts of the 1987 defense white paper. In addition, the
statement did feature an extended discussion of "non-military
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threats" - the environment, health problems such as AIDS, drugs, and
illegal migration.42

The 1989 Statement can be seen as an attempt by a foreign minister
to allay concerns in Southeast Asia that Australia's defense policy was
directed at them.43 Indeed, Evans continued to try to soothe Austra-
lia's neighbors, claiming for example in February 1990 that Canberra
would seek "active participation in any gradually emerging sense of
shared strategic and security interests" in the region. Although he was
manifestly sceptical of "a sort of 'common Southeast Asian home'
security concept on Gorbachevian lines," Evans did indicate that
"Australia wants to be constructively involved in any dialogues" on
regional security.44

Between 1989 and 1994 Evans tried out a number of different
conceptions of security for application in the region.45 He finally
settled on "cooperative security" as the most appropriate approach in
a regional context.46 However, the idea of cooperative security did not
originate in Australia: due acknowledgement needs to be located
elsewhere, especially in Canadian policy and intellectual circles.47

However, Evans did embrace the idea of cooperative security as part
of his pursuit of good international citizenship, seeking to occupy the
high moral ground that was so often in the past the preserve of
Scandinavians and Canadians.

But the embrace of cooperative security by Evans exposed a tension
within the foreign policy-making community in Canberra between the
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) on the one hand,
and the defense establishment on the other. While DFAT eagerly
embraced the newer conceptions of security implicit in the "habits of
dialogue" associated with cooperative security, the defense establish-
ment - including its intellectual arm, the Strategic and Defence
Studies Centre at the Australian National University - remained more
diffident and "old-style realist" on such questions. This led to a
discrepancy between the rhetoric of Australian security policy in the
Asia Pacific region, and the substance of Australian defence policy on
such matters as weapons procurement and defense preparation.48

For Evans, the problem was particularly acute, for he was unable to
solve the basic contradiction in Australia's security policy. Australia
might be "pushing" into Asia, but Australia's defense policies were
still designed to protect the country from threats that could come from
nowhere else but regional neighbors. Moreover, when the Keating
government adopted a new white paper on defense in 1994, it was
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unwilling to resolve this basic contradiction. The foreign minister
sought to soothe; the defense white paper was blunt:

[O]ur region is one of great dynamism, strategically as well as
economically. The next fifteen years will see great change in our
strategic environment. With the end of the Cold War, important new
uncertainties have emerged about the future strategic situation in
Asia. Economic growth will increase the power of nations in our
region, and political change may make their policies less predictable.
Because of these uncertainties, we acknowledge the possibility that
our security environment could deteriorate, perhaps quite seriously
in the future. We recognise that at some time in the future armed force
could be used against us and that we need to be prepared to meet it.49

To be sure, the authors of the white paper wriggled mightily to escape
the obvious implications of this prudential analysis, dwelling at
length on the range of Australia's engagement with the Asian region,
and stressing defense cooperation with both close ASEAN neighbors
and the states of Northeast Asia.

But the essence of the paradox remained: for all the desire on the
part of the country's elites to "relocate" Australia as part of Asia,
there was little willingness to alter the definition of identity suffi-
ciently to admit that Australia's Asian neighbors did not pose a risk to
the country's well-being.50

However, the tensions in this approach did not deter Evans from
pursuing the cooperative security idea, focussing in large part on the
great powers. For example, in March 1995, he bruited the idea of a
"security grouping" in Asia to balance, as he put it, "the minuet of the
giants" in the Asia Pacific.51 Likewise, Prime Minister Keating
stressed that Australia, while not wanting to set up a "non-China
block," had no wish to "be in the Chinese orbit."52

Nor, importantly, did these tensions in approach deter the ALP
government from engaging in highly secret negotiations with Indo-
nesia, the results of which were revealed in December 1995. The
Australia-Indonesia Agreement on Maintaining Security was a con-
crete manifestation of the simultaneous pursuit of security coopera-
tion and cooperative security, and an attempt to resolve the
contradictions implicit in the defense white paper. The agreement was
not an alliance or a pact. It was simply an "agreement on maintaining
security." The operative articles of the agreement outline limited
commitments "to consult at ministerial level about matters affecting
their common security and to develop such cooperation as would
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benefit their own security and that of the region" (article 1); "to
consult each other in the case of adverse challenges to either party or
to their common security interests . . ." (article 2); and "to promote
. . . mutually beneficial cooperative activities in the security field"
(article 3).53 In short, it was, as Keating put it, a declaration of trust
between the two countries.

The agreement was, however, an important symbol of the "new"
world of Australian security. First, the language of the agreement
embraces the concepts of both cooperative security (championed by
Foreign Affairs) and security cooperation (the approach of choice in
the Department of Defence). Second, the signing ceremony on 18
December 1995 was equally symbolic of "Australia in Asia": held in
Jakarta, it was attended by the entire upper foreign affairs/defence
echelon of the Australian government - the prime minister, Paul
Keating; the deputy prime minister, Kim Beazley; the minister for
foreign affairs, Gareth Evans; the minister for defence, Robert Ray; the
chief of the defense forces, General John Baker; and the former chief,
General Peter Gration, who had negotiated the treaty. (Indeed, accord-
ing to DFAT, it was the most senior delegation to have ever left
Australia.) The security agreement thus shifted Australia's security
stance considerably, and went some distance to resolving the contra-
dictions inherent in the 1994 defense white paper.

But the domestic uneasiness that had been growing towards Aus-
tralia's new security position reasserted itself after the general elec-
tions of 2 March 1996. The new conservative coalition of the Liberal
Party and National Party under John Howard pledged to continue
Labor's policy of engagement with the region, but it was clearly not as
committed as Labor to the "new" security arrangements. For
example, while in opposition, Alexander Downer, Howard's minister
for foreign affairs, had criticized Keating for having damaged Austra-
lia's international reputation with his "obsession" with Asia;54 and
once in office, Downer quickly became embroiled in a tiff with
Australia's Asian neighbors over development assistance. More im-
portantly, the Howard government left in no doubt its preference for
facets of the "old" world of Australian security: the July 1996
AUSMIN talks between Australian and United States officials at the
ministerial level were given considerably more prominence by the
Coalition than by Labor. And the prime minister himself distanced
himself from Evans's rhetoric, asserting that Australia was in fact not
faced with "a choice between its history and its geography."55
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Australian perspectives on community
in the Asia Pacific

The Australian attempt to "relocate" itself more firmly as part of Asia
has thus been somewhat ambiguous. On the one hand, Australian
elites generally support a redefinition of identity, a "push" into Asia,
and a relocation of Australia in the region. On the other hand, those
same elites have found it difficult to include a security dimension to
the relocation as the Australian government seeks to come to terms
with the altered structures of the international system in the post-Cold
War era, and the changed neighborhood in which it finds itself.

The Australian government embraced some of the key assumptions
of "security community" in its foreign policy. Much of the Australian
engagement in the Asia Pacific - whether through APEC, the ASEAN
Regional Forum, in its efforts at "middle power" diplomacy to bring
peace to Cambodia,56 or its bilateral agreement with Indonesia -
featured a persistent emphasis on establishing processes by which the
states of the region can engage in peaceful change.

More importantly, there was a firmly held belief among Australian
policy-makers that "community" exists in the Asia Pacific - this
notwithstanding multiple definitions of what constitutes the region.57

This should not be surprising: Australian foreign policy-makers, like
those of many other countries, tend to see the world in essentially
Grotian terms, accepting an understanding of international politics as
the politics of an anarchical society - as its favourite international
relations son, Hedley Bull, put it58 - rather than the anarchical system
insisted on by the devotees of Kenneth Waltz.59

With but few exceptions,60 most Americans, practitioners and
scholars alike, tend to find notions of "society" in international politics
quaintly eccentric at best, downright dangerous at worst. But those in
many other countries have little problem with the more robustly
Grotian perspectives of the so-called "English school" of international
politics. Certainly such perspectives inform the praxis of Australian
foreign policy, with the result that, for those who make Australian
foreign policy, the idea of community flows naturally from an under-
standing of world politics as a paradox - a society of sovereign states
that exists in an anarchical condition where no one has the right to
command and no one is obligated to obey.

The ready acceptance of community at the international level also
explains why the notion of Australia as a "good international citizen"
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featured so prominently in Australian foreign policy discourse under
Labor. But what exactly did this mean? After all, evoking the notion of
citizenship takes one into the deep water of political theory and state-
society relations. It can be argued that the government's invocation of
citizenship in international politics was informed by the same norma-
tive approach that informs its approach to community.

When he was still at Monash University in Melbourne, Peter Lawler
evoked the possibility of a "good state" in international politics.61

Borrowing from Vaclav Havel and rejecting the predominant negative
view of the state, Lawler reminds us that Havel's exercise in state
theory also has an international dimension, the central element of
which is the notion of "moral" foreign policy. At its simplest, such an
approach rejects traditional realist understandings of international
relations in favor of some variant of communitarian/liberal interna-
tionalism. This is not to suggest that the resulting foreign policy is not
"realist." Rather it is an approach to foreign policy that rejects
Waltzian neo-realism's instrumental blindness to the potential for the
development of norms and social learning as a vehicle for positive
transformation in international relations. Such a position rests on a
belief that contemporary change in the global Westphalian order is
limiting the ability of states to behave in unrestrained "sovereign"
manner; instead, there is a belief in the enhanced need for greater
cooperation, and a concomitant belief that cooperative endeavors can
be advanced by social learning and concerted policy action among
like-minded states.

These assumptions were clearly evident during Gareth Evans's
tenure as foreign minister, manifesting themselves at a policy level in
the Australian commitment to institution-building in the Asia Pacific
region. In this way, an understanding of international relations
usually described as "idealist" found its way into the "real world" of
world politics. This normative position privileged a post-hegemonic,
multilateralist approach to international relations,62 but without
Kantian overtones.63 The state-centric imperatives of the security
communities approach - underwritten by traditional notions of
national interest, where cooperative endeavours are negotiated
between states - fitted well with the optimism in Australia and more
broadly within the Asia Pacific that community could indeed be built
in the region.

Australia's devotion to APEC provides an illustration of these
assumptions at work, and in keeping with the kind of state behavior
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one would expect of a state committed to the idea of community at the
regional level. To be sure, one can identify "real" Australian interests
in APEC. But Canberra's willingness to invest the intellectual capital
and diplomatic effort to APEC is not simply a tactical exercise. Rather,
the genuine cognitive readjustment discussed in the previous section
pushed Australian elites into initiatives of neighborliness and "good
citizenship," often taking the form of institution-building.64

Likewise, assumptions of "community" are clearly reflected in the
Australian embrace of cooperative security. Such a community-or-
iented approach flowed from two factors, one general, the other
specific. First, as we have noted elsewhere,65 the evolution of a
conscious "middle power" foreign policy orientation represented the
logical response to a recognition of Australia's changing structural
location in the global order. Community-focused notions such as
"cooperative security" fitted well with the normative focus of middle-
power diplomacy.

Secondly, more specifically, thinking about "cooperative security"
in Australia came out of the development of a post-Cold War
epistemic community of scholars and practitioners (with the inter-
national relations, peace research and strategic studies community in
the Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies at the Australian
National University at its epicentre) working on questions of "alter-
native security" - alternative in the sense of being underwritten less
by realist notions of balance and deterrence and more by the search
for the development of new institutional arrangements appropriate to
the enhancement of confidence-building.

These ideas found easy access to policy-makers because of the
generally cosy relationship-some would say too cosy66 - between
academics and policymakers in Canberra. When this facility for easy
input of new thinking was combined with the growing recognition
among policymakers of Australia's structural redefinition of itself as
"part of Asia" and a changing understanding of the nature of the
Western alliance system at the end of the Cold War, cooperative
security found its way easily into the language - and the praxis - of
Australian foreign policy. As a policy option, it suited a changed
understanding of Australia's location in the Asia Pacific. With its
emphasis on confidence-building, conflict prevention, and "habits of
dialogue," cooperative security offers an alternative, indeed coopera-
tive, language of security to be pitted against more orthodox state-
centric understandings of security as peace though strength. In this
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regard, cooperative security is predicated on what Adler and Barnett
see as central to a research program on security communities: "the
development of shared understandings, transnational values and
transaction flows to encourage community building/'67

While Australian foreign policy has always been underwritten by
conceptions of self-interest, the embrace of cooperative security never-
theless represented a wider normative exercise: an attempt to recraft
interstate politics in the region in a manner that minimized traditional
realist understandings of states as pre-social actors. Nonetheless, for
all the Australian willingness to search for and build community in
the Asia Pacific, policymakers in Canberra are only slowly sorting out
their differences, as the shifts in policy evident with the Howard
government demonstrate. The result is a significant ambiguity. In
official discourse, one sees clear efforts to build a new "security
community" in Asia, using notions like cooperative security and
bilateral consultative measures such as the security agreement with
Indonesia. In practice, however, Australia's security community still
remains very much tied to the "old" world of the ANZUS-based
alliance, and many parts of the "new" world of Asia continue to be
seen as threatening to Australian interests.

Building a "security community" in the
Asia Pacific?

As Australians surveyed the post-Cold War era, they saw possibilities
for achieving some sense of community in their new neighborhood,
perhaps even a "security community." But even if Australians were to
embrace wholeheartedly the idea of such a community with their
neighbors, what is the prospect for the achievement of a comparable
security community to the one that they enjoyed while enveloped in
the skirts of the American hegemon during the Cold War? We argue
that there are a number of difficulties with the creation of a security
community in the Asia Pacific.

The first is the problem of boundary - in other words, how is a
community based on region going to be defined given that there is
little consensus on what constitutes the region? While there are
connections between economic understandings of region and security
understandings of region, the two do not automatically overlap.
Australia is in that group battling to see an Asia Pacific-wide under-
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standing of an economic region (in contrast to a more narrowly defined
East Asian understanding). But in the security context, Australians
remain skeptical: at this stage, a nascent security community appears
to be forming around ASEAN and its dialogue partners in the ASEAN
Regional Forum (ARF), but not much more broadly.

A second problem is that, unlike the ANZUS-based security com-
munity, there is in the Asia Pacific no region-wide shared ideology of
community. Indeed, some Asian members believe that there is a
distinctly "Asian way" to cooperation. In the view of the key propo-
nents of this idea, such as Noordin Sopiee, and Kishore Mahbubani,
head of Singapore's foreign ministry,68 there is in Asia a legitimate
and culturally derived alternative to Western Cartesian approaches to
statecraft, an approach which emphasizes the importance of informal,
non-binding, non-legalistic interaction, and which stresses consensus
and giving "face." In such a view, economic and security arrange-
ments need not be sanctified by some form of institutional or legal
framework; instead, indissoluble networks, heavily glued by trust and
long-standing personal contacts developed over time, are assumed to
be more important in holding agreements together.

Moreover, Mahbubani argues that there is a uniquely Asian "corpo-
rate culture" on security that combines aspects of the Western
understanding of national sovereignty (especially respect for the non-
interference in the affairs of other states) with resistance for other
aspects of Western understandings of sovereignty (such as the accept-
ance of a right to intervention in the event of the abuse of universa-
listic assumptions on issues such as human rights) and with an Asian
approach to managing difference - especially ensuring that "face" is
not lost in interstate conflicts.69

While a specifically "Asian way" should not be thought of as
impossible or dismissed out of hand,70 it does pose an obstacle to the
achievement of a security community. Australians may have an
approach to international politics that is distinct from the "American
way," but Australian diplomacy remains essentially Westphalian, its
foreign policy essentially Cartesian, and its defense policy essentially
Hobbesian. Certainly Australians tend not to engage in statecraft in
the "Asian way," as Keating's wrangle with Mohammed Mahathir in
1993 and Downer's quarrels over the Development Import Finance
Facility (DIFF) in 1996 demonstrate. More importantly, in the eyes of
Asians themselves, Australians will always lack that most important
quality for seeing security in an "Asian" manner: Asianness.
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And this leads inexorably to a third problem: Australians such as
Evans may deny the utility of identity based on geographic/ethnic
constructs such as "Europe," or "Asia," or "North America," but this
is clearly not the view of many Asians. Australia, simply put, is not
seen to be "Asian" by Asians. As Mahathir has said, calling Australia
an Asian country has no meaning whatsoever. This has considerable
implications for the development of security community, which
depends so heavily on the evolution of a common identity, or a "we-
ness," as Adler and Barnett put it. Moreover, there are clear differ-
ences between Australia and its Asian neighbors over such issues as
human rights. For their part, political leaders in the region tend to be
ambivalent about Australia. While some find the Australian presence
useful diplomatically, others regard Australia with some distrust for
several reasons, including an annoyance with Australian preaching on
human rights, or Australian hostility to the Malaysian concept of an
East Asian Economic Caucus, or, the security agreement notwith-
standing, Australian views on the Indonesian occupation of East
Timor.

These three problems pose considerable obstacles for the achieve-
ment of a security community in the region. If the bedrock of a
definition of security community is the belief that states of a region
will not settle their differences by military means, then the nature of
the security discourse in the Asia Pacific - in the broadest sense of
including Southeast and Northeast Asia, the South Pacific, and the
western seaboard of the Americas - is not that of a security commun-
ity in the sense that we might think of Scandinavia or Western Europe.

But at the same time it is clear that what underlies the security
dialogue in the region is an attempt to erect an architecture that will
allow for the future development of such a community, even though
this is not always explicitly stated. That exercise has been helped by
the willingness of governments throughout the region to make use of
a "two track" security dialogue - one "track" is a purely government-
to-government set of relationships; the other "track" involves discus-
sions between and among non-governmental and quasi-governmental
actors. "Track two" diplomacy designed to enhance regional transpar-
ency and confidence-building in the region has occurred in numerous
settings: the ASEAN Institute for Strategic and International Studies
(ISIS) Roundtable Meetings, the Canadian North Pacific Cooperative
Security Dialogue, and the evolving agenda of the Council for Security
Cooperation in Asia Pacific (CSCAP). While there is no agreement on
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the value of these exercises,71 on occasion, the tracks have converged.
For example, the ARF, a government-to-government undertaking, has
been deeply affected by "track two" diplomacy72

Moreover, if we expand the notion of a security community to
include contributing towards global or even regional governance -
aspiring to provide the necessary institutions to enhance economic
and social interdependence - then the intellectual history of the Asia
Pacific in the last decade has been quite encouraging. While APEC
might not be the last word in regional governance, if we look at the
processes of information exchange and enhanced communication over
economic matters that have accompanied the increased economic
interdependence in the Asia Pacific since its creation in 1989, APEC
has certainly been more significant in creating a sense of community
than was envisaged by critics like Miles Kahler.73 While the con-
straints on the continued development of APEC should not be
underestimated,74 it has potential as a catalyst in the future: APEC's
facility for enhancing an understanding of notions of "community at a
regional level" while at the same time doing nothing to threaten the
sovereign integrity of the ruling regimes in many of its member states
is important. Most of the Asian states support APEC as an informal
regional structure, but are wary about possible encroachments on
their sovereignty. In contrast to the development of the European
Union, APEC is not an exercise in the pooling or sharing of sover-
eignty rather than consolidating the power of states within the context
of an evolving tradition of Asia Pacific economic diplomacy75

It is thus too early to say that the economic and security dialogues
of the Asia Pacific represent the consolidation of a regional pluralistic
security community - if we take such a community to mean a
situation, "in which states identify sufficiently with each other that
force is no longer seen as a means of resolving disputes."76 But there
are epistemic institutional tendencies in train which are assisting the
development of specific norms, values, and regional identities. These
developments are not, of course, either teleological or uniform in the
impact on the various member states of the differing groupings, as the
contest of differing groupings to be "the voice" of region attests.
Moreover, the evolution of regional economic and security discourses
in the Asia Pacific over the last decade attests to the role of region-
builders "inventing" (by writing, talking, workshopping, and prosely-
tizing) new spatial political and economic identities.77

Australia has contributed to this epistemic process. Reflecting its
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desire for acceptance, and demonstrating what we have argued was
entrepreneurial leadership,78 Australia was at the forefront of efforts
to advance the debate over the virtues of regionalism - seeking to
convince its regional neighbors of the virtue of open regionalism and
market-led integration in the economic domain, and the virtues of
multilateralism in the security domain. It was able to do this because
Australia has a sophisticated foreign policy bureaucracy and an
intellectual community with linkages to intellectual elites elsewhere in
the region.79

These ideational influences did not, of course, take place in a
materialist vacuum. They tended to be a reflection of the growing
complexity of a globalized economy on the one hand, and the need for
a more regionally-focused security discourse after the Cold War on
the other. Economic regionalization has been a response to changing
structures in the regional economy. However, the institutional ar-
rangements that are accompanying this economic regionalization
need to be seen in this broader structural context. Similarly, the
evolution of a regional security discourse since 1991 must be seen as a
response to the changing nature of regional security questions after
the collapse of the Soviet Union.80 Regional agents are consciously
responding to the wider structural constraints and opportunities in
their desire to develop appropriate institutions.

Our analysis does not suggest the decline of egoistic behaviour by
states in the region. Interest can exist within a concept of community.
But state-based interest and an evolving regional identity, based on an
enhanced understanding of diffuse reciprocity within regional rela-
tions, are not mutually exclusive. Moreover, as the evolution of
regional exercises in economic and security cooperation such as APEC
and ARF have demonstrated, these new forms of interaction them-
selves create forms of interest and action new to the region.

The standard responses of realists might be that these developments
are in their infancy; they are not sufficiently embedded; and that
therefore they should be treated with skepticism. There can be no
denying that these developments are neither well developed nor
embedded, but we question the appropriateness of skepticism. Skep-
tics make few allowances for learning; instead, they work on the
assumption that Asian diplomacy is destined to repeat the mistakes of
European diplomacy in the past (inevitably the referent point for
realist scholarship).

Likewise, skeptics are prone to see communities as immutable. But
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communities do fold, as the events of post-Cold War Eastern and
Central/Southern Europe tell us. And that suggests that understand-
ings of community can develop elsewhere - especially if we adopt a
somewhat "minimalist" understanding of the concept of the kind
outlined by Adler and Barnett - the development of shared values
and beliefs; the existence of numerous and varied points and venues
of contact and interaction; and the development of a longer-term
relationship built not only on interest but also including the develop-
ment of some sense of obligation and trust.

Our aim here is not to over-estimate the degree to which a sense of
community is developing in the Asia Pacific, nor the role played by
Australia in that process. Rather, it is to suggest that the processes are
much more complex than most analyses imply. Simple economistic
theories of regional cooperation predicated on enhanced welfare, or
gravity models of enhanced cooperation emanating from increased
intra-regional trade, do not tell us everything. The story of intellectual
contact between the states of the region in the 1980s and 1990s - those
of bodies such as the Pacific Basin Economic Council (PBEC) and
Pacific Economic Cooperation Council (PECC) in the economic
domain and Institute for Strategic and International Studies (ISIS)
Roundtables in the security domain - demonstrate the evolution of
transregional elite networks and movements providing not insignif-
icant transregional bonds and permanent, issue-focused, interac-
tions.81

Conclusion
In this chapter, we describe Australia as moving between two security
communities, an "old" and a "new." In his study of Australian politics
in the 1980s, Paul Kelly described the passing of the "certainties" of
Australia's "old" world: White Australia, tariff protection, centralized
wage-fixing, state paternalism, and imperial benevolence. Promi-
nently featured in Australia's "new" world, and its "new" certainties,
is Asia, and Australia's attempted relocation in the region.

And yet accessing the "new" world of the Asian neighborhood has
clearly been difficult. Australian policy-makers have tried hard to
foster a sense of community in the Asia Pacific, and, we have argued,
they have had considerable success, particularly with economic
institutions like APEC. Their efforts have laid the foundations for
continued development in this area.
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But on the issue of a security community in the region to replace the
ANZUS-based security community that was for so long Australia's
anchor, we are less sanguine. While the security agreement with
Indonesia of December 1995 is suggestive of a new security architec-
ture for the Asia Pacific, it is unlikely that the architecture that
eventually emerges will resemble the security communities sketched
out by Deutsch and his colleagues forty years ago. Rather, it is likelier
that the security architecture in the Asian part of the Asia Pacific will
be built around China, confirming the suggestions of those who have
argued for a distinctive "Asian way" of diplomacy. There is little
agreement on whether the smaller states of the region will be able to
balance possible rogue behavior by a major regional power such as
China, which has in the past demonstrated its willingness to put
domestic politics ahead of regional economic cooperation. For while
China has engaged in positive initiatives in the region, such as
mediation in Cambodia, tensions with Beijing at their center continue
to affect regional security politics. Whether the issue is the Spratly
Islands, or the autonomy of Hong Kong, or the future of Taiwan,
regional security will depend on the way in which smaller states in
the region relate to China; and this, in turn, will surely influence the
evolving security architecture in the Asia Pacific.

And even if a security community with a distinctive Asian quality
does emerge in the twenty-first century, we are not convinced that
Australia will find a home in that community. For all of the profound
changes experienced by Australia in the 1980s and 1990s, for all of its
apparent readiness of its elites to embrace an "Asian future," we
argue that in security matters at least it is likely to remain in a liminal
location for the foreseeable future.

On the one hand, Australia will continue to experience the "old"
world of security based on the engagement of the United States in the
Pacific. In other words, while some Australians may argue that the
United States can no longer be counted on to guarantee Australian
security, many Australians will continue to believe that in the event of
an overt physical threat to Australia, the United States will, as it did in
the early 1940s, "save" the country. Such a belief may have no
foundation in reality as the United States redefines its interests in the
Pacific; but only in the event of a crisis will Australians know for sure
whether their security would be backs topped by the United States.

On the other hand, the processes of economic and socio-cultural
globalization will continue to push Australia into the Asia Pacific. But,
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paradoxically, we suggest, that new world will remain, tantalizingly,
just beyond reach, put there by the politics of identity: for both
Australia's neighbors in Asia and most ordinary Australians them-
selves will continue to be unwilling to embrace that sense of "we-
ness" that Adler and Barnett rightly argue is so important for the
development of community.

The Australian experience, we suggest, has implications for the
retrieval of security community as both analytical concept and as
normative prescription for peace-building in the post-Cold War
period. This single case study confirms the observation by Adler and
Barnett that identity is the single most important necessary condition
for the achievement of security community. Moreover, that sense of
"we-ness," as Adler and Barnett put it, must be fully reciprocal
among the members of a security community. It is not enough to have
one country try to define itself as part of a community; that sense of
community must be widely shared.
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The United States and Mexico: a
pluralistic security community?
Guadalupe Gonzalez and Stephan Haggard

Although Karl W. Deutsch and his colleagues invoked the USA —
Mexican relationship in their study of pluralistic security commu-
nities, bilateral relations between the United States and its southern
neighbor have fallen far short of a relationship that rests on trust and
common identity. From Mexico's independence through its revolution
in the early twentieth century, the USA intervened repeatedly in
Mexico. American acquiescence in Lazaro Cardenas' expropriation of
Dutch, British and American oil companies in 1938 was a turning
point and crucial test for Franklin D. Roosevelt's noninterventionist
Good Neighbor Policy. During World War II, the two countries
crossed the threshold of a loosely coupled security community,
initiating a fifty-year period during which both sides have enjoyed
"dependable expectations of peaceful change."1 With the end of the
war, however, the incentives for close cooperation dissipated and
bilateral relations became less institutionalized and more ad hoc.

The signing of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)
opened a new era of cooperation and institution building. Nonethe-
less, collaboration between the two countries remains segmented and
the extent of mutual confidence limited. In the USA, both the
substantive content and dispute-settlement procedures of the NAFTA
reflected quite substantial distrust of Mexico. Despite greater economic
cooperation - some of it ad hoc, and crisis-driven - the 1980s produced
heightened American concerns over drug trafficking and the stability
of Mexico's dominant-party system. Bilateral conflict over immi-
gration deepened, contributing to the revival of American nativism.
The militarization of the American side of the border stands as a
telling indicator of unresolved policy conflicts and a low level of trust.

For Mexico, the NAFTA required not only an opening of the
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economy but a controversial redefinition of Mexican nationalism. Yet
despite the new cosmopolitanism in Mexican foreign policy, the
asymmetry in the bilateral relationship, the vulnerability associated
with proximity and high interdependence, and domestic political
constraints have placed strong limits on the extent to which the ruling
party can compromise national sovereignty. As in the United States,
the level of trust is low.

This chapter examines the history of US-Mexican relations through
a Deutschian lens. What we hope to add to an extensive literature on
this complex bilateral relationship is a long-historical perspective and
an effort to be more systematic about the causal factors that have
affected the prospects for cooperation over time.2 We begin with some
theoretical observations on the difficulty of achieving cooperation
under conditions of large power asymmetries, where the central
challenge is not the traditional security dilemma but how to tie the
hands of the more powerful partner. We argue that the main determi-
nants of cooperation lie not in the extent of transactions or inter-
dependence, which have been a source of conflict, but in the extent to
which policy in the weaker partner converges with the interests of the
stronger; domestic politics thus plays a central role in the theoretical
argument we advance.

Theory and context: cooperation under asymmetry
The theoretical problem of how to achieve cooperation under condi-
tions of asymmetry can be introduced by placing US-Mexican rela-
tions in a hemispheric context. To date, the Western Hemisphere has
been a "community manque" that has perennially fallen short of the
Deutschian ideal. Latin American states have long created substantial
security problems for themselves.3 But the main barrier to hemi-
spheric security cooperation has been the tremendous differential in
power between the USA and its Latin American neighbors. Asym-
metry has bred an American penchant for unilteralism and a reluc-
tance to renounce its "right" to intervene. The use of a wide variety of
policy instruments to influence its Latin American and Caribbean
neighbors, and an unwillingness to be bound by international institu-
tions - even those of its own making - have undermined hemispheric
security cooperation.

The story of continental expansionism under the banner of Manifest
Destiny, the reach for a hemispheric sphere of influence with the
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Monroe Doctrine, and America's flirtation with overt imperialism in
the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries are well known. The
years of the Pan-American Union (PAU) (1889-1945) coincided with
the period of the most extensive US intervention in the region.

With Roosevelt's Good Neighbor policy, the USA renounced inter-
ference in Latin America and sponsored a sequence of inter-American
conferences that established consultative mechanisms on security and
defense questions; the onset of global war spawned further American
efforts to orchestrate hemispheric cooperation.4 In the immediate
post-World War II era, collective security initiatives flowered. The
Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance, or Rio Treaty was
signed in 1947, and in 1948 the PAU was reorganized into the
Organization of American States. Latin American nations naturally
hoped that these institutions might check American unilateralism.

But US planners were hesitant to tie American hands. At the San
Francisco conference, the American delegation was explicit that no
regional security commitment would override its "rights" under the
Monroe Doctrine.5 By the time of the US intervention in Guatemala in
1954, the Cold War had brought a new set of motives for intervention
to the fore. The subsequent clash between rhetorical commitment to
the principle of non-intervention and American unilteralism consti-
tutes a recurrent theme in the history of inter-American relations.6 The
Panamanian operation of 1989, US orchestration of the invasion of
Haiti in 1994, and the continuing Cuban embargo show that the end
of the Cold War did not put an end to US interventionism.

The US penchant for intervention in the hemisphere and the failure
to construct successful regional institutions have had an enduring
effect on Latin American foreign policies. Latin American countries
have typically built their foreign policy on a firm commitment to
international law and the principles of sovereignty and non-inter-
vention; this was particularly true in Mexico. Since the mid-nineteenth
century, Mexico has developed and sustained a defensive and non-
militaristic concept of national security that rejected the use of force as
a legitimate instrument for solving external disputes and strongly
defended the sovereignty norm.7 This doctrine evolved in a series of
unilateral diplomatic statements, typically in response to conflicts
with, and threats from, foreign powers.8

Latin American concern about the political dominance of the
United States has had an important economic corollary: fear of
economic imperialism and dependence. Until the economic reforms of
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the 1980s, Latin America's economic policy exhibited a high degree of
skepticism about integration into world markets; again, Mexico was
no exception. Periodic efforts by the United States to orchestrate
hemispheric or regional economic cooperation, such as the Alliance
for Progress and the Caribbean Basin Initiative, reflected security
rather than economic objectives and were viewed with suspicion in
many Latin American capitols.

Deutsch and his colleagues saw economic transactions and inter-
dependence as a force for political cooperation and the building of
community. It is not altogether clear why this would be the case,
however. Conflicts over trade, the protection of foreign investors'
property rights, and debt have been recurrent features of hemispheric
economic relations; yet again, Mexico is no exception in this regard.
Nor is the logic of "spillover" from economic to other issues self-
evident under conditions of asymmetry; to the contrary, we would
expect smaller countries to be wary of efforts to link issues.

In sum, the main barrier to the creation of a security community in
the hemisphere is not the traditional realist one of overcoming a
security dilemma among equals; no Latin American state on its own
has ever posed a direct military threat to the United States. Rather, the
problem is the high asymmetry of power between the USA and the
countries of the Western Hemisphere, the American tendency for
intervention and unilateralism, and the defensive foreign policy and
general distrust that these American practices have elicited.

Under what conditions is this asymmetrical security dilemma likely
to be mitigated? One answer is a realist one. Though unable to
constitute a military threat on their own, small countries can pose
threats through their alliances. Latin American countries, and par-
ticularly Mexico, could pose a traditional security challenge to the USA
if they engaged in extra-hemispheric balancing; the Monroe Doctrine
sought to foreclose precisely such an eventuality.9 In contrast to Cuba
under Fidel Castro, Chile under Salvador Allende, or Nicaragua under
the Sandinistas, Mexico has never attempted such an overt anti-
American alignment itself. But the threat of such alignments during
World Wars I and II resulted in substantial US accommodation.10

Periods of American involvement in great-power war or examples
of extra-hemispheric military alignments on the part of Latin Amer-
ican countries are hardly the norm, however; indeed, the lack of any
meaningful security challenge has probably been a deterrent to the
construction of a durable bilateral security system.11 Rather, the
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threats that have produced intervention and unilateralism and wea-
kened the extent of institutionalized cooperation lie in other areas; we
focus on three.

The first is the willingness and capacity of the smaller power to
protect the property rights and economic interests of the larger.
Conflicts over the expropriation of investments, debt repayment, and
the climate for American firms have constituted a leitmotif of the US-
Mexican relationship since the nineteenth century. Prospects for wider
cooperation are clearly enhanced, though by no means guaranteed,
when challenges to American economic interests are muted.

A second cluster of issues we will call "cross-border externalities";
negative but unintended consequences that arise from geographic
proximity. In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, cross-
border banditry was a nagging issue. In the second half of the
twentieth century, immigration, drug flows, and transborder environ-
mental problems have been considered security questions. These
externalities have increased in political importance in recent years, but
Mexico's interest and capacity in controlling them has not necessarily
kept pace.

These two factors are in turn affected by a third, more profound
consideration: perceptions by the more powerful actor of the under-
lying political stability, and thus reliability, of the smaller one. As
Peter Cowhey has argued, states do not simply look at the policy
pronouncements of their diplomatic interlocutors; they look through
those pronouncements to the underlying institutional arrangements
which determine the capacity to make credible commitments.12 When
Mexico has been stable, the United States has generally been tolerant
of - or disinterested in - the nature of its domestic politics. During
periods of political uncertainty or instability, US diplomatic attention
has focused on internal politics more intently, the likelihood of
intervention increases, and the possibility for cooperative relations
built on mutual trust declines. With unambiguous transitions to
democracy elsewhere in the hemisphere, and Mexico appearing less
stable than at any time since the Revolution, the dominant party
system has come under increasing US scrutiny.

In sum, the United States' relations with the countries of the
Western Hemisphere, including Mexico, must be understood as a
problem of cooperation under asymmetry. Traditional military
threats can arise in such a setting through the alliance behavior of
the smaller party, but the more typical security challenges are
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economic and political. A necessary (though not sufficient) condition
for cooperation and community is the extent of convergence around
the interests of the larger power, including a willingness and capacity
to protect economic interests and to control cross-border externalities.
More profoundly, prospects for cooperation rise when politics in the
smaller country appears adequately stable to sustain such commit-
ments.

To explore these ideas, we divide the history of US-Mexican
relations into three unequal parts: the oscillations in the relationship
from Mexican independence through the revolutionary period (in
which we include the Cardenas presidency, 1934-40); the shift to a
loosely coupled security community in the 1940s; and the evolution of
more institutionalized cooperation since 1970.

From the dismantling of Mexico through the
Revolution (1823-1940)

The history of US-Mexican relations prior to 1940 shows no linear
trend toward greater cooperation, nor any pattern that can be associ-
ated with the extent of "transactions" between the two countries.
During America's first half-century of relations with independent
Mexico (1821-1876), the weakness of central political control allowed
the United States to expand at Mexico's expense. During much of the
long reign of Porfirio Diaz (1876-1911), political stability and
economic liberalism combined to produce increasingly close political
and economic ties. However, economic integration followed rather than
preceded important policy and political changes in Mexico. Cordiality
snapped with the descent into revolution. The collapse of political
order, extensive cross-border externalities emanating from the revolu-
tion and basic challenges to American property rights combined to
make Mexico one of the first targets of a new liberal interventionism.
The new interventionism was reversed with Roosevelt's Good Neigh-
bor policy, but that policy was not really tested until the nationaliza-
tion of the oil industry in 1938, to which the United States ultimately
acquiesced.

Both American and Mexican historians have noted that the balance
of power between the two countries at the time of Mexico's indepen-
dence in 1821 was surprisingly symmetrical.13 In 1821, Mexico's
territory was 1,710 million square miles compared to 1,788 million in
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the United States, and Mexico had only one million fewer inhabitants
(6.1 vs. 7.2 million). Yet the secession of Central America (1823) and
Texas (1836), the war with the United States (1846), and the fixing of
the boundaries between the two countries in the Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo (1848) and the Gadsden Treaty or Treaty of Mesilla (1853)
yielded a much-reduced Mexico.

Differences in political development were clearly a factor in this
remarkable divergence. In the United States, a robust and stable
republican form of constitutional government provided the founda-
tion for economic growth, immigration, and territorial expansion. By
contrast, the collapse of Agustin Iturbide's Imperial regime in 1823
was followed by nearly six decades of revolts against the center, coups
d'etat, and civil war. During the period, Mexico was governed under
two monarchical attempts (Iturbide's and Maximiliano de Habsbur-
go's Imperial regimes), one conservative, centralist and clericalist
constitution (1836), one moderate liberal (1824) and one radical liberal
constitution (1857). Between 1821 and 1857 there were fifty changes of
the presidency, thirty-six different governments, and over one
hundred different foreign ministers.

The inability to establish a functioning central state, in turn, made it
difficult not only to make credible commitments but to deter foreign
intervention. In the early years of its independence, Mexico faced
Spain's effort to recuperate its colonial territories in 1829, French
intervention to collect debts in 1838 (the so-called Pastry War), the
joint British, Spanish and French intervention of 1862, and Napoleon
Ill's imposition of Maximiliano de Habsburgo as the head of a
conservative-monarchist regime (1863-1867). By far the most momen-
tous intervention for the course of Mexican history, however, was the
war with the United States.

The early diplomacy between the two countries centered on US
efforts to secure a favorable definition of the border, to counter British
influence in Mexico, and to reach a commercial agreement. The USA
succeeded in the last goal with a Trade Treaty in 1832, but in general
the US-Mexican relationship in the middle decades of the nineteenth
century was characterized by successive diplomatic ruptures and US
violations of Mexican territory. Contra Deutsch, it was precisely
interdependence of a particular sort that ultimately sparked war: the
movement of American settlers into the sparsely populated and
weakly-controlled northern border region of Mexico, Texas' declara-
tion of independence in 1836, persistent claims by residents against a
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weakened and unstable Mexican government, and the American
annexation of Texas in 1845 in the wake of strong "transnational"
lobbying. The war settlement contained in the Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo (1848) contained several concessions to Mexico, but Josefina
Zoraida Vazquez and Lorenzo Meyer are not altogether exaggerating
when they assert that the terms of the settlement are "among the
harshest imposed by a winner upon a loser in the history of the
world."14 In combination with the Gadsen Purchase of 1853, the war
cost Mexico nearly half of its territory.

After 1877, US-Mexican relations entered a new phase.15 The
territorial settlements of mid-century proved enduring, political rela-
tionships were cooperative, and economic integration between the
two countries expanded rapidly. Some of this change must be attrib-
uted to the United States. Following the Civil War, commercial or
dollar diplomacy generally took precedence over territorial aggrand-
izement; where the USA did expand its territory, it was no longer at
Mexico's expense.

Yet it was ultimately domestic developments in Mexico that made
accommodation possible. First and most important was the consolida-
tion of political authority under Porfirio Diaz. Diaz resolved the
nagging problems of cross-border banditry, cattle thieves and Indian
raids, partly by the gradual assertion of Mexico City's authority over
the northern part of the country, partly by an agreement with the USA
in 1882 that permitted troops of both countries to cross the border in
hot pursuit.

Diaz also settled outstanding economic disputes and adopted a
liberal economic posture. Through a set of important policy changes
in the 1880s and 1890s, the Mexican regime opened the door to
American immigration and foreign investment in land, mining, and
above all railroads. By 1911, Luis Nicolau d'Olwer estimates that
foreign investors controlled 98 percent of the mining sector, 100
percent of oil, 87 percent of power, and 94 percent of banking. Only
3.5 percent of all foreign investment was in manufacturing, but it
accounted for 90 percent of total manufacturing investment.16

The collapse of political stability in Mexico that followed the break-
down of the Diaz regime generated intense bilateral conflict. The
reasons can be found both in new challenges to the American
economic interests that had flourished during the Porfiriato and the
growth of cross-border externalities during the armed phase of the
revolution. The suspension of payments on Mexico's external debt in
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1912, increased taxation of the oil industry, and the accumulation of
tremendous claims against Mexico for damages to US lives and
property were all direct results of the revolution. So was the reversal
of the more liberal stance toward the property rights of foreigners
contained in the Mexican Constitution of 1917.

Throughout the civil war, US policy ranged from diplomatic
pressure and withholding diplomatic recognition to economic sanc-
tions, military threats and outright intervention.17 During the summer
of 1912, the Taft administration saw a threat to US oil and financial
interests in the weak democratic regime of Francisco Madero; US
actions contributed to undermining that government. Woodrow Wil-
son's policy toward Mexico, by contrast, sought to achieve political
stability through democracy and opposition to the dictatorial Victor-
iano Huerta regime. Seizing on a pretext in April 1914, Wilson ordered
the Atlantic fleet to Mexico and occupied the port of Veracruz.

The rejection of American interventionism in Mexico was universal,
however, extending even to those who were its beneficiaries. Even
prior to seizing power in August 1914, the anti-Huerta Constitutional-
ists opposed Wilson's interventionism. When Wilson accepted the joint
offer from Argentina, Brazil and Chile to mediate bilateral disputes,
Venustiano Carranza refused to participate. The so-called Carranza
Doctrine rejected any foreign involvement in Mexico's internal affairs
regardless of its origin, scope and nature and condemned any domestic
faction that would look abroad for support. Carranza ordered the US
forces to evacuate Veracruz "without linking their departure to the
pretexts for their arrival,"18 a request Wilson promptly ignored in
ordering two further interventions against Mexico.

The initiation of the German U-boat strategy and the Zimmermann
telegram proposing a German-Mexican alliance in early 1917 changed
the security context and jolted US policy. Wilson did not abandon his
effort to influence the course of the Mexican Revolution, but great
power threats produced important concessions to the new govern-
ment and contributed to its very survival.

The end of the war in November 1918 once again increased US
freedom of maneuver in the hemisphere, in part by definitively
weakening European rivals.19 American diplomacy quickly focused
on the outcome of the Mexican revolution. There is an ongoing
historiographical debate over the extent to which the revolution was
explicitly anti-foreign and anti-American in its origins and conduct.20

There can be little doubt, however, that the Constitution of 1917
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marked a strong assertion of Mexican nationalism, particularly in its
new stipulations with respect to labor, agriculture, and the govern-
ment's assertion of its final control over all natural resources (Arts. 3,
27, 33, and 130).

Asserting these rights in a constitution was one thing; enforcing
them was another. The governments of Alvaro Obregon (1920-24),
Plutarco Elias Calles (1924-8) and the weak presidents over whom
Calles exercised control (1928-34) made significant concessions to the
USA while attempting to maintain their nationalist credentials,
uphold the Constitution, and consolidate domestic political authority.
Three issues were at stake: the interpretation of the Constitution with
respect to the protection of foreign property rights, particularly in the
oil sector; the payment of claims arising out of the revolution; and the
repayment of foreign debt.

Through Supreme Court rulings in 1921 and 1927, the Mexican
government signalled that it would not retroactively enforce the
provisions of Article 27 that granted subsoil rights to the state as long
as companies had developed their holdings (undertaken a "positive
act"). A succession of finance ministers reached agreements on
Mexico's debt: in 1922 (de la Huerta-Lamont), 1924 (Pani-Lamont) and
1930 (de la Oca-Lamont). Each had to be renegotiated when the
Mexican government proved unable to meet them and in 1932,
Mexico suspended all debt payments indefinitely. By that time,
however, Mexico was not alone; European and American creditors
could do little to enforce their claims. In the so-called Bucareli
Agreements of 1923, private meetings between representatives of the
American and Mexican presidents, the claims question was also put
to rest. Ultimately, claims settlement went the way of Mexico's debt
repayment plans; however at the time they were enough for Obregon
to secure diplomatic recognition from the USA.

The compromises of the 1920s were not the final word on the
revolution, however. In seeking to build an independent political base
against his conservative Sonoran predecessors, Lazaro Cardenas
turned to organized labor and the peasantry for support and devel-
oped a populist and nationalist program that included increased land
redistribution, increased worker rights and the selective expropriation
of foreign investment. Though the agrarian reform was a point of
bilateral contention - nearly 40 million acres of land belonging to
Americans were affected - the most important conflict was un-
questionably the nationalization of the oil industry in 1938.
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Revolution, wartime cooperation and the "special
relationship" (1940-1970)

American restraint in the wake of the nationalization showed that the
Good Neighbor policy did in fact extend to Mexico. Within two years
of the oil nationalization, bilateral relations had improved and become
more institutionalized than at any time in previous history. The
reasons have to do with strategic calculations in the USA arising from
the onset of global war and a fundamental shift in the nature of the
Mexican regime. However, we argue that the bilateral relationship did
not develop the penumbra of trust that signals deeper community and
much of the institutionalized cooperation that emerged during the
war was reversed following it.

Despite obvious distress and disappointment, the Roosevelt admin-
istration's response to the nationalization was that Mexico was
entitled to expropriate if the companies received prompt and fair
compensation; it was the Mexican proposal to delay compensation
that constituted the official source of conflict. Lorenzo Meyer makes
much of the fact that the Roosevelt administration backed up its early
diplomatic notes with a variety of economic sticks as well as carrots,
signalling its interest in reversing the decision by unilateral pressure if
at all possible.21 The United States also sought to invoke international
law by suggesting that the case be referred to binding international
arbitration.

However the acceptance of the nationalization and the unwilling-
ness to even contemplate the use of force are even more striking. The
government's economic actions had less force than Meyer suggests;
despite the suspension of regular silver purchases the USA continued
to buy from Mexico and the oil quota proved temporary. Even the
idea of seeking binding arbitration fell by the wayside in 1940 in favor
of a bilateral commission.22

Why such restraint on the part of the USA? Certainly partisanship
mattered; the utter intransigence of the oil companies suggests that
the US response would have been quite different during the Repub-
lican twenties. However the USA was also increasingly constrained by
developments in Europe. Vazquez and Meyer are worth quoting on
this point:

They could not resort to force, for that would destroy a policy more
vital than oil to the US government: the creation of an inter-American
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alliance within the setting of the Good Neighbor policy. Nor were
they willing to encourage Cardenas's internal enemies for fear that
the resulting instability might lead to the replace of his administra-
tion by a more conservative one. In the Mexican context, that could
open the door to fascist and Falangist groups.23

The American interest in securing Latin American political and
economic cooperation and deterring any possible German advances in
the hemisphere increased steadily after 1939, and with it the will-
ingness to make strategic compromises.

Such compromises were made much easier by a crucial turning
point in Mexican politics and economic policy: the reversal of Carde-
nas's nationalist-populist experiment.24 A coalition of conservative
politicians supported Manuel Avila Camacho's compromise candi-
dacy against Cardenas's chosen successor in the presidential election
of 1940. The end of Cardenismo opened the way for a new business-
state alliance in support of industrialization, cemented by a new set of
opportunities for import-substitution during the war. The ruling party
increasingly used its organization of labor and the peasantry not for
mobilizational purposes but as a powerful instrument of social
control.

The political grounds had been laid for a new policy course and
with it, a tacit economic understanding with the United States.25 The
first sign of rapprochement was the settlement of outstanding
economic disputes. In 1941 and 1943 agreements were signed on the
terms of compensation to the oil companies; Mexico was to pay $30
million dollars in annual installments rather than the $450 million
immediate payment sought by the companies. By the end of 1946, the
debt problem had been resolved by a series of accords, again on terms
highly favorable to Mexico.

The second step in the process of bilateral accommodation was
building the joint military and economic efforts required by the war
against Germany, Italy and Japan.26 In 1942 Mexico declared war on
the Axis powers and entered for the first (and last) time into a formal
military alliance with the United States. The action came in response
to the sinking of the Mexican oil tankers Potrero del Llano and Faja de
Oro by German submarines; the Mexican government based its
decision in terms of "legitimate defense" involving limited military
action in the conflict.27 Military cooperation reached unprecedented
levels during World War II. In 1941, Mexico and the United States
signed an agreement with respect to the transit of military aircraft and
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the installation of radar stations in Baja California, although Mexico
refused American proposals of building naval bases on the Mexican
Pacific coast. In January 1942 the Joint Mexican-United States Defense
Commission was established to coordinate military action and facil-
itate Mexican purchases of military equipment.28 Mexico also agreed
that its citizens living in the United States could be recruited into the
US army (around 250,000 Mexicans participated into the USA armed
forces) and contributed in a symbolic way by sending an airforce
squadron to the Philippines.

The most significant aspects of closer bilateral cooperation during
the war were not military, but economic. In 1941, the USA signed an
agreement to purchase Mexican output of a number of raw materials
and in December 1942, after years of wrangling and delays, the
countries reached a reciprocal trade treaty. A Mexican-American
Economic Cooperation Commission established in 1943 provided a
forum for settling trade disputes, and the United States began to
extend economic assistance. Economic cooperation extended to the
labor market. In 1942 Mexico and the United States signed the first of
a series of agreements that would permit the contracting of about
200,000 workers (braceros) to work in the USA, mainly in the railroad
and agricultural sectors.29

With the end of the war, the factors that had contributed to the
forging of a loosely coupled security community were reversed. The
United States no longer feared Mexican expropriations, political
instability, or Mexican collaboration with extra-hemispheric enemies.
American foreign policy took on the global scope of the superpower
that it had become and the salience of Latin America in general, and
Mexico in particular, fell sharply. The bilateral relationship underwent
a process of fairly rapid deinstitutionalization; not until the 1970s
were official bilateral mechanisms of consultation to reach the level
achieved during the war.30

The formal alliance was quietly terminated in 1945. Bilateral mili-
tary relations became increasingly distant and nascent military co-
operation through the consultative mechanisms never solidified.
Broader foreign policy interests also diverged. The United States
sought to orchestrate multilateral security cooperation in the hemi-
sphere and began to intervene unilaterally in cases deemed a Com-
munist threat. Mexican foreign policy and strategic thinking, by
contrast, reverted to principle, opposing military participation in
international collective security operations and raising its voice in
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support of international legal norms. Mexico did not directly chal-
lenge the United States over the Cold War, but through a number of
actions, it signalled an independent foreign policy course.31 Mexico
did not break diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union and did not
send a military contingent to participate with the UN forces in the
Korean War. It was the only major Latin American country not to sign
a bilateral military aid treaty with the United States. Mexico also
opposed the US intervention against the reformist government of
Jacobo Arbenz in Guatemala (1954), the exclusion of Cuba from the
OAS in 1961, the 1964 trade embargo against the government of Fidel
Castro and the military invasion of the Dominican Republic in 1965.
Mexico was behind the idea for a nuclear-free zone in the Americas,
resulting in the Treaty of Tlaltelolco (1967).

Economic cooperation also underwent a process of deinstitutionali-
zation. During the war, Mexico could square a protectionist indus-
trial policy with a reciprocal trade agreement because American
exports were in short supply and the US demand for Mexican
exports was high. With the end of the war, the country faced new
balance of payments constraints and protectionist pressures from the
industries born during the war. In 1947, the two countries agreed to
a provisional change in the reciprocal treaty to allow outright
prohibitions on imports of manufactures covered by the accord;
Mexico also unilaterally imposed high tariffs on a number of items
not covered by the agreement. Because of proximity and growing
American investment, bilateral trade continued to grow, but not as a
result of formal cooperation. Unable to reach terms on a revision of
the bilateral accord, it was terminated in 1950. The USA continued to
grant Mexico MFN status, but informally. Mexico refused to enter the
GATT.

The seeds of later conflict over immigration were also sown in the
early postwar years. After hard negotiations a second bracero agree-
ment was signed after the war, but it was increasingly undermined by
the ability of US growers to hire illegal workers; Mexico even asked
the US government to fine employers that violated the agreement. In
the early 1960s, pressure in the US to slow the influx of Mexican
workers increased and in 1964, Mexico decided not to request that the
program be renewed. Immigration policy entered a long period of
unilateralism.

The only area in which institutionalized cooperation endured was
in the management of border issues. The International Boundary and
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Water Commission, founded in 1944, has continued to meet continu-
ously throughout the postwar period and the successful negotiation of
the Chamizal territorial dispute in 1963, the foundation of the US-
Commission for Border Development and Friendship (CODAF) in
1966, and the definitive settlement of several water disputes in the
early 1970s showed that cooperation was possible. However, this
largely technical cooperation was the exception that proves the rule;
the experience did not extend to other issue-areas where more ad hoc
and informal means of bilateral problem-solving prevailed.

Both American and Mexican analysts have been at somewhat of a
loss over how to characterize the first half of the postwar period. Olga
Pellicer captures both the strengths and weaknesses of the early
postwar relationship when she notes that it was the longest crisis-free
era in the history of US-Mexican relations.32 On the one hand, the
United States accepted the nationalist and corporatist elements of the
Mexican post-revolutionary political regime and Mexico's relatively
independent foreign policy because more vital US interests in political
stability and economic growth were served. Some analysts have even
characterized the period as the "special relationship" or "era of good
feelings."33 On the other hand, the ease of the relationship resulted as
much from American indifference as from convergence on common
norms. The relationship was weakly institutionalized. Mexico and the
United States constituted a security community during this period in
that there were expectations of peaceful change, but it was a commun-
ity of only the most loosely coupled sort.

The current era: economic integration and
political conflict (1970-1995)

Any analysis of the current phase of US-Mexican relations must begin
with the NAFTA, which represents an altogether new level of coop-
eration and institution-building.34 The NAFTA was made possible by
profound changes in Mexican economic policy and by a new will-
ingness to address at least some of the cross-border externalities that
plagued the bilateral relationship.

Yet the implications of the NAFTA for the formation of a security
community remain unclear. The NAFTA has proven durable in the
face of crisis because of the economic interests that benefit from it, but
wider political support on both sides of the border remains shallow
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and falls far short of community or common identity. Although the
NAFTA appears to be extremely wide-ranging in its scope, it does not
address quite critical economic issues such as macroeconomic policy
and exchange rate coordination, explicitly excludes labor market
integration, and has no social dimension.35 When the United States
has cooperated with Mexico on macroeconomic issues, it has been in
the wake of severe economic crises and American policy has reflected
a complex mix of economic self-interest, accommodation, and pro-
found suspicion of Mexico's reliability

Even if we grant that the bilateral economic relationship is be-
coming more institutionalized, a crucial issue for evaluating the
Deutschian approach is whether closer economic integration has
spilled over into broader political and security cooperation.36 We
tackle this issue by looking at three additional policy areas. In the
realm of high foreign policy, the end of the Cold War and its Central
American manifestation has facilitated broader foreign policy and
defense cooperation. Nonetheless, deeply rooted disagreements on
principle remain. The evidence for the collective management of
cross-border externalities is also mixed. Environmental cooperation
has expanded, but cooperation over drugs has proven difficult. The
politics of immigration has become deeply divisive, and goes directly
to constructivist concerns with identity; far from creating community,
deepening labor market integration has spawned nativism and an
anti-immigrant reaction. Finally, Mexico's domestic political arrange-
ments have come under increasing scrutiny in the USA, a develop-
ment that reveals the profound differences that continue to separate
the two countries.

The NAFTA: the ambivalent nature of economic cooperation
It is difficult to explain the NAFTA on the basis of the level of
interdependence between the two countries. Mexico's overwhelming
dependence on the United States market has been a fixed feature of
the relationship throughout the entire postwar period. Mexico's
significance as a trade and investment partner for the United States
has remained relatively constant as well. A constant level of economic
exchange should not generate a change in the level of political
cooperation; something else must have changed.

Changes in US foreign economic policy were one component of the

310



The USA and Mexico: a pluralistic security community?

equation. Through both its trade policy and influence on the inter-
national financial institutions, the United States became increasingly
insistent over the 1980s that developing countries undertake liberal-
izing reforms. The willingness of the United States to resort to
administrative trade policy measures also was an important stimulus
to both Canada and Mexico to enter into a regional agreement; both
countries sought to limit US abuse of dumping and subsidies law
through the elaboration of a regional dispute settlement process.37

The NAFTA cannot be understood without reference to policy
convergence: the profound liberalization measures undertaken by
Mexico after 1982. These dramatic changes can be traced to the
increasing structural and political problems in the Mexican growth
model that began to appear in the late-1960s, the policy failures of the
Luis Echeverria (1970-76) and Jose Lopez Portillo (1976-82) adminis-
trations, and the prolonged economic crisis that ensued in the 1980s.
The crisis resulted in the ascent of the technocratic wing of the PRI
and their private sector allies and the defeat of the nationalist counter-
currents that had resurfaced in the 1970s.

The political economy of Echeverria's turn toward a mild form of
populism in the early 1970s has been well documented;38 of relevance
here were its foreign economic policy correlates. The administration
completed the nationalization of the mining and infrastructure
sectors, and passed two general laws - the Law to Promote Mexican
Investment and Regulate Foreign Investment and the Law on the
Transfer of Technology and the Use and Exploitation of Patents and
Trademarks - that made Mexico's stance toward multinational cor-
porations substantially more restrictive. Industrial policy efforts in
particular sectors, particularly automobiles, added further restraints.
Echeverria also took a leadership role in the Group of 77's ill-fated
effort to advance a New International Economic Order and in drama-
tically expanding Mexico's diplomatic relations with other Third
World countries.39

Most analysts have emphasized the discontinuities between Eche-
verria and his successor, Lopez Portillo.40 The economic crisis at the
end of the Echeverria administration guaranteed that Lopez Portillo
would initially be preoccupied with stabilizing rather than expanding
the economy, and in general he moved the presidency back toward
the right. However, the oil boom also provided opportunities to
extend and even deepen Echeverria's nationalism. At the economic
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level, oil - and the borrowing that it permitted - allowed Mexico to
continue its protectionist, "public-expenditure-led-growth" strategy
in an even more aggressive and ultimately disastrous fashion.41 Lopez
Portillo did not reverse Echeverria's nationalist posture toward
foreign investors, ultimately took an extremely tough stance with the
Carter administration in negotiations over the sale of natural gas and
rejected accession to the GATT. In his last act as president, Lopez
Portillo nationalized the banking system; although this action did not
directly affect American banks, it was cloaked in strongly worded
nationalist rhetoric.42

A more assertive Mexican foreign economic policy did not mean the
absence of efforts to institutionalize greater bilateral cooperation. To
the contrary, Mexico's oil reserves sparked renewed American interest
in Mexico to relieve American dependence on less reliable Middle
Eastern sources. In 1977, the Carter administration proposed the
creation of a bilateral consultative structure that constituted one of the
most important institutional innovations in the postwar period. The
collapse of the bilateral gas talks in late 1977 and the subsequent
deterioration of bilateral relations spurred a wide-ranging review of
US-Mexican relations by the National Security Council in 1978
(summarized in Presidential Review Memorandum No. 41 or PRM-
41) and the creation of a new Coordinator of Mexican Affairs.

These structures increased the range of bureaucratic interactions
between the two countries, but the binational consultative mechan-
isms and their national counterparts lacked decision-making auth-
ority.43 They proved of little relevance in mediating the major
economic and political conflicts between the two countries during the
period, including the aftermath of the national gas controversy. As a
presidential creation, the Coordinator of Mexican Affairs did not
outlast the Carter presidency; on assuming office, Ronald Reagan
promptly dismantled all that his predecessor had built.

The debt crisis forced the wide-ranging economic policy reforms of
the Miguel de la Madrid (1982-88) and Carlos Salinas (1988-1994)
administrations and set the stage for the NAFTA.44 Mexico's commit-
ment to free trade with the USA and Canada is a stunning turnaround
in policy. With some important exceptions, NAFTA provisions also
grant national treatment to foreign investors and eliminate a host of
export and local content requirements. In 1989 and 1990, the govern-
ment independently launched a series of deregulation initiatives,
accompanied by privatizations that provided further opportunities for
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foreign investment in important sectors including finance, road trans-
port, petrochemicals, and telecommunications, each the subject of its
own market access chapter under the NAFTA. The NAFTA also
codified intellectual property standards which go beyond those nego-
tiated in the Uruguay Round.

The second accomplishment of the NAFTA is the creation of
consultative and dispute settlement institutions designed to oversee
and extend the agreement's substantive commitments.45 Chapter 20 of
the NAFTA established a trilateral Trade Commission of cabinet-level
representatives to oversee implementation of the agreement, adjudi-
cate disputes, and supervise the work of the NAFTA's eight commit-
tees, five subcommittees and seven working groups. Chapter 19
established a dispute settlement procedure for antidumping and
countervailing duty actions that constitute the NAFTA's most novel
institutional innovation.46 Each country retained its own antidumping
and countervailing duty laws, but ad hoc binational panels superseded
national judicial review of final determinations by domestic courts.
The panels would not act on, nor create, common rules, but they
could rule on whether administrative actions were in line with
domestic law.

On closer inspection, however, the NAFTA's institutional structure
only partly reflects trust and convergence on common norms. The
evolution and design of the labor and environmental side agreements
(discussed in more detail below) reflected skepticism both about the
content of Mexican law and its enforcement. Only with explicit
commitments to change administrative law procedures were the
United States and Canada willing to permit the extension of Chapter
19 to Mexico; further legal convergence would require constitutional
changes that are highly unlikely to occur.

Moreover, economic diplomacy between the two countries in the
period culminating in the NAFTA was not limited to the trade policy
agenda. Bilateral relations since 1976 have been littered with a series
of economic crises of varying intensities, most notably in 1976, 1982,
1986-8, and 1994-5. These crises did elicit responses from the United
States that revealed Mexico's special relationship with its Northern
neighbor. The willingness of the United States to coordinate two major
financial bailouts (1982 and 1995), to push for favorable Brady Plan
terms in 1990, to use its influence with the IMF, and to extend direct
financial assistance of its own were partly self-interested actions. Not
only did the US economy and American investors stand to lose
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directly from Mexico's financial misfortunes, but detailed studies of
particular crises show a concern with the broader political risks from a
Mexican "meltdown."47 Nonetheless, Mexico was a beneficiary of this
American concern, and received treatment and terms unavailable to
other larger debtors. These crises also meant that the new bilateral
relationship was forged at a time of profound Mexican vulnerability.
Severe external constraints weakened Mexico's hand in bargaining
not only with the United States, but the IMF, World Bank, and
commercial banks as well. Efforts to appease foreign creditors were
implicated in each crisis episode, just as the need to secure NAFTA
passage led the Salinas administration to make substantial conces-
sions to both the Bush and Clinton administrations. The submission of
Mexican law to supranational scrutiny and the crisis atmosphere and
external pressures that surrounded the NAFTA combined to make
policy change even more controversial in Mexico than it was in
Canada and the United States.

Salinas' commitment to the NAFTA was but one component of a
profound "technocratic revolution" in Mexican politics which re-
quired not only changes in economic policy but a fundamental
redefinition of Mexican nationalism. In his third informe in 1991,
Salinas argued: "Historically, nationalism has responded to an
external threat. Today that threat has become the prospect of re-
maining outside, at the margins of the worldwide integrationist trend
... To fail in that challenge would be to weaken oneself and
succumb."48 However this stance generated strong opposition forces
that could become more salient as Mexico democratizes. Moreover, an
examination of attempted cooperation in other areas demonstrates
that the integrationist logic did not extend in a straightforward way
from economics to other issues.

High politics: the USA, Mexico and regional conflicts
Although the bilateral relationship has increasingly been defined in
economic terms, the United States and Mexico have also had to deal
with more traditional diplomatic disputes. In general, these disagree-
ments have centered on Mexican opposition to US intervention in the
hemisphere; Mexico protested US intervention in Guatemala in 1954,
the Dominican Republic in 1965, and Chile at the end of the Unidad
Popular government in 1973. Mexico provided support to the United

314



The USA and Mexico: a pluralistic security community?

States during the Cuban missile crisis, but the two countries have
consistently disagreed with respect to Cuba's position in the hemi-
sphere. Mexico's overt political support for Castro has waxed and
waned, but its opposition to the US effort to isolate Havana has been
consistent and often pointed.

The United States tolerated these disagreements with Mexico, in
part out of a recognition that they were rooted in a complex domestic
political strategy on the part of the PRI to appease and contain the
left.49 Moreover, until the 1980s Mexico was largely content to state its
views or resort to symbolic gestures without undertaking foreign
policy actions that might have more substantive consequences.

With the coming of the Central American conflicts and the Reagan
administration's aggressive response to them, however, Mexico's
foreign policy profile changed, reflecting a depth of disagreement
that one would not typically associate with the idea of a pluralistic
security community.50 First, Mexico consistently argued that the
conflicts in Central America had to be interpreted as the result of
anachronistic political systems, economic underdevelopment, and
high levels of poverty and inequality. The Mexican government
recognized that internal developments could have international
ramifications for other parties, but consistently rejected the idea that
the internal wars were a manifestation of the US-Soviet conflict. The
Carter administration had initially been sympathetic to these views,
but the invasion of Afghanistan and the end of US-Soviet detente
pushed the USA away from this position even before Ronald Reagan
came to office.

The second component of Mexican policy was its support for
negotiated settlements. Mexico's effort to coordinate an alternative to
the Reagan strategy began with its surprising joint statement with
France on El Salvador (August 28,1981), and took regional shape with
the formation of the Contadora Group (Colombia, Panama, Venezuela
and Mexico) in January 1983. Over the remainder of the 1980s, myriad
conflicts ensued between the regional-multilateral approach to a
negotiated settlement and the unilateral and aggressively interven-
tionist strategy pursued by the Reagan administration. The USA and
the Contadora countries differed on key issues, including the role of
Cuba in any settlement, the way to restrain and monitor the regional
arms buildup, and the nature of the political conditions that would be
attached to any final agreement, if any. The Reagan administration did
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everything in its power either to undermine the Contadora initiative,
circumvent it, or turn it in the direction of US policy interests. When
the Reagan administration did finally acquiesce to a negotiated
approach, it was not through the Contadora process but under a new
regional initiative launched by President Oscar Arias of Costa Rica.
US-Mexican conflicts were not limited to the modality of reaching a
peace settlement; they spilled over into more direct challenges to US
policy. These challenges included strongly worded statements at the
UN against the commercial embargo of Nicaragua and in support of
the International Court of Justice ruling that US military and para-
military activities, including aid to the Contras, constituted violations
of international law.

The end of the Cold War revealed that American intervention in the
hemisphere had deeper roots, and had long joined geostrategic
motivations with both economic interests and a Wilsonian gloss. This
Wilsonian side of American diplomacy surfaced after 1989 in US
efforts to revitalize the OAS following a decade of disuse dating to the
Malvinas/Falklands dispute. The Clinton administration showed an
interest in reviving the OAS as an instrument for protecting democ-
racy and human rights in the hemisphere and combatting a host of
non-traditional security threats.

However, Mexico has been no less opposed to intervention on these
grounds than it has been on the basis of realpolitik. Since the 21st
General Assembly meeting of the OAS in June 1991, when these
initiatives were first discussed, Mexico has shown skepticism about
the use of multilateral institutions for political purposes. In 1991
Mexico killed a draft resolution that proposed the automatic expulsion
from the OAS of any member in which the democratic system was
overthrown as a result of a coup d'etat. Mexico's opposition was in part
self-interested, but also rested on principle and pragmatism, ques-
tioning, for example, whether it was either appropriate or productive
to intervene to promote democracy. In 1992, Mexico moved actively
against the expulsion of the Fujimori government from the OAS,
arguing that it would do little to restore democracy. The Mexican
government voted against a proposal making democratic government
a requirement of OAS membership and adamantly opposed the idea
of expanding the definition of human rights to include political topics
such as elections or extending the legal jurisdiction of the Interamer-
ican Commission of Human Rights to play a monitoring role in these
areas. Immediately after the Summit of the Americas adopted a
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Declaration of Principles in December 1994 reaffirming the commit-
ment of the OAS to actively preserve and defend democratic institu-
tions in the hemisphere, President Ernesto Zedillo stated bluntly that
Mexico did "not accept the imposition of democracy from outside"
and that each nation's domestic political system was an issue that
"concerns only its people, and it is not an issue that can be resolved
through foreign interference."51

Mexico's activism toward the Central American conflicts already
marked a subtle departure from its traditionally non-interventionist
position, even if policy was articulated in an effort to balance US
intervention. To avoid diplomatic isolation, Mexico has continued to
make subtle adjustments in its non-interventionist stance since 1989.
Mexican opposition to hemispheric intervention in Haiti was half-
hearted, and the country supported the active diplomatic role played
by the OAS during the constitutional crisis in Guatemala in 1993.52

Nonetheless, the general insistence on the inviolability of the sover-
eignty and non-intervention norms with respect to political issues
shows that there are limits on the redefinition of nationalism at-
tempted by Salinas in the economic sphere. These limits are also
visible in the management of cross-border externalities.

Managing externalities: the environment, drugs, and
migration

In asymmetric relationships, security challenges are not likely to be
the traditional military ones. Cooperation will also hinge on the
willingness and capacity of the weaker party to manage cross-border
externalities that are seen as posing a threats. Three such issues
gained salience in the 1980s and 1990s: the environment, drugs, and
immigration. Each is characterized by a very different levels of
cooperation, institutionalization and trust.

The strongest case for policy convergence leading to the creation of
new, community-like institutions is in the environmental area.53 The
longest-standing bilateral institution between the two countries is the
International Boundary and Water Commission (established in 1944),
which has provided a forum for the ongoing management of a
number of water and sewage problems. In 1983 the two countries
reached an important agreement on protecting and improving the
border environment (known as the La Paz Agreement), which created
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six functional working groups and was subsequently extended
through the negotiation of additional annexes.

The NAFTA substantially increased the scope of bilateral environ-
mental cooperation. In the United States, environmental and labor
groups allied to exploit the NAFTA opening and push their issues
onto the trade agenda (though for some groups with the ultimate
objective of killing the agreement altogether). There is also evidence
of growing demand for improved environmental legislation in
Mexico, although the course of Mexican policy was influenced above
all by efforts to keep the broader economic negotiations on track. The
Bush proposal for a North American Commission for the Environ-
ment and the Bush-Salinas agreement on an Integrated Environ-
mental Plan for the Mexican-US Border Area (IBEP) were the first
responses to the domestic political pressures emanating from the
USA, followed in rapid succession under the Clinton administration
by revised environmental provisions in the NAFTA itself, the nego-
tiation of the environmental side agreement, the creation of a
bilateral Border Environmental Cooperation Commission (BECC)
and North American Development Bank (Nadbank), and the re-
crafting of the IBEP into a new bilateral Border XXI Plan. Nor do
these national initiatives exhaust the range of cooperation, which
increasingly extends to subnational governments on both sides of the
border as well.54

The significance of the increasingly complex web of environmental
agreements and institutions for the forging of a North American
community is far from clear, however. The NAFTA and the environ-
mental side agreement were designed to allay fears that cooperation
with Mexico would necessarily dilute national standards and reflected
substantial distrust of Mexico, particularly with respect to enforce-
ment. The North American Commission for Environmental Coopera-
tion (NACEC) has the authority to oversee the implementation of
national environmental laws. Environmental groups have subse-
quently used the Commission process against both the United States
and Canada, but its initial design clearly targeted Mexico. Despite
these new institutions, the USA has not refrained from highly con-
troversial efforts to extend its environmental laws extra-territorially to
maquilas located on the other side of the border. On balance, though,
one must see the web of environmental institutions as signalling the
emergence of community-like norms and processes.55 The NACEC,
BECC and Nadbank not only have supranational components, but
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they all allow for direct participation and legal standing on the part of
businesses, NGOs and citizens.

The segmented nature of institutionalized cooperation becomes
clear when we turn to the management of illicit drug flows and
immigration. The control of drugs constitutes a mixed case: the USA
and Mexico have a long history of formal cooperation, including both
Mexican participation in multilateral protocols and since 1975 a
rapidly growing array of bilateral agreements.56 By the late 1980s, this
cooperation was increasingly grounded on a convergence of interests,
particularly the growing Mexican recognition that drug-trafficking
posed profound challenges to the integrity of the country's political
institutions. However, the two countries views of the underlying
source of the problem continue to diverge quite substantially.57

Since the 1970s, the United States has focused overwhelmingly on
the control of supply rather than domestic demand.58 This is to be
achieved by two means: destroying crops and laboratories and inter-
diction of shipments. The first of these two strategies results in a
recurrent game in which the United States provides a combination of
incentives (in the form of financial and technical assistance) and
pressure to get Latin American countries to undertake costly eradica-
tion programs, despite the fact that the industry is geared overwhelm-
ingly toward supplying USA rather than local demand.

Following tensions with the United States over half-hearted eradica-
tion efforts, culminating in the costly and controversial Operation
Intercept at the border in 1969, the Echeverria administration initiated
closer cooperation with the USA and a "campana permanente"
against drugs in 1975. A number of bilateral accords followed
between 1975-80, ranging from financial assistance for aerial crop
destruction to allowing the presence of American agents for the
purpose of information-gathering. Yet over time, the capacity of the
drug industry to adapt, the closing of other international sources of
supply, the growth of Mexico as a transshipment route for cocaine and
continuing American demand all meant that there was little corre-
lation between Mexican eradication efforts and the actual flow of
drugs.

Partly out of frustration, the Reagan and Bush administrations
shifted the emphasis to the second prong of the prohibition approach:
interdiction. Although the de la Madrid and Salinas administration
continued Mexican commitment to combat drug-trafficking (as re-
flected in budget allocations), the shift in American emphasis natur-
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ally created a new set of bilateral tensions. The kidnap and murder of
a DEA agent in Mexico in 1985 focused Congressional and media
scrutiny in the USA on corruption in the Mexican police forces.
Though these concerns were warranted, the incident raised concerns
about sovereignty in Mexican politics. This was particularly true
given that the United States moved to pursue traffickers unilaterally
through the extra-territorial extension of US law, the kidnapping and
expatriation of suspects, and the "certification" process initiated in
1986 that implied sanctions against non-cooperation.59 US drug policy
was becoming increasingly unilateral.

The control of immigration poses the most profound challenge for
the bilateral relationship, and is the area in which institutionalized
cooperation is least developed.60 The NAFTA explicitly excluded any
consideration of immigration, and through the mid-1990s, cooperation
on the topic has been relatively limited: a binational study commis-
sion; a series of Memoranda of Understanding in 1996 that did little
more than reiterate current law and practice on the rights of legal and
illegal Mexican nationals in the USA; and Mexican cooperation on a
"deep repatriation" program and some strengthening of the persecu-
tion of "polleros."

At one level, the key challenge appears to be the one of integrating
developed and developing countries. The United States is increasingly
seeking to limit the flow of immigrants, both legal and illegal, because
of the downward pressure these workers place on wages and the
strain they place on a variety of social services. The evidence for this
view appears abundant, from increasingly restrictionist immigration
legislation (particularly 1990 and 1996), to initiatives that limit the
access of undocumented immigrants to various government services
(California's Proposition 187 of 1994 and the federal welfare reform
bill of 1996). For its part, the Mexican government faces high levels of
under- and unemployment and as a result has little interest in closing
an important employment escape valve and source of remittances.
Officially, the Mexican government acknowledges the right of the
United States to control its borders, though it has also insisted that the
USA respect the human rights of all persons within its borders
regardless of their legal status. However, it has held the position that
the Mexican Constitution prohibits the government from restricting
its citizens from leaving the country.61

In fact, the problem is substantially more complex than this simple
portrait would suggest. The United States has actively or tacitly
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cooperated with Mexico in encouraging cross-border labor flows in the
past, first through the Bracero Program (1949-1964) and thereafter
through lax or selective enforcement.62 Although the maquiladora
program and the NAFTA were sold in part as means for controlling
illegal immigration, both have contributed to the problem by acceler-
ating migration to northern Mexico, some of which inevitably spills
across the border. As a result, the labor markets in the two countries
have become increasingly integrated in a number of important agri-
cultural, manufacturing and services segments.63 Both the 1986 Immi-
gration Reform and Control Act [IRCA] and the 1996 immigration
legislation continued this ambivalence toward Mexican immigrants.
On the one hand, the 1986 bill finally threatened (albeit weakly) to
rely on employer sanctions as a means of enforcement; the 1996 bill
sought to strengthen these provisions. On the other hand the IRCA
granted an amnesty that allowed naturalization of certain classes of
undocumented immigrants. Both the 1996 bill, Proposition 187, and
welfare reform have encouraged a rush to naturalize on the part of
permanent residents, further encouraged by a fundamental change in
Mexican law that would permit dual citizenship. At the insistence of
Texas growers, the IRCA created a Special Agricultural Workers
program that became a major source of illegal labor flows; this
program was even expanded under the 1996 legislation.

The issue of immigration is of particular interest because it raises
most clearly the issues of identity that are at the heart of a constructivist
approach to international community-building. In a nation of immi-
grants, the question of national identity is always problematic. The
large Mexican-American population in the United States, which en-
compasses second-generation (and older) citizens, naturalized citizens,
permanent residents, and undocumented aliens, compounds the poli-
tics of the issue; though by no means uniformly supportive of more
open immigration policies, the electoral salience of Mexican-Americans
in Texas has acted as a counterweight against restrictionism and may in
the future in California as well.64 Moreover, it is difficult to disentangle
pragmatic concerns about the adverse effects of immigration on
particular classes of people from various forms of racism and nativism
which are impervious to empirical argument about the net economic
and social benefits of immigration. Nonetheless, careful studies of
initiatives such as California's Proposition 187 have demonstrated
fairly convincingly that such nativist sentiment played some role in the
vote even when controlling for economic factors.65
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A second and final indicator of distrust between the United States and
Mexico with respect to both drug trafficking and immigration is the
increasing militarization of the border.66 Although this has been a
gradual process, it might be dated to Operation Alliance in 1986, an
effort to coordinate field operations both among a host of US agencies as
well as bilaterally with Mexico. As Lemus notes, however, "Alliance
became a more unilateral project once it became obvious that the
Mexican government was having problems coordinating its own drug
control policy and was not willing to participate in joint projects," due
primarily to longstanding concerns about sovereignty; this changed
only marginally in the early 1990s with the formation of several
binational Border Task Forces targeted at four principal drug-trafficking
organizations.67 The defining characteristics of Alliance, which have
been continued and even deepened under the Clinton administration,
are a blurring of the customs, immigration, and drug control functions,
the devotion of increasing number of police and para-military per-
sonnel to the border, and the increasing use of direct military assistance,
including primarily the national guard but also Special Operations,
intelligence and other support from regular military units. Though this
military support has largely been limited to backup and logistic
functions, including road- and fence-building, the placement of military
forces on the border stands in stark contrast to the rhetoric of openness
that characterizes the dialogue on trade and investment issues.

The willingness and ability of Mexico to manage various political
and societal externalities has been an important determinant of the
overall relationship. With respect to the environment and the manage-
ment of illicit drug trafficking, interests have converged to some extent
and we are witnessing new levels and forms of cooperation. However,
Mexico's capacity to control these externalities has not always kept
pace with American demands; as a result, the United States has come to
see broad areas of the bilateral relationship as threatening and resorted
to unilateral, and even quasi-military, means of handling them. More-
over, the politics of immigration and the revival of anti-Mexican
sentiment shows that the two countries are a long distance from
achieving a common sense of community and identity.

Mexico's politics
The issue of identity and differences in political culture are raised
most fundamentally by the recurrent and increasing conflicts between
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the two countries over Mexico's dominant party system. Prior to the
crises of the 1980s, the benefits the United States enjoyed from
Mexico's political stability were enough to bury any doubts it might
have about the authoritarian face of PRI dominance. American aca-
demics vigorously debated the nature of Mexico's political system but
these controversies did not spill over into the policy arena; even
during the Carter era, when America's Wilsonian traditions resur-
faced, political repression, electoral fraud, and human rights abuses
did not figure at all in bilateral diplomacy.

That began to change following the debt crisis, and interestingly the
pressure came as much from the right in both the USA and Mexico as
it did from the left. Beginning with the local elections in Chihuahua in
1983, where the opposition PAN scored some of its first electoral
victories, through the closely-contested elections of 1988 and 1994, the
American media began to cover Mexican politics more aggressively.
Human rights advocates had long noted the existence of abuses in
Mexico and a dense transnational "democracy network" emerged in
the late-1980s and early 1990s made up of NGOs, domestic and
international election observer organizations, private foundations,
international secretariats of political parties, particularly European
social democratic ones, and groups of scholars.68 However more
traditional policy analysts in the US also began to express concerns
that the combination of severe economic distress and closed politics
constituted a recipe for "instability" and increased cross-border spil-
lovers, particularly in the form of more immigration. With the
transition to democracy elsewhere in the hemisphere, Mexico even
came under scrutiny from other Latin American countries. In 1990,
the president of Panama openly criticized Mexican electoral fraud and
Mario Vargas Llosa labeled the country a "perfect dictatorship" in a
televised roundtable.

Beginning in 1994, a series of events combined to once again put the
issue of Mexico's political stability on the table: the murder of PRI
presidential candidate Luis Donaldo Colosio and the controversial
selection of a politically weak successor in Ernesto Zedillo, the
Zapatista rebellion in Chiapas, an upsurge of opposition electoral
challenges at the state and local levels, and the emergence of a new,
leftist guerilla challenge in 1996. The profound economic crisis at the
outset of the new sexenio in December 1994-January 1995 raised new
doubts, which were deeply politicized in the United States by Pre-
sident Clinton's effort to secure Congressional support for assistance
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to Mexico and Congress' efforts to attach conditions to that support.
In general, the Clinton administration was restrained in its response
to these events; it would hardly have been helpful to underline the
country's political fragility when attempting to secure passage of the
NAFTA and multilateral and bilateral financial support during the
crisis of 1994-5. However, subtle changes were afoot, including public
statements about the importance of impartial electoral processes and a
more critical stance in the State Department's annual report on human
rights than had been seen under the Bush administration.

The Mexican government has made some tactical compromises on
the question of external surveillance. For example, the government's
opposition to international observation of elections began to erode in
1993 in response to internal and external pressures to guarantee the
credibility of the 1994 elections. Reforms of the Federal Code of
Electoral Organizations and Procedures in May 1994 introduced a
compromise by accepting the presence of "foreign visitors" to observe
Mexican elections while continuing to oppose their accreditation to
provide information, oversight or more formal supervision.69 Argu-
ably, the government's response to the Chiapas uprising was condi-
tioned by foreign scrutiny as well, as Salinas showed some restraint in
the use of military force and made promises to investigate any human
rights abuses that might have occurred. Denise Dresser has gone
farther, arguing that a number of the political initiatives of the early
1990s could be traced in part to foreign pressures.70

In general, however, the response of Mexico to these external
pressures has been to draw sharp lines of demarcation between its
new internationalism in the economic sphere and its openness to
external political scrutiny. In his third Informe de Gobierno, for example,
Salinas acknowledged that internationalization implied greater
foreign comment on domestic politics, but declared that "the day that
Mexico refers domestic political questions to outside decision it will
have forfeited its sovereignty." The concern was not merely an
academic one. Between 1985 and 1994 the PAN lodged seven protests
with the Inter-American Human Rights Commission of the OAS
accusing the Mexican government of electoral violations; other oppo-
sition parties followed the PAN's example. The Mexican government
roundly rejected both the accusations and the resulting IAHRC resolu-
tions, arguing that they violated the principle of non-intervention and
that the IAHRC lacks competence to judge electoral processes. The
fact that Mexican political forces would themselves appeal to outsider
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agencies to adjudicate disputes suggests clearly that the definition of
Mexican nationalism, long monopolized by the PRI, is now being
contested more vigorously than at any time in the past.

For numerous reasons, the United States has been reluctant to press
Mexico on political reform. But a restraint born of prudence and
instrumental calculations is a long distance from the existence of
common political norms. Perhaps in no other area is the difference
between the United States and Mexico as profound as in this one;
until Mexico has achieved something resembling a modern demo-
cratic political form, it is impossible to imagine its relations with the
United States enjoying the intangible sense of community that suf-
fuses the US-Canadian relationship.

Conclusion: US-Mexican relations in historical
perspective

Our overview of US-Mexican relations seeks to make three points,
one about the past, one about the present and one about the future
prospects for cooperation. In contrast to Deutsch, our history does not
find the main motor of cooperation between the two countries to lie in
increased transactions or ties of interdependence. Traditional security
concerns have periodically played a role in forcing US accommo-
dation to Mexico, particularly in the 1940s and to a lesser extent with
concerns about energy and national security in the 1980s. But a
necessary (if not sufficient) precondition for cooperation is con-
vergence: the extent to which Mexico adopts policies that are con-
ducive to US interests.

Our second point is that the extent of convergence shows no linear
trend over time or across issues. Viewed from a distance, the US-
Mexican relationship bears a number of the hallmarks of a Deutschian
PSC. Force appears to have been ruled out as a means of settling
disputes in the 1940s, and the bilateral association is becoming
increasingly institutionalized. A second layer of increasingly dense
cooperative ties is developing between subnational governments
along the border, between NGOs and civic groups, and of course
between the private sectors of the two countries; therein a Deutschian
might well find tales to tell about the significance of growing transac-
tions.71

However, our historical review suggests that cooperative relations
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need not be institutionalized and that institutionalized relations need
not be cooperative; in important ways, the US-Mexican relationship
was less conflictual under the Porfiriato and the golden age of
"desarrollo establizador" than it is in the present. Following the
research direction laid down by Deutsch's neofunctionalist contempo-
raries, particularly Ernst Haas, we find that "cooperation" and "com-
munity" are difficult to gauge in the aggregate and that economic
cooperation and the development of regional institutions in some
areas can coexist with substantial policy conflict in others. When
cooperation has extended into new areas, it appears to result less from
a substantive logic of spillover than from functionally-specific policy
convergence or direct political pressures from the USA.

If this leaves an ambiguous portrait of a complex relationship, we
are clear on one point: the USA and Mexico are still a long way from a
deep or tightly coupled Deutschian security community. The reasons
are in part economic; integration between proximate developed and
developing countries is bound to engender important conflicts with
respect to labor and immigration questions. However, the sources of
distrust run deeper: to the resurgence of a divisive identity politics on
both sides of the border and to Mexico's still-unfinished transition to
fully democratic rule.
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10 No fences make good neighbors: the
development of the Canadian-US
Security Community, 1871-1940
Sean M. Shore

The durable peace between the United States and Canada has nowa-
days become an afterthought. It is simply unimaginable to most
observers, except perhaps in satire,1 that the two North American
countries2 could fight a war over any issue that is likely to arise. As
5,000 miles (and 125 years) of undefended border attest, neither side
regards the other as even a potential military threat, despite the fact
that interstate anarchy supposedly makes war an ever-present possi-
bility.3 Conflicts materialize and are resolved without the expectation
that they might lead to violence. The United States and Canada thus
constitute a striking example of a pluralistic security community
(PSC).

How and why did this PSC arise? I will argue that it was produced
by two enduring and causally related processes which together
promoted a sense of community and the assurance that the US and
Canada would settle their disputes through pacific means. First and
foremost, after the Civil War, the United States and Canada demilitar-
ized their border. Initially, this process was based on domestic political
incentives, not warm sentiment. Prior to the Cold War, Americans
were generally unenthusiastic about military spending and large
peacetime armies because they feared domestic repression and adven-
turism. American policymakers also believed that force was unneces-
sary and unsuitable for effecting their desired annexation of Canada.
For its part, Canada disarmed after 1867, when it achieved quasi-
autonomy and could pass the defense buck to Britain and spend its
money more effectively elsewhere.

However unintended, the undefended border resulting from these
policies was a powerful trust-generating mechanism: the longer the
two sides refrained from arming, the more trustworthy they appeared
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to one another. This argument borrows from recent constructivist
critiques of neorealism. The latter approach, especially in the strict
form propounded by Kenneth Waltz, argues that international
anarchy generally precludes trust because there is no international
government, equivalent to a domestic Leviathan, which can ensure
the physical safety of states.4 States that entrust their security to others
will be systematically punished, if not exterminated. Those that
remain will be prone to engaging in arms competition with their
neighbors because of the security dilemma. Put simply, the enduring
facts of unequal power and the lack of enforcement capabilities
compel states to consider all others to be potential threats.

However, as Alexander Wendt argues, anarchy by itself tells us very
little about what sorts of threats states are likely to perceive and act
upon. According to Wendt, it is what actors do that determines how
they relate to one another:

The first social act creates expectations on both sides about each
other's future behavior: potentially mistaken and certainly tentative,
but expectations nonetheless. Based on this tentative knowledge, ego
makes a new gesture, again signifying the basis on which it will
respond to alter, and alter again responds, adding to the pool of
knowledge each has about the other, and so on over time. The
mechanism here is reinforcement; interaction rewards actors for
holding certain ideas about each other and discourages them from
holding others. If repeated long enough, these 'reciprocal typifica-
tions' will create relatively stable concepts of self and other regarding
the issue at stake in the interaction.5

Thus, the level of threat in a given interstate relationship is a function
of the quality of prior interaction; where those interactions are
peaceful, states can internalize positive images of one another, and
come to expect friendly behavior in the future. They can learn to trust
one another, in the sense that their theories about the "Other" can be
revised in light of new evidence.6

The mutual demilitarization of the border prompted just this sort of
learning in the US-Canadian case. Although major disputes arose
from time to time, prolonged demilitarization made policymakers and
mass publics increasingly confident that force would not be used to
resolve them. With no immediate military threat from across the
border, war seemed more distant and unlikely; this in turn diminished
the need for military preparations. The undefended border thus
generated self-fulfilling prophecies of peace.
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World War I triggered the second key political process, in which
Canadian and American elites began to imagine a shared North Amer-
ican identity. Policymakers and scholars on both sides of the border
compared the histories of Europe and North America, and found in
them two different political styles: the former based on perpetual
bloodshed, militarism, intrigue, and autocracy, the latter on the
century of peace, the undefended border, democratic institutions and
Anglo-Saxon heritage. The widespread acceptance of "North Amer-
ican" values by elites and mass publics transformed the US-Canadian
peace from a taken-for-granted, implicitly accepted state of affairs to a
consciously celebrated institution. This "immunized" the community
against the possibility of a renewed security dilemma.

Together, these processes produced (and later reflected) new under-
standings of "Self" and "Other" in the United States and Canada; the
two countries "learned" to see their relationship in a different way.
Previously held attitudes of hostility and fear were reformulated in
light of the new evidence of the undefended border and the discourse
of "North Americanism." "We-feeling" and dependable expectations
of peaceful change slowly replaced antagonism.7 In short, behavioral
changes precipitated the cognitive and affective changes necessary to
realize a transnational community.8

This chapter will proceed in three steps. First, because of Canada's
peculiar semi-colonial situation prior to the 1930s, I will address the
question of Canada's autonomy vis-a-vis Britain and whether it inter-
acted with the USA as an independent entity. I will then trace the
historical development of demilitarization and "North Americanism,"
and examine how they promoted expectations of peaceful change. I
conclude with a discussion of some implications for future research
on PSCs.

The question of Canadian autonomy
Any discussion of the US-Canadian pluralistic security community is
necessarily complicated by the fact that before the 1931 Statute of
Westminster, Canada was not a formally independent state. Instead, it
was a self-governing colony of the British Empire, and hence not
sovereign. Prior to 1867, Canada was not even unified; Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island, and Canada (Ontario and
Quebec) were administered individually, and had little autonomy
from London. Confederation in 1867 created a united Canada with
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full domestic autonomy, but US-Canadian diplomacy was still offi-
cially channeled through Whitehall until 1927. Not until 1909 did
Canada even have its own Department of External Affairs. Because of
this, Americans frequently treated Canada as if it were merely an
adjunct of British power. Even when they acknowledged Canada as a
separate entity, they did not always know what to make of it. As W. L.
Morton notes: "What Canada was, was unclear; it was covered by
none of the definitions in the text books in the State Department."9

Although pre-1931 Canada might not have been a sovereign state,
can it be considered an independent actor? For the years 1783 to 1867,
the answer is an unambiguous "no". The various colonies of British
North America were simply too divided and had too little autonomy.
During this period, Britain dominated US-"Canadian" relations.
However, after confederation in 1867, Canada was partly independent
of Britain and thus could be legitimately treated as a quasi-autono-
mous actor. First, not all of Canada's foreign relations were actually
channeled through or directed by Britain. In addition to numerous
unofficial contacts it had with Washington, the Dominion was free to
determine its own tariffs, and, crucially, had the right and responsi-
bility of developing its own defenses against invasion. The Royal
Navy would of course be available in case of emergency, but Canada
was expected to do much of the work in maintaining its military
preparedness. Ottawa was therefore given license to assess the level of
threat from the USA and respond accordingly. If it felt militarily
threatened, it could expand its fortifications, maintain a standing
army, and train and equip an effective citizens' militia. Conversely, if
it held "dependable expectations of peaceful change," it could allow
its defenses to lapse.

Canada's internal cohesion and state strength also improved mark-
edly after 1867. Previously, the St. Lawrence/Great Lakes commu-
nities had limited interactions with the Maritime colonies, and very
little contact with the Pacific colony at Vancouver. The social distance
between francophones and anglophones was as great. As a result,
there was no consequential Canadian identity which distinguished
North American Britons from the homeland. This lack of differentia-
tion began to change with confederation. The Conservative govern-
ment of Sir John A. Macdonald helped merge the disparate colonies
into a united Canada with its "National Policy," centered around
mercantilist economic practices and the building of transcontinental
railroads to link various sections of the country. As historian Donald
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Warner notes, these railroads "brought closer contact between the
provinces and better understanding. The Nova Scotia 'Bluenose'
learned that the Manitoban and Ontarian [were] very like himself and,
amazing discovery, all were citizens of a common country."10 Physical
integration and national economic policies had an important effect on
how Canadians identified themselves.

Later, Liberals like Sir Wilfrid Laurier and O. D. Skelton supported
a Canadian identity as a counterweight to the British connection. This
connection, while usually popular, became unwelcome when London
was perceived to have sold Canada's interests short, as in the Alaskan
boundary dispute.11 Canadian participation in the Boer War also
helped forge a Canadian identity. Newspaper accounts of the war
stressed Canadian participation, and as historian Desmond Morton
argues, "[t]roops who departed as 'soldiers of the Queen' returned as
self-conscious Canadians."12 Most importantly, successive administra-
tions were able to build francophone-anglophone coalitions, miti-
gating ethnic divisions.13 Although it is clear from the closeness of the
recent vote on Quebec's independence that Canada's national identity
has never been fully institutionalized, Canadians have considered
themselves distinct from Britons per se since the nineteenth century
because of instrumental, strategic, and economic processes.

Finally, from time to time Americans acknowledged Canada's
autonomy, and thus extended Ottawa a measure of recognition that
was tantamount to sovereignty. By 1885, US Secretary of State Thomas
Bayard was already referring to Canada as an independent nation,14

and in 1890, Congress held a series of hearings specifically on US-
Canadian relations. During these hearings, a commerce official testi-
fied that Canada was really an independent actor which "use[d] the
British flag as a screen behind which she violate [d] treaty stipula-
tions."15 The USA also recognized Canada's "international person-
hood" in forming the International Joint Commission on boundary
waters in 1909. Although the IJC treaty was signed by British
representatives, it was negotiated by Canadians, and only Canadians
and Americans participated on the commission itself. To be sure,
American officials still debated Canada's de jure status into the 1920s,
but increasingly treated it as a de facto independent actor.

To summarize, prior to 1867 "Canada" was simply a convenient
label for Britain's North American colonies. These colonies had no
internal or external sovereignty, and were unable to act independently
of London. After confederation, however, the Dominion of Canada
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became increasingly state-like. It gained complete domestic autonomy,
control of national defense and trade policy, increasing internal cohe-
sion, limited de facto control over its foreign policy, and a measure of
recognition by the United States. Therefore, although the imperial
connection will make it necessary to occasionally consider Anglo-
American relations as a whole, this chapter will largely consider post-
confederation Canada to be an independent actor.

Demilitarization and trust
In the 1870s, the United States and Canada began to tackle what is
probably the most difficult task in the development of a security
community: they learned to trust one another not to use force, even in
the absence of deterrence. As I show below, this trust was produced
by the "world's longest undefended border/' itself a product of
domestic political incentives in both countries. The longer the border
remained undefended, the less tangible that military threats seemed
to policymakers. Slowly but surely, the United States and Canada
internalized benign images of one another and came to expect
peaceful relations, eventually reaching the point where war was
unthinkable to all but a very few Americans and Canadians.

The Defended Border, 1814-1871
Historically, two domestic political pressures had driven the United
States to curtail spending on military forces directed at Canada. First,
a large military was actually inconsistent with the US's primary goal
vis-a-vis Canada, annexation. Nearly all Americans desired annexa-
tion, at least in principle; as Albert Weinberg put it, continental union
was "perhaps the most serious as well as the most persistent senti-
ment in the history of American expansionism."16 After the War of
1812, though, American annexationists believed that force was unsui-
table for achieving this union. Canadians, after all, were North
American cousins, "bone, as it were, of our bone, flesh of our flesh,
deriving their origin from the same Anglo-Saxon source."17 Forcible
annexation of these cousins, while probably not difficult from a
military standpoint, would be "rape-like imperialism," and unbe-
coming of American democracy.18 Even peaceful pressure was
deemed unnecessary by many. Canada would be drawn by the
dynamism of the USA and would voluntarily join the Union, in what
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could be called the "gravitational" theory of annexation. An 1869
newspaper editorial spelled out the policy implications of this theory:
"Should [Canadians], in obedience to a natural law of centripetal
force, gravitate to us, we will welcome them cordially . . . but until
they are ready to come to us, we have not the slightest disposition to
interfere in or influence their affairs."19

Naturally, the more Americans proclaimed their annexationist
desires, the less they endeared themselves to Canadians, and the less
likely peaceful annexation actually became. This was most strikingly
demonstrated in the debates surrounding the ratification of a trade
agreement in 1911. Canada had sought such an arrangement with the
United States on and off for decades, but when the USA finally
agreed, Canadian Conservatives raised the specter of annexation to
defeat the treaty, and the Liberals, in the next election. Greatly
contributing to the Conservative cause were the many insensitive and
counterproductive remarks made by President William Howard Taft,
House Speaker Champ Clark, and others who predicted Canadian
annexation as a result of trade reciprocity.20 As Weinberg noted, the
USA had used "the technique of a blustering Petruchio" in its wooing,
with predictable results.21 Importantly, though, American annexa-
tionism eschewed the use of force, and therefore opened up the
possibility of disarmament.

The USA was also able to resist or eliminate bureaucratic and
legislative pressures in favor of a militarized border. The framers of
the US Constitution worried that a large standing army subject to
central control would be an instrument of oppression.22 They there-
fore established citizens' militias to provide most day-to-day defense,
and disbanded regular armies whenever their immediate tasks were
completed. They also vested the powers to raise and support the
military, and to declare war, in Congress, an institution meant to be
directly accountable to citizens who were reluctant to pay high taxes
and send their children off to war. Finally, they helped create a
political culture in which military officers were politically margin-
alized and peacetime war planning shunned.23 Because of these ideas
and institutions, the USA had a strong preference for small peacetime
armies.

Nevertheless, an Anglo-American security dilemma compelled the
USA to defend the border anyway. During the War of 1812, the USA
had attacked Canada, and failed to conquer it mainly because of
incompetence.24 Britain, still committed to a North American empire,
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was not going to rely on this incompetence indefinitely. It therefore
prepared to defend Canada, except on the Great Lakes, where an early
arms control agreement had been reached.25 The United States
responded in kind.

In the 1820s, the British built expensive fortifications at Quebec and
Halifax, and dug canals to allow warships to bypass Niagara Falls on
their way to the upper Great Lakes. They continued to appropriate
funds (more than £500,000) to upgrade existing forts and build new
works at Kingston, Ontario and elsewhere through the 1840s. The
United States spent somewhat less on border defense: of $8,250,000
spent on fortifications between 1816-1829, only $208,000 was targeted
for works along the "Lake Frontier." Later on, however, the USA did
appropriate more money for works at Detroit, Buffalo, Niagara,
Oswego, and Rouse's Point, NY, and constructed its own canal system
which linked the Watervliet, NY, armory to the Great Lakes/St.
Lawrence system. 26

There were also several military crises in US-Canadian relations
which spurred active preparation for war. In 1837, Canadians led by
William Lyon Mackenzie and Louis-Joseph Papineau rebelled against
British authority and demanded more extensive democracy. Although
the USA remained officially neutral, Americans provided both moral
and material support for the rebels, leading to several clashes along
the border with loyal Canadians and British regulars. Things came to
a head in the Caroline affair, when Loyalist troops discovered an
American supply ship for the rebels on the Niagara River. They
attacked its crew, set it aflame, and sent it over the falls, actions which
obviously upset the Americans. The problem was exacerbated when
one of the troops involved, Alexander McLeod, later boasted in a New
York tavern that he had personally killed an American in the incident.
McLeod was arrested, prompting Britain to threaten war if he were
convicted. An acquittal ended the crisis.27

From 1839 to 1842, the two sides almost fought over the proper
boundary between Maine and New Brunswick, a problem eventually
solved through the Webster-Ashburton Treaty which granted most of
the disputed territory to the United States. Boundary problems
continued from 1844 to 1846, as the United States and Britain argued
over the Oregon territory. Sticking to a campaign promise, President
James Polk insisted on a line at 54° 40' north latitude, which would
have cut off Canada's access to the Pacific and given the valuable port
at Vancouver to the USA. When London stood firm and threatened
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war, though, the two countries were able to reach a compromise at the
49th parallel.

Another war scare arose during the American Civil War. Even
before Confederate troops fired on Fort Sumter, Secretary of State
William Seward advocated a war against Britain as a means of
diverting attention from the USA's internal problems; President
Abraham Lincoln quashed the idea, arguing that the USA could
afford only one conflict at a time. Once hostilities began, Britain
implicitly supported the Confederacy, and this generated much hosti-
lity toward Britain in the North. Several incidents compounded the
problems: the Trent affair, when Union sailors illegally seized a British
vessel carrying Confederate agents; the Alabama raids, conducted by a
Confederate vessel built in British shipyards; and the St. Albans raid,
when Confederates based in Canada staged an attack (consisting
mostly of a bank robbery) on a Vermont town. Britain and Canada
worried that if the South were defeated, Washington would turn its
huge and battle-trained armies northwards to punish the British for
their transgressions and to add large swaths of free territory which
could politically swamp the South in a rebuilt Union. London hastily
dispatched 14,000 troops to Quebec, and made provisions for calling
out 38,000 members of the Canadian militia. The United States
countered by appropriating $900,000 in 1862 for defenses along the
Canadian border.28

Post-Civil War demilitarization
Ironically, though, the Civil War opened the door to the demilitariza-
tion of the border by triggering the political reorganization of British
North America. The victory of the Union, coupled with the rise of
Germany under Bismarck, had put Britain in a difficult position: if it
wanted to meet the German threat, it had to somehow extricate itself
from North America, which now appeared indefensible and which
had become a drag on British resources. Benjamin Disraeli expressed
the sentiment of many others in Whitehall and Parliament when he
complained:

We must seriously consider our Canadian position, which is most
illegitimate. An Army maintained in a country which does not even
permit us to govern it! What an anomaly! . . . Power and influence
we should exercise in Asia; consequently in Eastern Europe; conse-
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quently in Western Europe; but what is the use of these colonial
deadweights which we do not govern?29

To resolve these problems, Britain made two key decisions. First, in
an effort to forestall absorption by the United States, it encouraged the
divided and weak colonies of British North America to form their
own union, which was achieved in 1867. Secondly, Britain quit the
day-to-day defense of the continent in 1871, and left that task to the
new Dominion government.30 These decisions saved Britain money,
and allowed it to devote more attention and resources to the European
balance of power.

Like Britain, the Dominion was unwilling to defend its border
against the United States. As Erik Yesson has noted, Canada's sover-
eignty was still divided after confederation, and therefore it had
incentives to "pass the buck" on defense to Britain. Ottawa was free to
appropriate funds for defense, but it could also expect to utilize the
sizable resources of the British Empire, and this was a powerful
disincentive to military spending. London, in turn, declined to pay for
a Canadian military, thus passing the buck back to Ottawa. The end
result was that Canada had virtually no border defenses.31

For its part, the USA was even less willing to arm the Canadian
border after the Civil War than it had been before. Weary soldiers
wanted to return home (and they did - the Army was reduced from
1,034,064 in May 1865 to 11,000 in 1866), and the few troops that
remained were sent south to enforce Reconstruction and to compel
the removal of the French-installed Emperor of Mexico.32 Further-
more, Americans still clung steadfastly to the "gravitation" theory of
annexation, and had received a very generous settlement of Civil War-
era differences with Britain in the 1871 Treaty of Washington.33 They
therefore had no foreign policy goals vis-a-vis Canada requiring a
large military.

With neither the USA nor Canada wanting to devote resources to
defense, arms racing ceased and the security dilemma dissolved. The
hitherto mythical undefended border became reality.34 Data compiled
and presented to Congress in 1903 shows that spending on American
fortifications along the Canadian border stopped by the mid-1870s.
Money for improving Forts Wayne (Detroit), Ontario (Oswego, NY),
Niagara, and Montgomery (Rouse's Point, NY) dried up in 1867.
Other border forts in Maine and New York were "zeroed out" in 1875,
and had been appropriated very little for several years prior.35 Many
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others lost their defensive function entirely: some were simply dilapi-
dated, others had been turned into training barracks, and some even
became dance halls. A tour of duty in upstate New York became
something less than a tense affair: "In 1884 life at Fort Ontario
included lawn tennis, fashionable attire, swimming lessons for chil-
dren, and boating."36 Until the Spanish-American War, the United
States also maintained a very small standing army (approximately
27,000), nearly all of which was utilized in Indian operations.37

A similar situation obtained on the other side of the border.
Between 1871 and 1876, as Canada built transcontinental railroads
and other infrastructure, it cut defense spending by two-thirds, and
allowed its fortifications to lapse.38 The Canadian militia was very
ineffective, listed on paper at around 40,000 part-time soldiers, but
averaging fewer than 19,000 from 1876 to 1896.39 It demonstrated
some usefulness as a fighting force in suppressing a rebellion in
Manitoba in 1885, and coping with periodic raids from the Fenian
Brotherhood (an organization dedicated to liberating Ireland from
Britain by attacking overseas imperial possessions like Canada). For
the most part, though, the militia served political, not military
purposes. It was a cheap and innocuous form of pork barrel, a fact
widely acknowledged at the time:

For eminently political and practical reasons, the government pre-
ferred an oversized, badly equipped, and ill-trained military organi-
zation. A large force with a purported forty thousand members
looked good on paper. More regiments meant more officers and
more small communities where favours could be granted. Of course,
a militia with too many officers, too little training, and worn-out
equipment had little fighting value. No professional soldier believed
that the sham battle or ceremonial review that climaxed a twelve-day
summer camp was a preparation for war. Instead, such spectacles
pandered to the conceit of politicians and militiamen and the
pleasure of tax-paying spectators.40

According to Kenneth Bourne, Canada's homegrown naval defenses,
and its "regular army," were just as feeble:

The Canadians had . . . established a Department of Marine and
Fisheries and gradually assembled a fleet for the protection of the
fisheries. But by 1896 there were still only five vessels, none of them
large or built for war, though each had a nine-pounder gun. Their
combined crews, amounting to only a little more than three hundred
men, formed the entire Canadian naval militia . . . The position with
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regard to troops was no less disappointing. In 1883 the Canadian
parliament had at last voted a small permanent force, but by 1887 it
still amounted to a mere 773 men.41

After the US Civil War, then, both countries stopped defending their
border. Their reasons for doing so, at least initially, had little to do
with friendship: Canada counted on the Royal Navy to deter the
United States, while Washington disarmed because of domestic pres-
sures and preferences. The much-heralded "world's longest unde-
fended border" was thus a product of economic incentives, narrowly-
defined self-interest, and, in the American case, confidence in Man-
ifest Destiny.

The undefended border as source of trust
Over time, however, demilitarization in North America "outgrew"
these supports, and became self-sustaining. By permanently halting
material preparations for war along the border, both states visibly
signaled their non-aggressive intentions toward one another.42 As a
result of this new evidence, Americans and Canadians reevaluated
their previously hostile attitudes, and came to expect peace in their
relations.

Admittedly, the USA's trust in Canada was overdetermined, in that
even a well-armed Canada posed little military threat to the United
States. So long as Canadians knew their limitations, the USA had
nothing to fear from them. American preponderance thus facilitated a
certain kind of trust, one that would have been more difficult to come
by had Canada been more powerful. Even so, American commenta-
tors occasionally voiced concern that Canada might someday pose a
threat to the USA. In the 1870s, for example, some feared that
Canada's new Royal Military College would produce generations of
soldiers trained on the Prussian model, putting less well-trained
American troops at a disadvantage. Others thought that Canada
might someday try to seize Portland, Maine, in an attempt to lessen
their dependence on the often ice-bound base of Quebec. These
commentators were reassured, though, by the fact that Canada
showed little inclination to develop its military potential.43 Canada's
behavior, not just its relative weakness, fostered peaceful expectations.

Canada's trust in the USA was not overdetermined. It knew full
well that an armed and motivated United States could defeat it.44 But
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this knowledge did not translate into fear because after the Civil War,
the USA demobilized its massive army and allowed its border forts to
decay. Canadians could see this demilitarization quite clearly, and
they inferred American benevolence from it. As historian Richard
Preston notes, "Canadians could read American official publications,
or go to see the forts. They concluded that the United States had no
thought of the invasion of Canada/'45 With the USA clearly disin-
clined to militarize the border or forcefully press annexation, attack
grew to seem very improbable to Canadians of virtually all political
stripes.46 By 1878, Prime Minister Alexander Mackenzie noted that a
majority of Canadians thought that the only military Canada needed
"was a volunteer force to keep domestic order and protect the frontier
against the Fenians." Mackenzie himself supported more extensive
military preparations, not against the United States, but against
Russia, which was posing a more direct and tangible threat to the
British Empire. Even General Edward Selby Smyth, assigned to the
task of refurbishing the Canadian military in the 1870s, was forced by
the available evidence to accept that the USA posed no military
threat.47

Some might argue that this Canadian "trust" was really a function
of American hegemony. Canada, being much smaller and weaker,
feared antagonizing the USA with arms buildups or other potentially
inflammatory actions. As a result, what appears to be trust was really
a case of "hiding" or "bandwagoning."48 There are two reasons,
though, to reject this argument. First, the hiding hypothesis is belied
by Canada's willingness to challenge the United States on important
issues when its interests were threatened. This willingness was most
prominently shown in the 1903 Alaskan boundary dispute, in which
Canadians disputed the long-standing Russian/American claim to a
wide panhandle which included all the inlets and islands south to the
54° 40' line (and which thereby left the Canadian Yukon landlocked).
When a British negotiator sided with American arbitrators, Canadians
were furious, although most historians agree that the decision was
correct from a legal standpoint.49

More importantly, the evidence suggests that Canadian leaders
were reassured by the USA, not fearful of it, as the bandwagoning and
hiding hypotheses would imply. This trust was demonstrated in
secret testimony given by Prime Minister Sir John A. Macdonald at an
Imperial Defence Conference in 1880. At the conference, Macdonald
explicitly rejected the idea that the United States and Canada would
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ever go to war, basing his assessment not on the effectiveness of
deterrence, but on expectations about American attitudes and
behavior:

[M]y opinion is, that from the present aspect of affairs, and from a
gradual improvement in the feeling between the people of the
United States and the people of Canada, that the danger of war is
annually decreasing, so much so that it is in the highest degree
improbable that there will ever be a war between England and the
United States, except for causes altogether unconnected with Canada
of which I cannot judge.50

To a surprising extent, Canadians even trusted the USA during the
1895 Anglo-American confrontation over Venezuela. In this confronta-
tion, Britain disputed Venezuela's boundary with Guyana, which had
become a critical matter when gold was discovered in the region.
President Grover Cleveland invoked the Monroe Doctrine in response,
and threatened war (which would have inevitably involved Canada).
The British eventually backed down, anxious to avoid adding the US
to their growing list of enemies. This war scare spurred British and
Canadian officers to reconsider the American threat for about a
decade, but, as Richard Preston notes, "the people of Canada were not
greatly disturbed" by the crisis. "Many of them believed that they
understood American political behavior better than did the British.
They dismissed Cleveland's message as meant for domestic consump-
tion; there was an election in the offing."51 Clearly, two decades'
experience with a demilitarized USA had led Canadians to expect
peaceful change, even in the midst of a serious crisis.

Additional evidence of Canada's trust can be found in its behavior
during the First World War. Under the terms of confederation, Britain
granted Canada the right of determining the extent of its participation
in any overseas armed conflict. Although any act of war passed in
London was binding on the whole empire, this meant only that the
Dominion would be a belligerent under international law. Canada did
not have to physically participate in any imperial conflicts Neverthe-
less, Canadians did choose to participate in 1914, and in great
numbers. In the first three years of the war, Canada sent nearly half a
million troops to Europe, as well as nearly all its heavy artillery and
modern equipment. This left it utterly defenseless against a still-
neutral United States. Canada also must have known that while
fighting Germany and Austria, Britain would certainly be unable to
deter the USA, let alone defend against an American invasion. To be
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sure, many Canadian leaders were quite worried in 1914 and 1915
about the possibility of sabotage conducted by German-American
groups, but they assumed that the US government itself had benevo-
lent intentions.52

War planning staffs on both sides were still active, even into the
interwar period. As late as 1926, Col. James "Buster" Brown was
working on Canadian Defence Scheme No. 1 against American
invasion, and in the United States, the Army War College developed
Plan "Red" for war with Britain and Canada. But because of the
persistent lack of any tangible threat, and the strong civilian control of
both militaries, these plans were mainly paper exercises, with almost
no political impact.53

Military historian Henry Gole argues that training and education
were the main goals of Plan Red:

War with England [and by extension, Canada-SMS] became increas-
ingly improbable with every passing year, but Red was exercised
regularly from 1905 to 1940. Only by assuming England was the foe
could planners conjure up a study in the American north or in the
North Atlantic requiring a maximum effort by the US Army and the
US Navy.

He adds: "If students were to plan for the defense of the east coast,
they had to willingly suspend reality in the 1930s and permit our
probable friends - Britain and Canada - to wear the villain's cape."54

Although both sides planned for war, this planning was not politically
relevant, in the sense that it was detached from the realities existing
on the ground. These plans were destined to remain just that - plans -
so long as the primary civilian authorities considered Anglo-American
war a far-fetched prospect.

To summarize, after the Civil War, the enduring fact of the unde-
fended border led the United States and Canada to trust one another
not to use force, even in the absence of credible deterrence. Because
for decades they posed no tangible and immediate threat to one
another, peace became a taken-for-granted aspect of their relationship.

Constructing a shared identity
Arguably, though, these beliefs might have been tenuous so long as
they relied on domestic preferences for an undefended border. If for
whatever reason (e.g., domestic upheaval, new political coalitions,
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influential new ideas) these preferences changed, the undefended
border, and trust along with it, might have evaporated.

This did not happen, because in the 1910s and 1920s, Canadians
and Americans began to form a transnational community, character-
ized by common values and a shared political identity. As I show
below, policymakers and scholars on both sides began to conceive of
North America as a political unit distinct from Europe, with its own
pacific style of politics. They found that North America had enjoyed
uninterrupted peace since 1815 because of cultural similarity, democ-
racy, openness, the undefended border, and the enlightened use of
arbitration and other depoliticized methods of conflict resolution. This
self-congratulatory discourse effectively whitewashed the serious con-
flicts that had afflicted US-Canadian relations over the years, in-
cluding the Caroline Affair, the Venezuela Crisis, the Alabama and
Fenian raids, and boundary disputes over Maine, Oregon, Alaska, and
the straits of San Juan de Fuca. It was the perception of history,
though, not the actual facts, which was decisive. The widespread
celebration of North American values took the tacit cooperation which
had characterized the US-Canadian relationship and transformed it
into an explicit norm. In so doing, it made trust part of Canadian and
American self-identification. From this point forward, Canadians
trusted Americans, and vice versa, because that was how North
Americans were "supposed" to behave. Individuals and groups who
behaved otherwise (e.g. by advocating the need for defenses, or even
the possibility of war) were outside the accepted bounds of politics,
and were duly chastised or ignored.

Making the community plausible: transnational interactions
Scholars of nationalism have argued in recent years that ethnic and
political identities are socially constructed; i.e., they are not predeter-
mined, objective, or "natural," but are instead intersubjectively held
myths about the origins and histories of communities.55 To say that
communities are "imagined," though, is not to say that they are
imaginary. For an identity to be accepted, it must resonate at some
level with the beliefs and experiences of individuals.

Prior to the Civil War, the beliefs and experiences that would make
a North American community seem plausible were mostly lacking.56

Indeed, Canadians and Americans were often quite hostile to the
notion that they formed a community. English Canada had, after all,
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been created by Loyalists fleeing the thirteen colonies; they deliber-
ately detached themselves from the North American community.
According to W. L. Morton, Americans reciprocated this antipathy,
albeit in a paternalistic way. Americans tended to see Canada's
attachment to Britain as deluded and artificial, and they were con-
tinually frustrated by Loyalist sentiment:

Americans tended to see . . . the structure of Canadian politics as
that of the domination of the country's government and economy, by
a small, influential, pro-British group which by indoctrination and
pressure kept Canada from finding its true destiny in union with the
United States.57

For many years as well, some Americans stubbornly and foolishly
maintained that parliamentary systems were anti-democratic and
tyrannical.58 They therefore could not accept that British Canada
could ever be part of the North American experiment in democracy.

After the Civil War, however, the undefended border helped to
support identification between Americans and Canadians. It did so in
two ways: (1) by reducing tensions which might have kept the
peoples apart; and (2) by promoting extensive transnational interac-
tions between the two societies.

Social psychologists have demonstrated that the mere division of
people into groups, even trivial or ad hoc groups, is enough to produce
in-group favoritism and out-group hostility.59 This dynamic is, in
turn, greatly reinforced when groups compete over scarce resources
or have conflicting goals.60 Therefore, if the US-Canadian border had
remained armed and hostile after the Civil War, ongoing security
competition might have sustained sharp distinctions between Cana-
dian and American identities. Because the border was undefended,
though, in-group/out-group differentiation could be mitigated; less
conflict meant less need to define the "Self" in contrast to the "Other."

Furthermore, as William R. Thompson has recently shown, the
establishment of peace in North America permitted increasing liber-
alism and openness in the two countries.61 During the Civil War,
President Lincoln temporarily instituted the use of passports for
crossing the border. Had US-Canadian relations remained hostile and
militarized, strong border controls and limited transnational interac-
tions might have become the norm, especially as enforcement capabil-
ities improved on both sides. After 1871, detente and the undefended
border allowed the two societies to freely interact in a wide variety of
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areas, thus generating the experiences necessary for a shared identity
to emerge.

Probably the most obvious form of interaction generating shared
experiences was interpersonal contact. Historically, populations
drifted across the border in both directions (but mainly south), as
individuals moved in search of jobs and available land. For these
purposes, the international boundary often seemed irrelevant, as
noted by historian James Shotwell: "Even in my own boyhood [the
1870s and 80s], people moved freely back and forth across the
international line. We had relatives who went over to Michigan and
farther west, and we thought no more of it than if they had moved out
of Middlesex into the adjacent County of Lambton."62 Between 1860
and 1900, the United States absorbed approximately 930,000 Canadian
immigrants.63 Many others went south on a temporary basis, to
pursue educational opportunities (among them future Prime Minister
William Lyon Mackenzie King, who attended Harvard, where he met
Franklin Roosevelt). Movement in the opposite direction was more
limited: the largest such migration sent 160,000 Minnesotans and
Dakotans to the Canadian prairie in search of farmland between 1896
and 1914.64 Even so, by 1931, there were 344,000 American-born
permanent residents in Canada.65

Transnational flows of ideas and popular culture were also exten-
sive. Around the turn of the century, improvements in technology and
increased literacy spurred the growth of a commercialized mass
publishing industry in North America, which meant that anglophone
Canadians and Americans were increasingly exposed to the same
(usually American) ideas. Hundreds of thousands of Canadians read
Ladies' Home journal, McCall's, and the Saturday Evening Post, and
increasingly, they ignored British publications; for every dollar spent
on British magazines, Canadians spent $100 on American magazines.
In total, 300 separate American titles, amounting to 50 million copies,
were purchased annually in Canada in the 1920s.66 Similar processes
were at work in the realm of social clubs, as Canadians flocked to join
Rotary Clubs, Lions, and Kiwanis; in entertainment, with the domi-
nance of American radio and Hollywood (98 percent of films shown
in Canada were Hollywood-made); and in sports, as Canadians and
Americans followed professional baseball and the National Hockey
League.67 As a result of these processes, Canadians came to share
more in common with Americans than they did with the British.

Perhaps the most widespread interactions were economic relations,
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particularly international trade, investment, and labor union member-
ship. Here again, the relations were usually quite lopsided. In general
during this period, and especially after the turn of the century, the
United States exported more goods and capital to Canada than vice
versa. Even though the USA had terminated trade reciprocity with
Canada during the Civil War, by 1876, Americans exported $44
million worth of goods to Canada, outpacing even the British.
Canadians, in turn, sent roughly $30 million in goods back across the
border.68 By 1900, the USA was exporting more than $100 million of
goods annually to Canada, and importing $58 million. The corre-
sponding figures for 1913 were $436 million to $140 million; and for
1920, $800 million to $464 million. US imports accounted for roughly
70 percent of Canada's trade during most of the interwar period.69 In
addition, by the 1920s, Americans had invested $3.8 billion in Canada,
nearly twice the figure invested by Britons.70 By the 1930s, even
though trade had dropped off dramatically as a result of tariff wars
and the Great Depression, it was evident to most observers that an
integrated continental economy had emerged.

Much the same was occurring to the labor movements in the two
countries. In 1902, American Federation of Labor President Samuel
Gompers successfully drove the Knights of Labour from the leadership
of the Trades and Labour Congress, Canada's largest labor organiza-
tion, and replaced them with AFL-sponsored candidates. From then
on, the Canadian labor movement was fused with its American
counterpart; until World War II, at least 60 percent, and as much as 90
percent, of Canadian union members joined "international" unions.71

These transnational relations helped to homogenize (mostly Amer-
icanize) the two societies, and made the idea of a specifically "North
American" way of life seem intuitively plausible. This homogeniza-
tion was noticed as early as 1890, in a letter submitted to a US Senate
hearing on Canadian relations:

Within the memory of many now in active life Canada was not only
decidedly anti-republican, but was intensely British or monarchial
[sic]. An American who crossed the boundary realized that he was in
a foreign country; he was received there with suspicion. The dress,
the speech, the manners, and the customs of the people were
intensely English. The railways, the hotels, and the stage lines were
English. Today. . ., all is radically changed.

The author went on to note how similar Canadians were to Americans
in local and federal systems of government, education, manners, taste
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in magazines and newspapers, real estate markets, and economic
activities, and then added: "They are our cousins, and we may well be
proud of our relationship with them."72 By the interwar period, the
mixing of the two societies had been so extensive that they seemed to
some observers to have become a single people. As historian J .B.
Brebner noted in 1931, "It is unnecessary to make much comment on
how similar ways of living are, wherever one turns in North America.
The facts are obvious."73 This sentiment was expressed even more
directly by Prime Minister Mackenzie King in the House of
Commons: "relations [with the USA] are so intimate and continuous
that some people in Canada seem to imagine that they are not foreign
relations at all."74

Canadians, generally being on the "receiving end" of American
goods, culture, and tourists, often resented this homogenization. For
example, Canadian scholar Harold Innis forcefully argued in 1952 that
the USA exercised a sort of hegemony over Canada, and used the
press, film, and the radio to reshape Canadian preferences along
American lines:

We are fighting for our lives. The pernicious influence of American
advertising reflected especially in the periodical press and the
powerful persistent impact of commercialism have been evident in
all the ramifications of Canadian life. The jackals of communications
systems are constantly on the alert to destroy every vestige of
sentiment toward Great Britain holding it of no advantage if it
threatens the omnipotence of American commercialism.75

Similarly, Tory MP Charles H. Dickie suggested in 1927 that Canada
had become an appendage of the American empire: "[Americans] are
effecting an economic conquest of Canada without going to war with
us, as I am sure they never expect to do."76 Canadian nationalists tried
to resist American dominance in a variety of ways, with the rejection
of free trade in 1911, restrictions on American cultural exports, and
the establishment of the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation in 1932.
Despite their efforts, an integrated North American way of life was
slowly but surely built after the American Civil War.

Writing the North American story
The foundations for a distinctive North American identity had thus
been built by the first decades of the twentieth century. This did not
mean, however, that this identity had actually been articulated. North
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Americans may have shared a way of life, and a uniquely demilitar-
ized political relationship, but they were not necessarily conscious of
this fact, nor did they assign it any particular significance. Their trust
and shared identity was still implicit and taken for granted, rather
than explicit and a source of pride.

Two political processes brought US-Canadian similarities to the
forefront of political discourse. First was the creation of the Inter-
national Joint Commission on boundary waters in 1909. Still func-
tioning today, the IJC consists of six commissioners (three Americans,
three Canadians), who coordinate the work of twenty-four technical
boards governing issues such as the diversion of water from the Great
Lakes, hydroelectric power facilities, and water quality. This organiza-
tion has been remarkably successful as a tool of conflict resolution: of
the more than 110 cases decided by the IJC, all but four have been
settled unanimously; and in these four divided decisions, only two
were split along national lines.77

However, the real importance of the IJC, as well as various other
methods of nonviolent conflict resolution,78 was not to ensure that
US-Canadian disputes would be resolved peacefully. The undefended
border had already done that. Rather, the IJC's role was more
symbolic; it became a concrete example of the supposed North
American preference for the depoliticized, rational, and nonviolent
settlement of disputes. The IJC was a source of pride for scholars and
policymakers on both sides of the border, and was frequently pre-
sented as a model for peace elsewhere. In his 1922 biography of Sir
Wilfrid Laurier, Canadian Undersecretary of State O. D. Skelton noted
of the IJC:

In its explicit recognition of Canada's international status, in the
optional provision for reference to the commission of any subject
whatever in dispute between the two countries, in the permanent
character of the joint body, and, not least, in the adoption for the first
time in international practice of the far-reaching provision that
individual citizens of either country might present their cases direct
[sic], without the State acting as intermediary, the experiment was a
distinctive North American contribution to a sane international
polity.79

US Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes offered a similar perspec-
tive in 1923 when he suggested that other countries might learn to
overcome their propensities for war if they followed the North
American lead and devised IJC-like commissions.80 Thus, the IJC
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made Americans and Canadians more aware of their distinctiveness
as North Americans.

Even more important for the explicit recognition of a North Amer-
ican identity was the onset and aftermath of World War I. Psycholo-
gists and sociologists have long argued that identity is based on
difference: the recognition of a "we" depends on a simultaneous
recognition of a "they."81 The war had turned Europe into North
America's "they." Canadians and Americans saw how in Europe,
authoritarianism and militarism had triggered the most extensive
bloodshed the world had ever seen. North Americans, on the other
hand, had been farsighted enough to leave their border undefended
and to resolve conflicts peacefully. Put in terms used by Emanuel
Adler, North America became a "cognitive region," recognized by
policymakers and scholars as constituting a distinct cultural area with
its own brand of politics.82

One of the earliest Canadian proponents of this dichotomy was
Prime Minister Sir Wilfrid Laurier. Laurier did not love the United
States, and he certainly resented Canada's dependence on it. Neverthe-
less, he recognized that the USA and Canada had learned to overcome
the "vortex of militarism" that was the "curse and blight" of Europe.83

Similarly, Americans, who had always viewed themselves apart from
Europe, began to include Canada in their "exceptionalist" discourse
during World War I. Thus, in a private letter in 1914, Theodore
Roosevelt wrote: "I cannot help hoping and believing that in the end
nations will gradually get to the point that, for instance, Canada and
the United States have now attained, where each nation, as a matter of
course, treats the other with reasonable justice and friendliness and
where war is unthinkable between them."84 This last quote displays a
recurring theme in this discourse: the idea that the North American
democracies were destined to save Europe by providing a shining
example of how to structure international politics. This argument was
most forcefully made by the Rev. James Macdonald in a 1917 lecture:

These two North American democracies are, indeed, Europe's
second chance . . . North America inherited a world idea, not for her
own sake, but for the world's. The United States and Canada are
trustees for all humanity. Before the world's judgment seat we must
give account of our stewardship.85

Concurrent with the drift towards global war was the 100th anniver-
sary of the Treaty of Ghent (ending the War of 1812), which
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heightened the contrast between North American and European
practices.86

In the interwar period, the celebration of "North Americanism"
continued, and even intensified, as it became evident that another
European war was in the offing. Franklin Roosevelt was surely wrong
in 1936 when he said, "On both sides of the line we are so accustomed
to an undefended boundary three thousand miles long that we are
inclined perhaps to minimize its vast importance."87 In fact, US and
Canadian policymakers sang the praises of the undefended border,
the hundred-years' peace, and "matchless harmony" on almost every
imaginable occasion. Secretary of State Henry Stimson's 1932 Do-
minion Day greetings give the flavor of countless other speeches:

My message is more than one of formal greeting. It is not merely a
courteous word of remembrance such as might be exchanged
between distant and dissociated nations. It is a message framed upon
a common outlook, common tradition, common language and litera-
ture, and upon a relationship which is unique among the great
peoples of the world. It is a message not only of good wishes but of
understanding and affection.88

Historians, especially those Canadian-born, also had a hand in
promoting this discourse. Particularly important were James Shotwell
and the other contributors to the twenty-five-volume history of US-
Canadian relations sponsored by the Carnegie Endowment for Inter-
national Peace. These historians were less inclined than were sta-
tesmen to romanticize the undefended border and the years of peace,
but they explicitly sought to use North American relations as a model
for the rest of the world. As Carl Berger notes, for Shotwell, "the
examination of Canadian-American relations was intended to serve a
further purpose which overshadowed the simple historical satisfac-
tion of describing the past. Shotwell's main concerns were world
peace and internationalism and it was these twin goals which that in
his mind justified the financial support that the [Carnegie] series
received and constituted its chief relevance for world history."89

The political impact of shared identity
The pervasive discourse of North Americanism took the trust already
implicit in the US-Canadian relationship, and turned it into a source
of identification. Even when domestic political actors behaved in
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ways contrary to those identities, they were unable to undermine the
basic trust that existed between Americans and Canadians.

This was clearly demonstrated in the reaction to a violation of the
norm of the undefended border in 1935. In secret testimony at a
Congressional hearing on the need for improved frontier air defenses,
General Charles Kilbourne requested funds for the building of an air
base near the Canadian border, "camouflaged" under the heading
"intermediate stations for transcontinental flights." The subterfuge, he
explained, was necessitated by the "Canadian situation": he "did not
want to accentuate anything that would look as though we contem-
plated passing away from the century-old principle that our Canadian
border needs no defense," but he thought that an air base could be
built in the Great Lakes region "without attracting any attention."
Later in the same hearing, General F. M. Andrews expressed fear that
Canada might join a hypothetical enemy coalition, or be defeated by
one, which would require the US to contemplate preemptive strikes.90

When the testimony was subsequently published, there was a
strong negative reaction from the American side, while Canadians
hardly noticed the incident at all. Franklin Roosevelt upbraided
Andrews, Kilbourne, and Military Affairs Committee Chairman John
J. McSwain in a clumsily phrased letter, noting that "this Government
not only accepts as an accomplished fact the permanent peace
cemented by many generations of friendship between the Canadian
and American people, but expects to live up to not only the letter, but
also the spirit of our treaties relating to the permanent disarmament of
our three thousand miles of common boundary."91 In a press con-
ference, he added that "so far as every Government official in this
country is concerned . . . we are certainly going to do nothing to arm
ourselves in any form, either offensively or defensively, against
Canada."92

Roosevelt was not the only one to weigh in on the issue. Senator
Arthur Capper of Kansas complained that "the people of this con-
tinent did not even suspect that our own Army officers were guilty of
[this] species of insanity"; and Representative Louis Ludlow found
that "[i]n view of the matchless harmony that has enabled two
Nations with 3,000 miles of common border to dwell side by side in
perfect peace for 118 years, there is something tragically pathetic in
the testimony" given by Andrews and Kilbourne. Many major news-
papers, including the Washington Post and New York Herald Tribune,
also joined in the condemnation.93 Americans clearly found talk of
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preemptive strikes against Canada inconsistent with their identity as
North Americans. Although an air defense bill did eventually pass,
Roosevelt and others had made plain that war with Canada was not
to be considered, except in cases where the latter had already been
defeated by a hostile power (primarily, the Germans or Japanese). War
plans came to reflect this.94

Canadians, for their part, dismissed the entire episode. Ottawa's
first response was to note that "The government . . . had been
disposed from the first to not take the matter seriously except for its
possible effects on Canadian public opinion." The Globe and Mail
regretted all the "foolish publicity given to an irritating subject,"
while the Montreal Gazette noted that "Canadians by and large did not
take the episode seriously and were inclined to laugh heartily at the
absurdity of the whole affair."95 The Ottawa Citizen even defended the
American air base plan: "the failure of this country [Canada] to take
adequate steps for defense against invasion on either coast is tending
to make it imperative on the United States to do something about
defense of the northern frontier."96 Clearly, Canadians "knew" that
the USA, as a North American nation, had no aggressive intentions,
and they interpreted the air base plan accordingly.

The vehemence with which the air base plan was denounced in the
US, and the ease with which it was ignored in Canada, suggests that
the two sides had internalized a North American identity that
assumed and celebrated peaceful relations between the USA and
Canada. This identity "immunized" North America against the ree-
mergence of a security dilemma, and in so doing, institutionalized the
North American pluralistic security community.

Conclusions
The history of the US-Canadian relationship suggests three impli-
cations for our understanding of PSCs generally. First, it demonstrates
a path to PSC development not addressed in Adler and Barnett's
introduction. Their three-stage model (nascent, ascendant, mature)
begins with a conscious search for increased security and cooperation.
With increased cooperation and diffuse reciprocity, states can develop
shared meanings and identities, and slowly begin to demilitarize their
relationship. Ultimately, states might cease preparing for war with
one another entirely, at which point they have become a mature PSC.97

As shown above, the United States and Canada essentially reversed
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this causal logic. After barely avoiding a war during the American
Civil War, they demilitarized their border almost immediately. This
demilitarization preceded and produced trust: the undefended border
led the two sides to revise their previously hostile images of one
another, and to substitute dependable expectations of peaceful
change. Once the tensions in this relationship had been reduced, the
USA and Canada could begin to build a shared identity which
institutionalized the PSC. Hence, contrary to the Adler and Barnett
model, the undefended border was an initial cause, as well as an
indicator, of the North American PSC.

Two factors are responsible for the differences in these historical
paths. First, Canada's divided sovereignty, and general lack of foreign
policy autonomy, made a conscious search for community impossible.
Canada could cooperate tacitly with the United States, but it could not
authorize "search missions" to promote cooperation or create inter-
national institutions without Britain's approval. Until Canada gained
more autonomy in the interwar period, the North American PSC was
by necessity spontaneous and "loosely coupled." Secondly, different
international environments may also have played a role. The path
outlined by Adler and Barnett seems more appropriate in situations
where would-be PSC members face a common threat which compels
them to cooperate, and which creates incentives for states to highlight
their similarities and downplay their differences. An example might
be the West European states, which after World War II had to
simultaneously address the "German question" and the Soviet threat.
Until World War I, though, the USA and Canada faced no common
threat, and had a relatively insignificant legacy of war and aggression
to overcome. Consequently, they had very little incentive for formal
security cooperation. Only after Canadians and Americans realized
what they had achieved did they begin to search for ways to
strengthen their relationship, starting with the creation of the Perma-
nent Joint Board on Defense in August, 1940.

There are good reasons to believe that this precise path toward
stable peace in North America could not be replicated elsewhere.
There are simply too many peculiarities: Canada's semi-sovereign
status from 1867 to 1931; British extended deterrence; shared Anglo-
Saxon culture and political institutions; American republican institu-
tions; a thinly populated, geographically isolated, and (by Europeans,
at least) largely unexplored continent. This case can, however, be used
to make contingent generalizations about the development of other
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security communities.98 The specific causal relationships identified in
this study (e.g. between demilitarization and trust, or between trans-
national interactions and shared identity) might operate in cases
which share the same or similar sets of variables. Thus, although the
Canadian-American relationship is highly unrepresentative of inter-
national politics as a whole, it can still suggest possible pathways
along which other PSCs might be developed.

Secondly, the US-Canadian case suggests the importance of political
learning in the development of security communities. As the literature
on learning demonstrates, actors' beliefs and preferences are not
static, but are instead acquired through experience and reflection.
New behavior or new ideas can lead actors to revise their preexisting
images of one another and generate new understandings of their
relationship. This kind of reevaluation was a vital component of the
development of the US-Canadian security community. Prior to the
1870s, the USA and Britain/Canada had been "locked" into a security
dilemma in large part because of hostile images and expectations
about future aggression. After the Civil War, though, these expecta-
tions were falsified by the undefended border. As a result, the two
sides began to "understand" one another in more pacific terms, even
if there was still antagonism and miscommunication. Demilitarization
had provided a "cognitive punch" which directed the two sides to
reevaluate their prior beliefs."

Thirdly, this case illustrates the path-dependent nature of PSC
development.100 When the USA and Canada decided to stop de-
fending their border, they set in motion a self-reinforcing pattern of
behavior. Mutual demilitarization generated positive feedback in the
form of trust and dependable expectations of peaceful change, which
in turn supported continued demilitarization. With neither side
posing a military threat to the other, it became increasingly unlikely
that they would revert to their pre-Civil War pattern of behavior. The
institutionalization of the undefended border made it unlikely that
they even could; domestic actors supporting renewed militarization
(e.g. Selby Smyth) gradually lost the ability to impose their prefer-
ences on the political system.

Positive feedback from demilitarization had a similar effect on the
construction of a shared US-Canadian identity. The undefended
border facilitated transnational relations, by supporting open, liberal
political systems in both countries.101 These transnational relations in
turn begat more transnational relations, as economies and cultures
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became more tightly integrated, and individuals formed more cross-
border relationships. Eventually, Canadian and American ways of life
were inextricably linked.

This is not to suggest that a US-Canadian security community was
an inevitable outcome; there were many historical junctures at which
it could have come unraveled. Had the Venezuelan crisis escalated,
for example, the PSC might have collapsed rather spectacularly, as
American troops invaded Canada. However, once the process began,
it gained momentum and was increasingly difficult to halt. Peaceful
expectations reinforced peaceful practices, and vice versa, making the
undefended border and 150 years of peace seem the normal state of
affairs, and war the subject of farce.
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11 A neo-Kantian perspective:
democracy, interdependence, and
international organizations in
building security communities
Bruce Russett

In this chapter I explore elements of a partial but arguably nascent
global security community. To think about such a global scope requires
treating the concept of security community somewhat loosely, and
surely it applies unevenly, to some regions more strongly than to
others. At one end of the spectrum, some "hot spots" manifest no
security community whatsoever; other parts of the global system have
plausibly reached the stage of ascendant (South America) and even
mature (Europe) security communities. Overall, true interstate conflicts
have become rare with the end of the Cold War, just as intrastate
conflicts have multiplied.1 So what we must do here is to consider
elements - partial and potential as well as actual - of a global security
community. In doing so we take the hard case, focusing on global
processes and institutions and thereby push the envelope of this
discussion on security communities. What seems to be transpiring, at
the very least, is a blurring and extension of the boundaries of regional
security communities, as they exist or as they are emerging.

By focusing on the global parts, particularly the United Nations, I
do not imply that everything about these organizations works as
intended. Rather, I am trying to capture the essential vision of many of
the founders of the UN, previous commentators, and recent contribu-
tions to the discourse on reforming the UN.2

A Kantian framework
As a way of introducing some of these elements in a Kantian frame-
work, begin with a puzzle about the end of the Cold War. For this
purpose the question is not simply why did the Cold War end, but
rather: why did it end before the drastic change in the bipolar
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distribution of power, and why did it end peacefully? Neither of these
questions is well answered within the framework of a neorealist
analysis. In November 1988 Margaret Thatcher proclaimed, as did
other Europeans, that "the Cold War is over." By spring 1989 the US
State Department stopped making official reference to the Soviet
Union as the enemy.3 The fundamental patterns of East-West behavior
had shifted toward those of a nascent security community, beginning
even before the circumvention of the Berlin Wall and then by its
destruction in November 1989. All of this precedes the unification of
Germany (October 1990) and the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact (July
1991). Even after those events, the military power of the Soviet Union
itself remained intact until the dissolution of the USSR at the end of
December 1991.4 None of these events was resisted militarily. Indeed,
by fall 1990 the United States and the Soviet Union were cooperating
closely against Iraq, formerly a Soviet ally.

Any understanding of the change in the Soviet Union's inter-
national behavior, before its political fragmentation, and in time
reciprocated by the West, demands attention to the three legs on
which the liberal vision of Immanuel Kant's Perpetual Peace
stands:

1. Substantial political liberalization and movement toward democ-
racy in the Soviet Union, with consequent changes in free expres-
sion and the treatment of dissidents at home, in the East European
satellites, and in behavior toward Western Europe and the United
States.5

2. The desire for economic interdependence with the West, impelled
by the impending collapse of the Soviet economy and the con-
sequent perceived need for access to Western markets, goods,
technology, and capital. Obtaining that access would require a
change in Soviet military and diplomatic policy, and would con-
strain that policy subsequently.

3. The influence of international law and organizations, as manifested
in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)
and the human rights basket of the Helsinki accords and their
legitimation and support of political dissent in the communist
states. Whereas the UN itself was not important in this process of
penetrating domestic politics, the CSCE as an intergovernmental
organization, and the various human rights INGOs, most certainly
were.6
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These same three pieces - consolidation of democracy, economic
interdependence, and transnational institutions - constituted the basis
whereby Jean Monnet, Konrad Adenauer, and other founders of the
European Community sought to foreclose the possibility of yet
another great war in Europe. Peace among representative democra-
cies, economic interdependence, and international law clearly emerge
in a free translation and late-twentieth century reading of Kant's 1795
work.7 It is also a view consistent with a definition of human security
recently espoused as the protection of states, and their populations,
from mortal danger.8 It is a view subversive of authoritarian and
autarchic concepts of state sovereignty, in the interest of popular
sovereignty in control of states (liberal internal systems) operating
with substantial autonomy but embedded in, and therefore sup-
porting and actively promoting, the production of liberal states in an
interdependent international system. It is a view ultimately of a global
authority structure, weak but with enough teeth to defend itself
against illiberal challengers. In this it is a dynamic view of sover-
eignty.9

Ever since the Treaty of Westphalia, state juridical sovereignty has
been the fundamental legal and ideological principle (and also myth)
undergirding the world system. The United Nations, as an organiza-
tion comprising sovereign states, is neither a world government nor
an assembly of peoples. Yet states' practical sovereignty has in many
areas been eroded. Some of these erosions have happened consciously
and voluntarily - most strikingly in the case of the European Union,
in other instances by a variety of treaty commitments binding states to
common legal norms and procedures. Others have been involuntary,
as when extreme violation of human rights or humanitarian distress
becomes the basis for international intervention in what would
normally be the domestic affairs of a state (e.g., Iraq, Haiti). Sometimes
the collapse of civil authority (e.g., Somalia) may mean that there is no
government capable of exercising the practical rights of sovereignty to
which the country is nominally entitled. A normative fracture exists
between Article 2(7) of the Charter, forbidding the UN "to intervene
in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of
any state," and the broadened scope of authority under Article 39 "to
maintain or restore international peace and security."

Conceptually, a Kantian view fits nicely with the thesis of the
former UN Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali that democracy,
economic development and interdependence, and peace are inextric-
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International
organizations

Democracy Interdependence

Figure 11.1 The development of security communities

ably linked, in something of a triangle of positive feedbacks, with the
United Nations and other international organizations able to make
direct contributions to each. Boutros-Ghali makes this thesis explicit
in his Agenda reports, first on peace, then on development, and finally
on democratization.10 Figure 11.1 illustrates this system.

It does not matter what item one places at any particular corner of
the triangle, but for the sake of this discussion peace belongs at the
center. The triangular image serves as a description and prescription
for an ordered, just, and peaceful society at the domestic or inter-
national levels, with wide and equal political participation yet protec-
tion of minority rights, equality of opportunity with sharp limits on
rents that are derived from control of a market by powerful political
or economic actors, and institutions to facilitate and promote coopera-
tion with some - but minimal - elements of coercion.

The basic perspective holds that each of these is interacting and
mutually supportive, internationally and domestically as well, in a
dynamic mutually reinforcing system. For example, each of the other
elements is, or can be, supported and encouraged by international
organizations; in turn, a world where international organizations can
flourish must be one where peace, development, and democracy also
flourish in most of the constituent states. Hence all the arrows go in
both directions, to emphasize the mutual feedbacks. Again, this is a
conceptual and theoretical schema. The empirical evidence for each of
the links is in some instances weak and contradictory, and in any case
I could not possibly review it in detail here. Nor would I deny that
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there can also be some contradictions and negative feedbacks. But
there is enough evidence for most of the links to allow us to take "the
whole ball of wax" seriously, if still somewhat speculatively. We begin
with the linkages in the lower half of the figure, among democracy,
economic development and interdependence, and peace, proceeding
only later to the linkages to and from international organizations.

Democracy and peace
At the international level, the causal arrow from democracy (and
perhaps human rights more generally) to peace is arguably the most
solidly established generalization of the lot. It is not uncontested, but
in my view the critics have yet to seriously dent the "democratic
peace" proposition. To this point in time, no one to my knowledge has
seriously argued the opposite (that democracies are more likely to
fight each other than are other states); at most a few articles have held
that, especially for particular times and places, the positive association
does not appear, or if so is not statistically significant. I have
responded to some of these critiques elsewhere, and refer the reader
to that response. The response depends less on refuting a few
particular critiques than on the now voluminous theoretical elabora-
tion and empirical evidence (statistical and historical) which support
not just the basic "democracies rarely fight each other" proposition,
but, in the style of a progressive research program, move to elabora-
tions of the program to such topics as alliance behavior, winning wars,
military expenditures, and signaling. I characterize the state of the
evidence as akin to that about the causal effect of smoking on lung
cancer: autarchies are not the sole cause of war (nor is smoking the
sole cause of lung cancer); not every autocracy or smoker experiences
war or cancer; the micro-causal mechanism is still in some dispute;
and some folks still haven't got the message. But the evidence is
stronger than most of what we use as the basis for public policy.11

For the security community perspective, it is important to note that
the "democracies rarely fight each other" effect is specific to democ-
racies. It depends on particular normative perspectives on the right-
ness of fighting others who share a commitment to peaceful conflict
resolution, and on the absence of need to fight those who have
political institutions that support peaceful conflict resolution inter-
nationally. It may apply to a degree to states which, though not
especially democratic, nevertheless share some of the normative
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perspectives and institutional restraints typical of democracies. But
little evidence suggests it is generalizable to other broad categories of
political and cultural similarity (e.g., Islamic states, military govern-
ments, communist states). Whereas there surely are specific examples
of similar "we feelings" that inhibit war-making, applying that
expectation broadly risks frequent refutations unless one makes it
virtually tautological. (If we don't fight them, despite some oppor-
tunity and perhaps cause to do so, it must be because we share
mutual identity and we-feeling.) Deutsch's emphasis on compatibility
of values rather than similarity seems sounder. I doubt, therefore, that
it is necessary to make expectations of a global security community -
however distant that may seem - dependent upon widespread
acceptance of ideas of global citizenship or adoption of a common
global culture. Globally, as well as within states, the need is to create
institutions reflecting democratic principles which can protect cultural
diversity while preserving a wider sense of common identity.

Within countries the evidence about peace and democracy may be
less well developed, but it is still strong. Whereas civil wars do occur
within democracies, they are relatively rare. The extreme cases of
governments slaughtering their own citizens and otherwise engaging
in massive violations of human rights are overwhelmingly concen-
trated in authoritarian and totalitarian states. Stable democracies, with
guarantees of minority rights against majority tyranny, offer means of
peaceful conflict resolution and are less likely to experience severe
ethnic conflict.12

The return arrow plausibly also operates at both the international
and national levels. Since democracies usually - 80 percent of the time
- win their wars against authoritarian states, and leaders of states who
lose wars are more likely to be overthrown, an evolutionary mech-
anism may operate from democracy to peace.13 Wars are nonetheless
dangerous to democracy. In Charles Tilly's famous aphorism, "the
state makes war, and war makes the state." A common criticism of the
Cold War, sometimes in terms of Harold Lasswell's prescient "gar-
rison state" concept, was that it strengthened authoritarian political
forces on both sides. International threats, real or perceived, enhance
the forces of secrecy and repression in domestic politics. Relaxation of
international threats to security reduces the need, and the excuse, for
repression of democratic dissent.14 Similarly, domestic insurgencies
frequently lead to the suspension of democratic liberties by the
threatened central authorities.
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Peace and economic interdependence
As for the effect of economic interdependence on peace, a long
tradition - partly Deutschian and constructivist, partly straight-out
rational and nineteenth-century liberal - argues in favor of the
proposition. The nineteenth-century liberal version derives primarily
from a viewpoint of rational economic interest: it is hardly in my
interest to fight you if in fact my markets, my sources of supplies, raw
materials, and other imports are in your country. If my investments
are located in your country, bombing your industry means, in effect,
bombing my own factories. The Deutschian argument is that
economic exchange becomes a medium for communicating perspec-
tives, interests, and desires on a broad range of matters not the subject
of the economic exchange, and that these communications form an
important channel for conflict management. Both these versions
probably operate empirically. In these ways dense linkages of
economic interdependence are part of a wider variety of international
transactions that help build a sense of shared identity among
peoples.15

It is true that there is a competing proposition, that in many
circumstances economic ties, especially in the form of asymmetrical
dependence rather than true interdependence, do not promote peace-
ful relations. The final judgment is not yet in. The preponderance of
systematic evidence for at least the post-World War II era, however,
suggests that mutual economic interdependence, measured as the
share of dyadic trade to GNP in the country where that trade is
proportionately smaller, is strongly associated with peaceful relations
in subsequent years. This is so even after the now-customary controls
- distance, alliance, relative power, democracy, and wealth or
economic growth rates - are included in the equation and prove also
to have positive independent effects.16 To this should be added the
possibility of an interaction between democracy and interdependence
with a stronger effect than just the additive one. For example, Lisa
Martin argues within the context of the principal-agent framework
that in order to reach credible agreements with other states, demo-
cratic executives have to persuade, and accommodate themselves to
the perspectives of, their legislatures. In doing so, they make it more
likely that they will be able to keep their commitments, that the
commitments won't become unglued in quick or arbitrary fashion.
She applies this, appropriately, both to security issues and issues of
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trade and economic interdependence. From it one can plausibly
impute not just the direct arrow from democracy to peace, but one
running from democracy to interdependence and then to peace.
Another kind of interaction may be seen in some "two-level games/'
whereby interdependence brings extra-state actors into the domestic
political process to a degree facilitated by a pluralistic political
system.17

The possibility of reciprocal effects - states do not allow themselves
to become too economically dependent on states with whom they are
in military conflict or anticipate such a possibility - is of course also
plausible and likely; a full sorting-out of these relationships is in
progress.

Democracy and interdependence
The final set of relationships concerns the base of the triangle,
between democracy and economic interdependence. At the inter-
national level, it may be that economic interdependence supports
democracy; at least the European Union seems to operate on this
principle, requiring all applicants for admission to the common
market to demonstrate their commitment to stable democratic rule
and human rights. In the other direction, democratic states pre-
sumably feel their security less threatened by other democratic states,
and hence can enter into relationships of economic interdependence
for absolute gain without worrying as much about the relative gains
that so centrally impact the realist model of relationships. One would
therefore expect more trade between democracies than between
democracies and non-democracies, or between two non-democracies,
holding constant other relevant cultural and economic influences.18

Economic interdependence typically is greater between states with
competitive markets (somewhat more common in democracies) than
operating under state or private monopolies.

Purely at the domestic level, the relation between economics and
democracy requires a conceptual shift away from simply economic
interdependence to a broader focus on income levels and distribution,
and to a focus on peaceful means of conflict resolution and the
maintenance of stable democracy. These relationships are somewhat
problematic and in dispute. Most scholars readily agree that there is
an association between democracy and per capita income, and that
economic development facilitates democratization. But they do not
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agree on whether any significant causality operates from democracy
to development, nor fully on the causal relationship between eco-
nomics and domestic political stability and peaceful conflict resolu-
tion. The role of free markets is also part of the discussion. Arguably, a
key component of economic development is the determination of
peaceful processes of economic interdependence more by market
considerations than by state fiat or ethnic preference. As this debate is
both voluminous and also not central to the focus of this chapter I will
simply summarize my understanding of the results.19 Nevertheless,
these relationships are important to the triangular perspective of the
Secretary General.

• Economic development and democracy are strongly corre-
lated; the causal arrow seems to be from development to
democracy, rather than the other way. There are nonetheless a
fair number of exceptions, with successful democracy in poor
countries like India, and strong resistance to democratization
in Singapore (as rich as France). But once a democracy reaches
an income level of $6,000 per capita ($1985 dollars), it is
"impregnable and can be expected to live forever."20

• Democracy does not in any systematic way inhibit economic
growth, nor does autocracy promote it. For every authori-
tarian government that represses political opposition while
promoting growth, several dictatorial kleptocracies steal bil-
lions of dollars from their people (e.g., Zaire). The general-
ization that political opposition must be repressed in the
interest of development is a lie.

• Great inequality of incomes severely reduces the likelihood of
establishing or preserving stable democracy. Inequality
damages the sense of common identity in a community.

• Gross economic inequality is more likely to damage economic
growth than to promote it.

International organizations and peace
Let us now turn to the role of international organizations - potential
as well as actual. The same kind of statistical analysis that has
established a relation between democracy and peace, and at least
since 1950 between economic interdependence and peace, has recently
found an additional, independent relationship between peace and
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dense networks of intergovernmental organization membership.21

Here I focus primarily on the UN and its associated bodies - in
promoting peace, democracy, and development and interdependence.
We can treat the different parts of the United Nations, and other
intergovernmental organizations and international nongovernmental
organizations (INGOs), as instances of institutions capable of carrying
on some of various processes of international transformation:

1. Coercing norm-breakers
2. Mediating among conflicting parties
3. Reducing uncertainty by conveying information
4. Expanding material self-interest to be more inclusive and longer

term
5. Shaping norms
6. Generating the narratives of mutual identification

These possibilities range from standard liberal understandings of
institutions as facilitating the rational pursuit of self-interest in ways
that also serve existing mutual interests, to "teaching" a set of norms
and appropriate political organization that may sharply revise actors'
preferences and sense of their self-interest.22 To illustrate them I draw
on a perspective on the United Nations which I characterize as "the
three UNs." Although the UN is not neatly and formally divisible into
three separate sets of functional agencies, it can be helpful to group its
activities under these three headings and purposes.

The direct relationship of international organizations to peace is
straightforward, and largely derivable from realist theories of inter-
national relations rather than liberal ones. Realist theory does not
attribute great importance to international organization, but allows it
a possible role. The "first UN" is the UN concerned directly with
security from threats or actuality violent conflict. It chiefly comprises
the Security Council, and to some degree the office of the Secretary
General. The realist founders of the UN recognized the difficulties
these institutions would have if the great powers were in serious
conflict, but nonetheless saw these units as having the potential to
make a contribution under the right circumstances.

The Security Council was designed as an agent of collective security
and enforcement, in principle to be carried out by forces of the UN
itself directed by the Military Staff Committee, as provided for in
Chapter VII. Of course the Military Staff Committee was fossilized at
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the outset of the Cold War, and ideas of a standing UN military force,
or even of national military and air forces on call from member states
by the UN (Articles 43 and 45), were totally still-born. The Security
Council has been able to agree on major collective security/enforce-
ment operations twice during its history (the outset of the Korean
War, while the Soviet Union boycotted the Council, and in the Gulf
War of 1990). It has embarked on "peace enforcement" actions (as
ultimately developed in the newly independent Belgian Congo, and
later in Somalia and ultimately Bosnia) with mixed and controversial
results. The Security Council has also repeatedly authorized not direct
military action, but the enforcement of economic sanctions on actors
judged a threat to the peace. The widespread opinion that economic
sanctions generally have little effect is exaggerated. They seem to have
been important in bringing Serbia to the peace table, and at great
civilian cost in preventing Iraq from rebuilding its biological, che-
mical, and nuclear arsenal.

The concept of peace-keeping, however (by impartial forces, to
monitor a ceasefire already agreed by the parties, lightly armed and
authorized only to use lethal force in self-defense), developed outside
the explicit authorization of the Charter, and has overall been more
successful. In recent years the UN has increasingly been drawn into
purely or largely internal conflicts of states than into interstate
conflicts as its founders anticipated. A further innovation has been the
development of post-conflict peacebuilding activities (e.g., Cambodia,
Mozambique, Namibia) that has been only partially military, devoted
more to creating or strengthening the political and economic institu-
tions deemed essential to achievement of stable peace following civil
wars. Because these are not primarily military, and impact more on
other corners of the triangle than principally on peace directly, I will
discuss them below.

If the Security Council constitutes the most visible realist part of
the UN, and the "teeth" to defend whatever liberal world order
exists, other parts are devoted to constructing institutions and
practices which may directly moderate or mediate conflicts. Such
international organization functions generally compatible with
modest realist expectations include confidence building (as part of an
arms control agreement, or a peace-keeping or peace-building
operation perhaps), preventive diplomacy, mediation, arbitration,
and abjudication. During the Cold War opportunities to exercise
these functions were not frequent, but less uncommon outside the

378



A neo-Kantian perspective

arena of East-West military confrontation. Here are a few examples:
Secretary-General Javier Perez de Cuellar made a major preventive
diplomacy effort, coming rather close to success, to avert the Argen-
tine/British war over the Malvinas/Falklands. (For such purposes it
is essential as a general principle that the Secretary General always
retain a position of impartiality, "out of the loop" of, and above,
enforcement actions that inevitably cast him as a partisan.) One of
the great achievements of his tenure was to mediate an end to the
Iran/Iraq war in 1988. Former US President Jimmy Carter is virtually
a one-man INGO devoted to such good works. Another relevant
INGO is the Papacy, increasingly trusted, especially by predomin-
antly Catholic states, since it has been shorn of its secular power.
Argentina and Chile trusted John Paul II to arbitrate their dispute
over the Beagle Islands.

The International Court of Justice rarely gets the chance to adjudi-
cate major security disputes, but this does happen. The ICJ arbitration
of fishing rights in the Georges Bank off Canada and the United States
illustrates the established generalization that democratic states are
more likely to accept third-party settlement efforts, even up to formal
arbitration;23 when Chad and Libya accepted its decision on allocation
of the Ouazou Strip between them it illustrated that such willingness
is not limited to democracies. On the theme of interactions between
democracy and international law and organization note also the
finding that interdependent democracies are more likely to recognize
and enforce each other's law in their own states than are other types
of regimes.24

International organizations and interdependence
A "second UN" is that attempting to build the economic and
institutional foundations on which the liberal vision of peace rests.
Established alongside the realist institutions, it owes its origin to
elements of the tradition of Kant, Richard Cobden, and Woodrow
Wilson. It is perhaps in symbiosis with the realist parts of the UN,
able to operate only where realist considerations initially inhibit
the outbreak of violent conflict, yet where these foundations
deepen they increasingly make realist calculations tangential or
irrelevant. Conditions of "dependable expectations of peaceful
change" diminish the fear of losing out in relative terms, and
hence facilitate the pursuit of absolute gains through commerce.25
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The importance of interdependence is variously implied in Deutsch
et al/s specification of several other conditions for integration:
superior economic growth, expectation of economic gains, strong
economic ties.

Major institutions here include the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP), the Bretton Woods institutions (World Bank and
IMF), the World Trade Organization, as well as regional trade and
development institutions. These institutions are devoted to the
economic development of poor countries, financial stability, and the
freer flow of international capital and goods. Their activities apply
both to establishing norms and rules for international exchange, and,
increasingly with the emphasis on "good government" and "transpar-
ency" (near-synonyms for democracy) as well as market economics, to
constitutive norms within states. Initially, and again recently, they
have taken a major role in providing the resources to reconstruct war-
shattered societies.26 Such a role means both building institutions and
teaching the relevant norms.

The record of these organizations is mixed and controversial to be
sure, diluted not just because of politics in the UN and between its
member states, but from the conflicting recommendations of eco-
nomics professionals. Nonetheless, their achievements - especially in
the realm of freeing world trade and capital markets - are often
impressive. Recognition of their achievements need not obscure
important critiques that they have been too attuned to the interests of
international capital, and too inattentive to the needs of the poor and
of environmental preservation.27 But the record of the chief ideological
alternative - state ownership and the command economy - is surely
not superior. If the prospect, and the experience, of human betterment
is necessary to human security, and so too is some expectation of
greater economic equality between rich and desperately poor peoples,
then the practice of these international organizations needs appreci-
ation as well scrutiny for the faults of their practice or their ideological
underpinnings. It too is appropriate to mention the environmental
organizations, some of them engaged in serious monitoring and
facilitation of norm-development, and the agencies devoted to public
health aspects of human security. UNICEF and the World Health
Organization deserve the credit for the global eradication of smallpox.
A similar operation against malaria was making great progress until
member states decided, disastrously, that it was no longer a major
concern.
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International organizations and democracy
Finally, we come to the "third" UN of democracy and human rights.
One can begin with the UN High Commissioner for Refugees,
performing massive services for 30 million refugees worldwide. In
addition one should include the fragmented, cumbersome, and weak
apparatus directly assigned to monitor and promote human rights:
among its parts are the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights,
the Center and the Committee for Human Rights, and various
functional units. Their record is controversial, primarily because of
the unwillingness of many member states to permit these organiza-
tions the "teeth" to intrude effectively into "sovereign" areas of
domestic law and political practice. Nevertheless, they do matter.

Various NGOs and INGOs (Amnesty International and the Inter-
national League for Human Rights, for example) make governments
accept some transparency, and press them to observe standards of
human rights explicitly labeled, despite some vigorous resistance, as
"universal." The widely ratified (if also widely violated) 1948 Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights, and many subsequent Conven-
tions (for instance, on the rights of women, and civil and political
rights), protocols, and other agreements establish norms which give
non-governmental organizations a basis for comparing the perform-
ance of states. Increasingly these international agreements have
become embedded in the domestic law of states. Important too are the
various UN-sponsored Conferences: talk shops, yes; but talk shops
with an ability to develop a common narrative and promote constitu-
tive norms by which governments can in some degree be held
accountable. They may give rise to customary international law
constraining even states which dissent.28

A little-appreciated part of the United Nations system is the
Division of Electoral Assistance, in the Secretariat. Since its establish-
ment about ten years ago it has assisted and monitored democratic
national elections in more than seventy states, typically easing the
transition from authoritarian rule or to independence. Success stories
for the election process include such widely recognized cases as El
Salvador, Nicaragua, Cambodia, Ethiopia, Mozambique, and
Namibia. Its services (and those of many NGOs) include far more
than just observing elections, such as advice on building political
parties, constitutions, electoral laws, and press freedom.29 Democrati-
cally-elected governments do not always stay democratic, but free and
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competitive elections are the prerequisite for democracy. It would
have been unthinkable for the UN to have taken on this task a decade
ago, but with the recent shift toward democratic practice and demo-
cratic ideology it is an accepted function. The governments of many
autocratic member states resist the norm-setting elements of this
effort, but former Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali determinedly (and
bravely) pushed it as a normative constituent of what it means to be a
"modern" civilized state. It is also a task that no state (such as the
United States) could perform nearly so credibly as an impartial third
party.30

Activities of the "three UNs" and their essential INGO partners
come together most closely in efforts of post-conflict peacebuilding.
These efforts involve the domestic affairs of newly independent or
"failed" states with little or no history of democratic government,
whose economies have been devastated by civil war, hundreds of
thousands, or millions, of their people made refugees, and whose
social and political infrastructure has been demolished. Again, the
execution of all these tasks together by the UN is a recent develop-
ment, impelled by the political upheavals born of the collapse of one
end of the formerly stabilizing bipolar international system. Such
efforts require, in addition to some variant of peacekeeping, creation
of the preconditions to hold free elections and to hope to hold
democratic institutions together afterward; massive resettlement of
refugees and of discharged soldiers and insurgents; large-scale
economic assistance, including support for free markets; and often the
creation of new and democratically accountable legal and adminis-
trative systems (police, judiciary, military, telecommunications and
postal systems). The UNDP carries on many of these activities,
addressing both the elites and the general populace.

These efforts are extremely expensive, and difficult to make suc-
cessful. (Examples include Cambodia, El Salvador, Namibia, and
Bosnia). The UN and its INGO associates form an extremely loose
system given to administrative overlap and duplication, not to
mention working at cross-purposes. Attempts to resettle combatants
or create essential administrative structures may compete directly
with those to bring a measure of fiscal responsibility and discipline.
Peacebuilding necessarily runs into conflict with long-standing prin-
ciples of impartiality and respect for sovereignty. It cannot succeed
without the committed support of UN member states, the will and
ability of local actors, and the capacity of local institutions.31 It may
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often fail. But without such help it may be quite impossible even to
imagine the creation of a security community within such a state, or in
its relations with its neighbors.

Authority and legitimacy in international
organizations

Most of the activities of international organizations, especially outside
of the traditional scope of military security do not represent the threat
or exercise of coercive authority. The United Nations and its family of
component or related organizations is hardly tightly coupled; at best
it may become a very loosely coupled security community. Such
organizations build the institutions of state and civil society with the
more or less willing consent of most of the relevant parties within
states. While international organizations frequently do intrude on
states' sovereignty, typically these instances are the consequence of
bargaining (as in the conditionality of development organizations)
that leaves both sides better off in the Pareto-optimal sense.32 Van
Wagenen, thirty years ago, judged the consensus-forming result of
international organizations as the most important result in building
security communities.

In discussing security as well as economic matters, Robert Keohane
and Lisa Martin argue, "institutions can provide information, reduce
transaction costs, make commitments more credible, establish focal
points for coordination, and in general facilitate the operation of
reciprocity ... controlling for the effects of power and interest, it
matters whether they exist. They also have an interactive effect ...
depending on the nature of power and interests/'33 International
organizations provide transparency, search for the basis of acceptable
compromise or minimum common-denominator agreements, and
create preferences for, and expectations of, peaceful settlement.
Finally, they engage in norm building - both regulative of the
international system and constitutive of its member states.

Some of the most auspicious periods of transnational creativity for
changing the international system, limiting the frequency and inten-
sity of war, and creating new international organizations, regimes,
and norms to guide behavior tend to follow great wars. The Napo-
leonic Wars brought the Congress of Vienna and the Concert of
Europe; the two great wars of the twentieth century brought the
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League of Nations and the United Nations.34 Outside the realm of
military alliances they do not flourish during wartime, but when
peace comes policy-makers are often ready to construct new
institutional underpinnings. The more stable the peace appears, the
readier are states and peoples to trust the new institutional arrange-
ments. Perhaps the end of the Cold War - an intense conflict and
quasi-war even if only sporadically overtly violent - offers such an
opportunity, maybe a fleeting one. Increasing interdependence, in-
cluding that of the consequences of violence by state and non-state
actors, may create the demand.

No discussion of the role of international organizations in creating,
however incompletely and unevenly, conditions for a security com-
munity on a global level should avoid questions about the authority
structure within the United Nations itself. Those questions are doubly
inescapable in an essay which has placed such emphasis on the
importance of democratization within states. It has permeated much
of the discussion about democracy that has been carried on at the
United Nations. The introductory piece in a collection of European
essays on Cosmopolitan Democracy asks not only whether a "demo-
cratic" international organization can thrive when most of its com-
ponent states do not practice democracy at home, but also whether
democratic states can flourish in a world not itself organized on
democratic principles.35 Underlying such questions are appropriate
concerns about the implications of hegemony by the global North/
West.

A discussion of democracy at the level of global institutions is
conceptually difficult because the same principles do not always make
sense at both levels. The fundamental democratic principle of "one-
person, one vote" runs into special difficulties not just from fears of
another source of hegemony (roughly 20 percent of the people on
earth live in the Peoples' Republic of China; about 80 percent are in all
the developing countries). Where so many states still do not experi-
ence free elections in their domestic affairs it is impossible to imagine
democratically elected representatives from those states to a global
assembly.36 The alternative principle of "one-state, one vote," as
applied to the General Assembly, grossly underepresents the citizens
of great powers at the expense of mini-states. It is probably tolerated
there only because the Assembly is such a weak body with so little
authority. The entity with the greatest authority, and coercive powers,
]blatantly violates both principles. The veto power in the Security
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Council is undemocratic in the extreme. By standard measures,
virtually all voting power rests in the hands of the five Permanent
members; the voting power of any non-permanent member is cali-
brated in decimals, and of course the 170 states not on the Council at
all have zero voting power. The Security Council probably must be
undemocratic because of its need to be able to act quickly and
efficaciously; it is hard enough to get enough agreement among fifteen
states without trying to assemble it among most of 185.

More to the point, if decisions by the Council are to be effective,
they must reflect the will and resource commitment of the great
powers, the states with the muscle. No action can be taken without
the active support of most of them, and none can be taken against the
determined resistance of one without destroying the Organization.37

Therefore the Permanent Five were intended, in 1945, to be those with
the greatest military and financial capacity. There was always some
fiction in characterizing all Five that way, and there is far less truth in
doing so now, especially on the financial side. Yet a "democratic"
principle that overtly assigned voting power based on the inter-
national distribution of bombers, or of dollars, would be odd indeed.
The distribution of voting rights in the IMF and World Bank, for
example, is fully recognized as undemocratic, but essential to ob-
taining the needed resources from the big rich countries.

Thus the discourse on democratization of the UN is typically
couched less in terms of voting power than of principles - part of
democracy, but not all of it - of "representation," participation, and
transparency To some degree this may be served by increasing
permeability of UN bodies to the influence of transnational NGOs.38

Another element of the discourse is about subsidiarity and delegation
to more homogeneous regions (though delegation to regional great
powers might be extremely "undemocratic").39 Much of the effort
may have to go to facilitating loosely coupled security communities at
the regional level, as well as at the global one. These principles are not
irrelevant to states or to peoples. Perhaps they can be applied in ways
- differently in different units - that achieve and preserve substantial
legitimacy for the Organization as a whole.40

The search for acceptable principles of representation and partici-
pation, however, cannot come at the expense of effectiveness. Any
organization's legitimacy depends as much on its effectiveness as on
its principles of governance. A balance must be struck between them.
And here is where some potential virtues of hegemony need to be
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recognized. The new North/West transnational ideological near-hege-
mony on democracy and free markets is surely an asset in con-
structing many of the necessary conditions of a security community.
At the same time, that very ideology (similar to that of a security
community) of pluralism and participation militates against the
exercise of coercive hegemony.

Moreover, the UN lacks the constitutional machinery to enforce
many decisions on its member states. There really is no "hegemonic"
state with the will as well as the capacity by itself to impose order on
the international system. (The United States might in theory be said to
have the capacity, but its government certainly does not have the will
to do so in most instances.) For many purposes the most that can be
expected is for a "core" of powerful states, predominantly but not
necessarily only rich ones, to reach agreement and act in some degree
as a collective hegemon.

The idea of security community comes to mind less readily for
situations of hegemonic imbalance than does that of domination. To
be tolerated in any hegemonic role hegemons will have to be "nice"
ones who provide collective goods as well as coerce recalcitrants. The
Deutsch et al. praise for "strong core areas" needs to be seen in this
light, and as cores of identity as well as strength. Moreover, hege-
monic groups will have to respect shared norms of the global system
when they do act coercively, and be seen as holding themselves to the
same norms they enforce. If authoritative rules are to be issued,
subordinate states will have to be able to recognize dominant ones as
having some right to issue them, derived from shared norms. Some
echoes of Gramscian hegemony may be audible.41

At heart, global community building is in large part a rationalist
enterprise familiar to liberal institutionalists. Yet it is also in part a
constructivist enterprise of identity formation, one that has substantial
accomplishments among the rich and democratic states of the "West,"
and discernible if much weaker achievements more globally. It is
difficult to see just how all these eventualities will develop, but
impossible to imagine a global security community without them.
And I mean constructivist very precisely as explicating the Kantian
liberal internationalist principles that underlie the concept of security
communities. Consistent with those principles, they will have to be
grasped and put into practice not just by policy-making elites, but by
their peoples. This statement cannot deny the necessity of analyzing
the empirical world as dispassionately and objectively as a social
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scientist ever can. But neither is it ever to deny the possibility of
shaping as well as describing reality, and that the description helps
the shaping.42 This latter is not wishful thinking. The kind of world
envisaged here is hardly perfect, by any standards of justice or order.
Nevertheless it may, considering the alternatives, be the "best" of
possible worlds even a pessimist can presently imagine. In some
degree, however limited, we continually create the world we desire,
and deserve the world we get.
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12 International communities, secure
or otherwise
Charles Tilly

Nineteenth-century analysts of large-scale social change enshrined the
word "community" as a votive object.1 On the left, critics of capitalist
expansion dreamed of revolution, demanding an end to alienation
and exploitation in the name of socialist, anarchist, or otherwise
Utopian communities. On the right, enemies of popular movements,
nurturing vindictive visions of the dangerous classes, longed for the
peaceful, hierarchical little communities they supposed their grand-
parents to have inhabited. In the middle, liberals hoped that rational
dialogue would install harmony among classes who arrayed angrily
against each other as a result of sweeping economic transformations.

Right, left, and center shared the same causal theory: that rapid
social change injures solidarities and commitments, which only heal
through slow, painful adaptation, through charismatic renewal, or
through forceful imposition of new controls. The same theory postu-
lated fragmentation of once-coherent identities into a bewildering,
unsatisfying, and ultimately threatening variety of fragmented selves.
Sweeping dichotomies - Status vs. Contract, Mechanistic vs. Organic
Solidarity, Gemeinschaft vs. Gesellschaft - summed up the century's
history as a loss of community, and as a search for its reconstitution.

A haze of Paradigm Lost still surrounds the word "community" in
popular parlance, the social sciences, philosophy, and history. Calling
up idealized images of solidarity and coherent identity in compact
settlements before the advent of today's complexity, the term almost
inevitably evokes a mixture of description, sentiment, and moral
principle. Users of the term with respect to international relations are
usually hoping to create or restore solidarity among nations. This
volume, with its quest not merely to identify but also to promote
security communities, manifests just such a hope. I share the hope for
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peaceful interaction among states, but raise questions here about the
means Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett propose for its realization.

Analysts of international communities (including the special variety
Adler and Barnett, following Karl Deutsch, call "security commu-
nities") ordinarily pursue one or more of these questions:

1. How might we usefully recognize communities at an international
scale?

2. What produces such communities?
3. Under what conditions, and how, do such communities secure

peace and/or international cooperation?

Analysts often conflate the three questions, to their detriment. Identi-
fying security communities - or any sorts of international commu-
nities - and showing how they form simply does not explain how
they produce their effects, if any, on international relations. To merge
the three questions leaves us without a plausible causal theory.

Such conflation makes it almost impossible to identify and explain
the international processes in question; we must separate the three
questions. In this coda, I aim to make their distinction and separate
pursuit easier. In so doing, I draw on a line of thought (stemming
from such great nineteenth-century thinkers as Georg Simmel and
now typified by Harrison White's Identity and Control) that takes social
interactions rather than individuals, societies, or social systems as
building blocks of social analysis and conceives of culture not as an
autonomous realm but as a crucial component of social interaction.
Culture, in this view, consists of shared understandings and their
representations. If the view attributes great importance to social
constructions, it also insists that processes of social construction
themselves require explanation.

In order to identify and explain the phenomena to which the word
"community" - international or otherwise - refers, a conceptual
journey will help. Social network analysis provides important sign-
posts. The whole path leads through relational territory, through the
sort of analysis that offers our most promising alternatives to the
holisms and individualisms that have dominated social science for
half a century. Relational thinking rejects both social systems and
autonomous individuals as starting points of explanation, turning
instead to social interactions as its elementary particles.

Social network analysis employs the most explicit relational formu-
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lations and most precise models in this vein, but a wide variety of
other inquiries labeled "institutional" or "structural" begin with the
transaction or relation among actors or social sites instead of the
choice-making individual or the self-sustaining social system. A
community, in this perspective, is a particular but spectacularly potent
combination within a small set of network configurations that have
reappeared millions of times at different scales, in different settings,
throughout human history.

An excursion into conceptualization will locate communities in a
more general terrain of social structures. Here is a set of conceptual
milestones for the trip:

Social Site: any connected set of social relations producing
coherent, detectable effects on other social relations
Actor: any site consisting of living bodies (including a single
individual) to which human observers attribute coherent
consciousness and intention
Category: set of sites distinguished by a single criterion, simple
or complex
Transaction: bounded communication between one site and
another
Tie: continuing series of transactions to which participants
attach shared understandings, memories, forecasts, rights,
and obligations
Role: bundle of ties attached to a single site
Network: more or less homogeneous set of ties among three or
more sites
Group: coincidence of a category and a network
Identity: actor's experience of a category, tie, role, network, or
group, coupled with a public representation of that experi-
ence; the public representation often takes the form of a
shared story, a narrative

My discussion of communities - international or not - will eventually
draw chiefly on the concepts of category, network, tie, and identity,
neglecting the rest. I offer the other concepts here because most of them
(notably actor, transaction, and group) recur elsewhere in this volume
without clear specifications of their meanings. Readers who want to do
their own theorizing and operationalizing can use the whole concep-
tual tool kit as they relate propositions concerning communities to
knowledge drawn from other kinds of social structures.
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Identity requires special attention. In the Adler-Barnett account of
security communities, identity fluctuates uncertainly between causing
community and constituting community. In either case, identity takes a
chiefly subjective form. Although Adler and Barnett sometimes speak
of "external identities," their main causal story concerns alterations of
consciousness, especially consciousness of shared fate with others
previously considered as irrelevant, alien, or even hostile. Most
definitions of identity, as they say, "begin with the understanding of
oneself in relation to others," then move on to transformations of self-
understanding. Adler and Barnett reinforce that stress on subjectivity
by centering their definition of security communities on "dependable
expectations of peaceful change" and by positing social learning as
the central causal mechanism in the creation of security communities.
In their formulation, the crucial events occur somewhere in conscious-
ness.

Despite remarking that "In this volume transnational identities are
generally an elite-centered phenomenon," Adler and Barnett leave
unclear whose consciousness undergoes the transformations that
generate security-supporting collective identities: individual citizens,
powerful elites, agents of states, or the mysterious conscious, collec-
tive actor they call a "government." If they insist on their subjective
conception of identity, they must eventually solve a series of problems
this volume does not address directly: specifying in whose minds the
relevant consciousness resides; saying how that consciousness aggre-
gates, diffuses, or otherwise becomes a collective property; and
tracing how collectively-experienced consciousness creates its effects
on interactions among states.

Since (a) consciousness characterizes individual minds and no other
entities and (b) at best we can recognize shared understandings
among individual minds, I regard those problems as utterly intract-
able. Instead of seeking to solve them, let me lay out a relational
alternative that seems quite compatible with this volume's superb
empirical observations of security communities in the making. A
relational view shifts the emphasis from consciousness to conversa-
tion, from action to interaction, from selves to sociabilities.

The ubiquitous concept "identity" has remained blurred in political
analysis for three reasons. First, identity is in fact not private and
individual but public and relational. Secondly, it spans the whole
range of relational structures from category to group. Thirdly, any
actor deploys multiple identities, at least one per tie, role, network,
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and group to which the actor is attached. That others often typify and
respond to an actor by singling out one of those multiple identities -
race, gender, class, job, religious affiliation, national origin, or some-
thing else - by no means establishes the unity, or even the tight
connectedness, of those identities. That sickness or zealotry occasion-
ally elevates one identity to overwhelming dominance of an actor's
consciousness and behavior, furthermore, does not gainsay the pre-
valence of multiple identities among people who are neither sick nor
zealots. It actually takes sustained effort to endow actors with unitary
identities. That effort, furthermore, more often impoverishes social life
than enriches it. We often call it brainwashing.

The widespread adoption of phenomenological individualism,
however, makes these homely truths hard to grasp. Phenomenological
individualism is the doctrine that personal consciousness constitutes
the foundation, or even the sole reality, of social life. At its despairing
extreme, phenomenological individualism becomes solipsism, the
claim that no individual consciousness can have access to any other
individual consciousness, hence that each individual remains inescap-
ably caged within her own awareness.2

Phenomenological individualists have often confused themselves
with respect to identities by assuming that language entraps indi-
viduals, that preexisting presumptions and categories of language
provide filters through which all social experience passes, hence that
reliable knowledge of social relations is impossible. Such a view
disregards the deeply interactive character of language itself, its
location in constantly negotiated conversations rather than individual
minds. Indeed, language provides a medium for establishment and
renegotiation of identities, seen as an actor's experience of a category,
tie, network, or group, coupled with a public representation of that
experience. The narrative offered in such a public representation
ordinarily stresses interplays of social relations and individual traits:
we are Xs by virtue of experiences we share with other Xs in relation
to all those (very different) Ys.

Political identities (including the identity of community member, to
which this conceptual excursion will eventually take us) are simply
those identities to which at least one of the parties is a government.
For all their enormous variation in form and content:

• political identities are always, everywhere relational and
collective;
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• they therefore alter as political networks, opportunities, and
strategies shift;

• the validation of political identities depends on contingent
performances to which other parties' acceptance or rejection
of the asserted relation is crucial;

• that validation both constrains and facilitates collective action
by those who share the identity;

• ]deep differences separate political identities embedded in
routine social life from those that appear chiefly in public life.

Political identities embed in social ties that accumulate their own
shared understandings. Thus to assert identity as a Chechnian or a
Croat is not to summon up primeval consciousness but to draw a
boundary separating oneself from specific others (in the instance,
most often Russian, Serb, or Muslim), to claim solidarity with others
on the same side of the boundary, and to invoke a certain sort of
relationship to those on the opposite side.3 Similar relational con-
structions of identity occur repeatedly in social movements, racial
conflicts, and interactions of trade diasporas with local commu-
nities.

These propositions break with two very different but common ways
of understanding political identities: (1) as straightforward activation
of durable personal traits, whether individual or collective, (2) as
malleable features of individual consciousness. The first view appears
incessantly in interest-based accounts of political participation, which
generally depend on some version of methodological individualism.
The second view recurs in analyses of political commitment as a
process of self-realization, and correlates closely with an assumption
of phenomenological individualism. My view denies neither personal
traits nor individual psyches, but places relations among actors at the
core of social processes.

What does "relational and collective" mean? A political identity is an
actor's experience of a shared social relation in which at least one of
the parties - including third parties - is an individual or organization
controlling concentrated means of coercion. (If the coercion-control-
ling organization in question enjoys some routine jurisdiction over all
persons within a delimited territory, we call it a government; to the
extent that it lacks rivals and superiors within its territory, we call it a
state.) Political identities usually double with shared public representa-
tions of both relation and experience.
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• Chain

Hierarchy

Triad

Paired categories

Organization

Figure 12.1 Basic social configurations

Behind identities lies a recurrent set of network configurations:
distinctive and recognizable arrangements of ties that people create
and employ repeatedly as they pursue their social lives. No one has
codified our knowledge of these configurations. Provisional nominees
for the basic set include the chain, the hierarchy, the triad, the categorical
pair, and the organization:

1. The chain consists of two or more similar and connected ties
between social sites - persons, groups, identities, networks, or
something else.

2. Hierarchies are those sorts of chains in which the connections are
asymmetrical and the sites systematically unequal.

3. Triads consist of three sites having similar ties to each other.
4. A categorical pair consists of a socially significant boundary and at

least one tie between sites on either side of it.
5. Organizations are well-bounded sets of ties in which at least one

site has the right to establish ties across the boundary that bind
members of internal ties.

(We might actually reduce the basic set to three, since a hierarchy is
simply a special type of chain and an organization is an overgrown
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categorical pair; for present purposes, however, it helps to distinguish
all five.) Figure 12.1 schematizes the five elementary forms.

I think of these network configurations as social inventions: perhaps
developed incrementally by trial and error, no doubt reinvented
independently many times, but when recognized more or less deliber-
ately installed as means of coordinating social life. I may be wrong:
An alternative line of thought, well represented by Fredrik Barth,
regards all existing social structures not as fundamental elements of
social life but as emergents, variable by-products of generative prin-
ciples.4 Fortunately, it matters little for present purposes whether we
are dealing with inventions or emergents; once they are in place
people employ them for a wide variety of relational work.

Configurations multiply beyond their elementary forms: chains
proliferate into long chains, two-step hierarchies into ten-step hierar-
chies, triads into dense networks of interconnection, categorical pairs
proliferate into triplets, and so on. Anyone who works in a civil
service, for example, becomes familiar not just with the relation
between her rank and adjacent ranks but with a whole ladder
consisting of asymmetrical connections. She learns the concatenation
of multiple links into long chains.

Configurations also compound. Hierarchies combine with paired
categories to create the classic forms of categorical inequality: male-
female, black-white, citizen-foreigner, and so on. An organization
emerges when members of a network extend a categorical boundary
into a complete perimeter and install at least the minimum hierarchy
that endows one position with power to regulate transactions across
the boundary. Triads often appear as local clusters within larger
structures - trading systems, military hierarchies, job-finding net-
works - having chains as their larger-scale connectors. Communities,
in my view, are just such compounds. They include all categorically
bounded networks in which a substantial proportion of relations fall into
triads. Some communities form organizations in which occupants of
certain positions exert control over transactions crossing the boundary.
Some concentrate territorially, as in the classic local community. Some
incorporate extensive hierarchies and/or internal divisions within
their perimeters. Some maintain elaborate beliefs concerning common
origin and common fate. Although definitions of community have
often insisted on one or another of these additional features, none is
analytically essential. Networks qualify as communities to the extent
that:
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1. they have well-defined and complete perimeters;
2. those perimeters correspond to or define categorical differ-
ences: us vs. them, insiders vs. outsiders, members vs. non-
members, and so on;
3. a substantial proportion of all ties within their perimeters
fall into triads, in the sense if A has a given relation to C and B
has a similar relation to C, A and B also have such a relation.
4. all sites within them connect, however indirectly.

Such perimeters single out bounded networks from all others. Cat-
egorical differences select those in which visible markers appear at the
perimeter. Triads identify social relations in which mutual monitoring,
pooling of information, and creation of shared understandings gen-
erally occurs. Connectedness produces flows of information and
structural bases for coordination.

These stipulations establish a minimum definition. They identify
the broad class of social structures within which almost all users of
the term "community" have located their phenomena.5 Like Adler
and Barnett in this volume, most analysts have then added stipula-
tions for genuine communities: mutual dependence, solidarity, strong
sense of identity, internal controls, capacity for collective action, and
so on. These stipulations generally identify special cases, including
intensity thresholds, of the four defining conditions: perimeters,
categories, triads, and connectedness. Even the basic definition I
propose adopts implicit intensity thresholds: completeness and defini-
tion of perimeters, sharpness of categorical differences, proportion of
all ties that fall into triads, degree of connection. But for present
purposes we need not fret about measurement. Suffice it to say that by
such criteria the totality of subscribers to a national telephone service
fails to qualify as a community, long-term residents of a named
hamlet usually qualify, and most interesting cases lie somewhere
between these limits.

To identify large-scale communities, then, look for social loci
featuring triadic relations, not only among states, but also among
nonstate parties to relations among states; the thicker such relations
on the ground, the more communitarian the locus. By now a large
sociological literature documents qualitative differences between
dyads and triads.6 Frequent triads do not guarantee solidarity, since
they lend themselves to two-against-one coalitions. (In Bosnia, note
the frequency with which two of the three parties - Muslim, Serb, and
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Croatian - gang up on the third.) But they do mean that third parties
frequently have interests, and some power to intervene, in a given
paired relation. They also promote the homogenization of shared
understandings across whole networks.

Despite implications of evolutionary game theory, by and large
trust does not emerge from repeated two-party interactions, but from
interactions cemented by their connections with third parties who
serve as monitors, guarantors, and sources of support. On a large
scale, concatenated stable triads may well be necessary conditions for
generalized trust. Triads facilitate the "spillover" from one form of
cooperation to another that figures so importantly in this volume's
accounts of particular security communities. Although the long-
peaceful US-Canadian border seems at first glance to deny this
assertion, Sean Shore's analysis actually underlines the significance of
triads. At the smaller scale they commonly consist of pairs of non-
governmental agents plus a government or pairs of governments plus
a non-governmental agent; Shore's examples of international unions
and trans-national firms illustrate the latter sort of triad. At a larger
scale, the US, Canada, and Great Britain formed a crucial triad, each
government strongly interested in relations between the other two.
The label "Canada," furthermore, hides a good deal of complexity: of
the present Canadian provinces, only New Brunswick, Nova Scotia,
Quebec, and Ontario formed the confederation of 1867, Newfound-
land and Labrador did not join until 1949, the French possessions of
St. Pierre and Miquelon still lie between Newfoundland and Nova
Scotia, while the large regions of Northwest Territories and Nunavut
fall under Canadian jurisdiction without forming part of the confed-
eration. Plenty of interactions across a border containing such a
complex organization involved not dyads, but triads and their com-
pounds. That the "United States" also describes a plethora of inter-
dependent actors only strengthens the reasons for rejecting US-
Canada interactions as simply bilateral.

Transnational communities did not form for the first time in the
recent past. If we scan world history before our own era, we will find
plenty of large-scale communities, some of them continental or even
transcontinental in scale. The four most influential types were: (1)
trade diasporas such as Gujarati merchants; (2) trading federations such
as the Hanseatic League; (3) religious communities such as Muslims;
and (4) composite empires such as the Mongols.7 Some, but by no means
all, qualified as organizations in the sense of having central positions
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whose occupants governed transactions crossing their boundaries. All
conducted risky transactions over impressive distances and periods,
all established elaborate markers of membership, all resolved acute
problems of agency through some combination of triadic monitoring
and high - even fatal - costs to members they excluded for violations
of trust. They did so in the absence of external powers (states or
others) capable of enforcing contracts through their own coercive
means.

International communities have thus existed for thousands of years.
At times they have dominated the world's large-scale structures.
However we define "nation" or "state", full-fledged communities
have crossed boundaries of nations and states since the rise of trade
diasporas, nonstate religions, and composite empires four millennia
ago or more. Indeed the idea of "international community" commits
oxymoron to the extent that it assigns priority to the territorially
contiguous, centralized, and ostensibly national states that have
acquired hegemony in the word since 1750. In the near-absence of
anything like national states anywhere before 1600 the term "inter-
national" applies oddly to the many large-scale communities that
existed in the sixteenth century and earlier.

Over the roughly 10,000 years for which we have evidence -
archeological or textual - for the presence of coercion-wielding non-
kinship organizations exercising priority in important respects over
all other organizations within well-delimited territories (such is a
viable definition of a "state"), five things are true:

1. only during the last two centuries have organizations qualifying as
anything like nation-states held sway anywhere in the world;

2. most states have worked as composites, through indirect rule;
3. creation of what the world came to know as nation-states depended

enormously on the interaction of transnational forces;
4. the fitting of the Western national-state pattern to the rest of the

world has generally failed;
5. despite strenuous efforts, no state anywhere has succeeded in

maintaining or creating a truly homogeneous national culture.

Hence two common suppositions collapse: (a) that the world divides
naturally and eternally into autonomous, well-bounded states; (b) that
current creation of large-scale non-state structures therefore threatens
a natural order. A more accurate rendering of world history would
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run like this: for a century or so Western states managed a remarkable
degree of circumscription and central control over crucial resources,
territories, and populations, but in recent decades the world has been
returning to its more usual condition: extensive cross-cutting of
jurisdictions and powers.

Over the long historical run, cross-cutting jurisdictions and powers
have often included entities we can properly call interstate or trans-
state communities, and with a bit less accuracy call international
communities. Such communities form through the creation of mon-
itored contracts that cross state boundaries and involve at least one of
the states in question. Monitored, hence at least triadic, if not more
complex. Settlements of wars often bring such contracts into existence,
as third parties organize relations between a given state and its
neighbors. So, however, do trade, migration, and ethnic solidarity
across state boundaries.

Under what conditions do such communities secure peace? The
mention of ethnic solidarity makes it clear that not all triadic connec-
tions involving states create peaceful relations; Kurds in Iran, Iraq,
and Turkey exacerbate relations among the three, as shared relations
to Pathans have fomented recurrent warfare along the frontiers of
Afghanistan, Pakistan, and adjacent powers. To simplify radically:

1. unfavorable triads include at least one relation organized around a
valued activity that war will favor, while

2. favorable triads include at least one relation organized around a
valued activity that war will inhibit.

In this view, both transnational ethnic irredentism and smuggling of
high value-for-bulk commodities provide examples of war-promoting
circumstances. International religious observances and cross-frontier
road transport of low value-for-bulk commodities stand as examples
of the second, war-inhibiting, circumstances.

In that connection, mainland South America's military actions
between 1945 and 1990 provide food for thought; as Andrew Hurrell
indicates elsewhere in this volume, they suggest that without formal
organization South America operated one or more security commu-
nities during the postwar period. Excluding interventions by Great
Britain in Guyana and the Falklands, mainland military actions
between 1945 and 1990 consisted of four border struggles between
Ecuador and Peru, others between Argentina and Chile, Guyana and
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Surinam, and Venezuela and Guyana, plus 1962 incidents between
Argentina and Paraguay precipitated by the flight into Argentina of
dissidents from Alfredo Stroessner's regime.8

In the Caribbean, the only events other than colony-empire strug-
gles that might arguably qualify consist of Cuba's Bay of Pigs
adventure and US interventions in the Dominican Republic and
Grenada. In Central America, El Salvador and Honduras waged the
lethal Football War of 1969, and externally-supported civil wars raged
repeatedly, but otherwise border skirmishes and fishing disputes
constituted all the region's interstate armed conflicts between 1945
and 1990.9

While plenty of collective violence, much of it state-incited, was
occurring in central regions of South American states, these interstate
conflicts not only produced few casualties but also took place almost
entirely away from major flows of persons and trade. After a bellicose
nineteenth century, Latin American states turned away from interstate
war early in the twentieth century without in the least stilling civil
violence or inhibiting their militaries from playing prominent parts in
national politics; on the contrary, organized violence turned inward.
No doubt the looming third-party presence of the United States
inhibited the region's interstate warfare, but we can reasonably
hypothesize that weakness of cross-border antistate alliances and
presence of state-sanctioned cross-border economic interdependence
promoted the formation of security communities within the region.

Remarkably, sub-Saharan Africa has undergone a similar trans-
formation from frequent interstate warfare during the nineteenth
century toward the abandonment of interstate conflict in favor of civil
wars, coups, and a wide variety of state-incited violence during the
twentieth. Postwar sub-Saharan Africa gives the impression of having
established one or more tacit security communities without benefit of
formal organization. The turbulence of postwar struggles against
European control disguises the near-absence of war among African
states.

Aside from covert interventions and struggles with European
colonial powers, sub-Saharan Africa's interstate military actions
between 1945 and 1990 consisted of mutual incursions by Senegal and
Gambia, intervention of Guinean forces in a Sierra Leone coup, border
incidents between Mali and (then) Upper Volta, international inter-
vention in the Belgian Congo's civil war from 1959 to 1965, border
battles between Zaire and its neighbors, Libyan and Nigerian inter-
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ventions in Chad, territorial disputes between Somalia and Ethiopia,
movements of Hutu and Tutsi forces across the porous Rwanda-
Burundi frontier, attacks on Sudan by rebels (or bandits, depending
on your perspective) based in Uganda and Zaire, raids on Uganda by
rebels based in Tanzania followed by Ugandan retaliation, cattle raids
on the Uganda-Kenya border, Israeli commandos' 1976 raid on
hijackers at Uganda's Entebbe airport, multiple African interventions
in Angola and Mozambique, sustained war between Rhodesia and
adjacent states, and repeated South African interventions against
neighbors.10 Once European colonies dissolved and European control
of Rhodesia and South Africa collapsed, sub-Saharan Africa again
avoided large-scale interstate war.

We can, of course, invoke special circumstances, notably the Euro-
pean presence, as explanations of sub-Saharan Africa's twentieth-
century approximation to a security community. Yet Africa, too,
challenges us to look for favorable triads creating not only commu-
nities, but security communities: communities whose members
eschew war among themselves. If, on the other hand, the unhappy
performance of African states in so many other regards disqualifies
relations among them as security communities, we should wonder
whether (like earlier models of development) the term smuggles in an
implicit comparison with rich western countries.

How, then, can we recognize security communities without tau-
tology or teleology? We look for networks of relations among multiple
states and powerful nonstate actors in which (a) interaction flows
intensely and reciprocally, (b) triads appear frequently, and (c) agents
of states rarely and/or inconsequentially use concentrated force
against agents of other states. We do not insert the presence or absence
of warlike thoughts - presumably part of security's explanation rather
than its definition - into the criteria for security communities.
Although we might well impose some threshold period (say twenty
years, or fifty) for the admission of a set of states to the category of
security communities, we do not rescind membership retroactively if
members of the set war with each other beyond that threshold.

Most international communities that thrived before 1750 or so
worked as something like security communities, significantly limiting
the use of lethal force among community members except as author-
ized by the communities' central authorities. If autonomous, sover-
eign, nationally defined states lose the hegemony they have held since
the eighteenth century, we can reasonably expect that international

410



International communities, secure or otherwise

security communities will assume some of the powers monopolized
by states over the last two centuries. Such communities will not
greatly resemble the trade diasporas, trading federations, religious
networks, and composite empires that constituted the phenomenon's
prime examples before 1750, but they will rely on some of the same
principles of triadic connection, pooled fate, and high-cost exclusion
that characterized their ancient predecessors. Just as deliberate human
action brought most earlier international communities into operation,
we can even imagine designing international security communities
that incorporate age-old assurances of trust, reciprocity, and mutual
identity.
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13 Studying security communities in
theory, comparison, and history
Michael Barnett and Emanuel Adler

Karl Deutsch and his colleagues introduced the concept of security
communities in 1957, but it sat in relative theoretical anonymity and
spawned few empirical studies for the next several decades. The
studies that informed the seminal volume went unpublished,1 and
few scholars found the concept of security communities particularly
inviting against the backdrop of the Cold War, nuclear politics, and the
hyperstatism and systemic theorizing that would come to define the
discipline. This volume has offered the first sustained and systematic -
but by no means definitive - effort to plow the twin fields of theory and
history in order to dramatize the promise of the concept of security
communities, and to examine regional developments through its gaze.
Our goal, therefore, has been as much exploratory as exculpatory; we
have been as interested in identifying the conditions under which
security communities might come into existence as in providing greater
empirical weight behind a revised conceptual apparatus that might
prove better able to generate a rich historical and theoretical lineage.

In this concluding chapter we weave the conceptual framework
with the various contributions to tease out some general propositions
concerning the study of security community, to identify some short-
comings, and to consider some future avenues of research. In the first
section we extend our framework by revisiting the tiers we presented
in chapter 2 and refocusing energies on the concept of trust as it
marks the development of a security community. To review, we were
concerned with precipitating conditions, and with the dynamic rela-
tionship between process and structure: the "process" categories
include transactions, organizations and institutions, and social
learning; the "structure" categories are power and cores of strength,
and knowledge. The positive and dynamic interaction between these
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tiers undergirds the process of collective identity formation and
furthers the development of trust, which, in turn, drives dependable
expectation of peaceful change. These tiers also have a historical
dimension as they are related to a three-phase model of the develop-
ment of a security community: nascent, ascendant, and mature. In the
second section, therefore, we revisit this model, not to identify a single
pathway - which was never our intent - but rather to speculate about
some of the conditions that might shift one phase to the next and to
offer some thoughts on how the change in the underlying normative
structure imprints certain facets of security practices. We conclude by
reflecting on how the recognition that security communities are
socially constructed offers some guidance for thinking about global
and security politics in theory and practice.

Trust and its consequences
The concept of trust and its absence appears and reappears in various
guises throughout the volume.2 Recall that trust always involves an
element of risk because of the inability to monitor others' behavior or
to have complete knowledge about other people's motivations;
because of the very contingency of social reality. Dependable expecta-
tions of peaceful change, the confidence that disputes will be settled
without war, is unarguably the deepest expression of trust possible in
the international arena (particularly so if one assumes that states exist
in a formal anarchy and thus in the brooding shadow of violence).
Trust does not develop overnight but rather is accomplished after a
lifetime of common experiences and through sustained interactions
and reciprocal exchanges, leaps of faith that are braced by the
verification offered by organizations, trial-and-error, and a historical
legacy of actions and encounters that deposit an environment of
certitude notwithstanding the uncertainty that accompanies social life.
As we revisit the tiers of process (transactions, organizations, social
learning) and structure (power and knowledge), we focus on how the
quality of these interactions and dynamics deposit a reservoir of trust
that can be detected in the development of a security community.

Catalysts of change
Our theoretical framework and the empirical evidence suggest that
security communities develop from fairly humble beginnings and are
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frequently far from the minds or the intentions of policymakers at the
outset. Instead, governments have various reasons to orient them-
selves toward each other and to consider ways to address their
mutual security and economic concerns and interests. Sometimes the
language of identity and references to a shared community are uttered
during these first moments of cooperation. But there is no reason to
presume that such language and references are anything more than
instrumental constructs and contrived conveniences. As David Laitin
notes, peoples' choice of an identity "is often guided by instrumental
reasoning, based on the potential resources available for identifying
yourself."3 For example, after the fall of the Wall, many Eastern
European leaders used "widely shared symbols for their instrumental
ends" and attempted to manipulate "these symbols in order to
mobilize others on behalf of their political goals."4 Governments
frequently paint a grand and glorious future as they aspire to achieve
more secular and short-term goals.

The various contributions describe how security communities are
made from small and modest steps. Nearly all the chapters opened by
sketching an environment in which interstate violence had recently
erupted, informed the expectations for the future, and provided an
important backdrop for the initial rounds of cooperation. For a variety
of reasons states found it in their mutual interest to contemplate
coordination if only to avoid unwanted outcomes or to further their
individual security and economic interests. At this initial phase,
security cooperation born of a shared security threat is virtually
indistinguishable from an alliance; Waever argues that while NATO
might have developed into a pillar of the security community, at the
outset it was little more than a strategic alliance. The search for
security cooperation, however, can be driven by domestic rather than
systemic threats. The ASEAN and the GCC states constructed their
own regional arrangements because of their desire for regime survival
and to coordinate their policies to confront (or at least to avoid actions
that exacerbated) domestic instabilities. Not surprisingly, economic
interests also triggered the search for cooperation. The US-Mexican
and South American cases demonstrate how the desire to deepen
economic exchange led to the development of institutional arrange-
ments in order to reduce transaction costs and to adjudicate antici-
pated disputes.

Notwithstanding our earlier warning that references to a shared
identity at these initial moments should be treated skeptically, the
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search for cooperation can be driven not only by interests but also by
identity. This was most evident following a major systemic change
when loyalties and allegiances were in flux and states considered
anew with whom they want to associate and according to what
principles. Charles Tilly writes that the decline of empires, and we
would add other systemic changes, cause populations to reconsider
who they are and with whom they want to associate.5 The two great
moments of regional experimentation in this second-half century
came after World War II and the Cold War, major systemic shifts that
unleashed a reconsideration of state identities and parallel associ-
ations. States and regional associations have an incentive to try and
contain the aftershocks, and one strategy is to form new associations
based not only on shared interests but also on new (and sometimes
slightly contrived) identities.

Transactions
The emphasis on economic and political transactions as a source of
trust at this early stage underscores interactions as a unit of analysis.
Deutsch pointed to the importance of transactions; in this volume
Charles Tilly identifies the related network literature, and the chapters
themselves document in various ways how transactions are the basis
for transnationalism. Interactions and transactions are a longstanding
focus of sociology and is closely identified with the foundational work
of George Simmel. Simmel claimed that the dominant form of relation-
ship - indeed, a defining property of society - is the exchange. But
exchange is more than a "sacrifice in return for a gain." Through
exchange, actors learn the relative value of things, establish new
bonds, convey the centrality of reciprocity; exchanges are a constitu-
tive factor in all social relationships and provide the foundation for
trust. Without a modicum of trust there would be no reciprocity since
there is almost always a gap between moments of exchange, without
reciprocity all forms of society would disintegrate, and we are more
likely to trust those we know.6 Political and economic transactions,
then, are more than simply an exchange of goods and services but
also potentially the cornerstone for trust and a sense of community.

Furthermore, during their interaction political actors bargain not
only over the issues on the table but also over the concepts and norms
that constitute their social reality. The idea that communication, and
even communication that is motivated by prior interests, can be the
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basis for new bonds and understandings is consistent with Deutsch's
views of social communication and Jiirgen Habermas's theory of
"communicative action," according to which, communication and
action are different sides of the same enterprise. "In communicative
action participants negotiate definitions, values, and mutual under-
standings as they join in discourse around a task. They bring to this
not only formal knowledge but also practical experience and inter-
ests."7 The process of community-building through transactions, then,
encourages processes of joint learning where "doing things together"
becomes an important component of "knowing together." There is
more to exchange than meets the (political scientists') eye.

These observations are supported by the empirical cases, which
suggest that states were interested in cooperating not on a single issue
area but rather across a range of issue areas in the hope of generating
both peace and prosperity. This raises the concept of spillover. Karl
Deutsch conceptualized spillover in terms of trust; the trust that
developed from cooperation in, for instance, economic cooperation
would cascade into security affairs. Ernst Haas's understanding was
based on the functional linkages that exist between different issue
areas; to cooperate, for instance, in economic affairs implicated
environmental matters. The Gonzalez and Haggard chapter finds
support for the Haasian version; there is evidence of the Deutschian
version in several of the other chapters, including those by Shore,
Hurrell, and Waever. But both versions of spillover share a common
concern with how interactions and learning generate trust. Most of
the papers were implicitly attentive to the question of issue linkage
and spillover; for instance, Shore identifies its existence in the US-
Canadian case, Hurrell notes how South American leaders were using
accomplishments in one area to inspire cooperation in another, and
Barnett and Gause note how scant is the evidence of spillover in the
GCC.

The contributions, however, hinted of spillover that transcends even
neo-functionalists' and transactionalists' most optimist expectations,
but is quite consistent with our emphasis on the relationship between
transactions, social learning, and social construction. Policymakers are
linking previously discrete issue areas because of new understandings
of how to build a better security system. Regardless of whether they
are called social epistimes, cognitive structures, or ideas, some policy-
makers are making new causal connections between previously
isolated domains.8 For example, progressively since 1945, and drama-
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tically so since the end of the Cold War, more economic agreements
and economic integration efforts are linked to the question of security
and peace, and more security agreements are framed as enabling new
forms of commercial interaction. Simply put, we are impressed by the
fact that most of the post-1945 studies - and particularly so the post-
Cold War statements - that we have examined have policymakers
articulating a new set of understandings about the causal relationship
between economics, politics, and peace.9

International organizations and institutions
International organizations and institutions played an important role
in encouraging more intensive and extensive interactions between
states through their trust-building properties. This had several dimen-
sions. First, most intuitive, and consistent with the observations of
neo-liberal institutionalism, international organizations gave states the
confidence to cooperate because they were able to monitor their
agreements. Various agreements and fledgling organizations might be
akin to a "canary in a coal mine" as they are intended to detect the
possibility of extending cooperation to more sensitive areas without
suffering the consequences associated with plunging into untrampled
terrain. International organizations, in this respect, are important
third-party mechanisms that encourage states to cooperate and ex-
change in the absence of trust, and do so by producing transparency,
exchanging information, and monitoring agreements. Secondly, orga-
nizations enabled states to discover new areas of mutual interests. A
corollary here is that many organizations bundle issues in distinct
ways that draw attention to the linkage between different areas and
thus have policy implications. Non-security organizations, therefore,
can have a security-enhancing function. Waever argues that the
European Union is an important security institution because it has
encouraged Europeans to equate their security with integration and
their insecurity with disintegration; in this respect, it profoundly
shapes whether security or insecurity lies in Europe's future.

Thirdly, international organizations also can shape state practices
by establishing, articulating, and transmitting norms that define what
constitutes acceptable and legitimate state behavior. State actors abide
by these norms not only because of coercive power but also because of
the desire to be viewed as operating legitimately; that is, they need to
justify and bring their policies in line with accepted practices of state
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action. This is an important function, as argued by Russett, of the
United Nations.10 At times, and perhaps more so during the nascent
stage, the quest for legitimacy may be instrumentally tied to the
state's economic and security interests; in later stages, however, the
desire for legitimacy can be linked to the states identity.

These three points underline our fourth observation: the truly
impressive increase in the number of international organizations that
now have a multilateral profile. This suggests something akin to
institutional isomorphism.11 There are various reasons for the ascen-
dance of the multilateral form. Perhaps part of the explanation is
organizational emulation as policymakers in one region are drawing
from the lessons from other regions in order to build a sense of
community. The OSCE's activities and confidence and trust-building
practices were genuinely path-breaking in this respect, as various
regional organizations have been adopting its multilateral model of
community-building to promote a regional identity and mutual
trust. But it also is possible that multilateral organizations have
obtained a degree of symbolic legitimacy in the contemporary
period. Multilateral organizations are increasingly perceived as the
proper enactment of regional security and confer legitimacy beyond
its expressly functional attributes. Therefore, even in those regions
where war is still quite thinkable, new multilateral forms are
becoming an important part of the overall security architecture and
political landscape. Although the very existence of these multilateral
forms does not guarantee that their members are card-carrying
multilateralists, it arguably enhances the prospect of peaceful
change.

Fifthly, international organizations encourage states and societies to
imagine themselves as part of a region. In some cases, such as
NAFTA's depiction of a North American region, this role may be a
collateral outcome of functional activities. In other cases, such as the
OSCE, the GCC, and ASEAN, international organizations deliberately
encouraged their members to imagine themselves in a new social
space bound by some common characteristics. As the Soviet Union
was crumbling at the close of the 1980s, the OSCE strove to instill
confidence in the Soviet leadership that would retain a "place" in a
common European house from Vancouver to Vladivostok.

This suggests, sixthly, that organizations also can shape the identi-
ties of their members. Organizations are not only instruments that
enable states to further their already given interests but also can be a
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site of interest and identity formation. Particularly striking are those
cases in which regional organizations have been established for
instrumental reasons and then subsequently and unexpectedly come
to have an identity component by virtue of their becoming a new site
for interaction and source of imagination. The GCC has promoted,
however unintentionally, the semblance of a Gulf identity. The studies
suggest several ways in which international organizations can be a
site of identity and interest formation. To begin, organizations are talk
shops; increasingly, they rely on face-to-face encounters like "seminar
diplomacy" to instill in the participants a sense of common purpose
and community.12 While it is easy to dismiss these forums as talk and
little else, nearly all the chapters provide compelling evidence that
from such dialogues come new self-understandings. Moreover, some
organizations are designed to spread and reinforce the values of their
(core) members, thus operating as a socializing mechanism. In this
regard, international organizations that are not specifically created for
strategic purposes can have a strong security hue: to transform former
members not only into allies but also into members of a security
community. This was an important function of many of the Western-
based institutions in which Germany and Japan were placed after
World War II. The Partnership for Peace operates on the founding
principle that bringing the former Eastern Bloc armies into the
Western military institutions will transmit new norms from the latter
to the former, thus helping to transform the "Eastern" European states
into European states. International organizations can perform several
trust-building functions.

International organizations are not only sites of interactions but also
actors in their own right. Of particular importance here is the attempt
of their officials to spread the values of the community in order to
reinforce trust. Indeed, these officials may be characterized as the
"new missionaries." Armed with a notion of progress, an idea of how
to create the better life, and some understanding of the conversion
process, many organizational elites wish to expand the values of their
community. Officials in the United Nations and the OSCE proudly
proclaim that they are carriers of values, attempting to convert actors
from their old way of life and to bring them into the fold. To this
extent they see themselves not only as social engineers but also as
peddlers of trust. To be sure, their success is dependent on more than
their persuasive capacities, for their rhetoric must be supported by
state power, but to overlook how state power and organizational
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missionaries work in tandem is to disregard a fundamental feature of
value diffusion.

Two conclusions on organizations follow from these previous
observations. First, multilateralism essentially describes two types of
activities. On the one hand, there is a weak version of multilateralism
- for example, the international trade, monetary, and nuclear non-
proliferation regimes - that responds to the instrumental logic of self-
interested states that coordinate their policies on the basis of consen-
sual principles of conduct. On the other hand, there is a "strong" type
of multilateralism, of which this volume gives ample evidence, that
refers to the social construction and institutionalization of security
communities by means of multilateral community-building dialogue
and practices.13 An important avenue of future research will be to
determine when, how, and why "weak" multilateralism becomes
"strong" multilateral institutions, and when, how, and why strong
multilateralism has the effects that we have outlined.

Secondly, we are struck by the tremendous growth in the number of
regional organizations that have as their stated mission the develop-
ment of something akin to a security community, and how much
region-building and acts of cooperation are offered as trust-building
and trust-testing mechanisms.14 Deutsch downplayed what most
studies in this volume have clearly demonstrated: the extent to which
social communication becomes institutionalized and embedded in
international organizations, and, in turn, how these organizations
express an intent to develop trust and mutual identification. Inter-
national organizations are an important part of the equation in the
development of the security community.15 The US-Canadian, the US-
Mexican, and Nordic cases suggest that security communities can
develop outside a highly institutionalized environment. But given the
proliferation of international organizations in the contemporary
period, it is difficult to imagine those conditions existing again.

Social learning
The way interactions and institutions and organizations affect pro-
cesses of mutual trust and collective identity formation also hints to
the role that learning plays in these processes. Even if Deutsch did not
explicate in detail how and why learning is important to the develop-
ment of security communities, he tied learning to the development of
mutual responsiveness, and was categorical in insisting that "peaceful
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change does not seem assured without a continuous learning
process/'16 In our study, however, we have interpreted learning in a
more demanding fashion than Deutsch did. To recall, we defined
learning as an active process of redefinition or reinterpretation of
reality on the basis of new causal and normative knowledge. Our
notion of learning means that the very act of learning can have not
only a technical but also a social dimension to it because it can
promote mutual trust and shape the identities of actors.

Many of the studies in this volume support our reading of learning
and suggest, some more explicitly than others, that learning was
necessary for the development of mutual trust and collective identities.
Below, we briefly consider the role played by learning as part of the
diffusion of norms between countries, and in promoting new defini-
tions of security, the development of collective identities, and even a
redefinition of regions. First, the spread of norms has facilitated
learning processes that enlarge the area where mutual trust and
collective identities can emerge. For example, although a collective
identity between the US and Canada, on the one hand, and Mexico, on
the other, is still very weak and perhaps nonexistent, NAFTA has
encouraged the strengthening of democracy and the rule of law in
Mexico - as evidenced by the latest elections - and, therefore, created a
more fertile ground for the development of an overall North American
collective identity (to the extent that democracy is part of the North
American identity). Moreover, the workings of international organiza-
tions, such as the United Nations, NATO, and the OSCE attest to the
importance of the teaching of norms in expanding the space within
which states approach their security needs with cooperative measures.
The activities of these institutions also show that seminar diplomacy
has become a premium forum for collective learning and, thus, for
building mutual trust and, eventually, collective identities.

Secondly, learning enabled the redefinition of regional security in
ways that promoted the building of trust and the social construction
of collective identities. Waever, for example, describes how once
economic integration became defined as a security problem, Western
Europeans laid the ground not only for the development of a
collective identity but also for the definition of their prevailing source
of threat: disintegration. More broadly, by designing and helping to
institutionalize the concept of "cooperative security" in the area
stretching from Vancouver to Vladivostok, the OSCE played an
important role in changing the way security is understood there,

422



Studying security communities in theory, comparison, and history

namely, as reassurance and trust-building. The role of learning in
collectively redefining security occurred not only in the European
continent, however. Higgott and Nossal showed that during the 1980s
and 1990s Australians redefined their understanding of security with
greater emphasis on economic issues, and that this learning process
took place, in part, because of an epistemic community of scholars
and practitioners working on questions of alternative security.

Thirdly, learning played a direct role in collective identity formation.
For example, a revision of previously existing images and the gener-
ation of new understandings of their mutual relationships was critical
for the development of a collective identity among Americans and
Canadians. According to Shore, learning encouraged Americans and
Canadians to begin understanding each other in more pacific terms; for
example, demilitarization was something of a "cognitive punch" that
forced both countries to reevaluate their prior beliefs. The case of
ASEAN, on the other hand, shows that learning led to the creation of
shared norms, symbols, and habits, which, in turn, promoted the
development of collective identities. It also shows that learning can
occur take place in illiberal settings and can proceed in the absence of
cultural similarities. In fact, the ASEAN case demonstrates that
learning may help create or discover previously non-existent or un-
recognized cultural similarities among different states. In turn, Hurrell
hinted to a learning process in the discovery by Argentina and Brazil of
the importance that regional and sub-regional economic liberalization
has for their own well being and security. Although he did not find
strong evidence that a collective identity between these two countries
has become fully developed, economic liberalization and integration
has already helped enhance mutual trust - as evidenced by these
countries close cooperation in the nuclear field - and may serve as a
foundation for the future development of a collective identity.

Finally, learning led to the social construction or redefinition of
regions themselves. Adler notes how the OSCE contributed to creating
not only a security regime but also the boundaries of a region where
adherence to shared liberal norms and cooperative security practices
enhances the security of member states. Acharya, in turn, observes
how the painstakingly developed ASEAN Way, with its particularistic
symbols and processes of socialization, led to the notion that ASEAN
constitutes a distinctive region. And Higgott and Nossal highlight that
a learning process helped to bring about Australia's structural redefi-
nition of itself as part of Asia and, thus, its liminal status.
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Power and knowledge
This volume supports Deutsch's observation that security commu-
nities develop around cores of strength. But we go beyond Deutsch
and differentiate between two distinct but arguably necessary ways in
which state power and cores of strength facilitate the development of
a security community. The first, which is consistent with neo-liberal
institutionalism, is that cores of strength distribute the carrots and
sticks that are frequently necessary to form and maintain the group
and accomplish collective action.

The second, which is consistent with constructivist approaches, is
the ability to project a sense of purpose that has a magnetic pull; in
other words, the core power is not someone to be feared but rather
someone to be emulated. The contrast between the US-Canadian and
the US-Mexican cases is instructive here. Gonzalez and Haggard
argue that asymmetries in US-Mexican relations has been a consistent
brake on cooperation. Yet Shore demonstrates that similar power
differentials were not an obstacle to a high level of mutual trust and
cooperation in US-Canadian relations. There is greater need to
examine how asymmetries play themselves out, but these North
American cases suggest that power may work as a core of strength
only when accompanied by cultural affinities between greater and
lesser powers.

But the concept of power as projecting a sense of purpose also
suggests a subtler form of power - the ability to create meanings and
categories of legitimate action. In this reading the ability to create the
underlying rules of the game, to define what constitutes acceptable
play, and to be able to get other actors to commit to these rules
because they are now part of their self-understandings is perhaps the
most subtle and most effective form of power.17 There is a fine line
here between learning and socialization, between consent and coer-
cion. We have a healthy respect for the claim that there is a relation-
ship between knowledge and power; knowledge is rarely value-
neutral and frequently plays into the creation and reproduction of a
particular social order that benefits some at the expense of others.18

The disciplining effects of "legitimate" meanings in the case of NATO
places former communist states on "probation" until they have
demonstrated a commitment to Western political and economic prac-
tices. Is this part of a Western hegemonic project? If so, how do we
account for the fact that this is "hegemony by invitation" and that the
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populations of these states have demonstrated a greater interest in
entering into the West than the West has in admitting them? Austra-
lia's attempt to convince its neighbors of the virtues of open region-
alism, multilateralism, and market-led integration may also be
considered as a case of attempted (though not quite successful)
redefinition of the parameters of politics that are designed to make
Asia safe for Australia.

We are now in the terrain of shared knowledge. The question is: are
certain cognitive structures more prone toward trust-building and
better able to advance a security community? More to the point, is
liberalism a necessary condition for the development of a security
community? For many, the mere fact that First World states are liberal
states and Third World states are illiberal states goes a long way
toward explaining their distinct records on the issue of war and peace.
One objective of this volume was to break out of such stereotyping, to
stop modelling the concept of security communities as if it were
owned and operated by Europe, and to explore the possible existence
of security communities in non-European settings. To this end, the
chapters on the non-Western regions raised questions regarding
whether liberalism was a necessary condition. Acharya was most
explicit here, arguing that there is a "ASEAN way" that might enable
its members to continue down the road of a security community
without necessarily swallowing a dose of liberalism. Barnett and
Gause note that Saudi Arabia is rumored to have intervened to halt
democratizing trends in Kuwait for fear of similar demands in Saudi
Arabia, only deepening mistrust in the GCC.

Yet other studies in this volume hinted that political instability in
general and the absence of democracy in particular might be an
obstacle to the development of a security community. Gonzalez and
Haggard observe that the most fundamental factor determining the
weakness of US-Mexican institutionalized cooperation have been the
former's perceptions of the latter's underlying political instability and
lack of democracy. And the South American case arguably comes
closest to observing that an important precondition for the develop-
ment of a security community is liberalism. Thus, while liberalism
might not be alone in enabling trust, it might be better able to
encourage this outcome. That said, the issue might not be liberalism
per se but rather a willingness to allow myriad transactions between
societies among leaders who are generally secure in their domestic
rule, and agree on general standards of conduct in domestic and
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international affairs. Clearly there is a need for better specification and
identification of the role of cognitive structures in the development of
trust and a security community.

Identity
The chapters in this volume provide indirect and sometimes direct
support for the claim that interstate interactions can foster a collective
or transnational identity. Acharya, Adler, Barnett and Gause, Higgott
and Nossal, and Shore all provide evidence of how the quality and
duration of transactions can shape collective identities. We attempted
to, first, identify some of the mechanisms and processes that led to a
collective identity, and, secondly, draw a tentative link between the
emerging collective identity and new security practices. Below we
identify several themes for future consideration as it pertains to the
relationship between the emergence of a transnational identity and
security practices.19

In this volume transnational identities are generally an elite-cen-
tered phenomenon. Most of the studies focused on political elites,
intellectuals, state officials, and international bureaucrats and civil
servants, who were part of or who had immediate access to state
power. These studies, moreover, offered evidence of growing transna-
tional identities among elites. One indirect indicator of such a transna-
tional identity was the self-conscious attempt by policymakers to
promote regional ties and identities among their populations. Such
efforts, as suggested by the cases of Australia and South America, are
driven by liberal-minded political and economic elites who believe
that their material and political interests are at stake. By imagining a
new geographic space, policymakers are attempting to encourage new
forms of interactions that are ultimately grounded in material inter-
ests; but, so goes the expectation, the change in interaction patterns
will also produce a shift in identity and conceptions of place. To that
end, policymakers and public intellectuals have attempted to create a
transnational identity through the construction and maintenance of
symbols.20 Acharya, for example, noted that symbols are bound up
with the formation of an ASEAN identity. From Western Europe to
Australia, from the Persian Gulf to North America, intellectuals have
played an epistemic role in the development of myths, norms,
symbols, institutions, and practices that are the building blocks of a
security community.21
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Not all will welcome this attempt to extend the boundaries of
politics and identity. This elite-sponsored transnationalism, specific-
ally, is likely to be resisted by societal groups who perceive that they
are being asked to transfer their loyalties and to make political and
economic sacrifices. Such resistance, if the European case is represen-
tative, can be destabilizing for the security community.22 Said other-
wise, during the early phases of the security community, the
adjustment costs shouldered by societal groups are likely to be
minimal compared to the adjustment costs of later developments; as
the costs rise, so too should the resistance. In general, there is expected
variation in attachment to the transnational identity among the
members of the region. Although transnational affinities might
develop first at the grassroots level and then drag along reluctant
policymakers, the history of state-building and the contributions in
this volume suggest that transnational identities first emerge and
become politically consequential among the political and economic
elites.

Many of the articles suggest how narratives provide a useful way to
trace the movement toward a transnational region, and how that
narrative might be linked to security practices. In chapter 2 we noted
how a narrative analysis can include an interpretive dimension as it
examines how actors locate themselves within a storyline. By locating
themselves within a storyline, actors provide evidence for how they
locate themselves and others in a historical space. Some of the articles
explicitly employed a narrative analysis to this end. Waever argued
that the individual European states maintain a national narrative that
is tied to the European identity, which reflects and helps to reproduce
the European security community. Shore observed that after the
construction of the myth of the undefended border Canadian and
American intellectuals and policymakers began to articulate a "North
American" identity, to link Canada and the US in fundamentally new
and consequential ways. In other words, there is nothing like a good
myth to instill a sense of confidence and forge a shared identity.
Russett relates how there is a particular narrative coming from the
UN headquarters concerning the path of progress, the anticipated
shape of human history, and how states locate themselves in relation-
ship to that wider narrative. Acharya noted how members of ASEAN
now articulate an "ASEAN way" and in so doing are identifying with
each other in some novel ways.

Finally, conflict prevention practices can become constitutive of
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transnational identities. ASEAN and Australia, and to some extent the
OSCE, suggest that cooperative security has become, or is becoming,
part of the states' collective identity. The proposition is partly
sustained by the USA and Canada, where shared democratic norms
and arbitration practices helped to create a sense of North America
"as a political unity, distinct from Europe, with its pacific style of
politics."23 Hurrell identified a distinctive South American diplomatic
culture that induces the peaceful resolution of disputes, and suggests
that in the last few years South America has been forging a collective
identity around liberal economic values and democratic ideals.
Indeed, since the 1991 Santiago Declaration, the OAS has begun
transforming democracy into a constitutive norm and the basis for
regime legitimation.24 In turn, Acharya suggests that the practice of
multilateralism has become one of the most important constitutive
elements of ASEAN's collective identity.

Security communities
This volume was concerned more with tracing the development of a
security community and less with identifying their practices and
mechanisms of reproduction after they came into existence. We want
to identify four themes for future research that follow on this latter
issue. The first concerns the sanctioned use of power among those
who are members of a security community. While states in a security
community no longer employ military power as a tool of statecraft
within the community, they can be expected to try and influence
others in the security community through nondiplomatic means.
Gonzalez and Haggard observed that while the USA and Mexico
handled their disputes through non-militarized means, the USA does
police its border to combat nonmilitarized threats. Such policing, of
course, is less visible and prevalent at the US-Canadian border.25 A
security community does not eliminate the exercise of power - just its
most coercive form.

A second theme concerns the relationship between the state's
identity and that of the security community. To participate and to be
counted as a member of a community requires that the state must
proclaim itself as a member of the community, and express and
uphold those values and norms that constitute it. The community
becomes an important source of state identity, and those states within
the community frequently express similar historical roots, a common
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heritage, and shared future. But not all members will be able to
maintain a stable identity that is consistent with the narrative of the
security community, or be viewed by others of the community as a
full fledged member.26

When confronting a rapidly changing international and domestic
context, many states may find it particularly challenging to maintain a
stable identity that is consistent with a larger community. At the
international level, a change in systemic patterns can trigger widescale
societal debates concerning the collective identity and the state's
relationship to the wider community and the purpose of the state's
foreign policy. This is best exemplified by the vivid debate over the
national identity in the Eastern European states and in Russia since
the end of the Cold War. As evidenced by the case of Australia, at the
domestic level, changes in territorial boundaries, political economy,
and demography, can also enliven the debate over the national
identity. "Where is Australia?" Is it part of the West or Asia? Because
of Australia's contradictory locations and its frontier status, Higgott
and Nossal suggest that Australians are presently involved in the
highly contested debate over Australia's identity and geographic
location. In general, the state may have a difficult time keeping a
particular narrative going, and, accordingly, maintaining an identity
that sustains it as part of the security community.

Such matters highlight the ongoing contestation over the national
identities and the practices that are associated with it. Sometimes the
national identity is consistent with the transnational community, but
at other times it might be inconsistent.27 This presents one way of
thinking about the relationship between identity and a stable order:
that the domestic and international narratives that shape the state's
identity are congruent. In other words, the more congruent are the
norms and behavioral expectations generated by domestic and
international actors, the more stable will be the system. Waever
similarly argues that by incorporating a different conception of
"Europe" into their national identities, European states are threa-
tening the future of the security community in Western Europe. Yet
this process also includes the effort by Europeans to ensure the
community's endurance through discursive and material means. By
adding the security argument to European integration, a particular
meaning of Europe helps to determine whether Europe will fragment
or "be."

A third consideration is how the boundaries of the community
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expand. We have already suggested how organizations and learning
processes can play a role in this regard. Since the end of the Cold
War, the OSCE, NATO, the EU, and other European organizations
have been hard at work to expand the Euro-Atlantic community
boundaries eastward, by a combination of economic and security
incentives and socialization techniques. The issue of expansion and
its conditions has also been a defining concern for ASEAN. Acharya
chronicles how ASEAN's highly contested decision to extend mem-
bership to Myanmar was shaped by strategic considerations along-
side a calculation that bringing it into the fold would increase
regional stability. As the contemporary cases of NATO and ASEAN
suggest, such expansion carries opportunities as well as risks - with
the latter including perhaps the very vibrance and definition of the
group.

A final issue concerns the distinction between tightly-coupled and
loosely-coupled security communities. Distinguishing between loose
and tight security communities enabled us to transcend the
Deutschian dichotomy of amalgamated and pluralistic security com-
munities and to become more discriminating when describing the
latter category. This, of course, expanded the range of relevant cases
of pluralistic security communities. But we did not address the key
issue concerning the factors that are likely to promote one form
over another. That said, the studies suggest that a tight variant is
likely to emerge when, in the context of large-scale changes in
technology, communication, and the global economy, an external
threat arises that encourages states to entertain new forms of govern-
ance, coordination, security relations, and even harmonization of
national laws.28

Our conceptual edifice furthered the goal of considering the array
of relationships that exists between the relevant variables, their
relationships, and their synchronic quality. As expected, however, the
contributions identified more nuanced, complex, and multifaceted
ways that were unanticipated by the original framework that was
organized around three tiers of precipitating, intervening, and prox-
imate conditions of dependable expectations of peaceful change. The
theoretical and empirical efforts, then, combined to suggest various
ways that states can become involved in a process that begins with
modest proposals for developing their relations, later includes closer
identification and mutual trust, and ends with dependable expecta-
tions of peaceful change.
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Phases revisited
The tiers also had a temporal dimension as they are related to a
three-phase model of the development of a security community -
nascent, ascendant, and mature. We never intended to identify a
single pathway, or, as Stephen Jay Gould once put it, to "shoehorn
history."29 We are well aware that efforts to compartmentalize
historical change into phases conjures up teleology at its worst.
Rather, we offered them as a heuristic device to further comparison
and to aid research. And true to form, nearly all the contributors
found that their case deviated in significant ways from the model.30

But this model served its purpose to the extent that the essays were
able to make some explicit observations based on it. We now want to
speculate about some of the conditions that might underwrite a shift
from one phase to the next and to offer some thoughts on how a
change may occur in the underlying normative structure that defines
the distinction between the phases and imprints certain facets of
interstate security practices.

A defining property of the development of a security community
was path dependence, that is, how initial choices persist because
individuals and social groups come to identify and benefit from past
decisions, and because the cost of change become more significant
over time. Path dependence is closely associated with the concept of
"punctuated equilibrium," moments that are points of transformation
that restructure social relations. Therefore, in contrast to the tendency
of social scientists to view history as a data field in which events are
independent and discrete, a path dependent view demands a greater
sensitivity to the structured and causal relationship that exist between
these events that shape the trajectory of historical development.31

Such matters rivet our attention on those periods that are par-
ticularly instrumental in encouraging or discouraging the develop-
ment of a security community, that is, moments when the security
community moves from one phase to the next.32 Ann Swidler refers to
such moments as "unsettled periods," when normative consensus is
particularly important because of the necessity of collective accom-
plishments and the need to answer "who are we and how should we
live."33 These moments can be seen as "tests:" whether the group is
able to rise to the challenge and follow through on past commitments
or expressions of obligation and support. In this intimate way, these
transitional moments are trust-building or trust-eroding exercises.
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Such moments can come in various guises: disputes within the group
that might have become militarized but did not because of a collective
awareness that disputes were not handled in this manner; or disputes
between the group and outside party that provides the members of
the group an opportunity to contribute (or not) to the collective cause.
Nearly all of the essays link challenges presented by unsettled periods
to community-building and maintenance. But even those regions that
met the challenge continue to face new tests and crises. Waever warns
that Europe is now passing through such a period and may stumble.
South America's current economic difficulties, together with the fact
that blame is laid at liberalism's doorstep, augurs poorly for the
unsettled period there. In general, adopting a historically contingent
approach to the concept of security communities elevates unsettled
events that are trust-building and trust-breaking exercises.

The normative structure that exists within each of these different
phases can be expected to contain different security dynamics because
the group's social fabric will imprint the form of their conflict,
competition, and conflict regulation.34 Several themes emerged in this
regard. The first was the tendency to supplement or, in some cases,
even to replace the norm of non-intervention with the norm of
"mutual accountability" at some point after the nascent phase.35

States are widely observed to be highly protective of their autonomy
and independence in a variety of spheres, perhaps most so over who
has the authority to regulate the behavior of their citizens. During the
ascendant phase states tend to skirt those issues that potentially
increase interdependence in areas that might unleash domestic in-
stability or opposition. One of the interesting characteristics of the
development of a security community is that as states moved from
one phase to the next they were more willing to become mutually
accountable to one another in a host of areas, including how they treat
their citizens. There are many reasons why states might become more
willing to submit themselves to oversight and reduce their autonomy
in once highly sensitive spheres, but one possibility is that the growth
of transnational identification and linkages encourages citizens and
groups to become mutually accountable on particular issues.

Secondly, the declining security threats from others in the security
community produces a shift in the discourse and practice of security.
Waever suggests that security communities develop because traditional
military security issues become "desecuritized, that is, "a progressive
marginalization of mutual security concerns in favor of other issues."
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Once formed, however, security communities may go through a
process that he calls "resecuritization"; in the case of Western Europe,
resecuritization has been largely due to the fact that Europeans are
now identifying disintegration as the gravest threat to their security.
Resecuritization processes in Europe highlight that while mature
security communities do not expect war they still experience non-
military security dilemmas. This is a critical observation for, as Waever
further argues, such non-military security dynamics are indicators of
the stability of the relationship, are likely sources of the security
community's (dis)integration, and identify how security is being
conceptualized.36 Relatedly, a movement toward forms of "coopera-
tive security" may also indicate that states are entering a higher phase
of a security community. For example, the chapters on the OSCE and
ASEAN regions demonstrate how a transition from classic balance of
power politics to cooperative security reflects structural changes that
are consistent with an ascendant phase of security community.

A significant way that a change in the practice of security will be
felt is with the elimination of traditional security dilemmas. Once
traditional security threats have been eliminated, what security
dilemmas remain are likely to derive from economic or environmental
sources of insecurity. This is so because: once war between states
becomes unimaginable, the system is "inoculated" against the psycho-
logical anxieties that are characteristic of security dilemmas; these
"new" security issues are less amendable to military solutions.
Security dynamics, particularly the pernicious variety that have
captured the imagination of international relations scholars, are likely
to undergo significant change as there is a change in the security
environment in which states dwell.

Thirdly, the declining salience of external threats is likely to affect
the role of the military in security affairs. This does not mean that
militaries are unnecessary or quaint and archaic; rather, it suggests
that the military is likely to take on new roles. In the contemporary
period, for instance, the military has become more actively involved
in channeling military activities to community-building measures and
peacekeeping operations. And when external threats have receded
from view, the military becomes more active in "out-of-theatre"
operations and involved in quelling internal security threats that are
increasingly identified as sources of international disorder. Further-
more, the development of a security community can encourage a
more stable and successful civil-military relationship to the extent
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that the military plays an "apolitical" role. Hurrell claims that in
South America regional integration has deprived a highly nationalistic
military of the traditional mobilizing issues, thus preventing a nation-
alist military from promoting military adventures in the region.
Relatedly, the ability of the East European states to become members
of the European security community is dependent on various civil-
military reforms that suggest an apolitical profile.

Fourthly, as the security community develops from one phase to the
next the source of compliance with the norms of the group will shift
from material to ideational factors. For instance, if during the early
phase of a security community there are confidence-building and
verification measures designed to quell any fear of war or being
placed in the sucker position, over time such measures should become
less important as policymakers cease to consider waging war against
other members of the community because such actions would poten-
tially threaten their own identity and self-understanding. In general,
we expect that norm compliance is less dependent on overt sanctions,
enforcement mechanisms, and the like with the move from one phase
to the next.

In sum, we included the phases in this volume's methodological
quest as an effort to construct indicators that reflected not only the
accomplishment of a security community but also its path and
development. These indicators attempted to tap into the phase of
development as defined by the extent of a transnational region and
the semblance of dependable expectations of peaceful change. There
are several problems with such linear thinking, including the fact that
dependable expectations of peaceful change may emerge for reasons
other than the growth of a transnational region. This was a principal
reason why nearly all the contributors identified ways in which their
pathway differed from our heuristic model, and, accordingly, that the
indicators gave either a false positive or a false negative. The insuffi-
ciency of the indicators does not jettison their utility per se but rather
questions their validity.

Moreover, the finding that security communities evolve toward
maturity in distinct ways, and exhibit variation of indicators rele-
vant at each phase of development, is consistent with the notion
that security communities are socially constructed. Because the
contextual socio-cognitive and material conditions that give birth to
security communities vary from case to case, security communities
will exhibit different path dependence "tracks," and therefore
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researchers are unlikely to identify a "master variable." This places
a premium on tracing historically the material and cognitive condi-
tions that shape the evolution and institutionalization of the security
community.

Security as social construction: security
communities and the study of international
security

Are security communities a fashionable feature of the post-Cold War
era, likely to disappear as have had all great idealist moments after
the end of wars? Each geopolitical shift of this century has produced a
comparable intellectual shift; with each shift in the distribution of
power has seemingly come a shift in the balance between "idealism"
and "realism." Is the study of security communities likely to succumb
to the inevitable darkening of the security horizon? It should be
obvious by now that we answer in the negative. To this end we want
to close with some final thoughts on the question of security commu-
nities in theory and practice.

To begin, we hardly envision that the world is heading toward a
security community "moment." There is no inevitable march of
security communities. We have pointed to developments in global
politics that make security communities less of an oddity and perhaps
more expected, but we have also identified the vagaries that must
conjoin, and sometimes the occasional historical accident, that propels
their development. We are not sanguine about the possibility that
more security communities will dot the global landscape, would not
react in complete disbelief if some of those that are currently in place
crumbled suddenly (though we would invite others to imagine with
us the unlikely conditions under which that might happen). These are
not qualifiers but rather appraisals from seasoned appreciations for
how rare are security communities in practice and how varied are the
forms of political association and the organization of security.

But in order to contemplate the very existence of security commu-
nities, scholars of international politics must take two moves. The first
is that international relations theorists must be willing to recognize
that the "problem of order" is defined not by anarchy and controlled
by force alone. Sociologists have long recognized that the question of
order is never solved but rather is accomplished for various lengths of
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time by a combination of force, exchange produced by self-interested
actors, and normative integration. Different political orders entertain
different weights of these three dimensions, but few political orders
have ever been sustained on one pillar alone. This study hopefully
contributes to the growing understanding that different groups of
actors can stabilize normative expectations and can create a stable
peace according to different dynamics. Nearly all of the studies began
with the assumption of anarchy and force as principal mechanisms in
the production of security, shifted toward a recognition that patterned
exchanges produce new and stabilized relationships, and then con-
templated how something akin to normative integration produced a
parallel shift in the production of and prospect for a stable peace.
There is variation over regions and history regarding how a stable
peace is produced, but the only way to understand how states get
there is to move away from the materialism and rationalism that
currently defines much of international relations theory.

The problem of order, of course, is directly related to governance
structures. The post-Cold War research agenda of globalization,
transnationalism, regionalism, and multilateralism invites us to
rethink not simply that state sovereignty is under threat or that states
must establish new international organizations to protect their power
but rather that there are new forms of international governance that
cannot be easily packaged with the categories that have defined the
discipline over the last several decades. Sometimes these forms of
state and transnational associations might be contemplated as an
instance of community, perhaps more often not. But this volume will
have accomplished one of its principal goals if it convinces other
scholars of international relations that it is worth thinking the
unthinkable - the possibility of international community.

The second move is a recognition that the field of international
relations and the study of international security have been unneces-
sarily encumbered by the stale, dichotomous, categories of idealism
versus realism. Realism, the language of statecraft, high politics, and
"true" strategic thinking, dominates the language of security politics
and demands that we conceptualize managed security by working
within the limits of some ontologically privileged anarchy and thus
imagining security as accomplished only through alliances, balances
of power, hegemonies and the like. This is how the study of
international security has proceeded through the Cold War, and
those who continue to inhabit its halls insist that the end of the Cold
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War has not changed the structure of interstate politics or the means
by which states secure their existence. In contrast to this world of
realism is that of idealism. Long discredited because of its supposed
errors and excesses during the interwar period and blamed for the
intellectual climate that permitted the onset of World War II, few
international relations scholars dared labelled themselves idealists
and fewer still were welcomed by those who studied security politics.

Realism and idealism, however, share similar roots, and, not
surprisingly, share more traits than some of their interpreters have
been willing to recognize. Many of the classic realist statements had
"idealist" currents and recognized that different communities oper-
ated according to different principles and constructed alternative
security orders. Some of the classic idealist statements were quite
aware of the realities of power politics but were willing to entertain
that under certain conditions states might discover a role for inter-
national organizations in helping them overcome their worst fears.
Neither idealists nor realists sought to divide the world into rarified
material and social elements but rather exhibited a willingness to
examine how their combination worked themselves out in theory and
practice.

This volume demonstrates that idealism - the recognition that
social life is social - and realism - the acceptance that states are
concerned with the production of security - need not be artificially
divided but rather can be fused in some interesting and provocative
ways as political communities fuse, merge, and divide. Our belief is
that constructivism enables scholars to overcome the realist-idealist
divide and to contemplate the relationship between structures,
defined in material and normative terms, the practices that are made
possible and imaginable by those structures, the security orders that
are rendered reachable within that field, and how those security
orders regulate or extinguish the use of force.

More to the point, we hope that this volume encourages students of
global politics to consider how constructivism can inform some of the
most topical and important debates that currently exist in inter-
national politics. Prior to the end of the Cold War came a series of
challenges that invited a reimagining of global space and asked that
we recognize that global politics - like all human endeavors - are
socially constructed. The end of the Cold War provided greater
opportunities for those working within the emerging tradition, fre-
quently labelled as constructivism, to interrogate security politics and
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practices. It is worth reiterating that constructivism shares with Karl
Deutsch a recognition that social communication, identity, and "half-
baked" integration between peoples and states helps us to understand
whether material power capabilities are threatening or not. In other
words, the sources of state insecurity are not limited to anarchy and
the distribution of power but also extend to the distribution of
knowledge. The notion that security and insecurity are social con-
structs means that the development of security communities has
states "co-binding"37 not only their military capabilities but also their
identities and their destiny.

To understand security requires the fundamental recognition that
policymakers have the ability to act upon the world with new
knowledge and new understandings about how to organize security.
These new understandings can emerge through coercion or dialogue,
sometimes occurring at the same moment. Security communities,
then, do not portray an ideal world of international security. On the
contrary, they show that international security changes with time, and
that such changes are a result of mixtures of anarchy and hierarchy,
and coercion and communication. In the last instance, security com-
munities are not part of a speculative and elusive dream but rather are
as imaginable as the wars they are designed to overcome.
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