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      preface   

  The onset of intensified globalization since the 1990s has affected 
every aspect of state functions, including national security. However, 

the extent of this impact is yet to be fully assessed. Many existing works 
make sweeping generalizations regarding the relationship between global-
ization and security, often without offering suffi cient empirical evidence. 
Our work was motivated by the need for such an empirical analysis in light 
of national and international experience during the past two decades of 
accelerated globalization. This book evaluates the impact of globalization in 
its different manifestations on the national security state at both the macro 
and micro levels during 1991–2007. We do this by fi rst assessing several 
propositions relating to the relative absence of war, patterns in arms spend-
ing and troop levels, the role of private and nongovernmental organizations 
in the conduct of national defense, and the signifi cance that countries assign 
to nontraditional security threats. We then examine the national security 
policies of different categories of states—great powers, states in cooperative 
zones, states in enduring rivalry zones, and weak nations—to assess if 
and how they have responded to the myriad of challenges presented by 
globalization.

 The genesis of this book was from a joint paper we presented at the 
International Studies Association world conference in Budapest in June 2003. 
Subsequently, we published two co-authored articles in the journals 
International Studies Review  (7, no. 2 [June 2005]: 199–227) and  Millennium
(33, no. 2 [December 2004]: 355–380). In the introduction and  chapters 1  
and  2 , we draw upon sections of these articles. Our work has greatly benefi ted 
from presentations at a number of institutions worldwide. During the past 
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  fi ve years, we conducted interviews and workshops in several countries, 
including Australia, Chile, Columbia, Ethiopia, India, Peru, Singapore, 
South Africa, Taiwan, Tanzania, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United 
States, Vietnam, and Zambia. The institutions include Academic Staff 
College, Trivandrum; Addis Ababa University, Ethiopia; African Centre for 
the Constructive Resolution of Disputes (ACCORD), Durban, South Africa; 
Bangalore University; Calicut University; Center for Human Rights, 
Bhubaneswar; Center for Security Analysis, Chennai; Chilean Diplomatic 
Academy, Santiago; Chilean War College, Santiago; Cochin University, Kochi; 
Finnish Institute of International Affairs, Helsinki; Goa University; Gulf 
Research Center, Dubai; the Hebrew University of Jerusalem; Ho Chi Minh 
City University, Vietnam; Indian Institute of Management, Ahmadabad; 
Jaipur University; Kannur University; Kerala International Center, 
Trivandrum; Kerala University, Trivandrum; Loyola College, Chennai; 
Madurai Kamaraj University; Maharajas College, Ernakulum; Mahatma 
Gandhi University, Kottayam; Mangalore University; National Chengchi 
University, Taipei; National Defense College of the Philippines, Manila; 
S. Rajaretnam School of International Studies, Singapore; Stella Mary’s 
College, Chennai; Taiwan Foundation for Democracy, Taipei; Thevara S. H. 
College, Kochi; Udaipur University; University of Dar Es Salaam; University 
of Peace, San Jose, Costa Rica; and Utkal University, Bhubaneswar. 

 Many individuals in the countries just mentioned helped us in organizing 
our visits and conducting our research. We are particularly grateful to Jean-
Marc F. Blanchard, Chris Demchak, Patrick James, Steven Lobell, Derek 
McDougall, Baldev Raj Nayar, and Pradeep Taneja for comments on portions 
of this manuscript. Able research assistance was offered by Bahar Akman, 
Heloise Blondy, Margaret Foster, Nadine Hajjar, Sandra Helayel, William 
Hogg, Liz Kawasaki-Smith, Sebastien Mainville, Imad Mansour, Theodore 
McLauchlin, Mahesh Shankar, Jessica Trisko, and Stéfanie von Hlatky. Much 
of the fi nancial assistance for this project came from Fonds de recherche sur la 
société et la culture (FQRSC), Quebec, through a team grant for the 
Globalization and the National Security State project (with Michel Fortmann 
and John Hall as comembers with us). Additional funding was obtained 
through the McGill University—University of Montreal Research Group in 
International Security through a grant from the Security and Defense Forum, 
Ottawa, James McGill Chair, and the Social Sciences and Humanities 
Research Council of Canada. We thank David McBride, editor of Oxford 
University Press, for his enthusiasm for the book. We greatly appreciate the 
constant support of our families throughout this endeavor.   
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                 Introduction: National Security State 
in the Era of Globalization     

   Since its inception as a social institution, the primary purpose of 
the nation-state has been to provide security within a geographically 

defi ned territory against both external and internal threats. Throughout 
many political, economic, and social changes, ranging from the emergence of 
nationalism, the industrial revolution, two world wars, and the development 
of nuclear weapons, the state has remained at the forefront of organized pro-
tection, and the protection of national security has been its hallmark. 
However, during the contemporary era, when economic, political, and social 
interaction expanded beyond national boundaries to reach a global scale, 
many believe that the state is losing its relevance not only as a welfare pro-
vider, but also as a guarantor of security. Consequently, many theorists assert 
that globalization has begun to dismantle the national security state. 

 To substantiate their arguments, these scholars cite a number of recent 
trends, including the relative absence of major interstate wars, the avoidance 
of intense balance-of-power politics, declining military expenditures, and the 
increase of transnational actors in the security arena. Moreover, they point to 
the proliferation of nontraditional security challenges, particularly in the 
areas of transnational terrorism, the environment, and drug traffi cking, sup-
planting traditional military security concerns. Globalization theorists argue 
that because these new challenges are transnational in nature, they have 
affected all states and they require collective action, because the traditional 
state-centered approaches to security planning are not suited to deal with 
them effectively. In general, they contend that most states have responded to 
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the new threats by altering the architecture of their national security estab-
lishments and by pursuing cooperative security, both nationally and interna-
tionally. Those states that have failed to adjust their pursuit of national 
security accordingly have suffered as a consequence and will face disruptions 
in the future that will undermine their competitiveness both economically 
and in the security arena.  1

 These globalization theses, however, remain in the realm of conjecture, 
because no systematic testing of their predictions for the national security 
state has been undertaken. The purpose of this book, therefore, is to test the 
main elements of the globalization and security paradigm against the behav-
ior of the world’s national security apparatuses from the end of the Cold War 
through 2008. Although eighteen years is a short period to assess large his-
torical processes and changes, in our view, the empirical data are suffi cient for 
a reasonable preliminary assessment of the globalization–security relation-
ship.2   We do so in two stages. First, we explore whether there has been a shift 
in the way security is being pursued at the global level. We investigate 
whether there has been a signifi cant reduction in global military expendi-
tures or military manpower during this period of globalization’s rapid spread, 
whether there has been a reduction in the number of interstate wars, whether 
the global security agenda has turned its attention to confronting new non-
traditional security challenges, and whether nonstate actors, such as nongov-
ernmental organizations (NGOs) and intergovernmental organizations, have 
begun to play a greater role in security affairs. 

 Second, we consider—on a selected country-by-country and region-by-
region basis—whether and to what extent globalization has affected the 
national security state during this period. This allows us to consider whether 
the effects of globalization, if they manifest themselves in the national secu-
rity realm at all, do so evenly or unevenly across states and regions. Most 
globalization arguments are presented as if transnational political and eco-
nomic forces are transforming national security states uniformly throughout 
the world. In contrast, we consider whether the relative power and position 
of a state in the international system determine the degree to which these 
changes affect it. This makes intuitive sense, because realist writings on secu-
rity emphasize that the great powers shape global forces more than global 
forces shape them. Thus, we examine the security practices and defense doc-
trines of contemporary states to determine whether different categories of 
states (i.e., major powers, middle powers, and weak states) are being affected 
differentially by these changes. In addition, we check for regional variations, 
because it is reasonable to expect that states in less confl ict-prone regions 
(e.g., western Europe, Southeast Asia, and Latin America) might be more 
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subject to the effects of globalization than those in regions plagued by endur-
ing interstate rivalries (e.g., the Middle East and South Asia). 

 Our fi ndings are threefold. First, global trends are not fully consistent with 
the globalization school’s predictions. Although worldwide military spending 
dropped initially during the early 1990s, it climbed back up again at the end of 
the 1990s and the beginning of the twenty-fi rst century. In fact, it seems the 
national wealth bolstered by economic globalization has encouraged many states 
to increase military expenditures and to modernize their armed forces. 
Furthermore, global and regional security institutions have not stepped up to 
supplant the primacy of the state in the provision of security. And, although there 
has been a measurable decline in the incidence of interstate war during the period 
under investigation, it is by no means clear that this can be attributed exclusively 
or even primarily to globalization, rather than the more compelling alternative 
explanations of the end of the Cold War and the consequent rise of American 
hegemony, or the spread of technology that promotes defense/deterrence domi-
nance. Second, the globalization school’s claims about national security policy are 
overstated, because states of all types pursue more traditional security policies 
than globalization theorists would expect. In addition, in many instances when 
national security states have conformed to the school’s expectations, strategic 
circumstances—rather than globalization—appear to be the cause. Third, to the 
extent that globalization has affected the pursuit of national security, it has done 
so unevenly. States in stable regions have transformed their national security 
establishments the most to meet the challenges of globalization, whereas those in 
confl ict-ridden regions have done so the least, although the latter are tremen-
dously affected by many negative forces associated with globalization. The great 
powers have adapted to globalization only when it was consistent with their own 
strategic imperatives. Finally, the very weak or failed states of sub-Saharan Africa 
have had their fragile national security establishments buffeted by the pressures 
of globalization, which have added further impetus to state collapse. 

 The remainder of this introduction will proceed with our defi nition of the 
terms globalization  and  national security state , a discussion of our fourfold frame-
work for distinguishing the responses to globalization of four different catego-
ries of states, a note on our methodology, and a brief overview of the book. 

    What Is Globalization?   

Globalization  is a frequently used buzzword in contemporary political dis-
course, but it is rarely used with precision and appears to mean different 
things to different people. Indeed, the political science literature is replete 
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with economic, political, social, and cultural defi nitions of globalization that 
focus on very different, although related, phenomena.  3   Economic defi nitions 
of globalization  denote an expansion of the scale of economic activity beyond 
the nation-state, manifested in “the expansion of market relations, ubiqui-
tous commodifi cation and the communications revolution that mediated 
them.”4   To Jagdish Bhagwati, for example, economic globalization “consti-
tutes integration of national economies into the international economy 
through trade, direct foreign investment (by corporations and multination-
als), short-term capital fl ows, international fl ows of workers and humanity in 
general, and fl ows of technology.”  5   As a result, in a globalized world, eco-
nomic management, decision making, production, distribution, and market-
ing are organized on a global scale, which limits the nation-state’s ability to 
regulate its own economic interests, and makes national welfare heavily 
dependent on the international market.  6   In effect, economic globalization 
essentially comprises the two parallel phenomena of heightened economic 
interdependence and transnationalism.  7

Economic interdependence  refers to the interconnectedness of the world econ-
omy, such that a change in the economic conditions of one country would 
bring about changes in the economy of others; moreover, a disruption of nor-
mal economic relations would impose costs upon multiple states.  8   States need 
not be symmetrically dependent on international exchange; it is enough that 
they all would incur at least some costs if economic patterns were to alter. 
Some theorists, such as Gerald Schneider, Katherine Barbieri, and Nils Petter 
Gleditsch, equate economic interdependence and globalization, defi ning glo-
balization merely as “the contemporary surge in economic interdependence.”  9

We reject this as unsatisfying in that it fails to capture the transnational 
nature of decision making, production, distribution, and communication 
that are essential features of globalization. Indeed, economic interdependence 
is merely the product of a large volume of interstate transactions; globaliza-
tion begins with a high volume of cross-border transactions, but also implies 
an increase in the scale of transactions beyond the level of the nation-state 
(i.e., transnationalism). For example, Hans-Henrik Holm and Georg Sørensen 
comment:

  Whereas intensifi ed economic interdependence involves more of the 
same in the sense that economic intercourse between national econo-
mies increases, true economic globalization invokes a qualitative shift 
toward a global economic system that is no longer based on autono-
mous national economies, but on a consolidated global marketplace 
for production, distribution, and consumption.  10
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 Thus, the second component of globalization is transnationalism, or the 
increased ease with which goods, services, and business entities can cross 
national boundaries as a result of revolutionary advances in communication 
and transportation technologies.  11   Transnationalism thus gives greater impe-
tus to nonstate actors, such as private corporations, to set the international 
economic agenda and circumvent the state. Although mere economic inter-
dependence may be the conscious result of state strategies, globalization is 
now driven less by states than by nonstate actors. 

 This economic dimension, or economic engine, is the most crucial aspect 
of globalization. There is disagreement on the precise starting point of eco-
nomic globalization. Some scholars believe that there was more economic 
globalization during the pre-World War I period in terms of higher fl ows of 
merchandise, capital, and labor.  12   To others, globalization dates back to the 
sixteenth century when European states began to expand to different regions 
of the world as colonial rulers. Still others, however, believe that the contem-
porary phase of globalization is more intensive and qualitatively different as 
a result of the crossing of several thresholds in the global economy: the ratio 
of global production has increased vis-à-vis national production, global trade 
assumed more than a quarter of world economic output, economic produc-
tion is increasingly organized on a global basis largely by multinational cor-
porations (MNCs) that are not bound by geographical or territorial constraints, 
direct foreign investment has increased by an order of magnitude, money 
markets have rapidly been internationalized with advanced information tech-
nology and global capital markets functioning ’round the clock, and a world 
consumer culture has been created with individual consumers becoming 
more global in their consumption patterns and orientations.  13

 What is clear, however, is that the world economy has become truly global 
during the past fi fteen years. Although total world exports in 1990 totaled 
just under $4.6 trillion, that fi gure more than doubled to just under $11 tril-
lion by 2004.  14   The composition of trade also shifted further away from pri-
mary commodities to manufactured goods. Thus, although in 1980, 54.2% 
of world exports consisted of manufactured goods, and in 1990 that fi gure 
increased to 70.5%, by 1999, 76.5% of world exports were manufactured 
products.15   This means that states are not only using the global market to 
purchase resources that they might not possess in suffi cient quantity domes-
tically, but they are buying goods that they produce domestically from the 
international market to take advantage of lower prices and greater effi ciency 
abroad. Global foreign direct investment (inward stock) has also ballooned 
from just more than $2 trillion to more than $9.5 trillion from 1992 to 
2004.16   In addition, the number of transnational corporations operating 
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worldwide increased from about 35,000 parent companies with about 
150,000 foreign affi liates in 1990 to about 78,411 parent companies in 2007 
with more than 777,000 foreign affi liates.  17   In 1990, these foreign affi liates 
generated about $1.5 trillion, or less than 7% of the gross world product. By 
2006, they generated more than $4.7 trillion, or more than 10% of the gross 
world product, indicating the growing transnationalization of the world 
economy.  18   Thus, in economic terms, globalization has transformed the world 
economy. 

Political  defi nitions of globalization emphasize the actions states have taken 
to adapt to the new global economic environment and, in particular, the 
decline of the welfare provision and income redistribution components of the 
state.19   It also refers to the spread of the liberal democratic system (along with 
free markets) throughout much of the globe as the most acceptable form of 
political governance.  20    Social  defi nitions of globalization take two forms. Some 
see globalization as the expansion of social relations on a global scale as a result 
of economic and technological changes. Shaw, for example, views it as “the 
quality involved in the worldwide stretching of social relations.”  21   Others, 
more concerned with social confl ict, focus on the social impact, at both the 
local and global levels, of the distribution of gains and losses that economic 
globalization entails.  22   Indeed, globalization has had the profound effect of 
widening income disparities and exacerbating the North–South divide. 

Cultural  defi nitions of globalization focus on the degree to which cultural 
identities increase in scale, as people shift their allegiance from national or 
subnational units to supranational ones.  23   This occurs, in James H. Mittelman’s 
estimation, as social relations between peoples increase worldwide, with 
events happening at different locations around the globe affecting all the 
world’s peoples and shaping their identities. Thus, as the “locus of power 
gradually shifts in varying proportions above and below the territorial state,” 
cultural identities will follow suit.  24   In Alex Inkeles’s view, globalization 
implies cultural convergence, which “involves the movement of national 
populations away from diverse indigenous cultural patterns towards the 
adoption of attitudes, values and modes of daily behavior that constitute the 
elements of a more or less common world culture.”  25

 Finally, some argue that globalization is a multifaceted phenomenon, pro-
ceeding in parallel along multiple dimensions. Holm and Sørensen, for 
example, defi ne it as “the intensifi cation of economic, political, social, and 
cultural relations across borders.”  26

 We argue that, if we are to use the term  globalization  meaningfully as a 
causal variable, we must conceptually distinguish it from its effects. Therefore, 
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it is not useful to confl ate the phenomenon of globalization with the reactions 
of states or nonstate actors to it, as some theorists do. In our view, all these 
images of globalization share a concern with the expansion of socioeconomic and socio-
political activities beyond the state on an international and transnational scale .  27

Thus, for us, globalization entails the widespread operation of businesses on 
a global, rather than a national, level; the ease with which individuals and 
groups can communicate and organize across national frontiers; the global 
transmission of ideas, norms, and values that might erode national cultures 
in favor of a broader global culture; the increasing participation of states in 
international political, economic, and military organizations; the spread of 
particular forms of political institutions, such as representative democracy, to 
vast areas of the globe; and the increasing participation of individuals from 
multiple countries in international NGOs.  28   Globalization, therefore, is a 
vast, multifaceted enterprise that proceeds both outside the state and within 
it, spurred on by businesses, consumers, social groups, states, and interna-
tional institutions as they organize the economic, political, and cultural 
spheres beyond the nation-state.  29

 The sources of the intense phase of globalization are a matter of debate 
among analysts. To more geopolitical and critical theorists, the main source 
of contemporary globalization was the hegemonic power of the United States, 
along with powerful MNCs, both American and international, and 
Washington’s institutional allies, the World Bank and the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF).  30   This does not mean that globalization is continually 
shaped or controlled by the hegemonic power consciously, as the diffusion of 
wealth to other states would mean the relative weakening of the hegemonic 
power itself. Some of the leading players in international mergers and acqui-
sitions, in fact, are from developing economies, such as China, India, and 
Brazil. However, geopolitical and critical scholars, such as Helleiner, view 
globalization as a political project of the United States, and, as such, as driven 
by political determinants, not technological or economic determinants. 
Others contend that economic effi ciency concerns and technological changes 
have been the main driving force of globalization. They argue that techno-
logical innovations have lowered the costs of moving goods and providing 
services, that the potential effi ciencies from international integration have 
increased dramatically, and that governments that fail to take advantage of 
these trends face increasing opportunity costs.  31   A country’s acceptance of 
globalization, however, may be determined by a number of internal factors, 
which include the attitudes of national leadership, their willingness to emu-
late other states, regime type, the size of the state, the arrival of liberalizing 
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coalitions to power, and favorable social and political conditions, such as eco-
nomic development and literacy.  32   As Jeffry Frieden contends:

  Globalization is still a choice, not a fact. It is a choice made by govern-
ments that consciously decide to reduce barriers to trade and invest-
ment, adopt new policies toward international money and fi nance, and 
chart fresh economic courses. Decisions made by each government are 
interconnected; international fi nance, international trade, and interna-
tional monetary relations depend on the joint actions of national gov-
ernments around the world. National policies and relations among 
national governments are the sources of globalization and determine 
its staying power . . . Globalization needs supportive governments and 
supportive governments need domestic political support.  33

    What Is the National Security State?   

 There are three related meanings of the  national security state ,  34   with slightly 
nuanced implications for the object of our study. We address each of these 
meanings, which broaden the range of effects that we look for when explor-
ing the effect of globalization in the national security arena. 

 The fi rst defi nition of the national security state is the real-state associated 
with realism: a state that accords primacy to the protection of national bor-
ders, physical assets, and core values largely through military means.  35   As a 
result of the anarchical nature of the international system, states must pro-
vide for their own security, because they cannot turn to a higher authority to 
protect them, nor can they rely on the guarantees or good behavior of other 
states.36   Self-help and relative gains concerns are the norm, and security can 
only be achieved through the acquisition and maintenance of a robust mili-
tary capability. Consequently, although states have other purposes, such as 
providing domestic order and welfare, national security takes priority over all 
others in the hierarchy of state interests, because without territorial security, 
all national values would suffer.  37   According to this view, then, all states 
are—fi rst and foremost—national security states. 

 This realist position accords well with the view of some historical sociolo-
gists who contend national security was the central reason for the rise and 
preeminence of the nation-state above all other social institutions in the 
modern age. The state, according to them, arose in Europe in modern times 
as a result of its war-making function and has since been accorded primacy 
because of the persistence and centrality of that role.  38   States thus remain the 
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“principal referent objects of security because they are both the framework of 
order and the highest source of governing authority.”  39   During the postwar 
years, although the welfare state has encroached upon the national security 
role of the state, the state has survived as the preeminent national security 
organ. In this realist image, then, the national security state is a constant 
entity, at least as long as the international system remains anarchic. 

 Two other uses of the term  national security state  are also relevant. Daniel 
Yergin and others refer to states that have institutionalized the provision of 
security and prioritized it over all other functions of state as national security 
states. Yergin refers to the enactment of the National Security Act in the 
United States in 1947 and its construction of institutions, such as the 
National Security Council and the Central Intelligence Agency, to oversee 
and conduct the pursuit of national security, as the foundation of the national 
security state.  40   In this image, not all states are national security states, or 
“garrison states.”  41   National security states would engage in activities related 
to trade and economic welfare, but would not grant them the same priority 
as military security, and would be willing to subvert economic advantages, 
civil liberties, and virtually all other values to the provision of security.  42   In 
contrast, other states—such as Richard Rosecrance’s trading states—are more 
likely to pursue economic goals while reducing their focus on military-related 
behavior. Thus, unlike the realist image, the national security state is not a 
constant; the degree to which states prioritize national security and engage in 
military balancing depends on a variety of factors, including the interna-
tional environment and domestic political factors. 

 A fi nal, institutional, understanding of the national security state is that, in 
any state, the political institutions responsible for the conduct of foreign secu-
rity policy collectively constitute the national security state.  43   These institu-
tions and the strategies they pursue may vary considerably both across states 
and within the same state over time. Some national security states are more 
autonomous of key societal interest groups, legislatures, and the public at large; 
others are constrained. Some are well funded; others possess limited means. 
Some rely heavily on armaments and internal balancing; others favor alliances 
and cooperative security. Thus, it makes sense to refer to particular national 
security states, rather than “the national security state” as a category. 

 When we use the term  national security state  in this book, we refer, to some 
extent, to all these meanings. We are clearly interested in the extent to which 
globalization has affected both the centrality of the pursuit of national security 
to the state’s mission and the centrality of the state to the national and inter-
national pursuit of security. In other words, we wish to explore whether 
 globalization, by rendering the state incapable of securing its population, has 
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fi nally killed the realist image of the national security state, or whether the 
real-state has merely adapted to changing conditions. But we are also inter-
ested in whether the constraints and opportunities of a globalized world have 
shifted states away from the security practices described by the second defi ni-
tion of the national security state, and toward the provision of wealth or wel-
fare that characterizes the trading state. Finally, we wish to examine the degree 
to which globalization has altered the nature of the security institutions of the 
state referred to by the third defi nition, both globally and within specifi c 
states, and the means through which these institutions pursue security. 

    Power, Position, and Globalization: A Systemic Framework 

for Assessing the Impact of Globalization   

 As we shall see in  chapter 1 , because globalization is posited to be a global 
phenomenon, affecting all countries and regions of the world, the globaliza-
tion school’s approach to international security predicts changes at the global 
level without much variation across states and regions. For this reason, we 
begin our analysis of the contemporary pursuit of security with an explora-
tion of global trends. Nonetheless, there are compelling reasons to supple-
ment the global picture with a more targeted investigation of different types 
of states and different regions. To begin with, not all states have globalized 
their economies to the same degree. Thus, like Christopher Coker, we might 
expect the security effects of globalization on states in the western, capitalist, 
developed world to be different from its effects on the developing world.  44

 There are also theoretical reasons to test for differential effects of global-
ization. Realists contend that international phenomena affect states differ-
ently, depending on their relative power and position within the international 
system.45   Typically, major powers, by virtue of their superior power 
resources—which help them both to maintain their independence vis-à-vis 
international pressures and to shape them—are least affected by international 
political, economic, and military changes. Yet, they simultaneously are best 
able to take advantage of changes in economic organization and military 
technologies to enhance their power. Thus, realists might expect the major 
powers to be in command of globalization—making concessions to it only 
when it increases their power advantage over others—rather than at its mercy. 
In addition, a state’s geostrategic position in the international system also 
affects its foreign and defense policy responses to systemic pressures. It is pos-
sible, therefore, that responses to globalization may also vary depending on a 
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state’s international position. All things being equal, we might expect that 
regional powers located in stable regions would be the most affected by the 
pressures of globalization, because their incentives to resist global pressures 
are likely to be low, absent a powerful existential threat. States engaged in 
enduring rivalries (in regions of confl ict) might be more resistant to its pres-
sures because they are most eager to preserve their autonomy to defend their 
national and regional interests. Finally, very weak or failed states might be 
completely unable to buffer themselves from the pressures of globalization 
and, therefore, might be utterly at their mercy. 

 After we investigate whether there are system-level indicators that global-
ization has changed the pursuit of security during the contemporary era, the 
balance of this book will investigate whether globalization has indeed affected 
the pursuit of national security by examining the experiences of these four 
groups of states, which we will defi ne more concretely before proceeding. 

    major powers and global social forces   

 Major powers are the most powerful states in the international system and 
are, therefore, its key military security actors. They maintain global power 
projection capabilities, which allow them to claim international leadership 
positions. These states acquire military capabilities not simply to defend 
their homelands, but also to maintain coercive power over secondary states 
and balance against rival states and potential rivals. They are also distin-
guished by their global interests and how they are perceived by other states.  46

In recent years, major power status has been broadened to include structural
power , which denotes the superior capacity of a state in terms of threatening, 
defending, and denying the security of other states from violence; controlling 
the system of goods and services; determining the structure of fi nance; and 
exerting the highest infl uence over the acquisition and dissemination of 
knowledge.47

 Among the major powers, security behavior varies depending on whether 
they are hegemonic, status quo, declining, or rising powers.  48   In the post-Cold 
War system, in terms of their overall power attributes and dispositions, the 
United States has emerged as the status quo hegemonic power and China has 
become the rising challenger. For the bulk of the globalization era, Russia was 
the declining/greatly weakened great power, with a decline that was very pal-
pable across many dimensions of national power, particularly military (conven-
tional), economic, and demographic.  49   During the past couple of years, however, 
Russian oil wealth has led to a resurgence of Russian power and a desire to 
recapture its great power infl uence. These different structural situations should 
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affect their approaches toward security and military power. Thus, we consider 
how globalization has affected the national security establishments of each of 
these three major powers. We do not consider Great Britain and France as 
major powers, and include them in the next category, both because their major 
power attributes have declined considerably over the years and because they 
have been active members of the European Union (EU), which makes them less 
great powers in their own right than participants in an aspiring great power 
bloc. Although India has several parameters of a rising power, we also do not 
include it in the chapter on the great powers, given that we address it more 
comprehensively in the chapter on enduring rivals. 

    states in cooperative regional subsystems   

 Among the next level of powers, some fi nd themselves in regional subsystems 
with relatively stable security environments. Two types of stable subsystems 
are possible. In the fi rst, regional cooperation is highly developed and insti-
tutionalized. Members of the EU, who have already established a pluralistic 
security community, are the best example of this category of states.  50   The 
second is a subsystem in which states have achieved some cooperative insti-
tutional arrangements and lack protracted militarized rivalries, but have not 
yet formed a true security community. These include Southeast Asia and the 
southern cone of Latin America, where states are in the process of build-
ing security communities around the Association of Southeast Asian States 
(ASEAN) and El Mercado Comûn del Cono Sur (Mercosur), respectively. 
Because the states in these regions do not face powerful existential challenges 
and have less of a need than the major powers to project power beyond their 
region, we might expect them to have responded most positively to the pres-
sures of globalization. After all, they have the fewest incentives to bear the 
burden of resisting global pressures to retain national control of their national 
security establishments. To test the globalization propositions on this cate-
gory of state, we shall examine three regions—highly stable western Europe, 
moderately stable Southeast Asia, and relatively stable Latin America—by 
considering both how the region as a whole has responded to contemporary 
changes, as well as how leading states in these regions have responded.  

    states in competitive regional subsystems   

 Other regional powers inhabit competitive regional subsystems character-
ized by protracted confl icts and enduring militarized rivalries. These con-
fl icts are driven by intractable issues such as territory, ideology, or identity, 
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and the confl ict relationships among states in these regions spill into most 
spheres of their interstate interactions.  51   These states enjoy no credible 
security protection from outside and are frequently targets of economic and 
military sanctions by the major powers, which are often heavily involved in 
regional affairs. Some of the larger states in these regions seek regional 
hegemony, whereas some face major power intervention in their internal 
affairs. Moreover, because of the chaotic security environments these states 
face, their military planning and preparations are typically based on worst-
case assumptions. 

 Two regions rife with such rivalries are South Asia and the Middle East. 
In the former, regional security is dominated by the territorial confl ict 
between nuclear rivals India and Pakistan. In the latter, regional dynamics 
are conditioned by the Arab–Israeli confl ict, inter-Arab competition for lead-
ership of the Arab world, and American clashes with the Gulf states (particu-
larly Iran and Iraq) as the United States attempts to secure its oil interests in 
the region. We can assume that if any states should want to resist the forces 
of globalization and retain national control of their military apparatuses as 
sovereignty protecting instruments, it should be these, because the cost of 
relinquishing national control could be the highest. To assess how globaliza-
tion has affected this category of state, we shall consider how South Asia and 
the Middle East are adjusting to contemporary changes as regions, as well as 
how leading regional actors are responding.  

    weak states   

 The fi nal category of states we consider are weak states. A weak state has 
three major characteristics: (1) security defi ciency  (the state is often unable to 
provide basic security to its citizens, because military and police forces tend 
to be weak), (2) participation defi ciency  (civil society tends to be absent or dys-
functional; free, open political participation is defi cient or extremely limited; 
and political power tends to lie in the hands of a small oligarchical elite); and 
(3) infrastructure defi ciency  (the physical infrastructure of the state is poorly 
maintained because resources are improperly extracted and taxes are not col-
lected regularly or suffi ciently [The state could be heavily indebted to exter-
nal donors and the government has great diffi culty meeting its daily fi nancial 
needs.]).52   Many are beset with problems of internal confl ict driven by ethnic 
rivalries and political and economic ineffi ciencies. Their state institutions 
often lack legitimacy, and state laws receive little compliance from citizens.  53

The capacity of these states to protect citizens from predators is also minimal. 
Weak states lack both what Michael Mann calls “despotic power” (the power 
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of the state elite over civil society) and “infrastructural power” (the institu-
tional capacity of the state to penetrate the territory and implement decisions 
effectively).54   They are also the most affected by external shocks, the impact 
of which they often cannot cushion or control. 

 The African continent offers the best examples of weak and failing states, 
although some exist in the Middle East, Central Asia, South Asia, and Latin 
America as well. There are, however, variations within this category. Several 
states, including Somalia, Nigeria, Sudan, Sierra Leone, Liberia, and Angola, 
have a “volatile mix of armed confl ict, unstable political institutions, limited 
resources and inevitably, a ‘bad neighborhood’ of similar crisis ridden states.” 
Others, such as Senegal, Mali, Ghana, and Benin, however, have been able 
to avoid violent confl icts and are “negotiating risky transitions toward 
democracy.”  55

 This suggests that not all weak states are failed or failing states. Although 
a weak state shows a mixed record in terms of the three characteristics men-
tioned earlier, a  failing  state approaches the failed category unless remedial 
measures are taken to stem the tide of decline and disintegration. A failed
state  exhibits an extreme level of state weakness; the societies of these states 
“are tense, deeply confl icted, dangerous, and contested bitterly by warring 
factions. In most failed states, government troops battle armed revolts led by 
one or more rivals.”  56   Thus a failed state has little capacity to intervene and 
end its internal confl icts. A state may remain weak and stagnate or it may 
move up and down in the weak, failing, or failed category. 

 We would expect that globalization would have the most destabilizing 
effect on these weak states, which already are losing their grip on national 
sovereignty and defense. To test the globalization propositions on this group, 
we will assess sub-Saharan Africa as a whole, rather than focus on individual 
states, because their very weakness makes it diffi cult to get reliable data on 
them.   

    Study Design   

 To determine whether globalization has affected contemporary international 
security, we conduct a number of case studies to assess whether there is con-
gruence between the globalization school’s predictions and the contempo-
rary pursuit of security in different states, regions, and settings.  57   Our 
approach to this analysis is as follows. We begin by identifying specifi c 
propositions from the globalization literature pertaining to globalization’s 
likely effect on different aspects of the pursuit of national security. In 
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 particular, we address two types of propositions. First we explore three core 
propositions about the way the pursuit of security should change at the 
global level if globalization theorists are correct, including the frequency of 
interstate wars, the level of global manpower and military spending, the 
degree to which terrorism has transformed the global security agenda, and 
the prominence of multilateral security-providing institutions. To these, we 
add ten propositions about the way in which national security apparatuses 
should have changed under the infl uence of globalization. These proposi-
tions are clustered into three groups: three pertaining to the security envi-
ronment that states face, fi ve relating to the strategies that states use to 
secure themselves, and two concerning the reliance of states on nontradi-
tional actors to achieve security. 

 We then test the four global-level propositions against the global record 
of the years between the end of the Cold War and 2008—the era of globaliza-
tion’s entrenchment. For this, we rely primarily on data sources such as the 
International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) or the Stockholm 
International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), which publish global con-
fl ict, military spending, and manpower data annually, as well as United 
Nations (UN) statistics on multilateral interventions and peacekeeping and 
peace-building operations. Then we investigate the state-based propositions 
with two types of data from the same time period. For propositions such as 
those relating to manpower and defense expenditures, which can easily be 
tested through reliable independent data sources, we rely on both national 
and regional data provided by the IISS or SIPRI. For propositions that are 
more diffi cult to assess directly with quantitative data, such as the degree to 
which national security establishments have shifted their emphasis to new 
security threats, we examine the national security doctrines and/or policy 
statements of each state, together with its recent behavior, to determine 
whether each refl ects such “globalized” concerns. Although offi cial doctrines 
and policy statements may, at times, merely refl ect declaratory policy, rather 
than actual policy, they do represent a good fi rst cut at the logic that animates 
the state’s national security strategy, the threats that matter most to its secu-
rity establishment, and the degree to which it has evolved to meet the 
demands of a globalized world. Moreover, these documents can often be 
revealing not only by their statements, but also by their omissions. Thus, as 
we shall see, the omission of any serious reference to the importance of mul-
tilateral regional security organizations in Russian, South Asian, and Middle 
Eastern doctrines—despite the obvious rhetorical imperative of paying lip 
service to them—casts signifi cant doubt on the centrality of such institutions 
in the contemporary era, at least for these states. Nonetheless, we explore 
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military doctrines critically and, when possible, seek external data and 
 secondary source analyses to corroborate our conclusions.  

    Overview of the Book   

 We explore the globalization school’s predictions for the pursuit of security 
in  chapter 1 . First we examine the various strands of the demise of the state 
argument, including those of hard globalization proponents, soft globaliza-
tion proponents, and commercial liberals, as well as two other groups with 
claims that are compatible with our defi nition of globalization, democratic 
peace theory, and constructivist arguments about the spread of globalized 
political norms. We then cull out of these positions a set of common proposi-
tions about the effect globalization is likely to have on the way states pursue 
security. We identify macro-level propositions about the level of interstate 
war, aggregate defense spending, the prominence of transnational terrorism, 
and the role of multilateral institutions at the international system level. 
Then we identify state- and region-specifi c propositions about the national 
security strategies and architectures of individual states. 

 In  chapter 2  we investigate global trends from 1991 to 2008. In particu-
lar, we inquire whether the macro-level propositions identifi ed in  chapter 1  
have been borne out. Therefore, we consider whether the level of interstate 
confl ict has declined, whether global defense spending has decreased, whether 
the threat of global terrorism has begun to supplant interstate warfare on the 
global security agenda, and whether regional and global multilateral security 
institutions have begun to supplant states as the primary security providers, 
as many globalization scholars have predicted. Our conclusion is that global 
trends are not very consistent with the globalization-kills-the-national-secu-
rity-state hypothesis. Moreover, to the extent that certain features of the con-
temporary international system (such as the general reduction in interstate 
wars) are consistent with the globalization school’s predictions, it remains 
unclear whether globalization is the sole cause (or even the primary cause) or 
whether something potentially less enduring—such as American hegemony, 
the defense/deterrence dominance of contemporary military technology, or a 
lull after the all-encompassing global clash that was the Cold War—may 
have been more instrumental. 

  Chapters 3  through  6  present our examination of the differential impact 
of globalization across regions and types of states during the same time 
period. Each chapter investigates the degree to which the ten specifi c propo-
sitions of the state-in-demise approach correspond with the contemporary 
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security apparatuses and practices of different categories of states.  Chapter 3  
looks at the major powers: the United States, China, and Russia.  Chapter 4  
focuses on regional powers in two types of stable regions, with an examina-
tion of states in western Europe (a mature security community) and Southeast 
Asia and Latin America (stable regions that have not yet become pluralistic 
security communities). In  chapter 5 , we concentrate on regional powers in 
areas characterized by enduring rivalries, with a focus on the Middle East and 
South Asia.  Chapter 6  examines the lot of the very weak and failed states of 
sub-Saharan Africa. We conclude that states of all four types continue to 
pursue far more traditional security policies than globalization theorists pre-
dict. To the extent that globalization does matter, though, its impact on 
security policies appears to vary across states and regions. States in stable 
regions have had their security policies affected by globalization the most, 
whereas those in regions of enduring confl ict have been affected the least. The 
great powers have adapted to global economic trends when it served to maxi-
mize their power advantage over others, but resisted them when they sought 
to undermine national autonomy over national security policy. Finally, glo-
balization has helped accelerate the dependence of weak states on the inter-
national security market, but it is not the primary cause of their inability to 
pursue traditional national security policies. 

 The fi nal chapter summarizes the conclusions reached in this study and 
considers why many of the globalization school’s predictions have fallen far 
from the mark. In this regard, we compare the globalization and security 
approach with past state-in-demise arguments linked to other social, eco-
nomic, or technological changes, such as the rise of the trading state, the 
invention of dynamite, and the development of thermonuclear weapons. We 
contend that the state as a security-providing institution was not swept away 
by these changes, principally because, as complex adaptative systems, states 
both adapted to and controlled these changes. Similarly, we argue that, at 
least in the security realm, states have to this point been able to adapt to the 
pressures of globalization, and the great powers—particularly the United 
States—have been able to exert some control over it. Thus, although not 
completely absent, globalization’s effect on the security practices of states has 
been muted, particularly among great powers and those states that face con-
siderable regional security dilemmas.      



chapter 1
  Globalization and National Security: 
Key Propositions     

   As we indicated in the introductory chapter, our conception of 
globalization is a broad one that centers on the expansion of a multiplic-

ity of socioeconomic and sociopolitical activities on a transnational scale. As 
a result, there are a wide variety of theoretical arguments about the changing 
nature of national and international security that we classify as globalization 
hypotheses, because they identify the engine of change as a particular trans-
national economic, political, or social process. In this chapter we detail 
numerous strands of the globalization-alters/kills-the-national-security-state 
argument and draw out common hypotheses from these disparate arguments 
about the way global processes should affect the pursuit of security.  

    Varieties of the Globalization Thesis   

 Several types of globalization and security approaches exist in the literature, 
differentiated by the nature of the global processes that supposedly drive 
national changes and the depth of change they envision. In this section we 
identify seven types of arguments. Hard economic globalization theorists 
assume that the increasing scale of the global economy has already made the 
state obsolete, both as a means of managing and regulating the economy and 
as a provider of national security. In contrast, soft economic globalization 
approaches contend that the growth of a truly global economy has meaning-
fully affected the state’s functions, but only in an incremental manner, with 
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radical change a possibility over the longer term. These are the prototypical 
globalization school arguments, but we identify fi ve more approaches as glo-
balization-type approaches, because they also posit changes in state behavior 
caused by global political and economic processes. 

Commercial liberals  argue that the growth of global trade and investment 
has had a more punctuated effect, making states less likely to use force against 
economic partners. Democratic peace theorists  contend that the global spread of 
democratic political norms and institutions reduces the willingness of democ-
racies to use force to resolve disputes with others who share their norms and 
institutions. The global norms approach  assumes that the spread of political 
norms—particularly those respecting human rights—across national bound-
aries has restricted the state’s ability to pursue certain proscribed types of 
national security policies. The global culture approach  maintains that the dis-
placement of national identities and cultures by global referents has led to a 
cultural convergence that stabilizes international relations. Last,  postmodern
warfare theorists  argue that the ease with which people can move, organize, 
and communicate across national boundaries in a globalized era has not only 
changed the nature of warfare, but has paralyzed the ability of even powerful 
states to provide effectively for their security. We shall consider each of these 
approaches in turn and subsequently derive testable hypotheses from the 
composite “globalization school.” 

 Although we use the shorthand  the globalization school  or  globalization theo-
rists  for the group of arguments we are testing, it is important to note that 
these terms represent a composite of a variety of different and often-competing 
arguments that are related only in that they explore the effects of the phenom-
enon of globalization on the pursuit of national security. We believe it is useful 
to cull and investigate a set of core propositions fl owing from this school in 
much the same way that international relations scholars have done with dispa-
rate realist arguments (united by their emphasis on the impact of international 
anarchy on international politics) and liberal arguments (united by their 
emphasis on the impact of individuals and institutions on international poli-
tics).1   However, we acknowledge the diversity of the literature in this area and 
the contending views it has generated among enthusiasts and opponents. 

 To some “hard” globalists, globalization has already ushered in drastic 
changes to every aspect of the state’s functions, and affects all aspects of 
national and international economic, political, social, and cultural relations. 
Martin Shaw summarizes their arguments:

  For globalization theorists, contemporary change often has the relentless 
aspect of a single process—or a closely related set of processes—through 
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which the market system colonizes new social space. Globalization ren-
ders territorial boundaries irrelevant—or in the more cautious versions 
which have become increasingly prominent, less signifi cant. It also nul-
lifi es the cultural, political and technical boundaries that defi ned dis-
tinct worlds, isolated some social relations from world markets, and 
inhibited communications.  2

 Ardent proponents, such as Kenichi Ohmae, contend that, under the irre-
versible infl uence of modern information technology, genuine borderless 
economies are emerging. The resulting new incentives, opportunities, and 
constraints have affected business behavior and the values, judgments, and 
preferences of citizens all over the world.  3   Under these circumstances, the 
state is an obsolescent institution, ill equipped to control its economic des-
tiny, provide for the welfare of its citizens, or ensure its own security. The 
supreme mobility of capital and labor make it easy for businesses to escape 
national regulations and shop around for the most hospitable environment 
within which to operate. The state is, therefore, severely limited in the 
restrictions it can place on business activities. Nor, as more and more produc-
tion and distribution take place beyond national boundaries, can the state 
shield its citizens from economic shocks (such as refi nery fi res, strikes, inclem-
ent weather, or natural disasters) that take place halfway around the world. In 
Susan Strange’s formulation, “[w]here states were once the masters of mar-
kets, now it is the markets which, on many crucial issues, are the masters over 
the governments of states.”  4   And, because globalization implies deterritorial-
ization or “the end of geography,” the core basis of state power has eroded.  5

Thus, to the extent possible, states have already realized their futility and 
have scrambled to join both regional and global institutions in an attempt to 
fi nd more appropriate ways of regulating their economies. After all, if the 
problems are transnational in nature, the solution must be, as well.  6

 Gilpin summarizes the case of hard-core globalization enthusiasts in more 
measured terms:

  A quantum change in human affairs has taken place as the fl ow of large 
quantities of trade, investment, and technologies across national bor-
ders has expanded from a trickle to a fl ood. Political, economic, and 
social activities are becoming worldwide in scope, and interactions 
among states and societies on many fronts have increased. As integra-
tive processes widen and deepen globally, some believe that markets 
have become, or are becoming, the most important mechanism deter-
mining both domestic and international affairs. In a highly integrated 
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global economy, the nation-state, according to some, has become 
anachronistic and is in retreat.  7

 Thus, the changes are not merely economic. Other hard globalization 
theorists have argued that the cohesiveness of the state as a social institution 
has eroded. Throughout its existence, the state provided both internal and 
external security and economic productivity, in large part because it was able 
to command the loyalty of its citizens and harness it toward national goals. 
Some argue, however, that under the weight of global social forces, the indi-
vidual citizen’s loyalty to the state has declined and will decline further in the 
future. Without war as a mechanism to foster national loyalty and patriotism 
(as we shall see later, globalization scholars presume that interstate war is 
declining), there is nothing equivalent in sight to generate the “glue” that 
this social institution provided nation-states for centuries.  8

 In the security theater, too, hard globalization theorists assume that the 
state has outlived its utility. As modern technology has made national bor-
ders porous, the state cannot effectively prevent hostile groups from entering 
national territory and harming its citizens. Indeed, as terrorist attacks in the 
United States, Spain, Israel, India, and elsewhere during the past few years 
indicate, not even states with modern capitalist economies or powerful mili-
tary establishments can secure their populations reliably. Furthermore, glo-
balization has brought with it a whole range of problems, such as pandemic 
diseases and transnational organized crime, which affect states far more than 
traditional international military threats do. Therefore the national security 
state has been overtaken by these contemporary challenges, for which it is ill 
equipped to respond, at the same time as the primary purpose of the national 
security establishment—interstate warfare—is declining in frequency. 

 Moreover, the argument goes, as states become more enmeshed into the 
global economy, they are compelled to pay more attention to wealth-making 
as opposed to war-making activities. There is also an inherent assumption 
(similar to many writings on economic interdependence) that when states 
seek more wealth through increased economic interactions, overseas trade, 
foreign direct investment (FDI), and capital markets, they have to appear less 
threatening to others and, consequently, modify their traditional security 
policies. The economic conditions, often set by leading lender institutions 
such as the World Bank and the IMF, require states to reduce their focus on 
military spending while encouraging liberalization of their economies, 
because the opportunity costs involved in war making are expected to be 
higher than the economic benefi ts that accrue from confl ict.  9   Economic liber-
alization also would encourage domestic actors and coalitions that favor 
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wealth over societal actors who pursue military might and war making. As a 
result, the state’s focus on security has diminished, and the type of threats 
that proliferate in a globalized world are those that states are ill equipped to 
counter. 

 “Soft” globalization theorists agree that a profound revolution in human 
affairs is underway, but they contend that changes have been taking place 
incrementally and that it will take time until they are fully manifest. 
Therefore, rather than seeing the state as outmoded in the contemporary 
international environment, they view it as facing increasingly diffi cult eco-
nomic, political, and security-related challenges with which its existing 
standard operating procedures are unable to cope. As Jonathan Kirshner 
writes: “The intensifi cation of economic exchange, the information revolu-
tion, and pressures for marketization are changing (though not always 
diminishing) the nature of state power and state capacity, affecting the bal-
ance of power between states, and creating new sources of and axes of con-
fl ict between them.”  10   As a result, the state has already been forced to adapt 
to new circumstances, to embrace nonstate actors as well as regional and 
global international institutions that can assist it in meeting the challenges 
of a globalized world, and, on occasion, it has been unable to provide its 
signature economic and security goods to its citizens.  11   Indeed, in the eco-
nomic realm, the ability of states to protect their citizens from the global 
market has greatly diminished, because globalization has already stripped 
the state of much of its autonomy and the state must avoid actions that sap 
its competitiveness in the international marketplace.  12   Eventually, the 
cumulative weight of these global changes will force the state to give way 
to sociopolitical institutions that are more appropriate for a globalized 
world. 

 In the security theater, according to soft globalization arguments, states 
are increasingly reluctant to use heavily military-oriented approaches to 
resolve interstate problems, for many of the same reasons suggested by hard 
globalization theorists.  13   Although they do not believe that globalization has 
yet knocked the state off its national security perch, soft globalization theo-
rists believe that the porousness of national borders, the global nature of 
contemporary threats to international security, and the economic disincen-
tives for using force are combining to make states increasingly willing to seek 
partners beyond the state to assist in the provision of security. Moreover, 
because of the growing desire for wealth acquisition through economic liber-
alization and trade, states are starting to focus less on conquest and matters 
of national security than in the past.  14   Although in the past, great powers 
engaged in warfare for the control of land and resources to maintain their 
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power and prosperity, conquest and occupation of land has now become 
 diffi cult. Indeed, during the contemporary era, many argue that controlling 
land physically is no longer that vital for prosperity, because trade, com-
merce, and specialization in knowledge-intensive industries can make a 
nation prosperous, and the factors of production now include information 
and new technology.  15   Aversion to conquest is bolstered by the intense nation-
alism that is prevalent in almost all parts of the world, which has combined 
with asymmetric strategies that occupied peoples can use to make occupation 
costly.  16   Therefore, soft globalization scholars would expect states to have less 
intense traditional security dilemmas and be less eager to capture the terri-
tory of others. 

 As a result, according to soft globalization accounts, activities surround-
ing war making are no longer the primary focus of states, the proof of which 
lays in the dramatic decline of interstate wars since the end of the Cold War 
in 1991. Even major powers (barring the United States, perhaps) are con-
ducting their limited competition through “soft geopolitics,” with less 
emphasis on open arms races, crises, and war.  17   In their view, major security 
threats are no longer heavily military oriented, but consist of terrorism, drug 
traffi cking, disease, ecological disasters, mass migration, and widespread 
poverty.  18   Notions of “human security” as opposed to military security 
increasingly affect the preferences of policy makers in many countries.  19   With 
the decline of geopolitical confl icts, it is argued that the military in most 
advanced states has become more focused on internal and international crime 
fi ghting or policing as opposed to waging interstate wars.  20   The pursuit of 
internal security issues has decreased the importance of the state as the 
national security provider, as protection from external threats has tradition-
ally been the core function of the nation-state and the key source of its legiti-
macy and power over society.  21   And, to deal with external threats to security 
from transnational sources, states have been increasingly relying on private 
security providers, NGOs, and international institutions, which are better 
suited to combat these new threats.  22   Thus, soft globalization scholars argue, 
the state’s role in the security theater is gradually changing and eroding 
under the pressures of economic globalization. 

 A precursor to the economic globalization position that still remains as a 
distinct and more limited argument is commercial liberalism. Commercial 
liberals maintain that as trade and investment fl ow freely across national 
boundaries, states grow increasingly interdependent. As a result, they become 
reluctant to use force against trading partners, both because of the opportu-
nity costs of force in terms of lost trade and investment, and because trade is 
more effi cient than force as a means of securing a state’s basic needs.  23
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 In a globalized world, the implications of commercial liberalism are more 
profound as economic interdependence becomes more widespread. Further-
more, as transnational actors, such as MNCs, take more control over the trad-
ing agenda under globalization, they undermine national efforts to protect 
defense and security-related industries, as well as supplies of strategic goods.  24

And as multinationals become more transnational, producing different com-
ponents of their products in different countries and assembling at plants 
across the globe, the states that host them are generally careful not to under-
take military ventures across borders, because they would suffer heavily in 
economic terms if war breaks out.  25   Stephen Brooks argues that the globaliza-
tion of world production has made it even more economically unprofi table to 
conquer territory, especially because states can use MNCs as a means of 
extracting materials, wealth, and goods from foreign territories.  26   Therefore, 
globalization scholars in the commercial liberal tradition would expect that, 
more than ever, states should be both unwilling and unable to fi ght large-
scale wars to resolve disputes among themselves, even if they involve territo-
rial issues. 

 More sophisticated versions of commercial liberalism contend that not 
only will states respond to economic disincentives to use force, they will also 
organize themselves differently to perpetuate the gains of an interdependent 
world. Richard Rosecrance, for example, believes that unprecedented levels of 
global economic interdependence have ushered in a qualitative alternative to 
the national security state: the trading state. Recognizing that wealth and 
power no longer derive from military might, trading states embrace economic 
interdependence and shun the economic nationalist’s concern for autarky. 
Therefore, unlike their military–political counterparts, they specialize in par-
ticular industrial activities in which they enjoy a comparative advantage to 
derive the maximal benefi t from the international economy.  27   Under these 
favorable economic circumstances, military competition becomes not only 
unnecessary, as wealth becomes divorced from the physical control of territory, 
but also counterproductive, because it would disrupt the basis of economic 
prosperity.  28   Moreover, as the global business environment depends on mobile 
information technology, relying on workers, capital, and information that 
cross national boundaries with unprecedented ease, the trading state becomes 
a “virtual state” that has no interest in territorial security or conquest.  29

 Meanwhile, Etel Solingen argues that the economic liberalization that has 
been taking place globally since the early 1990s led economically and politi-
cally liberalizing elites to undermine the power of their militaries deliber-
ately, to attract foreign capital, investment, and market access.  30   In other 
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words, economic interdependence leads states not only to eschew the use of 
force now by affecting national security decision making, it also causes them 
to alter the architecture of the state to make the future use of force less 
likely. 

 In our view of globalization, we can also identify democratic peace argu-
ments as another form of globalization theory, concerned as they are with the 
spread of common democratic norms and institutions worldwide. To demo-
cratic globalization theorists, the widespread democratization of countries in 
most regions of the world has diminished the likelihood of war.  31   They argue 
that democracies rarely fi ght each other; these states deliberately fi nd nonvio-
lent means to resolve confl ict among themselves for both institutional and 
normative reasons. Democratic domestic political institutions requiring gov-
ernments to mobilize the public and the legislature in support of war slow 
down the resort to force, create time to resolve crises and confl icts with other 
democracies without violence, and require the government to furnish legiti-
mate reasons for using force.  32   Furthermore, their domestic political norms of 
tolerance, compromise, and the rejection of coercion as a legitimate means of 
securing consent are externalized to their foreign relations with similar polit-
ical systems.  33   Thus, according to the theory, the globalization of democracy 
should lead to greater military restraint and reluctance to use military 
force.34

 A fi fth set of globalization-related arguments is put forward by normative 
schools, which believe that several global norms have emerged in recent 
decades that have conditioned state behavior in the security arena. These 
norms affect issues of considerable importance, such as state sovereignty and 
territorial integrity, humanitarian intervention, and the acquisition and use 
of certain weapons, such as land mines. Of greatest signifi cance, Mark Zacher 
claims that a norm of territorial integrity has become embedded, making it 
virtually impossible for states to alter borders by force and receive interna-
tional recognition.  35

 International human rights norms have also been cited as affecting the 
behavior of states vis-à-vis their citizens.  36   Norms against war crimes and 
genocide, although broken in Rwanda and Yugoslavia, have become focal 
points in an emerging normative international framework with the arrest and 
prosecution of some leaders who perpetrated such crimes. The newly consti-
tuted International Criminal Court further augmented this position. 
Furthermore, norms regarding the production, sale, use, and deployment of 
weapons that cause undue harm to civilian populations have also led some 
states to alter their security behavior. In this regard, norms against the use of 
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nuclear weapons, the nuclear nonproliferation regime, and the treaty to ban 
antipersonnel land mines may all represent a growing trend to curtail the 
national security behavior of states.  37   The increasing presence of norms in the 
security arena suggests, therefore, that a nascent global normative order may 
have emerged that challenges the traditional state-centric military security 
approach of states.  38

 A sixth line of argument posits that the emergence of a putative global 
culture will foster a more peaceful world, because a global civil society is 
emerging that is founded on democratic regimes and civil societies based on 
a consensus on civic virtues.  39   As different groups—especially humanitarian 
NGOs, human rights advocates, and transnational terrorist organizations—
are able to use new technologies such as the Internet and satellite television 
to communicate across national boundaries, they are able to fi ght for com-
mon causes and thereby undermine traditional boundaries set by states, 
classes, or communities.  40   Thus, national identities are weakening while 
transnational associations are strengthening. Moreover, over time, the expo-
sure of all the world’s population to the same media, music, movies, books, 
and so forth, is creating a world culture that unites, rather than divides, the 
world’s population.  41   Thus, the globalization of culture, it is argued, should 
reduce international confl ict. 

 In the aftermath of the September 11 terrorist strike on the United States, 
a seventh line of globalization arguments has come to the fore. Accordingly, 
the attacks on the United States show that even the most sophisticated mili-
tary power in the world could not prevent a major assault on its fi nancial and 
military nerve centers by a deeply committed and highly organized group of 
individuals of various nationalities using civilian aircraft as a weapon. 
Furthermore, it has proved very diffi cult to combat the scourge of terrorism. 
The conventional attacks on states, such as Afghanistan, that harbor and 
sponsor terrorism have achieved only limited success, because terrorists can 
fl ee to other locales and countries. The irony of transnational terrorism, there-
fore, is that it uses some of the key instruments of globalization—transpor-
tation and communication networks—although terrorists seem to be fi ghting 
the spread of the western cultural ethos that promotes global values, which 
they believe are threatening “local religions and cultures.”  42

 These competing images of globalization vary in both the intensity of the 
change, as well as the intervening variables (be they political norms, economic 
incentives, or political institutions) through which global changes affect the 
pursuit of national security. They all agree, however, that the phenomenon of 
globalization has profound implications for the national security state, which 
is increasingly ill-equipped to confront the challenges of the modern world. In 
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the next section, we cull a representative set of propositions about the pursuit 
of national security that are consistent with all or most of these approaches. 

    Key Propositions   

    global-level propositions (pg)   

 As the preceding discussion shows, the arguments that globalization theo-
rists make regarding the pursuit of security are broad and sweeping, and they 
come from different directions. Although there is no single integrated theory 
of globalization and the state, nearly all versions of it focus on the weakening 
of the nation-state as the primary unit of international politics, and the 
decreasing importance of military security in the behavior and national poli-
cies of states. However, if the core arguments on the state’s security function 
that are present in most globalization theses are valid, then changes should 
be visible in the following areas on a global scale.  43

    PG1: Interstate Confl ict Should Decline   

 First, if the theses are correct, there would be a major decline in interstate 
armed confl icts worldwide, as states increasingly seek the economic gains of 
globalization, a constructive global culture emerges, and democratic norms 
and institutions spread. In other words, both the need for and the utility of 
interstate confl ict should have subsided with the economic and social changes 
that have occurred. As Zaki Laidi suggests, “there would seem to be a close 
relationship between the relative decline of interstate violence and the weak-
ening role of states in the global process.”  44   This trend should be reinforced 
by the unprecedented level of destruction made possible by modern weapons 
technology, available on the global arms markets, which should increase the 
physical and economic costs of warfare.  45   Consequently, although the weak-
ening of the state may lead to more frequent challenges from within—in 
other words, intrastate confl icts—states in a globalized world should be less 
willing to use force beyond their borders.  

    PG2: Worldwide Defense Spending and Military Manpower Should 
Be Declining   

 As interstate war becomes less common, the  raison d’être  of armed forces 
would be undercut. For, although military apparatuses would still be of some 
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utility in fi ghting low-intensity confl icts (LICs), they would no longer need 
to be as large as they were when the primary threat was full-scale warfare 
among rival states. As a result, maintaining traditional armies would be 
unnecessarily costly and, therefore, economically irrational. Consequently, as 
more states adapt to the new globalized environment, they would drastically 
reduce their military forces and substantially cut military expenditures. The 
result would be a global reduction in money spent on military security and 
fewer soldiers in traditional armies.  

    PG3: Multilateral Regional and Global Institutions Should Be 
Increasingly Important in the Provision of Security   

 A third global change is what David Held and Anthony McGrew call “the 
internationalization of security,” or the growing importance of multilateral 
regional and global institutions as central actors in the security theater.  46   In 
their view, changes in the nature of global security challenges require a 
response above the level of the nation-state. Because security threats are 
increasingly coming from nonstate actors (such as insurgents and terrorists 
who organize and operate across state borders), global health pandemics (such 
as AIDS, SARS, and H1N1), and ecological and environmental threats, the 
need for a response coordinated above the level of the nation-state is self-
evident, according to globalization theorists, because the state is geographi-
cally limited. With broader geographical reach and greater aggregate 
resources, regional and global institutions should be more effective in 
responding to the new international security agenda. For this reason, global-
ization theorists would expect the increasing involvement of international 
institutions in the provision of security.  

    PG4: The Incidence of Global Terrorism Should Have Increased 
Dramatically   

 As communications technology allows people and groups to organize on a 
global scale, and porous borders allow them to infi ltrate countries and move 
weapons and materiel across national borders, terrorism should emerge as a 
truly global challenge. In other words, although terrorism has been a problem 
for particular states and regions in the past, it was not a problem that affected 
all states. In a globalized world, however, transnational terrorist groups have 
global reach and can carry out operations against multiple targets across the 
world with relative ease and, therefore, require a global effort to combat.  47

Moreover, as goods move more easily across national  boundaries, transnational 



globalization and national security | 31

terrorist organizations may be able to access the international black market for 
fi ssile materials (perhaps from a cash-starved Russia or ideologically  motivated 
actors in Pakistan) and threaten devastating nuclear attacks.  48   Given these 
enormous stakes, therefore, counterterrorism efforts should be occurring on a 
transnational basis, too, to meet the threat effectively. 

 By examining these four key areas, we will assess the extent to which 
changes have taken place on a global scale, whether these changes are caused 
by globalization, and whether they are sustainable. To assess whether changes 
have occurred within states and across regions, the next section culls specifi c 
state-level propositions from the globalization literature about the effect of 
globalization on the state’s pursuit of security.   

    state-level propositions (ps)   

 The emerging globalization literature assumes that several features of the con-
temporary international system—principally, the nature of technology, the 
interdependence of national economies, and the ease with which people, goods, 
services, and ideas cross national borders—have transformed the way in which 
states pursue national security. We identify three categories of changes that 
should be evident at the national level if the literature is correct: (1) changes in 
the challenges states face, (2) changes in the national security strategies states 
use to secure themselves, and (3) a challenge to the exclusivity of the state as a 
provider of national security. We discuss each of these issues in turn. 

 With regard to  the challenges states face , according to the globalization litera-
ture, the nature of threats to national security has changed during the con-
temporary era. States traditionally organized to defend themselves against 
rival states, which were the only actors that could amass suffi cient capabili-
ties to threaten their interests. Two processes have altered this dynamic. First, 
the overwhelming destructive capability of modern military technology 
decreases the likelihood of traditional interstate wars, because even the win-
ner of a modern war between states with roughly equal capability would 
suffer extensively.  49   Thus, wars tend not to be all-encompassing “Clausewitzian 
interstate wars,” but rather LICs, involving smaller states with lower levels of 
technology, and frequently are civil or ethnic wars, insurgencies, or counter-
insurgencies.  50   Our fi rst state-level proposition, therefore, is that:

PS1: A shift in the nature of wars from Clausewitzian interstate wars to 
“wars of a third kind”—civil ethnic wars and wars between small states—
has taken place   
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 Second, in a globalized and wired world, states cannot easily prevent hostile 
groups from recruiting and organizing across the globe, hacking computers 
and interfering with global commerce, or transporting hazardous materials, 
money, or weapons across national borders.  51   As a result, smaller, substate 
actors have the ability to challenge nation-states by disrupting their econo-
mies, spreading disease, or engaging in terrorist activities.  52   This amounts to 
a shift from ordinary interstate warfare as the primary purpose of states to an 
increasing emphasis on what Michael Klare calls the new challenge of “postin-
dustrial warfare,” or a global assault by unprofessional, ideological combat-
ants, operating in deprived areas, targeting civilians and businesses.  53   Thus, 
an increasing focus of national security agendas should be countering terror-
ism. Our second proposition, therefore, is:

PS2:  States have increasingly shifted their national security establishments to 
counter the challenge of postindustrial warfare and, in particular, terrorism

 As borders become porous and global transactions increase, the safety and 
security of populations will be threatened by a host of nontraditional threats, 
including the spread of disease and environmental degradation. Furthermore, 
mass migrations of disaffected populations, as a result of ecological change or 
economic dislocations, could hasten the spread of these ills.  54   As a result, 
these nontraditional areas have become “securitized” and should be increas-
ingly targeted by national security establishments.  55   In a globalized world, 
therefore, national security policy should have well-developed economic, 
environmental, and human health dimensions. Our fi nal challenge-related 
proposition, then, is:

PS3:  National security increasingly includes nondefense areas of trade, ecology, 
migration, and health, because threats are increasingly economic, environmen-
tal, and disease related

 With regard to the  strategies states pursue , in large part because of the redefi ni-
tion of national security threats, the globalization thesis asserts that states are 
changing the way they organize their national security apparatuses and the 
types of security strategies they use. To begin with, the need for offensive 
military doctrines that predicate national defense on the ability to seize mili-
tary objectives on enemy territory has declined during the contemporary era. 
Because traditional interstate wars are declining in frequency, the utility of 
offensive doctrines is extremely limited. Furthermore, because the conquest 
of territory no longer yields extractable gains in a globalized world, and 
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because trade and investment are more effi cient than conquest, there is no 
practical incentive for offense. Perhaps most signifi cant, with the spread of 
nuclear weapons to more countries, the deterrent power of these weapons 
means that great powers can achieve their basic security objectives more effi -
ciently through nuclear deterrence. Therefore, states no longer need offensive 
strategic doctrines and are increasingly relying upon more economical and 
effi cient defense and/or deterrence.  56   Our fourth proposition, therefore, is:

PS4:  National military doctrines are abandoning offense in favor of defense/
deterrence   

 In addition to switching military doctrines, some claim that, in response to 
economic globalization, countries have forgone traditional balance-of-power 
politics (or “hard balancing”) altogether, and no longer base their national 
security strategies on alliances and military buildups at the global and 
regional levels. Instead they have adopted noncoercive strategies, such as 
“soft balancing” (using diplomatic and institutional means), “bandwagon-
ing,” buck passing, and free riding, or transcending balance-of-power poli-
tics altogether.  57   Soft balancing, especially, has become attractive to second-tier 
major powers such as Russia, China, and France because (1) they no longer 
fear losing their existential security from the hegemonic power and (2) the 
United States is a much more “constrained power” than previous dominant 
states were.  58   These strategies, they argue, are more appropriate in an era in 
which the use of force is economically counterproductive and military tech-
nology makes offense ineffective. Our fi fth proposition, therefore, is:

PS5:  States increasingly prefer to counter powerful rivals with soft balancing 
and other less competitive strategies, rather than traditional hard balancing

 The shift away from offense and hard balancing has further implications for the 
size and shape of national armed forces. Without an emphasis on occupying and 
controlling territory, large, expensive, standing armies should no longer be the 
staple of the national security state. This logic is reinforced by technological 
advances in warfare that encourage states to rely on more effi cient high-tech 
weaponry, instead of traditional, manpower-based military apparatuses.  59   As a 
result, globalization theorists expect a decline in national conscription and 
overall defense spending, because paying, mobilizing, and supporting service 
people is the most cost-intensive component of the defense budget. Military 
establishments are, therefore, supposed to be becoming smaller, more mobile, 
and more potent.  60   Our sixth and seventh propositions are:
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   PS6:  National conscription and the size of the military apparatus should 
decline   

 and

PS7:  Defense spending should decline as traditional military apparatuses 
become of less utility

 Finally, as it increasingly faces lower intensity challenges and threats by indi-
viduals and groups, rather than traditional interstate battles, the national 
security state is shifting from a war-fi ghting apparatus to a crime-fi ghting 
and policing apparatus, not only externally, but internally as well.  61   As a 
result, traditional armies, navies, and air forces—which are appropriate for 
interstate battles, but not geared to maintaining domestic order—should 
fi nd their position within national security establishments eroding. 
Meanwhile, intelligence agencies, border and coast guards, police, and spe-
cial operations forces should increasingly become the face of the national 
security state. Our fi nal strategy-related hypothesis, therefore, is:

PS8:  Military establishments are shifting from war fi ghters to police forces   

 With regard to  the monopoly of the state as security provider , globalization theo-
rists conclude that the emergence of new threats and the contraction of 
national military apparatuses have not only changed the national security 
strategies states pursue, but they have also eroded the exclusivity of the state 
as a provider of national security, because the state is incapable of meeting its 
security needs on its own.  62   Instead, national security establishments are 
increasingly compelled to look both inside and outside the state to form part-
nerships that can provide security more economically and more effectively.  63

Inside the state, national armed forces are enlisting the services of private 
companies that can assist them in data gathering, data processing, monitor-
ing, guarding prisoners and installations, and training personnel.  64   In some 
areas of the world, most notably Africa, states are even using private militias 
supplied by international security companies to perform some of the tradi-
tional functions of national armies, such as securing government buildings 
and suppressing rebellions.  65   Thus, the “marketization” of security “should 
redistribute power over the control of force” and hence the “oft-assumed col-
lective monopoly of states over violence should suffer a blow.”  66
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 In addition, because counterterrorism and counterinsurgency operations 
depend on winning the hearts and minds of the local population, states are 
relying on the friendlier faces of NGOs—which often have greater expertise 
and experience than states in humanitarian areas, and are driven not by paro-
chial national interests, but by broader humanitarian principles—as a means 
of delivering humanitarian aid and thereby fostering stability.  67   These orga-
nizations can also help alleviate the dire poverty and disease that can contrib-
ute to mass migration and the spread of economic dislocations and disease, 
which globalization scholars assume comprise a core component of the con-
temporary security agenda. Our ninth proposition, therefore, is:

PS9:  States are privatizing security by including nonstate actors in defense 
activities   

 According to the globalization literature, states are also looking for assistance 
outside the state, as they realize they are no longer the appropriate institution 
to provide security when the threats transcend the scale of the nation-state. 
Therefore, globalization theorists expect states pursue security increasingly 
within the context of multilateral frameworks, particularly regional security 
organizations, such as the North American Treaty Organization (NATO), 
ASEAN, the African Union (AU), and the Organization of American States 
(OAS).68   Security in a globalized world, therefore, should be increasingly 
regionalized.69   Our fi nal state-level proposition, then, is:

PS10:  States increasingly pursue security through regional institutions   

 The balance of this book investigates the validity of these propositions to 
determine whether and to what degree globalization has affected the pursuit 
of security to this point. In the next chapter, we examine the global picture 
to assess whether the macro-level changes represented by propositions PG1 
through PG4 accurately refl ect the contemporary international security envi-
ronment. Subsequent chapters will test the state-level hypotheses across 
regions and categories of states.      



chapter 2 The Global Security Environment     

   Has globalization brought about meaningful changes in the 
global security environment? Has it produced macro-level changes 

in the nature of threats, actors, and security behavior in the international sys-
tem? In this chapter, we test the macro-level propositions (PG1–PG4) that we 
developed in  chapter 1  to assess the changes that may have occurred at the 
global level as a result of globalization during the period we investigate (1991–
2008). This chapter also offers a fi rst cut at broader issues relating to globaliza-
tion and its impact on the security behavior of states in an aggregate sense, 
before we delve into its effects on specifi c categories of states and regions. 

    Interstate and Intrastate Wars   

 A key measurable argument of the globalization thesis pertains to the amount 
of interstate wars in the international system.  1   According to PG1, interstate 
wars should have decreased in number and frequency as globalization 
advanced, as a result of the economic disincentives to waging war, the spread 
of democratic governance, and global normative, cultural, and technological 
constraints on the use of force. As a corollary, we should expect that the per-
centage (if not the number) of global confl icts that are intrastate confl icts 
should have increased, as interstate warfare declines. 

 On this measure, there is strong supporting evidence; there has been a 
considerable decrease in the number of interstate wars since the end of the 
Cold War. Even intrastate wars, after peaking in 1991, declined substantially 
by 1999. In 1991, fi fty-one states, representing 33% of all independent 
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countries, were engaged in some form of serious confl ict, many of which were 
interstate wars. By 1999, this total had declined by half, both in the number 
of cases and the percentage of involved states, indicating a preponderance of 
intrastate wars.  2   Indeed, only two of the twenty-fi ve confl icts (involving 
twenty-three countries) with a thousand or more battlefi eld deaths in 2000 
were interstate confl icts.  3   This decline continued from 2001, when twenty-
four armed confl icts occurred in twenty-two locations, to 2006, when all 
seventeen major armed confl icts were intrastate.  4   The vast majority of the 
post-Cold War confl icts consist of civil wars, terrorism, or political violence—
in other words, intrastate confl icts—even when more than one state is 
involved.5   Indeed, prior to the 2003 war against Iraq, Ted Robert Gurr and 
Monty Marshall observed that “[t]he Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and the subse-
quent 1991 US-led Gulf War to expel the invaders is the only unambiguous 
interstate war during the post-Cold War era.”  6   Thus, states seem to be less 
willing than in the past to resort to military force in the face of confl ict situ-
ations, especially with their neighbors. 

 It is diffi cult, however, to assess the exact cause of the decline in interstate 
warfare, which may be overdetermined. Economic globalization could be one 
of the signifi cant factors, but it is by no means clear whether it is the key 
explanatory variable. Other factors that might be responsible for the reduc-
tion of traditional warfare include the end of the Cold War, the preponder-
ance of American power and the consequent transformation of the international 
system to near unipolarity in military terms, and, above all, the technological 
changes that obstruct offense and support defense and/or deterrence. We shall 
briefl y consider these alternative explanations. 

 The Cold War was the defi ning feature of the post-World War II world, 
with the globe divided into two competing camps led by nuclear-armed 
superpowers, and a third, much weaker, nonaligned block of nations. This 
division contained war between the superpowers largely through mutual 
deterrence. It also spurred and exacerbated confl icts on the periphery of the 
two competing blocs and in the Third World, as the United States and the 
Soviet Union engaged in proxy wars for control of, or infl uence over, Korea, 
Vietnam, Afghanistan, the Middle East, and many African and Latin 
American nations.  7   The collapse of the Soviet Union, followed by improved 
economic and political relations between the West and the former commu-
nist states of central and eastern Europe (including Russia), has eliminated 
both a key source of interstate confl ict as well as superpower support for war-
ring states in the less developed world.  8   Indeed, the end of confl icts in south-
ern Africa, Cambodia, and Afghanistan during the early 1990s can, in large 
measure, be attributed to the ending of the Cold War. 
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 Furthermore, the collapse of the Soviet Union has left the world with only 
one superpower with political, economic, and military resources that far 
exceed its leading competitors. According to hegemonic stability theorists, 
this condition of unipolarity, or hegemony, is conducive to peace and stabil-
ity, because the hegemonic leader can use its power resources to foster coop-
eration. Specifi cally, the hegemonic leader regulates the international system 
by setting the rules of the global economy and geopolitical competition. It 
secures compliance with its rules by providing selective incentives to those 
who comply and by coercing those who do not.  9   Using this logic, William 
Wohlforth expects that American hegemony should provide unprecedented 
stability to the international system.  10

 Finally, technological changes that have altered the offense–defense bal-
ance may also have dampened the frequency of interstate warfare. Offense–
defense theorists contend that when technology favors the offense, the security 
dilemma between states is intensifi ed because the costs of failing to respond 
to a threat are likely to be high. As a result, states have an incentive to pre-
empt rivals when in doubt, and confl ict becomes more likely. Furthermore, 
when it is diffi cult to distinguish between offensive and defensive weapons, 
the security dilemma is similarly intensifi ed, because states can have little 
confi dence in their estimates of adversary intentions and must, consequently, 
always assume the worst. In contrast, when technology favors defense, and 
when it is easy to distinguish between offensive and defensive weapons, the 
security dilemma is greatly reduced, because states can have confi dence in 
their assessment of adversary intentions, and the costs of error are low.  11   As 
Robert Jervis explains, the advent of nuclear weapons creates a defense- (or 
deterrent-) dominant world. These weapons, after all, are not useful for con-
quering territory and extracting resources. Instead, they are used to deter an 
adversary’s attack on the holder’s territory, a fundamentally defensive pur-
pose. Moreover, in a nuclear world, it is easy to distinguish an adversary with 
a defensive/deterrent posture from one with an offensive posture (the latter 
will be investing disproportionately in conventional military capability). 
Therefore, in his view, nuclear weapons have made interstate confl ict between 
states that possess them far less likely.  12

 These are compelling explanations of the decline in interstate war during 
the past fi fteen years. This is not to say that economic globalization and its 
explosive expansion of the global economy did not play a role. Furthermore, 
observers have also linked reduced warfare to globalization-related explanatory 
variables, such as changes in values, ideas, and norms (e.g., the anti-imperial 
norm), the spread of democracy, and the mitigating role of international insti-
tutions, giving some credibility to the globalization thesis.  13   Clearly the decline 
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of interstate warfare is overdetermined and cannot confi dently be attributed to 
the advent of globalization. Nor is there credible evidence that globalization 
was either a necessary or suffi cient condition for this decrease. We cannot, 
though, conclusively reject globalization as a contributing factor to the decreas-
ing frequency of interstate wars. 

 A related question that needs to be answered is the following: If states and 
other international actors are not fi ghting wars to settle disputes, to what 
alternative strategies are they resorting? According to the globalization the-
sis, in an economically interdependent world, states and international insti-
tutions should increasingly rely on economic statecraft and other soft power 
approaches to security, as opposed to military instruments. Nonviolent policy 
instruments would also face fewer obstacles in terms of global political norms. 
Therefore, the degree to which states use economic statecraft instead of mili-
tary force to achieve national security objectives may be a related indicator of 
the affect of globalization on the pursuit of security. 

 During the past fi fteen years, economic statecraft has indeed played a 
more prominent role on the international stage. There are two principal 
strategies of economic statecraft—economic sanctions and economic incen-
tives, which seek to infl uence a target state by manipulating the market 
either to impose economic costs on states that fail to comply with one’s wishes 
(sanctions) or convey economic benefi ts to those that do comply (incentives).  14

The latter strategy, economic incentives, has gained prominence on the inter-
national stage since 1990. Although they have historically been both under-
used and understudied, during the post-Cold War era, economic incentives 
have been used by states and international institutions to an unprecedented 
extent.15   Several high-profi le examples include American, Japanese, and 
Korean incentives to North Korea in their attempt to terminate the latter’s 
nuclear weapons program; American and Russian economic incentives to 
induce the Ukraine to give up its Soviet-era nuclear weapons; EU incentives 
to eastern European states in an effort to stabilize the treatment of minorities; 
and western incentives to the Palestinian Authority to persuade it to clamp 
down on terrorism. 

 The global use of economic sanctions as a policy alternative may also have 
increased in the globalization era. Kimberly Ann Elliott and Barbara L. 
Oegg, for example, document fi fty-one applications of economic sanctions 
from 1990 to 1999, a 50% increase from the thirty-four episodes of the 
1980s. Multilateral UN sanctions have also increased during this time period, 
with eleven documented cases in the 1990s, compared with only two from 
1970 to 1989.  16   Indeed, sanctions have become one of the preferred instru-
ments, particularly of the United States and American-led international 
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institutions, to ensure compliance with international law, the protection of 
human rights, and a host of other multilateral objectives.  17

 It is not clear, however, whether economic sanctions have replaced the use 
of force, because some of these sanctions were imposed either just before or 
after intense military campaigns. In 1990, for example, the UN imposed 
economic sanctions against Iraq to induce Saddam Hussein to withdraw his 
troops from Kuwait. Yet, in January 1991, before sanctions were given time 
to work, the UN commenced a U.S.-led military campaign to force Iraq to 
withdraw. The postwar UN sanctions against Iraq also failed to prevent a 
subsequent U.S.-led military coalition against Iraq in 2003. Moreover, rather 
than relying on economic statecraft, the United States and its allies used force 
against Serbia in 1999 in response to its ethnic cleansing of Kosovar Albanians, 
and against Afghanistan in 2001 because of its hospitality to Osama bin 
Laden and his terrorist network. Thus, economic sanctions have been com-
panions of, or precursors to, the use of force, rather than its replacement.  18

 Finally, although sanctions were used with greater frequency during the 
1990s, between 2000 and 2006, economic sanctions were employed only 
sixteen times (even less frequently than during the 1980s).  19   So the 1990s 
may have been an aberration, rather than a new trend in favor of economic 
instruments of statecraft, rather than military ones. 

 The reluctance of states to advance their aims solely through economic 
statecraft may refl ect a strong current of theoretical skepticism toward eco-
nomic instruments. Robert Pape, for example, argues that economic sanc-
tions have rarely been effective—except in restricted situations when the 
target is a very weak, dependent, or vulnerable state, or when the demands 
made by the “sanctioner” are minimal—in forcing changes to the foreign or 
security policies of states. He concludes, therefore, that they are not a reliable 
alternative to the use of military force.  20   Others agree that sanctions often fail 
because they inspire a rally-around-the-fl ag effect that strengthens the target 
state’s government, because they encourage the target state to adapt through 
substitution, conservation, securing access to other suppliers of embargoed 
goods, or redirecting the costs of sanctions from domestic supporters of the 
regime to opposition groups, and because they are diffi cult to maintain over 
long periods of time.  21   Even proponents of economic sanctions acknowledge 
that they only work a small percentage of the time,  22   and that their main 
contribution is frequently third-party signaling, rather than compelling a 
change in target-state policy.  23

 Nor is there strong evidence that nonstate market pressures can compel 
states to change their security policies. Thus, although Stephen Brooks argues 
that the fear of losing FDI has a powerful effect on state security calculations, 
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more recent evidence suggests that FDI fl ows into a state do not necessarily 
decrease as the state becomes embroiled in international confl icts.  24   Thus, 
states need not fear the indirect sanction of the market. 

 There is some anecdotal evidence that economic calculations may some-
times help alter state security policies. For example, New York Times  col-
umnist Thomas Friedman has argued that during the summer of 2002, 
India chose not to attack Pakistani camps training militants to launch 
incursions into Indian Kashmir in part because of the pressures exerted by 
the computer software industry—a major source of India’s economic 
growth—fearing that the economy would suffer incalculable harm if a war 
were to break out in the region.  25   Even in this case, however, the Indian 
escalation options were limited by Pakistan’s possession of nuclear weap-
ons and U.S. diplomatic and military involvement in the region. Therefore, 
economic calculations might not have been the main driving force behind 
the Indian decision. 

 To sum up, then, the decline in the frequency of interstate wars is a major 
development in world politics. Although this fi nding is consistent with the 
globalization school’s expectations, it remains unclear whether this is part of 
a broader trend, and whether it is caused principally by globalization. There 
are too many compelling alternative explanations to attribute the reduction 
in interstate warfare to the effects of globalization. Furthermore, although 
economic statecraft is on the rise, on balance states are not overwhelmingly 
replacing the use of force with economic instruments, as globalization theo-
rists would expect. Therefore, although PG1 is confi rmed by our analysis, we 
cannot be confi dent that the causal relationships it posits fully hold. We do 
not, however, discount that economic globalization may be a factor among 
the several variables causing this outcome.  

    Military Spending and Size of Armed Forces   

 Another core proposition (PG2) of the globalization and security paradigm is 
that global military spending should decline considerably under the pressures 
of economic globalization and economic liberalization.  26   After all, if interstate 
confl ict is declining, states no longer need costly, labor-intensive manpower-
based armies. Instead, they can pare down their armed forces and concentrate 
on cheaper defensive and deterrent technology to provide for their drastically 
reduced security needs. Although we investigate this on a state-by-state and 
region-by-region basis in the next chapters, in this chapter we examine how 
global spending has fared during the period under investigation. 
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 There was, indeed, a major decline in global military spending beginning 
in the late 1980s, when world military expenditures fell by more than 30% 
from almost $1.2 trillion in 1988 to $834 billion in 1999 (in 2005 constant 
U.S. dollars and exchange rates), before increasing slowly thereafter to $892 
billion in 2001. After the terrorist attacks against the United States in 2001 
transformed the international security environment, world military spending 
increased by a further 6.2% in real terms in 2002 to $948 billion, and then 
jumped consistently each year, reaching a total of almost $1.15 trillion in 
2006 (in 2005 constant U.S. dollars and exchange rates).  27

 It would stretch credulity to claim that the earlier short-term decline was 
brought about by globalization. In fact, the end of the Cold War, which is 
akin to the end of a major war, was the immediate cause of this change.  28

After this all-encompassing global confl ict was resolved, most states no lon-
ger needed to compete at the intense Cold War level and, therefore, could 
contemplate a peace dividend. Furthermore, the collapse of the Soviet Union 
and the Warsaw Pact, and the subsequent economic decline of Russia reduced 
a substantial portion of total global spending on armed forces. The number 
of proxy wars supported by the superpowers also declined, resulting in fewer 
weapons transfers to competing groups. 

 Moreover, if globalization is the key factor inhibiting arms spending, 
what explains the increase in military spending since 1999, even before the 
2001 terrorist attacks? The increase in defense spending by western states 
is particularly problematic for the globalization-kills-the-national- security-
state school, because it is precisely these trading states that should focus on 
trade, interdependence, and multilateral security arrangements as the 
sources of security, rather than military spending. Yet the twenty-fi ve big-
gest spenders on defense include several trading states, including many 
western liberal states. At the top of the list is the United States, which has 
increased its defense budget considerably, especially since the 2001 terror-
ist attacks. Under the Future Year Defense Plan for fi scal years (FYs) 2007 
to 2011, the United States will spend about $2.4 trillion with budget 
authority for national defense projected to increase in real terms from $463 
billion in FY 2007 to $482 billion in FY 2009 and then decrease to $477.2 
billion in FY 2011 (all at constant FY 2007 prices).  29   This fi gure does not 
include estimated future spending for wars and cost overruns. Thus, it is 
estimated that actual U.S. spending for 2008, for example, would, in real-
ity, be approximately $690 billion when additional outlays for Iraq and 
Afghanistan are taken into account.  30   At these levels, the United States is 
spending almost as much on defense as the rest of the world combined. 
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 However, the United States is not the only trading state to spend heavily 
on defense. Japan, a key trading state, accounted for 45% of East Asia’s mili-
tary expenditures in 1999, whereas China, a growing trading state, has been 
increasing its average annual budget by 10% in real terms since 1995. 
Similarly, in 1999, Malaysia—another trading state—increased its defense 
budget by 39% in real terms.  31   In 2000, South Korea increased its defense 
budget by 2.8%. In Southeast Asia, Thailand has been pursuing a major 
boom in military spending: 20% in 1999 and 7% in 2000.  32   Likewise, 
Singapore, a small trading state, is in the forefront of acquisition of the latest 
military gadgetry. What we can see in some of these instances is that the 
trading state and the traditional territorially oriented national security state 
can go hand-in-hand, as they did in the past.  33   Thus, the economic gains of 
globalization do not appear to be restraining the willingness of states to 
spend on defense. 

 Global arms sales data provide another useful resource in assessing the 
impact of global forces on the state’s security function. According to the 
Congressional Research Service (CRS), the global arms market (measured in 
terms of arms transfer agreements, rather than actual annual sales) has not 
contracted dramatically in recent years, but it has not grown considerably 
either. Indeed, international arms sales grew by 5% from $43.4 billion in 
1999 to $45.6 billion in 2000, before dropping 30% during the next three 
years to $31.7 billion (all fi gures in 2006 constant U.S. dollars). The follow-
ing year (2004), they shot right back up again to $41.7 billion, before climb-
ing to $46.3 billion—an increase of more 46% over two years. Yet, by 2006, 
global arms sales had settled back again to $40.3 billion.  34,     35   Yet, SIPRI 
reports that, since 2002, actual global arms imports have increased steadily 
and consistently from $16.8 billion to $26.8 billion in 2006 (both fi gures in 
1990 constant U.S. dollars), or by almost 60% in four years.  36   It is not clear, 
therefore, whether states are increasingly relying on the global market to 
access military goods. If the SIPRI report is correct, it might mean that glo-
balization has spelled the end of autarky as a means of pursuing security, 
rather than the end of traditional national security establishments them-
selves. This would be a signifi cant globalization-induced trend. Although, in 
the past, states preferred to protect their national defense industries to ensure 
adequate supplies in the event of a wartime embargo, states today may eschew 
autarky to procure the best equipment available most economically on the 
international market.  37   Conversely, if the picture painted by the CRS is cor-
rect, reliance on the global arms market may not be increasing signifi cantly 
during the contemporary era. 
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 A related indicator of the impact of globalization on the national secu-
rity state is the number of people actively serving in armed forces world-
wide. After all, if globalization makes traditional national security 
operations obsolescent, then we should see a marked drop in the size of 
military apparatuses. Although we consider this proposition on a national 
and regional basis in subsequent chapters, we briefl y consider the global 
picture here. There does, indeed, seem to have been a reduction in the size 
of global military manpower—from just less than 28 million in 1985 to 
less than 23 million in 1994, less than 22 million in 1999, 20.5 million in 
2002, and 19.8 million in 2006.  38   Once again, however, it is not clear 
whether we can fairly attribute this reduction to globalization. Where the 
size of armed forces has been reduced, it has been, in many cases, the result 
of technological innovations.  39   Large land armies are unlikely to remain 
high on national agendas, because modern weaponry can achieve many 
tasks assigned previously to military personnel. Furthermore, as with the 
initial reduction in defense spending, the reduction in global manpower is 
also consistent with the peace dividend sought by most countries at the end 
of the Cold War. 

 There would appear, therefore, to be no signifi cant and consistent trend to 
lower national military spending, despite the pressures of globalization. 
Furthermore, although there is evidence of a consistent reduction in global 
manpower, it may be an artifact of other infl uences—namely, technological 
sophistication and the end of the Cold War. A possible change that we might 
be able to trace to globalization and its creation of a truly global arms market 
is that states may be increasingly supplying their defense establishments 
through the international market, thereby abandoning efforts at national 
autarky in the areas of weapons development and procurement. To this point, 
however, the data on arms transfers—perhaps because many are unreported 
black market transactions—are not clear enough to support such a conclusion. 
As we shall see in  chapters 3  and  5 , there also appears to be a close relationship 
between the increasing military spending of countries such as China and India, 
which have been steadily globalizing their economies and reaping benefi ts by 
way of increased foreign currency reserves and gross domestic product (GDP) 
growth rates. These states, awash with cash, are now in the forefront of new 
weapons purchases. For instance, India is planning to buy 126 modern air-
craft to replace its aging fl eet. Similarly, China has ratcheted up its military 
spending on new equipment and modernization during the globalization 
era.40   In this regard, globalization is having exactly the opposite effect from 
that expected by most globalization theorists, as increased globalization leads 
to increased military spending and arms competition. 
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    International Institutions and Transnational Actors   

 According to globalization theorists, in a globalized world, international 
institutions and transnational actors should play an increasing role as security 
providers. Intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) should complement state 
security strategies by coordinating policy in a multilateral framework to 
combat threats that reach beyond state borders. In addition, transnational 
NGOs should play a leading role in constraining confl ict behavior among 
states by monitoring and generating international norms of conduct. These 
norms may be codifi ed in rules adopted by IGOs, which should further con-
strain state behavior. Thus, in principle, states should be reluctant to resort 
to force in abrogation of UN Security Council resolutions, or to violate guide-
lines issued by authoritative regional organizations that are heavily involved 
in their particular jurisdictions.  41   Moreover, these organizations, organized as 
they are on a larger scale, should be better equipped to respond to the prob-
lems of a globalized world than the nation-state. Thus, whether it is to com-
bat terrorism, stop the spread of infectious diseases, or contain ethnic confl icts 
that threaten to spill over borders—all elements of the new security agenda 
that globalization theorists describe—we should expect to see increased IGO 
and NGO involvement.  42

 Different varieties of institutions and transnational actors are relevant here. 
International IGOs seem to have gained prominence during the immediate 
aftermath of the Cold War, as there has been a mushrooming of institutions at 
both the regional and global levels. There was much talk, led by U.S. President 
George H. W. Bush, of a new world order based on these institutions.  43   These 
institutions, especially the UN—when the fi ve permanent members of the 
UN Security Council were in agreement—have played a pivotal role in peace-
keeping and peace-building operations. Indeed, from 1996 to 2002, interna-
tional organizations organized an average of more than fi fty peacekeeping and 
peace-building missions per year, with the UN directly responsible for almost 
half of them.  44   This represents a substantial increase in UN peacekeeping 
operations. Indeed, the 1940s and ’50s each witnessed only two such opera-
tions, and although no decade from the 1960s to the 1980s experienced 
more than six, during the 1990s there were an unprecedented thirty-six UN 
peacekeeping operations. By May 2008, the UN had initiated eight peace-
keeping operations in the new millennium. Thus, in the eighteen years since 
1990, the UN fi elded more than twice as many peacekeeping operations as it 
did in its fi rst forty-two years.  45   This represents a substantial increase in 
involvement by the UN in regional confl ict theaters since the end of the Cold 
War. This upsurge in UN peacekeeping activities may be explained by global-
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ization, but it may also be caused by the end of the Cold War confl ict between 
the great powers of the UN Security Council. 

 Despite this apparent surge in IGO activities, however, the power of the 
United States was necessary for international institutions to intervene in con-
fl ict theaters like the Persian Gulf, Cambodia, Yugoslavia, Ethiopia, Eritrea, 
and East Timor, and even in humanitarian interventions in places like Somalia 
and Haiti.  46   At the same time, many of the UN-led operations have been insuf-
fi cient to handle the tasks, have not been fully funded, or, worst of all, have 
been selective. In almost all the interventions by the UN, power politics and 
security considerations of the permanent fi ve (P-5) members of the UN Security 
Council were crucial. Indeed, the United States engineered interventions by 
the UN in Iraq in 1991 and by NATO in Yugoslavia to advance its own foreign 
policy agenda, and has tended to ignore these institutions when their policies 
diverge.  47   Although the United States has warmed up to the UN in the after-
math of the terrorist attacks of September 11, the UN is not a key player in the 
war against terrorism Washington has initiated. In 2003, the United States, 
after failing to gain support from the UN Security Council for its military 
operations against Iraq, simply ignored the council. At the beginning of the 
twenty-fi rst century, the expectation of some globalization theorists that inter-
national institutions could supplant national security establishments remains 
unfulfi lled. As U.S. power and interests diverge more rapidly from other states, 
including allies, the UN Security Council is likely to be marginalized in the 
future despite—or, perhaps, because of—efforts by countries such as France, 
Russia, and China to constrain U.S. unilateralism through their veto power. 

 Regional security organizations, such as NATO, the OAS, ASEAN, and 
the AU, also seek to provide security to members within a multilateral frame-
work. Regional organizations can provide a forum for dispute resolution, can 
initiate concerted efforts to ameliorate conditions that inspire confl ict, or can 
engage in peacemaking or peacekeeping operations, often with greater legiti-
macy than outsiders to the region. Since 1997, regional organizations have 
participated in peacekeeping operations even more frequently than the UN. 
In 1997, the UN coordinated twenty-fi ve missions compared with twenty-
nine missions organized by regional security organizations. The difference 
was most striking in 2001, when regional security organizations coordinated 
thirty-two operations to the UN’s nineteen—almost 70% more.  48   In addi-
tion, the 1999 intervention in Kosovo was conducted under NATO auspices, 
as was the 2001 war against Afghanistan. 

 Africa, in particular, has been a region of increasing interventions by 
regional institutions as peacekeepers and peacemakers. The AU organized an 
intervention in Burundi in 2003, and peacekeeping activities in the Darfur 
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region of Sudan since 2003. The Economic Community of West African 
States (ECOWAS) has set up an armed monitoring group (the ECOMOG), 
which intervened in Liberia and Sierra Leone in 1997.  49   The Southern African 
Development Community (SADC) has also attempted to promote regional 
stability and security, by intervening in Congo and Lesotho.  50

 ASEAN has maintained a relatively low-key approach toward security 
issues, because of its principles of nonintervention in each others’ internal 
affairs, but it has, in recent years, increased coordination in the issue areas of 
terrorism, piracy, and drug traffi cking. The ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) 
has been active in building confi dence among member states and regionally 
involved states, especially the major powers. The Shanghai Cooperation 
Organization (SCO) is another effort by China, Russia, and central Asian 
states to deal with regional security issues through institutional means. 

 Nonetheless, there is reason to doubt the degree to which states rely on 
these institutions. After all, although the United States used NATO as a 
multilateral fi g leaf for its operations against Serbia and Afghanistan, it did 
not hesitate to embark on the 2003 campaign against Iraq when it deter-
mined that NATO (and the UN) was not inclined to act in accordance with 
perceived American national interests. In addition, African regional efforts 
remain partial and often meet with only limited success as a result of weak 
state capacities and divergent policy preferences. Thus, it is by no means clear 
that states have decided to pursue security within multilateral institutions, 
rather than through state-centered means. 

 If the globalization thesis is correct, transnational actors, including global 
fi nancial institutions, MNCs, and NGOs should also play important interna-
tional security roles. In fact, in key areas in which they specialize, they should 
compete with states on an almost equal footing. According to global norms 
theorists, nonstate actors can help to shape the international security envi-
ronment in different ways. First, they can work to change the policies of 
particular states by providing national governments with important policy-
relevant information, by stimulating domestic political pressure on the gov-
ernment, and by supporting parties and candidates that support their political 
positions. Second, they can seek to change the global environment within 
which security is pursued by generating and promoting global norms, set-
ting the agendas of global discourse and the agendas of international institu-
tions, and by helping to draft international treaties and international laws to 
govern the conduct of states and other international actors. Last, they can 
enhance security “in the fi eld” by providing humanitarian assistance to at-
risk groups and by generating global popular boycotts against regimes and 
actors that threaten people and states.  51
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 The empirical record, though, seems mixed. Some NGOs do play a key 
role in today’s international arena, but only in selected areas. There has 
been a signifi cant increase in transnational advocacy networks in issue areas 
ranging from human rights, world order, women’s rights, development, 
and peace. Indeed, in the 1950s, there were fewer than a hundred such 
groups active at the international level. By 2003, that number ballooned to 
approximately 1,011.  52   This is a remarkable increase, but it does not mean 
that these groups have dramatically altered the nature of international 
politics. 

 Some of these nonstate actors have been successful in transcending state 
objections and in helping to get security treaties concluded, albeit on a lim-
ited scale. An important example has been the Global Land Mines Treaty, 
largely the result of efforts by the International Campaign to Ban Landmines, 
which united more than one thousand NGOs in fi fty-fi ve countries.  53   This 
effort, however, failed to get the United States or other key producers of the 
weapons—such as Russia, China, and India—on board. NGOs have also been 
active at global conferences, both as critics and as sources of information and 
mobilization of international coalitions. Some NGOs have been key players 
in helping to provide humanitarian aid in war-torn areas, often in association 
with UN agencies. 

 Despite the increased activities and presence of NGOs, their infl uence has 
been confi ned to a few specifi c security issues and, therefore, has been—at 
best—episodic. On core issues involving the major powers—nuclear arms 
control (barring the conferences that led to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty (NPT) extension, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty [CTBT], and the 
Chemical Weapons Convention), NATO’s eastward expansion, national and 
theater missile defense, and the increasing militarization of space—there has 
been very little NGO interest or participation. In fact, in the arms control 
and disarmament area, NGOs, especially peace movements, were perhaps 
more effective during the peak of the Cold War (i.e., during the Reagan and 
Gorbachev years). During the conferences that led to the NPT extension and 
the conclusion of the CTBT, NGOs were present merely as observers or as 
helpers to national delegations. Without the active interest and the prodding 
of the key negotiating states, these treaties would not have been concluded.  54

No NGO group has ever come close to offering the comprehensive security 
package that nation-states offer, both internally and externally. Having a say 
in a specifi c security issue is not the same as challenging the state in a whole 
host of security issues in which the state and the state alone has the upper 
hand. As Hoffmann contends, international civil society remains “embry-



the global security environment | 49

onic”; it represents a small segment of mostly advanced states, and often pos-
sesses only limited independence from governments.  55

 A fi nal potential institutional means of providing security in a global-
ized world centers on international fi nancial institutions (IFIs), such as the 
World Bank, the IMF, and the regional development banks. These institu-
tions have, at times, attempted to use economic aid as a tool for changing 
national security policies. In particular, many of these institutions have 
been increasingly using criteria such as the military expenditures of the 
recipients and imposing conditions that include reductions in defense 
spending. In some cases, they have even imposed sanctions and forced 
recipients to reduce military spending (e.g., Pakistan after its nuclear tests 
in 1998).  56   In other instances, the IFIs have used their fi nancial power to 
force recipients to follow policies consistent with international humanitar-
ian law and UN Security Council resolutions. For instance, donor pressure 
was very much instrumental in the extradition of former Yugoslavian 
President Slobodan Milosevic to the International Criminal Tribunal in the 
Hague.57   The important question, however, is how independent these actors 
are, because in most cases the sanctions were the result of specifi c policy 
preferences of the western countries that hold signifi cant voting rights in 
these institutions.  58   Moreover, the target states have been generally weak or 
vulnerable developing states and are, therefore, “sovereign” in only a lim-
ited sense. Thus, although IFIs may be able to compel a comparatively 
weak state, like Pakistan, to alter its security policies marginally, it is by no 
means clear that it would be able to have as much impact on a more insti-
tutionalized state with a more stable economy. The number and function of 
IFIs and other transnational actors may be increasing, but they are not yet 
equal or superior to states, except for very weak actors in the international 
system. As these institutions increasingly focus on the reconstruction and 
development of war-torn societies, and as they place more emphasis on 
effective governance and fi scal management by states, it is possible that 
they may increase their infl uence in the security policies of states. However, 
what these institutions seek is not the displacement of the state, but its 
reform and effectiveness. 

 It would be diffi cult, therefore, to conclude that multilateral security-
providing institutions and international non-governmental organizations 
(INGOs) have supplanted—or even greatly diminished—the role of the state 
in the security area. Instead, although these organizations increasingly 
attempt to intervene in the provision of security, they are too heavily depen-
dent on the powerful state actors to have any real independent impact.  
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    Transnational Terrorism as a Global Security Challenge   

 One type of transnational organization deserves special consideration for its 
impact on the global security environment. According to some globaliza-
tion theorists, transnational terrorist organizations —groups that operate 
across national boundaries and use violence against civilian targets to 
inspire widespread societal terror as a means of securing political objec-
tives—are especially adept at exploiting globalization’s assault on national 
borders to challenge nation-states. In the process, they are said to transform 
the meaning of security, the threats that states and other international 
actors seek to counter, and the tools these actors use to achieve security. 
Specifi cally, according to globalization theorists, the fact that terrorists are 
organized transnationally and that they use modern communication sys-
tems makes it diffi cult for the nation-state to provide security in the mod-
ern world, and international organizations have not yet adapted to their 
challenge either.  59   Moreover, small terrorist groups are able to amass 
immense destructive power that was formerly the “monopoly of states,” 
thus undercutting the primacy of states in the security area and requiring 
security coordination at the global level.  60   Furthermore, as well-organized 
groups, such as al Qaeda, attack targets across the globe with increasing 
frequency, they should replace the scourge of interstate war as the leading 
threat to global security in the modern world.  61   Although we investigate 
the degree to which individual states have adapted to terrorism in the fol-
lowing chapters, in this section we consider whether it has had an impact 
at the system level. 

 The empirical record on this point, at least during the twenty-fi rst cen-
tury, is favorable to the globalization thesis. Although states in the twentieth 
century faced rather localized terrorist threats—such as Palestine Liberation 
Organization (PLO) and Hamas attacks against Israel, Irish Republican Army 
(IRA) attacks against Great Britain, and Basque separatist attacks against 
Spain—since September 11, 2001, the most salient feature of international 
politics has been the global war against terrorism. Most signifi cant, a single 
transnational network, al Qaeda, has conducted large-scale bombing opera-
tions against civilians in as diverse a group of states as the United States, 
Spain, Great Britain, Indonesia, Kenya, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Afghanistan, 
and Iraq. Worldwide, in 2007, there were more than 14,000 terrorist inci-
dents,  resulting in more than 22,000 deaths—an astounding total, indicat-
ing the magnitude of the terrorist challenge.  62   The responses to terrorism 
have also, in large part, transcended the nation-state, with broad antiterror-
ism coalitions; efforts, however weak, to defi ne and combat terrorism in the 
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UN and other international institutions; and multilateral efforts to share 
intelligence and deport those suspected of participating in terrorist attacks 
abroad.

 The impact of global terrorism, however, has been even more profound 
than these indicators would suggest, even if some would question the mag-
nitude of the threat.  63   The September 11 terrorist attacks in the United States 
suddenly highlighted a fundamental challenge to the state-centric security 
paradigm throughout the world. Traditional notions about war between ter-
ritorially defi ned political entities have been bloodied by the arrival of trans-
national terrorism. Nor can states, themselves, hope to stop transnational 
terrorists without reestablishing the tight border controls that are inimical to 
economic productivity in a globalized world. This problem is compounded 
by the spread of democracy throughout much of the globe. As more and more 
regimes accept the package of personal rights (including the freedom of 
movement and freedom from unwarranted search and seizure) that is a neces-
sary prerequisite of democracy, it becomes harder for states to monitor and 
halt terrorist activity. 

 To the extent that states have enacted intrusive measures to combat ter-
rorist attacks, transnational terrorism has had another ironic consequence. 
Although globalization is allowing the spread of transnational terrorism, the 
war against terrorism may be adversely affecting several dimensions of glo-
balization, especially the free fl ow of skilled labor and capital, and the spread 
of democratic regimes. Some measures states have taken to combat terrorism 
have strengthened the illiberal states that are supposedly helping to fi ght 
terrorism. Thus, for example, the Pervez Musharraf regime in Pakistan, 
founded as it was on a military coup against a democratically elected govern-
ment, was strengthened for a period by American aid and support as an ally 
in the war against terrorism. And even liberal states, such as the United 
States and Great Britain, have enacted legislation—such as the Patriot Act in 
the United States—that increases the scope of the state and reinforces sover-
eignty. Some EU states, such as France and Holland, have also strengthened 
the state with tougher immigration regulations to clamp down on immi-
grant communities that do not share the dominant values of their culture.  64

 Although the increase in transnational terrorism has affected the state as 
a security actor in multiple ways, it does not mean that the nation-state will 
simply collapse in the face of the terrorist menace.  65   States are slowly adapt-
ing to this menace, as evident in U.S. policies. Washington’s homeland secu-
rity programs have shown that the state could come up with new solutions to 
the problem, although foolproof security against terrorism may remain a 
false hope. Moreover, the challenge posed by international terrorism may not 
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be all that unique, as in other historical eras states also confronted important 
challenges by other nonstate actors. Piracy, in particular, was a challenge to 
both great power navies and commerce for hundreds of years, and it is still 
occurring in pockets of the world. Even at its peak, the struggle against 
piracy did not replace traditional great power security competition, even in 
the naval realm, or undermine the primacy of the state.  66   And, as Hedley Bull 
contends, in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Europe, states coexisted and 
shared the stage with chartered companies, revolutionary and counterrevolu-
tionary political parties, and national liberation movements.  67   Moreover, 
even prior to the al Qaeda threat, terrorism had been a perennial problem for 
states such as Russia, Great Britain, India, and many Middle Eastern states, 
especially Israel. Thus, the presence of powerful nonstate actors is not a new 
phenomenon in world politics. 

 To the extent that global terrorism does refl ect a qualitative change from 
these previous nonstate actor challenges to the primacy of the nation-state, it 
does so because of the growing transnational reach of terrorists and their 
increasing ability to infl ict damage and panic on the United States, the global 
hegemon. Indeed, the terrorists were able to reach the United States heart-
land and attack the very citadels of American power—the Pentagon and the 
World Trade Center. Nonetheless, the war against terrorism has paradoxi-
cally strengthened the American state both internally and internationally. 
Internally, the state has consolidated its policing, border surveillance, and 
intelligence-gathering capabilities in the Department of Homeland Security, 
and has increased its powers of surveillance within the Patriot Act. 
Internationally, the Bush administration’s response to September 11 has been 
heavily military oriented, with wars and policing actions in Afghanistan and 
Iraq, based on the administration’s doctrine of “preemption” and “preven-
tion.”68   In this regard, the American state is stronger and more central to the 
provision of national security after the September 11 attacks than ever before. 
Other states, both in the West and elsewhere, have responded to the threat of 
global terrorism in similar manners, by ratcheting up the national security 
state, rather than replacing it. Indeed, Vladimir Putin has responded to the 
terrorist threat of Chechen separatists by bolstering state authority and the 
national security state at the expense of civil liberties.  69   Other states, such as 
Great Britain, Argentina, Brazil, Canada, and Australia, have also enacted 
tougher new counterterrorism laws since September 11 that increase state 
monitoring of citizens and business transactions.  70   Although, as Philip Cerny 
suggests, this attempt at reasserting state control may engender backlashes, 
it has not, as yet, undermined state primacy in the provision of security, at 
least not on a global scale.  71
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    Conclusion: Limited Changes at the Global Level   

 Our examination of global-level propositions reveals limited support for the 
argument that globalization has dramatically altered the pursuit of security. 
The most powerful evidence for a transformation in international security is 
the decline of interstate warfare and the global response to transnational ter-
rorism. In addition, states may increasingly be relying on the international 
arms market, rather than pursuing autarky, to supply their national security 
apparatuses. The decline in traditional warfare, however, cannot solely and 
clearly be attributed to globalization. Other explanations based on the 
increase of unipolarity and the end of the Cold War need to be taken into 
account. Furthermore, we have found no evidence that globalization has led 
to lower levels of military spending and, although international institutions 
and international NGOs have increasingly involved themselves in interna-
tional security operations (particularly UN peacekeeping operations, which 
have become more frequent), they have not done so on the scale that global-
ization scholars would have expected, and their impact on global security 
remains limited. Thus, the only compelling evidence of a major transforma-
tion of global security is the worldwide explosion of terrorist activity and the 
concerted global effort to combat this new public enemy. Although impor-
tant, this is hardly evidence of a sea change in the international pursuit of 
security. 

 Furthermore, when we consider only the global picture, we fi nd little 
evidence that globalization has fundamentally eroded the state’s central role 
in international security. Indeed, the evidence in support of this globalization 
claim is weak. States continue to arm, military spending has been on the rise 
during the period we assessed, multilateral security organizations and inter-
national NGOs still wield signifi cantly less infl uence in the security theater 
than the nation-state, and the challenge of global terrorism—although it has 
altered the missions of national security establishments—may only have 
reinforced the role of the state in the security realm. And, although the num-
ber of international peacekeeping operations by international organizations 
has increased, these operations have depended upon great power participa-
tion, particularly that of the United States, to be successful. Thus, at the 
global level, the case for the kind of global transformation described by glo-
balization theorists appears to be either overstated or premature. 

 In the next four chapters we investigate our state-level propositions on 
a state-by-state and regional basis to explore whether national security estab-
lishments have responded to globalization as the state-in-demise school pre-
dicts, and whether globalization has affected all states equally.     



chapter 3     The Major Powers     

   I f globalization has truly revolutionized the way states pursue 
security, then we should expect to see dramatic changes in the security 

policies of the states that have traditionally been the most important security 
actors: the major powers. If the national security establishments of these 
states have been largely immune to the infl uence of global economic and 
social forces, then we should question the extent of the “global transforma-
tions.” Conversely, if the major powers, which have typically had the most 
independence internationally and have essentially ruled the security environ-
ment, are now powerfully constrained by globalization, then we should have 
strong evidence in support of the state-in-demise hypothesis. In this chapter 
we test the state-level propositions developed in  chapter 1  against the national 
security doctrines and practices between 1991–2008 of the three most pow-
erful states in the contemporary international system: the United States, 
Russia, and China. 

 Each of these major powers occupies a different position in the international 
system in the period we are investigating. The United States is the world’s 
hegemon, with global interests and responsibilities. China is the rising chal-
lenger without commitments on the same scale or breadth as the United States, 
but with growing geopolitical and economic interests in Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America. Because these types of states have traditionally been the world’s dom-
inant security actors, we would consider major alterations in the way that they 
pursue security to be powerful support for the globalization school. Alternatively, 
because Russia began the past fi fteen years as the weakened major power, with 
diminished economic and political resources to conduct itself in the geopoliti-
cal arena, we should expect it to operate with a rather scaled-back national 
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security state. Therefore, we would consider the pursuit of traditionally ori-
ented security policies by the Russian national security establishment to con-
stitute an important challenge to the globalization hypotheses. In addition, we 
will look for trends regarding each of the globalization hypotheses in the 
national security behavior of all three major powers. 

    The United States   

 More so than any other international actor, the United States is the most 
important litmus test of the impact of globalization on the pursuit of national 
security. If the world’s greatest power, possessing the world’s largest economy 
and by far its most powerful military apparatus, has had its national security 
establishment transformed by globalization, its behavior would necessarily 
create a powerful global ripple effect, dominating the international system as 
it does. In contrast, if the international trendsetter continues to prepare for 
and wage interstate wars, and spend on traditional military goods, other 
states would be compelled to do the same. We therefore pay particular atten-
tion to the American national security state. 

    the nature of threats   

 The United States offers inconsistent support for proposition PS1 ( changing
nature of wars ). During the period under investigation, the United States has 
been embroiled in several wars of various kinds. On the one hand, it has par-
ticipated in LICs, such as the civil war in Somalia, and has fought in limited-
scale operations in support of substate actors, such as the NATO bombing 
campaign against Serbia in 1999 to protect the Albanians of Kosovo prov-
ince. These nontraditional engagements are consistent with the transforma-
tions that globalization theorists predict. Furthermore, the U.S. Department 
of Defense (DoD), in its assessment of contemporary security challenges to 
the United States, observes that “[i]n the post-September 11 world, irregular 
warfare has emerged as the dominant form of warfare confronting the United 
States, its allies and its partners.”  1   Nonetheless, it has also fought in more 
traditional—if atypical—interstate wars. In particular, it played the primary 
role in two wars against Iraq (1990–1991 and 2003) and the 2001 war against 
Afghanistan. These wars, which pitted American and coalition forces against 
the national armed forces of the opposing state, cannot properly be called 
LICs or “wars of a third kind.” Thus, there is no evidence that the United 
States has abandoned traditional warfare in favor of LICs. 
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 There is more support, however, for PS2 ( postindustrial warfare ). Indeed, 
the United States has been targeted by the al Qaeda terrorist network both at 
home and abroad (in Saudi Arabia, Yemen, Kenya, and elsewhere). The noto-
rious attack on the World Trade Center in 2001, in particular, highlighted 
its vulnerability to terrorism on its own shores at the very heart of its eco-
nomic power base. As a result, the United States has become embroiled not 
only in outright wars, but also in classic postindustrial warfare campaigns, 
including limited strikes at terrorist targets, intelligence gathering and 
monitoring, attempts to disrupt the fi nancing of terrorism, and efforts to 
provide economic and political assistance to states in which the terrorists 
might make inroads. It is signifi cant, in this respect, that the primary thrust 
of the George W. Bush administration’s fi rst national security doctrine, pub-
lished in 2002, was combating terrorism and states that support terrorism 
worldwide.2   The 2006 doctrine, published four years after the September 11 
attacks, still includes as its second mission, “[to] [s]trengthen alliances to 
defeat global terrorism and work to prevent attacks against us and our 
friends,” although a careful read of that document reveals that combating 
terrorism is actually its central focus.  3   Furthermore, the U.S. State 
Department’s 2006 “Trends in Terrorism” states that although al Qaeda 
operations have been disrupted, the Jihadist threat is “increasing in both 
number and geographic dispersion” and that “if this trend continues, threats 
to U.S. interests at home and abroad will become more diverse, leading to 
increasing attacks worldwide.”  4   In July 2007, the National Intelligence 
Estimate by the National Intelligence Council assessed that although the 
worldwide antiterrorism campaign has “constrained” the ability of al Qaeda 
to attack the American homeland, the United States will face “a persistent 
and evolving terrorist threat,” at least for the next three years as terrorists 
adapt and improve their capabilities.  5   Clearly, the United States devotes a 
considerable amount of its attention to postindustrial warfare. 

 Nonetheless, with regard to proposition PS3 ( changing threats ), there is 
only limited evidence that the United States has recast its national security 
policies radically to address the new economic, ecological, and public health 
threats that globalization theorists believe constitute a signifi cant compo-
nent of the “new security agenda.” To be sure, U.S. policy statements do 
devote some attention to these new concerns. The 2002 U.S. National 
Security Strategy, for example, identifi es a variety of goals and threats, in 
addition to traditional military security. It assumes that “[a] strong world 
economy enhances our national security by advancing prosperity and free-
dom in the rest of the world.” Therefore, the promotion of economic develop-
ment and free trade is a component of U.S. strategic doctrine.  6   This priority 
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is reiterated in the 2006 revision, more than a fi fth of which is devoted to 
economic development, creating an open world economy, and enhancing 
energy security.  7

 Furthermore, the 2006 document contains a section that outlines the 
challenges of national security in an era of globalization, including “public 
health challenges like pandemics (HIV/AIDS, avian infl uenza) that recog-
nize no borders”; “[i]llicit trade, whether in drugs, human beings, or sex, 
that exploits the modern era’s greater ease of transport and exchange”; and 
“[e]nvironmental destruction, whether caused by human behavior or cata-
clysmic megadisasters such as fl oods, hurricanes, earthquakes, or tsunamis.” 
Most signifi cant, it contends that “[p]reparing for and managing these chal-
lenges requires the full exercise of national power, up to and including tradi-
tional security instruments.”  8   Thus, U.S. strategic planning addresses a wide 
variety of “new” security threats, as globalization theorists would expect. 

 Nonetheless, from the structure of the document it is clear that these threats 
take a back seat both to traditional security threats and to the new overriding 
priority of combating terrorism as well. Indeed, the globalization section is 
relegated to the last two pages of the document, almost as an afterthought. 
Moreover, as DoD planning indicates, the spending priorities of the national 
security establishment still overwhelmingly favor traditional defense-related 
procurement at the expense of the new security issues, excluding combating 
terrorism. Thus, the Quadrennial Defense Review  describes an expensive reorien-
tation of U.S. forces to meet the lower level state and substate challenges the 
United States is likely to face in the future that is rather military in nature, 
rather than economic, medical, environmental, or other.  9   This could refl ect the 
institutional lag time that is necessary for a large and complex governmental 
apparatus, encompassing a vast array of actors with entrenched interests, to 
adapt to changed circumstances. Indeed, interviews we conducted with both 
U.S. State Department and Pentagon offi cials suggest that the decision-making 
elite in both departments have embraced the new security priorities, but that 
they expect that it will take time to overcome the vested interests arrayed 
against a corresponding reallocation of the national security budget.  10

 At best, then, there is only mixed evidence that the U.S. national security 
establishment has been compelled by the new globalized security environ-
ment to retool itself to meet the nontraditional threats identifi ed by the glo-
balization and security paradigm. Although it does occasionally fi ght LICs, 
the United States still wages traditional interstate warfare. And, although it 
pays increasing lip service to “new security” threats, such as poverty allevia-
tion and the spread of pandemics, it continues to prioritize traditional threats 
and a conventional military posture. The only, not insignifi cant, change in 
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U.S. strategy that suggests a globalization of its agenda is the increasing 
emphasis on fi ghting global terrorism after the September 11 attacks.  

    the strategies states pursue   

 In terms of the strategies that the United States is using to meet its security 
objectives, there is little to suggest that globalization has radically altered the 
American approach to national security. Regarding proposition PS4 ( defensive 
and deterrent doctrines ), for example, during the early post-Cold War era, because 
the United States faced no credible challengers, Washington’s military doctrine 
was largely defensive and deterrent—targeting potential long-range challengers 
and instability in critical regions, such the Middle East and the Persian Gulf—
although the political component of American grand strategy sought to expand 
the American sphere of infl uence by spreading democracy and market econo-
mies.11   In light of the September 11 terrorist attacks, however, the U.S. strategic 
doctrine has regained an offensive posture. Most striking, the grand strategy of 
“preemption” that President Bush unveiled in September 2002 emphasizes 
“destroying the threat before it reaches our borders” and “convincing or compel-
ling states to accept their sovereign responsibilities.” It boldly claims that “the 
best defense is a good offense”; thus, the United States can no longer rely on a 
reactive posture to weapons of mass destruction (WMD).  12   Bush’s  2006  national 
security doctrine, with its opening statement, “It is the policy of the United 
States to seek and support democratic movements and institutions in every 
nation and culture, with the ultimate goal of ending tyranny in our world,” 
indicates the continuation of the proactive military posture that led to wars of 
regime change in Afghanistan and Iraq.  13   To be sure, the new security blueprint 
avoids any mention of utilizing military means to promote democracy and states 
that “freedom cannot be imposed; it must be chosen.”  14   Nonetheless, it prom-
ises ominously to “employ the full array of political, economic, diplomatic, and 
other tools at our disposal,” evoking echoes of Iraq and Afghanistan.  15

 Moreover, when addressing the threat of WMD proliferation in the 2006 
document, the administration reaffi rmed its policy of military “preemption,” 
stating the following:

  Our strong preference and common practice is to address proliferation 
concerns through international diplomacy, in concert with key allies and 
regional partners. If necessary, however, under longstanding principles 
of self-defense, we do not rule out the use of force before attacks occur, 
even if uncertainty remains as to the time and place of the enemy’s 
attack. When the consequences of an attack are potentially so  devastating, 



the major powers | 59

we cannot afford to stand idly by as grave dangers materialize. This is 
the principle and logic of preemption.  16

 Clearly, the United States is no longer merely counting on its overwhelming 
military and technological superiority to dissuade adversaries from attacking 
it. Instead, Washington aims to use its military power, when deemed neces-
sary, to remold the world to enhance its security. 

 With no viable contenders in sight, the United States has not needed to 
engage in traditional hard balancing behavior since the end of the Cold War. 
Nonetheless, although it increasingly relies on soft balancing strategies, it still 
uses hard balancing, as well, which calls proposition PS5 ( soft balancing ) into 
question. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, the only potential challenger 
on the horizon appears to be China, with its large population, its rapidly grow-
ing economy, its nuclear arsenal, and its conventional force modernization pro-
gram. To counter the Chinese threat, much of U.S. grand strategy focuses on 
soft balancing, by spreading American cultural infl uence and maintaining 
international political institutions—such as NATO—that reinforce American 
primacy. In Asia, America has been engaging in a more direct balancing strat-
egy vis-à-vis China that crosses the line into hard balancing territory. U.S. 
efforts to increase its alignment with Japan and build up a relationship with 
India need to be seen in this context. The United States–India nuclear accord, 
which the U.S. Congress approved in December 2006, is meant to improve 
strategic and economic relations between the world’s two largest democracies, 
but it also has a soft balancing and prebalancing strategy dimension to the 
extent that both parties view it as a way to contain China, a rising power. 
Especially interesting is the avowed willingness of the United States to help 
India obtain great power status as a means of containing China. Furthermore, 
as we shall see, Congress and the Pentagon continue to spend heavily on defense, 
which they justify largely in terms of the potential Chinese threat.  17

 In the regional contexts also, the United States uses both hard balancing 
and soft balancing, using military and economic carrots and sticks to contain 
the ambitions of states such as Iran and North Korea. The UN has been a 
central instrument for both efforts, although diplomacy with regional powers 
in the form of six-party talks has been Washington’s preferred route to deal 
with the North Korean nuclear problem. Therefore, in multiple theaters, 
American strategy continues to use traditional hard balancing together with 
softer policy instruments. 

 There is considerable support for the globalization school when it comes 
to proposition PS6 ( manpower ). During the past two decades, the size of the 
American armed forces declined sharply. In 1985–1986, before the Cold War 
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ended, the United States had more than 2.1 million people in active service. 
That fi gure dropped steadily throughout the 1990s to a low of less than 1.4 
million in 2000–2001. Even after the September 11 terrorist attacks, active 
U.S. manpower rose only marginally in 2002–2003 to more than 1.4 mil-
lion, and it has increased only somewhat since then to just more than 1.5 
million in 2007.  18   It remains to be seen whether the protracted confl ict in 
Iraq will lead to an elevation of troop levels in the future. For the time being, 
however, U.S. military manpower trends are consistent with globalization 
school expectations. 

 At least on the surface, American defense spending fi gures during the 1990s 
fi t the globalization thesis expectations (proposition PS7), although fi gures 
from the new millennium are hard to reconcile with that trend. The U.S. 
defense budget decreased considerably during the fi rst decade after the Cold 
War. It decreased steadily from more than $424 billion in 1992 to less than 
$329 billion in 1998 (all fi gures in 2005 constant U.S. dollars), where it 
remained, with only small increases, until 2002, when it jumped back to more 
than $387 billion (representing a one-year increase of more than 12%).  19   It 
increased again in subsequent years to almost $529 billion in 2006, which, in 
real terms, was considerably more than the United States was spending during 
the last years of the Cold War. Moreover, that fi gure is likely to continue to 
increase as the DoD increases the size of its special forces by one third, while 
maintaining conventional force strength and purchasing more fl exible weapons 
and information technology systems.  20   The rapid recovery of the U.S. defense 
budget early during the twenty-fi rst century makes it diffi cult to attribute the 
initial decrease in American defense spending to the pressures of globalization, 
rather than to the relatively stable world of unipolarity after the Soviet Union’s 
defeat.21   Indeed, the substantial increase in U.S. defense allocations after the 
September 11 attacks suggests that the changing threat environment, rather 
than international economic forces, shapes American defense spending. 

 Of course, the 2006  Quadrennial Defense Review  suggests another possibil-
ity. That document, which breaks down the DoD’s massive spending priori-
ties, indicates that the many new and variegated challenges that the United 
States faces in the new millennium, including lower level asymmetric chal-
lenges from terrorists and other nonstate actors, policing operations, and 
interdictions (of WMD components and other controlled materials), together 
with the complexity of information-based warfare in the age of globalization, 
require both more sophisticated and more expensive equipment.  22   To this 
extent, it may indicate that globalization is affecting defense spending (at 
least by the greatest world power), but that it is having the reverse effect of 
that expected by most of the globalization school. Rather than reducing 
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defense spending, the overwhelming new challenges caused by globalization 
require a signifi cant increase in spending on high-tech defense goods that are 
more appropriate than traditional arsenals, as Anthony Giddens suggests.  23

 U.S. security behavior during the past fi fteen years also provides some sup-
port for proposition PS8 ( shift from war fi ghting to policing ). Although it has 
retained its focus on war fi ghting, the American national security establishment 
has simultaneously added a policing dimension to its military missions to fi ght 
terrorism, to interdict drug smugglers and organized crime, and to provide 
domestic order. Most signifi cant, in its war against terrorism, the Bush admin-
istration has constructed a new security institution, the Department of Homeland 
Security, to prevent future attacks on U.S. soil. This department, which controls 
border crossings, intelligence gathering and analysis, and other policing and 
monitoring apparatuses, is a centerpiece of President Bush’s post-September 11 
national security approach.  24   But even before 2001, the United States was using 
its military apparatus to combat narcotics traffi cking and to assist Latin American 
states in their efforts to defeat drug cartels and smugglers. This counternarcotics 
mission remains a part of U.S. national security doctrine.  25

 The American strategic repertoire, therefore, represents a mix of the tradi-
tional and the new. Clearly, American manpower has declined, and the mili-
tary apparatus is increasingly performing policing-type operations to meet 
contemporary threats. In addition, it is modernizing its armed forces to com-
bat the asymmetric, often substate, challenges it is increasingly facing. But 
Washington continues to use traditional hard balancing strategies and, since 
September 11, the United States has ramped up its defense spending and has 
developed a broad-reaching offensive doctrine, which represents a large mea-
sure of continuity with the national security state of old, rather than a radical 
departure from it. This could mean that the United States is at the cusp of a 
transition of its security strategies and that domestic interest group squabbles 
are responsible for Washington’s slow pace of adaptation to new environmen-
tal conditions. Alternatively, it could mean that the stable environment that 
prevailed during the early post-Cold War era led to a different national secu-
rity repertoire, but that the recent challenges to American security interests 
have prompted a return to more traditional security behavior. 

    the monopoly of the state as a security provider   

 The United States does not appear to have ceded its role as the world’s lead-
ing security actor in any meaningful way either to substate actors or to inter-
national institutions. In particular, there is little evidence in support of 
proposition PS9 ( nonstate actors ). It is striking, for example, that the Bush 
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administration’s most recent national security blueprint makes no mention 
of cooperation with private institutions or NGOs in their offi cial doctrines as 
a means of achieving national security objectives, even those promoting 
international development or alleviating poverty.  26

 It is true that after September 11, Washington has begun to encourage 
private–public partnerships to facilitate homeland defense against terrorist 
attacks.27   Furthermore, the Pentagon does rely on outsourcing to supply and 
service much of its equipment.  28   In its reorganization, the DoD also views 
contractors as one of the four “elements of the Total Force,” although it is not 
clear whether these contractors are private security companies, or merely par-
ticipants in the department’s supply chain.  29   Of greatest interest, the United 
States has begun to contract private security companies in support of some of 
its overseas activities.  30   Thus, such companies have played a limited role in 
the war against the Taliban in Afghanistan and Saddam Hussein’s forces in 
Iraq, and a more important role in the fi ght against drug cartels in South 
America (e.g., the $2 billion Andean Regional Initiative). 

 The use of private fi rms in support of operations in post-Saddam Iraq is 
instructive. Private fi rms have been engaged to train U.S. troops and to pro-
vide security for U.S. personnel and installations in postwar Iraq.  31   Moreover, 
estimates released in December 2006 counted nearly 100,000 government 
contractors operating in Iraq and several thousand subcontractors—a fi gure 
ten times larger than the number the United States had deployed during the 
fi rst Gulf War. The tasks assigned to them include “providing security, inter-
rogating prisoners, cooking meals, fi xing equipment, and constructing bases 
that were once reserved for soldiers.” The main private companies involved 
are Dyncorp International, Blackwater USA, Kellogg, Brown and Root, and 
MPRI, a unit of L-3 Communications. Labor Department statistics show that 
650 contractors have died in Iraq since 2003.  32

 It is also estimated that under the George W. Bush administration, the 
expenses on private contractors soared from $207 billion in 2000 to $400 
billion in 2006, because they were also used for domestic security and reha-
bilitation work after hurricane Katrina.  33   Despite this, it would appear that, 
although it is increasingly using private security providers in a supporting 
role, Washington is reluctant to cut costs by delegating critical national 
security tasks to private organizations. 

 Similarly, American strategy does not rely on regional institutions (proposi-
tion PS10) to any great degree. To be sure, it cooperates with them on specifi c, 
lower level security activities, such as countering the smuggling of WMD 
materials and stabilizing regional hotspots, such as the Balkans or Afghanistan.  34

Moreover, it looks to regional institutions as a means of advancing region- 
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specifi c goals of American foreign policy. Thus, the Bush administration’s 2006 
national security doctrine mentions NATO, the Organization of American 
States, the African Union, ASEAN, and the Asia–Pacifi c Economic Cooperation 
(APEC) as organizations that can advance their region-specifi c objectives.  35

 In practice, though, successive U.S. administrations have utilized interna-
tional institutions when these institutions were prepared to support American 
policy unconditionally, but have pursued other options when these institu-
tions sought to block American goals. Thus, although George H. W. Bush 
forged the 1991 Gulf War coalition under the UN, the Clinton administra-
tion, meeting opposition from Russia and China within the UN Security 
Council, conducted the 1999 bombing campaign against Serbia under NATO 
auspices. And, in 2003, facing widespread opposition within the UN Security 
Council and French, German, and Belgian opposition within NATO, George 
W. Bush elected to work with an ad hoc “coalition of the willing” to prose-
cute the second Gulf War, even at the risk of interallied relations. This fair-
weather reliance on multilateral institutions is, in fact, codifi ed in American 
doctrine. In principle, the Bush administration states that “[o]ur priority is 
pursuing American interests within cooperative relationships.”  36   When push 
comes to shove, however, it states that “we must be prepared to act alone if 
necessary, while recognizing that there is little of lasting signifi cance that we 
can accomplish in the world without the sustained cooperation of our allies 
and partners.”  37   It would appear, therefore, that the American reliance on 
multilateral security frameworks is episodic and instrumental, as American 
interests take primacy for American policy makers. 

 From the evidence presented here, we must conclude that the argument 
that globalization has transformed American national security policy is over-
stated. From 1991 to 2008 Washington continued to focus on traditional 
military security threats, responds to them with a rather traditional mix of 
policy instruments, and keeps itself—rather than nonstate actors and inter-
national institutions—as the principal security actor. Nonetheless, some 
important changes are evident, especially in the increasing American atten-
tion to the threat of transnational terrorism and the dramatic increase of 
policing-type operations as a key component of its security strategy.   

    China   

 China presents us with another critical test of the globalization arguments. 
With the demise of the Soviet Union and China’s rapid economic expansion, 
China has become the leading potential challenger to American primacy in 
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the international system. In the past, rising challengers launched consider-
able campaigns of military spending and political challenges that frequently 
led to arms races, intensive great power security competition, and war.  38   If 
globalization has meaningfully altered the face of security in the contempo-
rary era, we should see China pursuing rather different strategies as it rises in 
power. 

    the nature of threats   

 In practice, Chinese behavior during the period under investigation provides 
some support for proposition PS1 ( changing nature of wars ). Since the end of 
the Cold War, China has not participated in any interstate wars. The Chinese 
were not active participants in the 1991 Gulf War or the American-led war 
against Afghanistan in 2001, and they expressed strong opposition to both 
the bombing of Serbia in 1999 and the 2003 Gulf War. 

 It is clear from Chinese military doctrine, though, that their military 
planners, too, still contemplate national defense primarily in terms of 
traditional interstate warfare. The principal defense policy objective 
articulated by the 2006 Chinese white paper on defense was “to basically 
reach the strategic goal of building informationized armed forces and 
being capable of winning informationized wars by the mid-21st century.” 
This clearly is cast in terms of traditional interstate warfare, even if the 
weapons are more advanced. Furthermore, the fi rst of fi ve central objec-
tives of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) was “[u]pholding national 
security and unity,” which included “guarding against and resisting 
aggression, defending against violation of China’s territorial sea and air 
space, and borders; opposing and containing the separatist forces for 
‘Taiwan independence’ and their activities,” as well as to contain terror-
ism.39   To achieve these traditional goals, China is modernizing its strate-
gic forces to facilitate “the defense of Chinese sovereignty and national 
territory against threats or attacks from all manner of opponents.”  40

Moreover, it may use traditional military means, if necessary, to 
“uphold national unity,” which could potentially mean a war to regain 
Taiwan or prevent it from declaring its independence from China. As the 
white paper states: “By pursuing a radical policy for ‘Taiwan indepen-
dence,’ the Taiwan authorities aim at creating ‘de jure Taiwan indepen-
dence’ through ‘constitutional reform,’ thus still posing a grave threat to 
China’s sovereignty and territorial integrity, as well as to peace and sta-
bility across the Taiwan Straits and in the Asia–Pacifi c region as a whole,” 
which is complicated by American support for the regime in Taipei.  41
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This thinly veiled threat suggests that it is by no means clear that China 
will avoid interstate wars in the future. 

 China has also had to confront secessionists and substate actors using ter-
rorist tactics, in line with proposition PS2 ( postindustrial warfare ). In particu-
lar, in the Xinjiang province, Beijing has been challenged by ethnic Uyghur 
secessionists, whom China characterizes as affi liated with an East Turkestan 
terrorist network. The 9-million-strong Uyghurs aspire to autonomy, and 
elements within them have engaged in sporadic terrorist activities. China has 
responded fi ercely, suppressing their movement for the large part. Notable 
incidents include an armed uprising in April 1990, bombing episodes in 
1992–1993, the arrest of suspected terrorists during 1996–1997, the Guhulja 
incident in February 1997 when large-scale protest demonstrations took 
place, attacks, and assassinations of Chinese businessmen and offi cials in 
2000 and 2002. Between 1998 and 2001, three leaders from the movement 
were killed. However, a study of the Xinjiang problem that discusses these 
incidents suggests that the threat of Uyghur separatism is exaggerated by 
Chinese offi cials and media, and the outside world has little information 
other than what the Chinese supply. In the post-September 11 world, China 
and some of its central Asian neighbors have made every effort to link Uyghur 
separatists with al Qaeda.  42

 Similarly, China has used the American-led war on terrorism to ratchet up 
its suppression of Falun Gong, a religious movement with tens of millions of 
followers. Alarmed at the group’s ability both to penetrate Chinese society 
and to mobilize protests, such as a 10,000 strong silent protest outside the 
communist leadership headquarters in 1999, the government of Jiang Zemin 
banned the movement, and the Chinese state has treated it as a terrorist orga-
nization.43   In addition, China has portrayed the independence movement in 
Tibet as a terrorist threat, and has used military means to suppress it, most 
prominently in the buildup to the Beijing Olympics.  44   The targets of Chinese 
national security policy are, therefore, broadening to include some of the 
substate and transnational actors that globalization theorists identify, which 
the Chinese state is forced to combat in nontraditional ways. In this regard, 
combating terrorism is a very prominent mission identifi ed by the 2006 
Chinese defense white paper.  45

 In contrast, the Chinese national security establishment provides only 
limited support for proposition PS3 ( changing threats ), as offi cial Chinese doc-
trine makes rhetorical references to nontraditional security threats, but casts 
its security policy primarily in terms of more traditional threats (and, of 
course, fi ghting terrorism). Although, previously, Chinese defense policy state-
ments made no reference to the new security agenda,  46   the 2006 document 
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asserts: “Security issues related to energy, resources, fi nance, information and 
international shipping routes are mounting. International terrorist forces 
remain active; shocking terrorist acts keep occurring. Natural disasters, seri-
ous communicable diseases, environmental degradation, international crime 
and other transnational problems are becoming more damaging in nature.”  47

Furthermore, it explicitly links defense policy with the goal of economic 
prosperity.  48

 Nonetheless, when it comes to articulating the essence of Chinese national 
security policy, the document identifi es as the primary purpose to entail 
“[u]pholding national security and unity, and ensure the interests of national 
development. This includes guarding against and resisting aggression; 
defending against violation of China’s territorial sea and air space, and bor-
ders; opposing and containing the separatist forces for ‘Taiwan independence’ 
and their activities; taking precautions against and cracking down on terror-
ism, separatism and extremism in all forms.” The remaining priorities refer 
to the technological and diplomatic means through which these traditional 
security objectives are to be met, with no mention of nontraditional con-
cerns, aside from terrorism.  49   Nor has Chinese security behavior, focused as it 
is on Taiwan and an armed forces modernization program, given us reason to 
conclude that China’s national security establishment has switched its focus 
to nontraditional threats. And anecdotal evidence of Beijing’s lackluster 
response to a potential SARS pandemic in 2003 suggests that the Chinese 
government does not take new threats as seriously as they might.  50

 Therefore, the Chinese national security establishment remains focused 
on traditional security threats, even as they currently participate in fewer 
interstate wars and have changed their declaratory language to identify a 
broader range of nontraditional security concerns. The only shift in focus of 
the Chinese security state is the increasing attention it pays to subnational 
threats from terrorists and secessionist movements. This, though, does not 
constitute strong evidence for the globalization school’s hypotheses.  

    the strategies states pursue   

 The strategies and instruments China has used to meet its contemporary secu-
rity needs also appear relatively traditional, with certain exceptions. Regarding 
proposition PS4 ( defensive and deterrent doctrines ), for example, there would 
appear to be some ambiguity. The offi cial Chinese military doctrine is decid-
edly defensive in orientation, although it is diffi cult to reconcile certain 
Chinese foreign policy goals with a defensive doctrine. The preamble to the 
2006 defense statement asserts: “The Chinese government . . . pursues a defense 
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policy which is purely defensive in nature.”  51   China’s declaratory foreign secu-
rity policy, moreover, is based on the principles of peaceful coexistence, mutual 
respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity, noninterference in other states’ 
internal affairs, mutual nonaggression, and the resolution of all international 
issues by peaceful means.  52   Most signifi cant, the principle of no fi rst use of 
Chinese nuclear weapons reinforces this defensive/deterrent posture.  53

 Nonetheless, some of China’s stated foreign security policy goals are more 
outward looking and potentially offensive. In particular, because the Chinese 
government would view a movement toward Taiwanese independence as a 
serious threat to Chinese sovereignty and unity, Chinese military doctrine 
clearly leaves open the possibility of offensive operations against Taiwan. 
Moreover, as a military confrontation with Taiwan may embroil China in a 
war with Taiwan’s erstwhile protector, the United States—whom the 2006 
white paper acknowledges is being unhelpful by supplying Taiwan with 
arms, despite being offi cially committed to a “One China” policy—it would 
appear that Chinese strategists may actually be contemplating the initiation 
of a great power war to achieve their political aims.  54   Other issues, such as 
separatism, border disputes with India, and close relations with North Korea 
and Pakistan, raise additional questions about the “defensive” nature of the 
Chinese doctrine. Furthermore, Beijing has recently expanded its naval pres-
ence into the Indian Ocean and the Pacifi c by setting up facilities in Myanmar, 
and constructing ports and other facilities that have dual use in countries like 
Pakistan. We can best represent Chinese military doctrine, therefore, as 
somewhat of a hybrid or “calculative” approach consistent with its “peaceful 
rise approach.”  55

 Moreover, to the extent that China is currently eschewing offense in the 
international system, it may have less to do with globalization than relative 
Chinese weakness compared with the global hegemon, the United States. A 
central principle of Chinese national security strategy is Deng Xiaoping’s 
injunction that the Chinese must “bide our time and build up our capabili-
ties” until they can act decisively on the international stage.  56   Therefore, 
China may simply be avoiding offense in the short term. 

 China has been actively pursuing soft balancing (proposition PS5) since 
the 1990s, using largely institutional mechanisms. In fact, China sees hard 
balancing vis-à-vis the United States as both unachievable and undesirable in 
the short run. The reasons are twofold. To begin with, Chinese leaders fear 
being denied access to the American market, which it views as essential to 
achieve its economic goals, because active military competition with the 
United States could result in Washington taking measures to impose an eco-
nomic embargo on its rival. Perhaps of even greater signifi cance, China has 
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found allies wanting in the pursuit of a hard balancing coalition. China and 
Russia have made occasional efforts at building such an alliance, but both 
balked at anything other than a limited entente.  57   China has, however, used 
its UN Security Council veto power as a tool to contain American unilateral-
ism. During the Kosovo crisis, China made consistent efforts along with 
Russia to prevent U.S.-led intervention and also to deny UN approval for the 
action. During the events leading to the Iraq invasion, China—along with 
Russia and France—made efforts at the UN to prevent the invasion and, 
since 2003, opposed the war, blocking UN approval.  58   China has also been 
expanding to regions such as Africa and Latin America, developing regional 
economic alliances intended to balance U.S. and western infl uence in these 
regions, especially in the competition for oil. In addition, China has been 
actively participating in regional institutions in the Asia–Pacifi c, especially 
APEC and the Shanghai Cooperation Council, which it has helped to create. 
These institutions, although focused considerably on trade and other eco-
nomic issues, also offer China a platform from which to engage and constrain 
the infl uence of other great powers, particularly the United States, in the 
region.59

 As predicted by proposition PS6 ( manpower ), Chinese military manpower 
has steadily declined from 3.9 million in 1985–1986 to less than 2.3 million 
in 2007, as part of a coordinated governmental plan to reduce manpower and 
make the military more effi cient through the acquisition of weapon systems 
that capitalize on the revolution in military affairs and the “informationaliza-
tion” of warfare, a major preoccupation of the 2006 defense white paper.  60

This dramatic reduction in great power military manpower is clearly consis-
tent with the globalization school’s predictions. 

 Chinese defense spending during the eighteen years of our study does not 
conform to the globalization school’s proposition PS7 ( defense spending ), 
because, after an early post-Cold War dip, it has risen considerably in recent 
years. In 1992, China spent an estimated $16.5 billion on defense. After 
declining to an estimated $14.6 billion in 1994, it has surged every year 
since then to an estimated $49.5 billion in 2006.  61   This represents more than 
a tripling of Chinese defense spending during the past twelve years! And, 
indeed, by the Chinese government’s own estimates, Chinese defense spend-
ing has risen by an average of 15.36% annually between 1990 and 2005 
(9.64% when adjusted for infl ation).  62   These recent increases no doubt refl ect 
both the rapid advance of the Chinese economy and its desire to modernize 
its South Sea fl eet.  63   During the past fi fteen years, China’s economy grew by 
a staggering 580%, generating more aggregate wealth that can be devoted to 
national security goals.  64   As a result of this new wealth, and to protect it, the 
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Chinese government has sought to revamp its South Sea fl eet in an effort to 
improve its power projection capabilities in the Straits of Malacca, through 
which 80% of Chinese imports pass. This modernization program has 
brought the fl eet both new submarines and surface ships, including the 
LUDAI class destroyer with enhanced air defense systems. Nonetheless, 
spending on the theater will likely continue until China solves the “Malacca 
Dilemma,” or the insuffi cient operational range of the PLA Air Force and 
PLA Navy Air Force in the Straits.  65

 The Chinese experience, then, is inconsistent with predictions of lower 
defense spending in the age of globalization. Its preoccupation with Taiwan 
and the South China Sea fl eet suggests that its spending decisions continue 
to be dictated by rather traditional calculations of national interest. Indeed, 
recent Chinese behavior suggests that if globalization is likely to affect 
national investments in procurement at all, it is likely to have the opposite 
impact. For, like China, as other less-developed states reap the economic 
gains that the global market makes possible, they, too, might have more 
resources to invest in national defense. 

 Despite its rather traditional primary mission, the Chinese military offers 
some support for proposition PS8 ( shift from war fi ghting to policing ). After all, 
China also charges its national security apparatus with “taking precautions 
against and cracking down on terrorism, separatism and extremism in all 
forms.”66   The principal organization charged with domestic public order is 
the People’s Armed Police Force (PAPF), which is a branch of the national 
security establishment, charged by the defense white paper “to perform guard 
duties, handle emergencies, combat terrorism, and participate in and support 
national economic development.”  67   In practice, however, policing tasks are 
not limited to the PAPF, because the PLA also contributes to counterterrorist 
and public order operations. One need only consider the military’s response 
to the 1989 Tiananmen Square protests, its crackdown on the Falun Gong, or 
its recent suppression of unrest in Tibet to see that internal policing is part of 
its bailiwick. 

 The Chinese military thus remains at the heart of Chinese national secu-
rity strategy and continues to envisage the use of force on an interstate basis 
to achieve its security objectives. Its doctrine is potentially offensive—even 
though its declaratory policy is defensive and deterrent only—and it contin-
ues to spend heavily on military goods in an effort to modernize its capability 
to fi ght an interstate war, potentially over Taiwan or, perhaps, its border with 
India. Some innovation is apparent, however, as the military reduces its man-
power (relying more on higher technology weapons) and increasingly engages 
in policing-type activities. Similarly, although it continues to balance against 
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the United States in traditional terms, such as increasing defense spending 
and modernizing its armed forces, it avails itself primarily of soft-balancing 
diplomatic techniques vis-à-vis the United States, rather than forming mili-
tary alliances or coalitions against the hegemon.  

    the monopoly of the state as a security provider   

 The Chinese defense policy statement continues to view the business of 
national security as a state-centric endeavor. Consequently, it does not iden-
tify any role for nonstate actors, such as private companies or NGOs. Indeed, 
because the state plays a central role in the Chinese economy, there are no 
truly private companies in China that are completely independent of Beijing.  68

In addition, we have found no evidence of widespread use of nonstate actors 
to advance Chinese security goals. We conclude, therefore, that China offers 
no support for proposition PS9 ( nonstate actors ). 

 With regard to proposition PS10 ( regional institutions ), however, the 
Chinese national defense policy does identify a role for international security 
cooperation and regional institutions, stating: “China pursues a new security 
concept featuring mutual trust, mutual benefi t, equality and coordination, 
and adheres to the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence. It works to pro-
mote good-neighborliness, mutual benefi t and win–win, and endeavors to 
advance international security cooperation and strengthen military relations 
with other countries.” In particular, it credits ASEAN, the grouping of 
ASEAN plus China, Japan, and the Republic of Korea, the SCO, and the 
ASEAN Regional Forum with playing “a major role in promoting peace, 
stability and prosperity in the Asia–Pacifi c region” and helping to combat 
nontraditional security challenges, such as terrorism, the drug trade, prolif-
eration issues, and disaster relief.  69   The bulk of the document, though, lays 
out a rather independent defense policy, which suggests that the Chinese 
state remains at the forefront of the pursuit of Chinese security, relying on 
regional institutions to help cope with challenges that do not directly affect 
what the government views as the core interests of Chinese sovereignty and 
security. 

 Our analysis of Chinese national security strategy from 1991 to 2008 
indicates that the international system’s rising contender is conducting its 
challenge using a mix of both traditional and nontraditional means. 
Nonetheless, many of the changes that are consistent with the globalization 
hypotheses—such as the shift to a defensive or deterrent doctrine, the inclu-
sion of a host of nontraditional threats in the preamble to the national secu-
rity blueprint, or the reliance on multilateral institutions to achieve key 
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security objectives—appear to be declaratory only and are not refl ected in 
actual behavior. Indeed, China is using the proceeds of its economic boom to 
spend heavily on national defense, continues to contemplate offensive opera-
tions and a potential interstate war in an effort to reunite Taiwan with the 
mainland, and still views the national security state as the principal security 
actor. Consequently, although some of the changes in the Chinese national 
security apparatus—in particular, its treatment of terrorism as an important 
security threat, its reduced manpower, and the growing importance of polic-
ing-type missions—are hardly inconsequential, they do not yet constitute 
the transformation in the pursuit of security to which globalization theorists 
have pointed.   

    Russia   

 Of the three major powers, Russia has been the most constrained in security 
behavior during the period we assess, because of the political and economic 
decline of its predecessor the Soviet Union. As a result, it has been more 
inward looking for most of the past two decades, as it tried to consolidate its 
hold on breakaway republics and restore its shattered economy. This may be 
only a temporary situation, and there is evidence to suggest that newfound 
Russian oil wealth and the high commodity prices that prevailed until 
autumn 2008 began to lead former president and current Prime Minister 
Vladimir Putin to act more boldly on the international stage, particularly 
within what Russia views as its “Near Abroad.”  70   Constraints on Russian 
power during the early post-Cold War era, however, mean that Russian secu-
rity policies are not as good indicators of the effect of globalization as China’s 
or the United States’, because it has been overdetermined that Russia should 
spend less on defense, reduce its involvement in interstate wars, and rely on 
other actors to achieve its security objectives. Nonetheless, if we fi nd that 
even a constrained great power like Russia during the early period continued 
to pursue traditional security policies or that Russia’s recent economic resur-
gence has led to greater interstate competition, that would constitute impor-
tant evidence against the globalization school. 

    the nature of threats   

 Initially, Russian behavior as an independent state was consistent with prop-
osition PS1 ( changing nature of wars ), although Russian military doctrine is 
not. Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, for example, although Russia has 
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fought a protracted counterinsurgency campaign against well-organized 
bands of rebels in Chechnya, has intervened in Tajikistan’s civil war, and has 
supported the secessionist movements in the Georgian’s regions of Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia, it had largely avoided active participation in interstate 
confl icts.  71   Nonetheless, the most recent Russian national security doctrine 
remains focused on traditional interstate warfare as the primary mission of 
the armed forces. Although it acknowledges that the risk of an attack on 
Russia has declined, it still relies on both conventional and nuclear weapons 
“to deter (prevent) aggression against it and (or) its allies.”  72   Coupled with 
Russia’s battered economy and domestic diffi culties, which may explain its 
recent reluctance to fi ght interstate wars as a temporary expedient in function 
of its current priorities, there would appear to be no basis for assuming that 
Russia has stopped preparing for interstate wars in the new era. Indeed, the 
Russian confl ict with Georgia in summer 2008, Moscow’s increasingly bel-
ligerent stand toward the Ukraine, and its warnings that if NATO were to 
proceed with the installation of a missile shield in Poland, that could lead to 
war all suggest that with increasing oil wealth, Russia has become more 
assertive and more likely to contemplate interstate warfare as a means of 
achieving its great power ambitions.  73

 Russia’s interminable war with Chechen separatists provides considerable 
support for proposition PS2 ( postindustrial warfare ). During the bloody coun-
terterrorism campaign resulting from the fi rst Chechen war (1994–1996), 
Chechen rebels have targeted not only the Russian military, but also civilian 
interests. And, although the Russian army had initially recaptured all the 
breakaway republic’s urban areas after their December 1994 offensive, it was 
unable—for more than a decade—to defeat the guerrilla forces, which took 
refuge in the forbidding mountain terrain and struck unconventionally in 
Chechnya, in Moscow, and elsewhere in Russia, targeting not only military 
personnel, but also apartment buildings, entertainment complexes, and even 
an elementary school.  74   Clearly, the Chechen campaigns represent a nontradi-
tional, non-Clausewitzian form of warfare, where victory does not depend 
upon massing fi repower against a clearly defi ned enemy on the battlefi eld. 

 Regarding proposition PS3 ( changing threats ), Russian military doctrine 
does identify some new security threats in the contemporary security envi-
ronment. Specifi cally, it lists “prevention of ecological and other emergencies 
and elimination of their consequences” as one of the Russian Federation 
Armed Forces missions.  75   Nonetheless, in the key sections outlining the main 
external and internal threats Russia faces, only traditional military, sover-
eignty protection, and counterterrorist concerns are enumerated.  76   Thus, 
nonmilitary security remains a low priority for Russia. 
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 On the whole, then, Russian national security policy since the cold war 
does not match the globalization school’s prediction about threats and orien-
tation. True, it did not wage interstate wars for the fi rst fi fteen years after it 
emerged from the Soviet Union, it has increasingly confronted the challenge 
of postindustrial warfare in the form of secessionists and terrorists, and it 
acknowledges—at least in principle—that environmental issues have some 
role in national security discussions. Nonetheless, in light of its increasing 
assertiveness, its saber rattling in Georgia, the Ukraine, and Poland, and the 
fact that Russian doctrine and planning continue to privilege traditional 
security threats, it can hardly be asserted that the Russian national security 
establishment has been moderated by globalization.  

    the strategies states pursue   

 In terms of the means Russia uses to meet its security threats, offi cial Russian 
doctrine does suggest a new approach to security, although its recent behav-
ior remains much more traditional in scope. Of the three major powers, for 
example, Russia’s national security doctrine offers the most support for prop-
osition PS4 ( defensive and deterrent doctrines ). The most recently articulated 
Russian military doctrine, for example, begins by stating: “[T]he Military 
Doctrine is defensive in nature . . . with a fi rm resolve to defend national inter-
ests and guarantee the military security of the Russian Federation and its 
allies.” The priority given to defense is conditioned by the strategic environ-
ment, which is characterized by “a decline in the threat of the unleashing of 
a large-scale war, including a nuclear war.” In this more stable environment, 
Russia maintains its nuclear forces solely as a means of deterring both nuclear 
and conventional attacks on Russia and its allies from nuclear-armed states.  77

Thus, offense gets almost no play within Russian military doctrine. 
 This doctrine, however, is at odds with recent Russian behavior. Russia’s 

initiation of offensive operations against Georgia in August 2008 in response 
to Georgia’s attack against the separatist South Ossetian region suggests a 
somewhat resurgent Russia that is not unwilling to use offensive operations 
to expand its infl uence in its Near Abroad. In fact, Russian troops occupied 
several Georgian cities and relinquished them only after intense mediation 
by French President Nicolas Sarkozy on behalf of the European Union.  78

Furthermore, Russia’s interference in Ukrainian domestic politics and its 
steadfast refusal to allow the Ukraine and Georgia to join NATO or Poland 
to deploy missile defenses also suggest the prospect for offensive Russian 
military operations in the future. Indeed, in June 2007, the Kremlin 
 threatened to deploy nuclear missiles targeting western missile defense 
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emplacements in eastern Europe. And in August 2008, a high-ranking 
Russian general threatened war with Poland if it deployed missile defenses.  79

It would appear, therefore, that Russia’s late-Cold War decline and internal 
political and economic strains simply made it unfeasible for Russia to pursue 
offensive goals outside its core territory during the initial post-Cold War era, 
but Russian economic resurgence resulting from its oil wealth has led to a 
more assertive and potentially offensive Russian great power. 

 Russia had also initially switched from hard balancing to soft balancing 
(proposition PS5) during the early post-Cold War era, but it has begun to 
resort to harder balancing options, including military threats, of late. With 
its collapse as a superpower and the disintegration of the Warsaw Pact, Russia 
lost its chief balancing instruments vis-à-vis the West. Although nuclear 
weapons offer a certain amount of capacity to balance the United States, this 
asset has been less than useful in the era of globalization. Furthermore, to 
Russia’s chagrin, NATO has been steadily expanding to former members of 
the Warsaw Pact, as well as constituent states of the USSR, including the 
Baltic states, which reduces its power to balance. Thus, Russia initially 
attempted to balance against the United States and the West only very mini-
mally. Although it made occasional overtures to China and India to form 
limited coalitions, both have refrained from joining such an option for fear of 
losing their economic links with the United States. Russia, therefore, adopted 
a mixture of “bandwagoning” and soft balancing policies to face the power of 
the United States. The soft balancing efforts were most prominent in Russia’s 
participation in UN Security Council deliberations and its threatened veto 
along with other like-minded major powers. In this manner, it played a lead-
ing role in blocking UN approval for the Kosovo and Iraq interventions. It 
also formed tacit coalitions and ententes with China in the fi rst instance, and 
France and Germany in the second, to raise substantial costs for the United 
States in terms of diplomatic support and global approval for its military 
intervention.80   Its escalation of threats against NATO expansion into the 
Ukraine and Georgia in 2008, and its deployment of missile defenses in east-
ern Europe, however, suggest the beginnings of a return to a hard balancing 
strategy. 

 In terms of manpower (proposition PS6), Russian behavior has been 
remarkably consistent with the globalization school’s expectations. During 
the past twenty years, Russian manpower dropped dramatically from 5.3 
million in active service in 1985–1986 to just less than 4 million in 1990–
1991 and less than 1 million in 2002–2003, before increasing marginally to 
just more than 1 million in 2007. Of course, the pre-1992 IISS fi gures include 
all of the Soviet Union, which makes meaningful comparison diffi cult. When 
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we consider, though, that the Russian republic encompassed more than half 
of the USSR’s population, this decline of more than 80% is considerable.  81

There would appear to be little reason to attribute this primarily to the effects 
of globalization, rather than a Russian retreat inward after the collapse of its 
eastern European empire. 

 Russian military expenditures follow the same pattern as their American 
counterparts and, therefore, do not confi rm proposition PS7 ( defense spending ). 
Although Russian defense spending declined sharply from an estimated 
$42.5 billion in 1992 to a low of approximately $13.6 billion in 1998, it 
almost tripled again to $34.7 billion between 1998 and 2006. It would, of 
course, be a heroic assumption to attribute the initial collapse in the Russian 
military budget to the pressures of globalization, rather than to the dire eco-
nomic circumstances that Russia faced after the Cold War. Indeed, the sharp 
climb upward during the past decade refl ects a rapid increase in state revenue 
resulting from the increase in the price of oil and the renationalization of 
petroleum companies as well as the reactivation of confl ict in the Caucasus. It 
is entirely possible, therefore, that the more assertive Russian security behav-
ior witnessed in 2007 and 2008 will lead to a signifi cant increase in Russian 
defense spending in the coming years, unless the recent sharp decline in oil 
prices are to persist and sap Russia’s ability to spend on defense. 

 Russian security policy also provides evidence in support of proposition 
PS8 ( shift from war fi ghting to policing ). Most signifi cant, the Russian military 
doctrine lists among its national security goals combating “organized crime, 
terrorism, smuggling and other illegal activities on a scale threatening to the 
Russian Federation’s military security.” In addition, it targets “illegal activi-
ties by extremist nationalist, religious, separatist, and terrorist movements, 
organizations, and structures aimed at violating the unity and territorial 
integrity of the Russian Federation and destabilizing the domestic political 
situation in the country.”  82   No doubt this focus is a direct response to the 
terrorist campaign waged by Chechen separatists, who have created threats to 
public order not simply in Chechnya, but in the capital and other cities, as 
well. As a result, part of the mission of the Russian national security estab-
lishment is crime fi ghting and maintaining domestic order. 

 Russian national security strategies thus conform only partially to the 
globalization school’s expectations. Since the end of the Cold War, Russia has 
cut military manpower drastically, and has utilized its security apparatus to 
conduct counterterrorism and policing operations. Of late, though, Russia 
has begun to engage in hard balancing in the form of military threats against 
NATO and its eastern European allies, and it has conducted offensive opera-
tions against Georgia. Thus, there is reason to believe that Russian leaders 
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have begun to return to more traditional security policies emblematic of 
great power competition.  

    the monopoly of the state as a security provider   

 Moscow has also been reluctant to devolve national responsibility for security 
to actors either above or below the state. Russia is, however, prepared to make 
use of nonstate actors (proposition PS9) to assist in the provision of security 
under the direction and control of its national security establishment. Thus, 
although the offi cial Russian national security doctrine makes no mention of 
either private security companies or NGOs, Moscow has been employing 
private security contractors in a far more active military role than the United 
States. Indeed, not only has Russia used private contractors to defend strate-
gic facilities in Azerbaijan, Armenia, and Kazakhstan, but about 40% of the 
Russian fi ghting force in Chechnya was comprised of privately contracted 
soldiers fi ghting alongside the regular Russian army.  83   We have found no 
evidence of Russia delegating important security-related tasks to NGOs, 
though, most probably because the independent organizations are less likely 
to operate under Moscow’s direct control. 

 Of the three major powers, Russian military doctrine devotes the least 
attention to regional security frameworks (proposition PS10). As one of the 
last elements of the policy, it states: “The Russian Federation attaches prior-
ity importance to the development of military (military–political) and mili-
tary–technical cooperation with CIS [Commonwealth of Independent States] 
Collective Security Treaty states on the basis of the need to consolidate the 
efforts to create a single defense area and safeguard collective military secu-
rity.”  84   Nonetheless, it prefaces this by emphasizing that military cooperation 
is a “state’s prerogative” that it exercises “on the basis of its own national 
interests.”85   This is hardly a strong endorsement of regional institutions. Nor 
is Russia a member of the leading European security institutions. Most sig-
nifi cant, it remains outside NATO and the EU, although it consults with 
them.86   Clearly, then, Moscow continues to view the Russian state as the sole 
relevant actor in the provision of Russian security. 

 As we would expect of a weakened power, Russian national security strat-
egy during the period of our study fi ts the globalization school’s expectations 
far better than the other two major powers. In particular, Russia has oriented 
its scaled-back national security establishment to address new threats—pri-
marily those posed by subnational secessionists and terrorist movements—
and uses nontraditional strategies and instruments for national security. 
Surprisingly, the only area in which Russia has retained a more traditional 
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focus is in its rejection of NGOs and international actors as partners in the 
provision of national security, although it does make extensive use of private 
military companies. The Russian experience, then, clearly does not provide 
us with evidence against the globalization hypotheses. Nonetheless, as 
Russian decline has made many of the changes it has made to its national 
security policy largely overdetermined, it provides only limited support for 
the globalization school. Its behavior must, therefore, be interpreted in light 
of the behavior of the other great powers.   

    Conclusions   

 As might be expected based on their relative positions in the international 
system, the three major powers are pursuing different approaches to security 
during the contemporary era. While Russia, the weakened power, was 
retrenching and rebuilding, thus producing policies that (until recently) 
were largely consistent with the globalization hypotheses, the United States 
and China—the dominant power and the rising challenger, respectively—
have continued to pursue security in more traditional interstate terms, even 
as they adapt to new circumstances, such as the challenge of global terrorism. 
As Russian oil wealth facilitates the country’s economic and strategic recov-
ery, we are seeing increasing evidence that Russia, too, intends to pursue a 
more traditional security policy focused on interstate challenges and great 
power competition. 

  Table 3.1  summarizes the results of our analysis of major power security 
doctrine and practice of the post-Cold War era. Each proposition for which 
we have found strong support appears shaded; we have partially shaded cells 
for propositions for which we have found limited support; and, we have left 
unsupported propositions unshaded. A quick glance at the table and its vast 
white areas indicates that, as a category, the great powers provide only lim-
ited support for the globalization hypotheses. Indeed, the security behavior 
and doctrines of the great powers as a group are inconsistent with six of the 
ten state-based propositions. Only with regard to propositions PS2 ( postindus-
trial warfare ), PS6 ( manpower ), and PS8 ( policing ) is there strong confi rming 
evidence of the globalization claims. These are important changes, which 
indicate, in particular, a recognition of and reaction to the growing threat 
from transnational terrorists, but on balance, the major powers continue to 
pursue security in a fairly traditional manner.  

 It is particularly signifi cant that the United States and China continue to 
spend heavily on traditional military defense goods during the twenty-fi rst 



  Propositions  United States  China  Russia  Overall  

   PS1:  shift to low-intensity 
confl icts 

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Consistent practice, 
inconsistent doctrine 

 Largely inconsistent 
with proposition 

 No trend  

   PS2:  shift to postindustrial 
warfare

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

   P3:  face new threats  Somewhat consistent  Largely inconsistent 
with proposition 

 Somewhat consistent  Somewhat consistent with 
proposition

   P4:  defensive doctrines  Inconsistent  Largely inconsistent  Consistent doctrine; 
inconsistent behavior 

 Largely inconsistent 
with proposition  

   P5:  soft balancing  Inconsistent  Largely consistent  Somewhat consistent 
with proposition 

 Partially consistent with 
proposition

   P6:  less manpower  Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

   P7:  lower defense budgets  Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Largely inconsistent with 
proposition

   P8:  shift to policing actions  Somewhat consistent 
with proposition 

 Somewhat consistent with 
proposition 

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

   P9:  privatize to nonstate 
actors

 Largely inconsistent  Inconsistent  Somewhat consistent  Largely inconsistent with 
proposition

   P10:  pursue security through 
regional institutions 

 Largely inconsistent  Somewhat consistent  Inconsistent  Inconsistent with 
proposition

     table 3.1 The Major Powers and Propositions Regarding Globalization      

 Dark shading indicates propositions that are largely consistent with evidence. Light shading indicates propositions that are somewhat consistent with 
evidence. Propositions that are largely inconsistent with evidence are unshaded. 
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century and continue to plan for interstate warfare in which they take the 
initiative. It would seem, therefore, that major power military spending and 
planning since the end of the Cold War has continued to refl ect relative power 
and interests, rather than the pressures of globalization, although it remains 
possible that globalization itself may actually be responsible for the increased 
spending, as states seek high-tech solutions for the new security challenges 
they face. Furthermore, the fact that all three great powers view the state as 
the key security actor and the cornerstone of national security policy, to the 
exclusion of meaningful participation from nonstate actors and international 
institutions, leads us to doubt the extent to which globalization has washed 
away the state-centric security paradigm. 

 These fi ndings raise important questions. To begin with, to what extent 
is the experience of these eighteen years representative of the globalization 
era? More specifi cally, to what extent are our fi ndings merely an artifact of 
other important causal events in the international system, without which the 
security policies of the great powers would have conformed to the globaliza-
tion school’s expectations? To be sure, their security behavior might have 
looked considerably different had the September 11 terrorist attacks against 
the United States not occurred. During the early post-Cold War era, it 
appeared that the military doctrines of all three major powers were indeed 
becoming defensive and deterrent in nature, and their defense spending had 
declined sharply. Perhaps the response to the September 11 terrorist attacks 
makes it appear that national security is proceeding as usual, masking great 
changes that globalization has wrought. 

 Our inclination is that this is not the case. After all, after the early post-
Cold War peace dividend, both American and Chinese defense spending 
began to climb again in the late 1990s, a few years before September 11. 
Furthermore, the initial post-Cold War situation created an atypical situa-
tion of stability that could not endure indefi nitely. The early 1990s found the 
former Soviet Union without the means to carry out an offensive strategy, and 
the United States without a signifi cant challenger. It is easy for us to under-
stand the temporary retrenchment of the national security state in this period 
as a product of the resulting stability, rather than as a reaction to emerging 
globalization. Finally, because transnational terrorism is one of the quintes-
sential challenges of the globalization era—that the globalization literature, 
indeed, focuses on it as a fundamental change—it would be a gross error 
brimming with irony to presume that a large-scale transnational terrorist 
attack halted progress toward more globalized security establishments and 
temporarily caused a return to “business as usual” in the security theater. For 
if the most striking manifestation of globalization causes states to revert to 
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traditional modes of national security, then surely any changes manifest in 
the early part of the era were not profound and may have been induced by 
other causes. 

 Moreover, the Russian experience leads us to believe that it was the initial 
period of retrenchment, rather than the more recent competition, that repre-
sents the aberration. The retreat of the Russian security state after 1990 
seems to have been the result of the economic constraints imposed by the 
Soviet Union’s economic collapse, rather than by globalization. As oil reve-
nues climbed during the past few years, Russia has reverted to a much more 
assertive and competitive approach to national security.  87

 Another issue is whether it is early enough for us to judge whether and 
how globalization has altered the pursuit of security. Perhaps it will take 
time for states to adapt to the monumental changes brought about by global-
ization. Adaptation may be especially complicated by resistance from key 
vested interests with heavy stakes in the business of national security. These 
could include elements of the military, corporations that supply defense-
related goods, governmental institutions, and other participants of the so-
called military–industrial complex who have gained power and wealth as 
pillars of the national security state, and who stand to lose a great deal if 
threats and spending priorities were to change.  88   Indeed, many of the U.S. 
State Department and Pentagon offi cials we interviewed acknowledged that 
the American understanding of national security in the new era had changed, 
but that practice had not yet caught up because of the infl uence of hawks in 
the Pentagon and their allies in Congress, who resisted changes to spending 
priorities because of the threat from China. Thus, although American deci-
sion makers have begun to view poverty among the global have-nots as the 
leading cause of global insecurity and the primary emerging threat to 
American interests, they spend little on poverty reduction, while they con-
tinue to spend heavily on big-ticket defense items that are most useful for 
interstate warfare.  89   Moreover, we can see from the evolution of both Chinese 
and American national security doctrines in the last half of this decade that 
more attention is paid to the “new security agenda” in the more recent docu-
ments, even if they still play second fi ddle to more traditional concerns. Thus, 
it is possible that, over time, national security planning will evolve to refl ect 
the globalization school’s expectations. 

 In our view, this is a serious objection that we cannot easily dismiss. It is 
entirely possible that, within the next few decades, after states overcome the 
opposition of vested interests, globalization will have caused a profound meta-
morphosis in the way states pursue security. Studying major power security 
policies and behavior of the fi rst eighteen years of the rise of globalization, 
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however, we have no basis for reaching such a conclusion. Instead, we have 
observed some important, but limited, changes (mostly regarding the adapta-
tions states have made to the terrorist threat), whereas the bulk of national 
security activity goes on largely as it has. 

 On the whole, then, the major powers do not provide strong evidence for 
the globalization propositions. Most of the propositions fi nd little support in 
American and Chinese national security doctrines. These states continue to 
prepare for traditional interstate wars, spend on defense when their interests 
demand it, and eschew meaningful participation in national defense by 
regional and private actors. Only in the areas of manpower and the inclusion 
of postindustrial warfare and policing operations do they behave as globaliza-
tion theorists would expect them to. Russian security policy and behavior 
was initially more consistent with the globalization hypotheses, but it, too, 
has diverged from a globalized security agenda in recent years. Because all 
three major powers have deviated from the globalization school’s expecta-
tions, the weight of the evidence suggests that globalization has not yet 
transformed the way the major powers pursue security. We now turn our 
attention to a second category of states—leading states in stable regions—to 
see how they have been affected by globalization.          



chapter 4   States in Stable Regions     

   Aside from the major powers, there are other important security 
actors whose power, interests, and infl uence are more limited, but still 

are key players in the affairs of their own region and who also participate, to 
some degree, on the world stage. We divide these second-rank powers 
into two groups. This chapter focuses on second-tier powers that inhabit 
 relatively stable regions, leaving those that are in regions of enduring rivalry 
for  chapter 5 . 

 The very stability of their regions should mean that these states face fewer 
security threats and, consequently, a reduced security dilemma. As a result, 
we should expect less resistance to the pressures of globalization from these 
states, because the costs of devolving state control over national security will 
be low, as will the need to prepare for interstate warfare. These states, then, 
should be less inclined to spend on traditional defense goods, more apt to 
refocus their national security establishments to meet the new threats that 
are brought by globalization, and more willing to share responsibility for 
meeting these threats with nongovernmental actors and international insti-
tutions. Our purpose in this chapter is to investigate whether that, indeed, 
has been the case. We will explore the experiences of second-rank powers in 
two types of stable regions. First we will investigate the pursuit of security in 
western Europe, which has made the transition from a region of war and 
instability to a stable region of democratic states, constituting a pluralistic 
security community.  1   Then we will shift our attention to South America and 
Southeast Asia, regions without enduring rivalries that are enjoying pro-
tracted stability, but that contain some nondemocratic states and have not 
yet achieved the status of pluralistic security communities. 
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 Because the very stability of these states and their low security dilem-
mas make them the most likely cases for the globalization hypotheses, it 
would not constitute strong support for the globalization school if we fi nd 
signifi cant changes in the way they pursue security during the period under 
analysis (1991–2008). After all, these states have very weak incentives to 
resist the economic and political logic of globalization by retaining strong 
national control over the pursuit of security. Conversely, if even these rather 
secure states continue to follow traditional security practices, this would 
constitute powerful evidence against the national-security-state-in-demise 
propositions.  

    Western Europe   

 During the Cold War, the states of western Europe were on the frontline of 
the geopolitical divide. Prior to that, they were embroiled in centuries of 
internecine war and confl ict. Yet, the end of the Cold War found this previ-
ously troubled region ensconced in unprecedented peace, stability, and secu-
rity. All the states in the region are liberal democratic and participate 
together in cooperative political, economic, and military organizations, 
principally the European Union and NATO. Consequently, they have com-
mitted to resolving their confl icts with each other peacefully and do not 
pose military threats to one another. Indeed, they represent, in Waever’s 
estimation, the quintessential pluralistic security community.  2   Nor, after 
the collapse of the Soviet Union, do they face any serious threats from states 
outside the region. 

 Facing this unprecedented period of interstate security, no states should 
be as willing as these to depart from traditional security practices and doc-
trine, because the costs of relinquishing tight state control and scaling back 
preparation for interstate warfare are likely to be low. In this chapter we 
investigate the security policies of the two leading national security states in 
the region: Britain and France. We restrict our focus to these two states 
because they are the only states in the region that possess nuclear weapons 
and are western Europe’s two veto-holding permanent members of the UN 
Security Council. The only other leading power in the region, Germany, has 
a constitutionally truncated national security apparatus as a result of condi-
tions imposed upon it after World War II and, therefore, is not representative 
of second-tier powers. For propositions PS6 and PS7 ( manpower  and  defense
spending ), we will also consider the experiences of the region as a whole. If 
even the secure states of western Europe continue to pursue traditional 
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national security strategies and persist in retaining state primacy in the secu-
rity arena, this would cast doubt on the globalization hypotheses. 

    the nature of threats   

 The two key states of western Europe provide little support for proposition PS1 
(changing nature of wars ). To be sure, they have not fought a traditional interstate 
war on their own soil since World War II came to an end. Nonetheless, they 
participated in both the international coalition against Iraq in the 1991 Gulf 
War and the NATO-led operations against Yugoslavia in 1999. The United 
Kingdom also played a signifi cant role in the 2001 war against Afghanistan 
and the 2003 war against Iraq. Thus, in practice, they have continued to wage 
interstate warfare in extraregional territories in the era of globalization. 

 On a doctrinal level, the British have begun to move away from interstate 
warfare as the primary motivating threat, but clearly have not abandoned it 
as a major mission of the armed forces. Thus, the 2003 British defense white 
paper acknowledges that “[t]here are currently no major conventional mili-
tary threats to the UK or NATO,” and that “[t]he largest operation envisaged 
was a regional confl ict.” Nevertheless, it concluded that Great Britain retained 
“[t]he need for modern and effective armed forces equipped and supported 
for rapid and sustainable deployment on expeditionary operations, usually as 
part of a coalition.” Moreover, it presumed that “a requirement to retain the 
basis on which to reconstitute larger capabilities in the event of a re-emerged 
strategic threat to NATO remained.”  3

 French strategic planning is even more traditional in focus, cast largely in 
terms of poles of power. Indeed, in a policy speech to the French military 
establishment, former President Jacques Chirac cautioned against treating 
international terrorism as the sole or even the primary threat that France 
faces. “One should not,” he declared, “yield to the temptation of restricting 
all defense and security-related considerations to this necessary fi ght against 
terrorism. The fact that a new threat appears does not remove all others.” 
Instead, he warned:

  Our world is constantly changing and searching for new political, eco-
nomic, demographic and military equilibria. It is characterized by the 
swift emergence of new poles of power. It is confronted with the 
appearance of new sources of imbalance, in particular the sharing of 
raw materials, the distribution of natural resources, and changing 
demographic equilibria. These changes could result in instability, 
especially if concurrent with the rise of nationalisms.   
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 Furthermore, he noted, “one should not ignore the persistence of more tradi-
tional risks of regional instability. There are risks of this kind everywhere in 
the world, unfortunately.”  4   There is every reason to believe that new President 
Nicolas Sarkozy views the world in similar terms, even if his foreign policy 
alignments have departed signifi cantly from Chirac’s.  5   Thus, although the 
Europeans have also participated in numerous lower level confl icts—such as 
the bombing campaign against Serbia—and peacekeeping operations, there 
is no basis for concluding that they have fundamentally or irrevocably shifted 
their focus away from traditional-style military engagements. 

 They have, however, begun to devote considerable attention to battling 
terrorism and the challenge of postindustrial warfare (proposition PS2). Both 
Great Britain and France have had extensive experience with terrorism. For 
decades, the British were targeted by IRA terrorism, whereas the French were 
periodically attacked in the 1980s and ’90s by Algerian terrorist groups and 
Corsican separatists in what David C. Rapoport calls the second and third 
waves of terrorism.  6   It required the advent of global terrorism on a massive 
scale, however, for counterterrorism to reshape their national security con-
cept. French defense planners, for example, now acknowledge that global 
terrorism threatens western Europe almost as much as it does the United 
States.7   Thus, they are beefi ng up their special forces to fi ght terrorism and 
the spread of weapons of mass destruction.  8

 Since September 11, 2001, the British government has made combating 
global terrorism the number one priority of its national security establish-
ment. As the 2003 British defense white paper asserts: “International terror-
ism and the proliferation of WMD represent the most direct threats to our 
peace and security.” To this end, the main security mission of British forces is 
“[t]o deliver security for the people of the United Kingdom and the Overseas 
Territories by defending them, including against terrorism.” Therefore, “[a]s 
well as confronting the threat directly, we are working with our partners to 
tackle the conditions that promote terrorism and provide ready recruits and 
to deny terrorists funding and freedom of movement.”  9   This white paper, 
however, was written before the July 7, 2005, terrorist attacks by al Qaeda 
operatives against the British underground and bus network. These devastat-
ing attacks have highlighted the importance of fi ghting terrorism and have 
thus solidifi ed it as the number one concern of the British military establish-
ment.10   Subsequent arrests, such as the sweeping August 2006 operation 
against terrorists who aimed to bomb transatlantic fl ights departing from 
England, indicate the magnitude of national security resources the British 
have devoted to this endeavor. Thus, postindustrial warfare has, indeed, 
begun to dominate western Europe’s security agenda. 
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 Furthermore, in western Europe, now that Cold War threats have disap-
peared, most defense establishments have turned their attention to a host of 
new security threats, as expected by globalization scholars (proposition PS3). 
The United Kingdom, for example, acknowledges that “[t]here are currently 
no major conventional military threats to the UK or NATO,” and thus 
devotes sections of its defense blueprint not only to the threats of global ter-
rorism and the proliferation of WMD, but also the economic and environ-
mental dimensions of national security.  11   Thus, for example, the 2003 defense 
white paper cautions that

  [a]s the world’s population continues to grow (particularly in North 
Africa, the Middle East, Latin America and much of Asia), demo-
graphic pressures will have more of an impact on international secu-
rity. Religious and ethnic tensions, environmental pressures and 
increased competition for limited natural resources may cause tensions 
and confl ict—both within and between states. The UK may not 
remain immune from such developments; regional disputes can swiftly 
become internationalised, and may have a major impact on the global 
economy, energy security, and our allies and partners.  12

 Moreover, failing states on the fringes of Europe and their attendant ills, 
“[i]nternal confl ict, poverty, human rights abuse and famine can all create 
the conditions for mass population movements, adding to pressures on 
neighbouring countries or emerging as a surge in migration to Europe,” 
which can threaten British interests.  13   Similarly,  Strategic Trends 2007–
2036  , published by the U.K. Ministry of Defense in May 2007, identifi ed 
a number of security fault lines emerging during the next two decades, as 
global prosperity increases and integration into the global economy pro-
ceeds. Notably, the document forecasts tremendous global climate changes, 
considerable relative deprivation, income inequalities, and scarcity of 
resources, such as water and energy, which may inspire the use of force to 
secure these resources.  14   Thus, the United Kingdom is attempting to 
grapple with globalization and its impact on security in a multidimen-
sional fashion. French policy, while more traditional in focus, still includes 
organized crime and traffi cking in arms and drugs as potential security 
threats.15   

 On the whole, western Europe provides more support for the globaliza-
tion hypotheses on threat defi nition than the major powers. In particular, in 
addition to their growing emphasis on counterterrorism and postindustrial 
warfare, these states are also increasingly defi ning their security objectives in 
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terms of nontraditional threats and the new security agenda. Nonetheless, 
they still continue to fi ght and prepare for traditional interstate wars.  

    the strategies states pursue   

 The means that western European states use to secure themselves in the new 
era also appear to have changed somewhat. For example, their military doc-
trines all refl ect the relatively stable strategic context of the post-Cold War 
era and, hence, are largely defensive and deterrent in orientation (proposition 
PS4), although the threat of global terrorism may be in the process of intro-
ducing more interventionist and proactive elements to this doctrine. The 
2001 British defense white paper predicated its security strategy on main-
taining the NATO alliance as a deterrent to larger challengers, remaining 
engaged in likely trouble spots, such as the Balkans, stabilizing potential 
fl ash points, and combating transnational crime, terrorism, and political 
extremism through careful intelligence, monitoring, and, if necessary, mili-
tary means.  16   Clearly, this orientation emphasizes caution and the promise of 
retaliation, rather than offense. The emphasis of the 2003 defense white paper 
retains this largely defensive and deterrent approach. Nonetheless, its 
approach to international terrorist threats is somewhat less reactive. Although 
the British have not yet adopted a more offensive “preemption” policy, like 
the United States, they do note the requirement for “rapidly deployable forces 
able to respond quickly to intelligence and achieve precise effects in a range 
of environments across the world.”  17   Thus, toward nonstate threats, the 
British defense posture may not merely be defensive and deterrent. 

 French military doctrine also remains largely defensive and deterrent in 
orientation, although its goals have shifted. The French nuclear arsenal 
remains the bedrock of French national security planning. “For in the face of 
the concerns of the present and the uncertainties of the future,” Chirac argued, 
“nuclear deterrence remains the fundamental guarantee of our security. 
Wherever the pressure comes from, it also gives us the ability to keep our 
freedom to act, to control our policies, to ensure the durability of our demo-
cratic values.”  18   In addition to nuclear deterrence, however, under Chirac, the 
emphasis of the French conventional defense strategy became to project 
power in tandem with France’s European allies to prevent confl icts abroad 
and to intervene in ongoing armed confl icts.  19   Although these are somewhat 
outward-looking goals, with the aim of expanding French infl uence world-
wide, they do not appear to be offensive in nature. 

 The states of western Europe also appear to have abandoned hard balanc-
ing (proposition PS5) against the leading power, the United States, in recent 
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years. Great Britain, for one, has tended “to bandwagon” with the United 
States, participating with Washington in each of the American-led military 
operations since the end of the Cold War, and has endorsed the broad outlines 
of American foreign policy in the Middle East, toward Iran, Afghanistan, and 
its war on terrorism.  20   Although the French leadership has been less comfort-
able with American leadership and more publicly critical of it, the French, 
too, have avoided traditional hard balancing behavior. Thus, rather than forg-
ing anti-American alliances or challenging the United States militarily, 
France has organized political opposition to Washington’s leadership both 
within the UN Security Council and NATO, as it did over American efforts 
to build international support in 2002 for a strike against Iraq. And, under 
Chirac in crisis situations resulting from the 2006 Israeli–Hezbollah war and 
the Iranian pursuit of nuclear weapons, France has acted more like a veto-
playing partner of the United States, bargaining with it and constraining its 
policy, rather than balancing against it. President Sarkozy has even reduced 
French soft balancing against the United States, and has emerged as 
Washington’s leading supporter on matters such as Iranian nuclear 
weapons.21

 Within the region more broadly, Germany and Belgium joined France in 
actively opposing the U.S.-led war on Iraq in 2002 and 2003, whereas a few 
states such as Spain and Italy, and new NATO members, such as Poland, sup-
ported Washington. Thus, European states that disagreed with Washington 
engaged in soft balancing by opposing U.S. policy in NATO, the EU, and, 
most prominently, in the UN Security Council. In the latter forum, they 
joined hands with other leading opponents of the war: Russia and China.  22

 During the past two decades, the total military manpower of NATO 
Europe dropped to just more than 2.2 million in 2007 from almost 3.3 mil-
lion in 1986 (despite the inclusion of new eastern European NATO members 
since the late 1990s), providing considerable support for proposition PS6 
(manpower ).  23   This decrease, moreover, was consistent throughout region, 
because every country in western Europe reduced its military manpower. 

 During the same period, however, the states of western Europe behaved 
only somewhat consistently with proposition PS7 ( defense spending ). In the 
wake of the Soviet threat, defense spending for all of western Europe clearly 
declined—from less than $282 billion in 1990 to $243 billion (in 2005 con-
stant U.S. dollars) in 1996.  24   The regional total increased thereafter, climb-
ing to almost $262 billion in 2004 before settling back to $255 billion in 
2005. This fi gure is clearly lower than the immediate post-Cold War highs, 
but the recent increase suggests that the end of the Cold War may have had 
more to do with the initial decrease than globalization. Both the British and 
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French experiences appear to fi t the regional pattern well. Although British 
defense spending dropped from $62.3 billion in 1991 to less than $47.5 
 billion in 1999, this reduction was almost completely reversed by 2004, 
when spending jumped to almost $60.2 billion (all fi gures in 2005 constant 
U.S. dollars), before dropping slightly to $59.2 billion by 2006. French 
spending declined from a post-Cold War high of almost $57.9 billion in 
1991 to less than $50.2 billion in 2001, before increasing less dramatically 
to almost $54 billion in 2004, and settling back to $53.1 billion in 2006. 
Thus, defense spending for the region and its leading security actors refl ects 
an initial decrease, followed by a steady increase into the new millennium.  25

 There is also clear evidence that western Europeans have altered their 
national security apparatuses to allow them to engage in the policing-type 
operations that are necessary components of counterterrorism and counterna-
rcotics campaigns (proposition PS8). The 2003 British defense white paper 
comments that “[w]hile centred on the need to confront international terror-
ism abroad rather than waiting for attacks within the UK, the New Chapter 
also recognized the valuable contribution Defence could make to home 
defence and security in support of the Home Offi ce and civil authorities.”  26

In particular, it identifi es a role for the armed forces in civil air defense, the 
control of shipping, counterterrorist operations and hostage release, and sup-
port for the activities of the police services of northern Ireland.  27

 French doctrine also recognizes that “the abolition of distances, the down-
grading of borders and the development of terrorism as a type of war contrib-
utes to a partial erasure of the boundaries between internal and external 
security,” making internal policing a key component of national security 
policy.  28   French plans to upgrade forces for international peacekeeping and 
peace-building operations further highlights the importance of policing 
operations to French security planning.  29

 In most of these aspects, then, the western European states have changed 
the national means they use to pursue security, reducing their armed forces, 
eschewing offense and hard balancing, and embracing nontraditional polic-
ing missions.  

    the monopoly of the state as a security provider   

 Given the changed threat environment in western Europe and the altered 
means that leading states in the region are using to address these challenges, 
we would expect that the globalization school’s predictions about the reduced 
primacy of the state in defense planning would also be supported in the 
region. To a limited extent, this appears to be the case with respect to the role 
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of private actors in the pursuit of defense-related goods, although the national 
security state does not appear to be outsourcing the bulk of its defense activi-
ties or relying on NGOs to any large degree (proposition PS9). Although the 
2001 British defense white paper makes no reference to coordinating defense 
activities with private actors, the 2005 defense acquisition blueprint has 
clearly moved in that direction. For example, the new document asserts the 
following:

  [T]he nature of acquisition is evolving and we face an increasingly 
demanding and complex environment. Closer collaborative engage-
ment between us and our industrial suppliers will be vital if we are to 
continue to deliver the improvements that the Armed Forces and UK 
taxpayers demand. The increasing pace of technological change, linked 
to a demand for delivery of projects that combine new equipment with 
other elements such as through-life support and training as an inte-
grated capability present challenges that both the Department and 
industry must face together.  30

 Therefore, the Ministry of Defense is required to coordinate closely with 
industry and to rely on a series of public–private partnerships to meet defense 
needs.31

 For economic reasons, the French defense procurement strategy also relies 
on public–private partnerships to

  achieve tighter control of the overall life cycle cost of equipment 
through closer involvement of companies in every stage of the equip-
ment’s life; reduce costs by making available to third parties any 
potential capacity not used by the armed forces; share expenses over a 
period consistent with equipment lifetime, allowing equipment to be 
handed over and, in some cases, reducing the unit price. In addition to 
their economic and fi nancial impact, these new procurement methods 
have implications (varying according to the operation) for a number of 
issues—organization, state ownership, social aspects—as well as con-
tractual or tax consequences.  32

 Neither country, though, appears to have embraced outsourcing of 
national security tasks to private companies. Furthermore, aside from a brief 
mention of coordination with NGOs in the 2001 British defense white paper, 
concluding that “[j]oint (and coalition) thinking must be the foundation of 
doctrine, with a shift in emphasis over the period from joint to fully  integrated, 
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interagency operations, involving OGDs (other government departments) 
and NGOs,”  33   neither the British nor the French security strategies seem to 
rely on these organizations to any signifi cant degree in their planning. Thus, 
although both countries are clearly increasing their emphasis on private–
public partnerships, we do not see evidence yet of a radical devolution of 
national security to nonstate actors. 

 To a far greater degree, British and French defense doctrines emphasize 
cooperation with regional security institutions as central to the pursuit of 
security (proposition PS10). They disagree, though, on which regional secu-
rity institutions are most relevant. France gives strategic priority to the EU 
as a security institution, which it views as “the basis of collective defense in 
Europe.”34   In contrast, British doctrine “recognises the preeminence of 
NATO as the alliance upon which Europe and North America depends for 
collective defence and global crisis management.”  35   It also commits itself to 
strengthening the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), but 
views it as complementary to NATO, which is the primary security institu-
tion, rather than a competing framework.  36   This disparity may result from 
the fact that France has not been a member of NATO’s integrated force struc-
ture since 1966. If so, then French policy may become more NATO oriented 
if President Sarkozy makes good on his pledge to return France to NATO.  37

Interestingly, although the 2001 white paper made mention of the World 
Trade Organization, the G7 and G8, the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD), and the Organization for Security 
and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) as other important institutions that foster 
stability,  38   the 2003 document makes no mention of them. Moreover, 
although the British view cooperation with the UN and NATO as important 
for achieving national security goals, they are prepared to act independently 
of these institutions when disagreements exist:

  The UK’s national security and economic interests are best protected 
through working closely with other members of the international 
community. While Iraq exposed differing views within the UN 
Security Council, NATO and the EU over the handling of that crisis, 
it does not undermine our continued commitment to the development 
of these organisations. But we also need the fl exibility to build coali-
tions of the willing to deal with specifi c threats when necessary.  39

 The French similarly emphasize that they must retain their freedom to decide 
whether to participate in allied operations or to act independently.  40   The split 
within Europe over participation in the 2003 coalition against Iraq—in 
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which Great Britain, Italy, and Spain supported the United States, but France, 
Germany, and Belgium, among others, did not—highlights the degree to 
which states are still willing to put national considerations ahead of a collec-
tive, multilateral approach to security. Thus, although both leading western 
European powers clearly count on multilateral security institutions of one 
sort or another to maintain their security, they both continue to place state 
and national interests above collective ones. 

 Overall, the policies pursued by the second-rank powers of western Europe 
have been remarkably consistent with the globalization propositions. With 
the exception of their continued involvement in, and planning for, interstate 
warfare, their limited use of private companies and NGOs as security agents, 
and their recent increases in defense spending, their doctrines conform to the 
bulk of the globalization school’s expectations. This would be very strong 
evidence for the globalization-transforms-the-national-security-state argu-
ment, if these states were not most likely candidates for the globalization 
hypotheses given the unprecedented security they enjoy in the contemporary 
era. In addition, we must examine the security policies of noteworthy states 
in other stable regions before we reach any conclusions about their security 
behavior. The next section, therefore, considers the security policies of lead-
ing states in a second stable region: South America.   

    South America   

 The states of South America constitute another region of protracted stability, 
although not of the same depth or quality as western Europe. Although some 
regional rivalries remain, such as that between Argentina and Brazil for 
regional supremacy, the major players in the region have not waged war with 
each other for decades.  41   Participation in Mercosur, the regional economic 
organization, moreover, has sought to create a wider range of common inter-
ests among the South American states. Nonetheless, to date, the region lacks 
institutions of regional political integration akin to those in Europe, and not 
all states in South America have made the successful transition to stable 
democracy. Perpetual political instability and insurgency in Colombia, the 
volatility of the Chavez regime in Venezuela, and the region’s frequent eco-
nomic crises further distinguish South America from the steadier ship of 
western Europe. Therefore, the region does not currently constitute a plural-
istic security community.  42

 It is important for us to evaluate the degree to which the South American 
experience conforms to the globalization school’s propositions. To this end, 
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we examine the security behavior and doctrines of two of the region’s leading 
powers, Argentina and Brazil, and the defense spending and manpower of the 
region as a whole. These actors are appropriate because they are the leading 
economic and military powers of the region, and both countries have, at 
times, fl irted with the option of pursuing nuclear weapons.  43   If we fi nd cor-
respondence between recent European security practices and those in South 
America, it would bolster the conclusion that the national security states in 
stable regions have embraced the logic of globalization. Conversely, if South 
American states continue to pursue traditional security policies, it could 
imply that the changed security behavior in western Europe may be attribut-
able to the peculiar stability of a pluralistic security community, rather than 
to the advance of globalization. 

    the nature of threats   

 The leading powers of South America provide only partial support for propo-
sition PS1 ( changing nature of wars ). The region, as a whole, has largely avoided 
interstate wars since the end of the Cold War, with few notable exceptions, 
such as the border confl ict between Peru and Ecuador. This does not mean 
that the region has been exactly “peaceful.” David R. Mares argues that there 
has been a sort of “violent” peace in the region characterized by several mili-
tarized disputes, although they rarely reach the level of interstate war.  44   In 
this relatively stable climate, the national security doctrines of the leading 
states lack a clearly defi ned purpose. Nonetheless, the Brazilian military 
establishment intends to retain the capability to wage traditional wars. For, 
after observing how the current international environment has stabilized, the 
2002 Brazilian White Paper on defense argues: “But the country has not 
been entirely free of risks. Despite its status as a peaceful member of the 
international community, Brazil could be forced into externally generated 
confl icts which might threaten its patrimony and its vital interests.”  45   And 
the 2005 White Paper asserts that “the concept of security has been enlarged 
to include the fi elds of politics, military, economics, social, environmental 
and others. However, external defense remains the primary role of the armed 
forces in its interstate context.”  46   Thus, the White Papers offer rather tradi-
tionally oriented strategy guidelines to the Brazilian armed forces.  47

 In Argentina, the only South American country to participate in the 1991 
Gulf War coalition, the 2001 revision of the January 2000 White Book on 
defense remains cast in traditional interstate terms, although the primary 
threats it identifi es are farther afi eld, particularly in Asia and the Middle 
East.48   It does, however, acknowledge that



94 | globalization and the national security state

  [t]oday, internal tensions constitute the most important source of 
international confl icts. . . . An objective observation of the international 
scene allows one to note that the greatest threats to peace in the post-
Cold War era are unstable states rendered aggressive, regional wars, 
ethnic and religious confl icts, interstate confl icts or, more frequently, 
intrastate ones.  49

 In practical terms, Argentine doctrine has shifted away from fi ghting tradi-
tional interstate wars toward interoperability with alliance partners for peace-
keeping and other purposes. Thus, its 2000 defense White Paper vaguely 
states: “The main goal of our policy regarding the military is the moderniza-
tion and reorganization of the Armed Forces, adapting them to the new world 
requirements, including the redefi nition of military missions and the promo-
tion of jointness.”  50   It would be hard to classify this as a shift from interstate 
wars to low-intensity confl icts (LICs), though. 

 Further afi eld from the American war on terrorism, South American 
defense policies vary in their emphasis on counterterrorism and postindus-
trial warfare (proposition PS2). The 2005 Brazilian defense White Paper 
makes only a brief mention of terrorism, asserting that “[t]ransnational crim-
inal activities of various nature and international terrorism are threats to 
peace, security, and the democratic order.”  51   Overall, though, the document 
appears to be far more concerned with transnational organized crime and the 
drug trade than with counterterrorism.  52   In contrast, Argentina—which has 
a history of high-profi le terrorist attacks, particularly against its Jewish com-
munity—identifi es international terrorism and extremism as a key challenge 
for the armed forces.  53   Both countries, however, having been identifi ed by the 
United States as part of the high-risk “triborder region” with Paraguay 
(where Hamas and Hezbollah have fund-raising operations), and have signed 
the Inter-American Agreement on Terrorism under the auspices of the OAS 
to facilitate cooperation against terrorism throughout the Americas, although 
this does not mean they have internalized combating terrorism as a primary 
national security mission.  54   At best, then, we can conclude that there is only 
partial support for proposition PS2. 

 In contrast, there is very strong support in the region for proposition PS3 
(changing threats ). Indeed, given the remoteness of credible international 
threats to regional participants, their defi nition of national security has been 
broadened to address a wide range of nontraditional threats. Argentina’s 
2000 White Paper on national defense, for example, includes among its 
“main defense interests,” “[e]conomic and social growth, [s]cientifi c and 
technological development, [p]rotection of the Nation from the drug 
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 traffi cking [ sic ] and international terrorism, [r]enewable and non renewable 
[sic ] resources, [and] [e]nvironmental protection.”  55   Thus, a key mission of 
the Argentine military instrument is to assist “national and international 
efforts towards a better standard of living” and efforts at environmental 
 protection.  56   Its 2001 revision of this document states even more clearly that 
“[t]he strategic environment is also characterized by new threats to peace: 
drug traffi c, illegal and massive migrations, and environment degradation.”  57

 Among the greatest security threats identifi ed by the Brazilian govern-
ment is the vastness and small population of the Amazon region, which make 
it susceptible to drug traffi ckers, transnational criminal organizations, terror-
ists, and incursions by the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) 
and other subnational rebel groups.  58   Brazil’s 2002 defense White Paper 
charged the military with the task of interdicting the drug trade and opera-
tions in the Amazon to promote economic development and environmental 
protection.59   In addition, the 2005 document asserts both that “[t]he ques-
tion of the environment remains one of the greatest concerns for humanity,” 
and that “[t]he increasing exclusion of signifi cant portions of the world’s 
population from the processes of production and consumption and from the 
access to information constitutes a potential source of confl ict.”  60   Clearly, 
South American states have begun to “securitize” a host of nontraditional 
issue areas, in line with the globalization school’s hypotheses. 

 On the whole, then, the leading states of South America show some evi-
dence of a shift in the nature of threats they prioritize in the new security 
environment, but they appear to be somewhat more reluctant than western 
Europeans to refocus their national security apparatuses exclusively to meet 
these new challenges.  

    the strategies states pursue   

 The strategies used by the leading South American powers have also altered 
somewhat, but not nearly to the degree that Great Britain and France have 
changed their security architecture. 

 Without credible national security threats, the major states in South 
America have even less need for offensive doctrines in the contemporary era. 
Thus, in accordance with proposition PS4 ( defensive and deterrent doctrines ), 
Argentina’s primary defense goals are the preservation of the “[s]overeignty 
and independence of the Argentine Nation; [i]ts territorial integrity; [i]ts 
right to self-determination; [t]he protection of the life and freedom of its 
people.”61   Because these vital interests are currently not in jeopardy, 
Argentina’s international security policy largely consists of cooperation with 
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allies and the international community, prevention of WMD proliferation, 
and the pursuit of arms control.  62

 Because Brazil similarly faces no serious challenges to its traditional secu-
rity interests, Brazilian military doctrines summarize its defensive and deter-
rent nature as follows:

  The preventive source of our National Defense resides in the valuation 
of diplomacy as the fi rst instrument to solve confl icts and in a strategic 
position based on the existence of credible military capabilities apt to 
generate a deterrent effect. Furthermore, Brazil rejects wars of 
conquest.63

 Indeed, the chief mission of the Brazilian armed forces is to “react to aggres-
sion,” rather than to achieve proactive security objectives.  64   South American 
doctrines, at least the larger states in the region, then, have abandoned offense, 
as globalization scholars would predict. Nonetheless, the more restrained 
national security doctrines of states in this region may also be merely an arti-
fact of frequent military coups d  ’ etat , which may have encouraged civilian 
governments to restrain the military and curtail the possibility of the armed 
forces reasserting themselves domestically.  65

 South America offers limited evidence in support of proposition PS5 ( soft
balancing ). During the 1990s, most South American states adopted liberal 
economic ideas (following the Washington consensus), democratic modes of 
governance, and somewhat pro-U.S. foreign policies. However, this began to 
change during the early twenty-fi rst century as economic globalization and 
liberalization failed to bring the resources or policy frameworks to address 
the growing inequalities and absence of progress for the poorer sections of 
these countries. The Bush administration’s unilateralist policies increasingly 
began to face considerable opposition in many Latin American countries. 
Several of them, including Venezuela, Ecuador, Bolivia, Brazil, and Peru, 
elected left-leaning and populist political leaders who mounted strong oppo-
sition to U.S. economic and security policies in the region and beyond. 
Although much weaker than great power soft balancing efforts, these left-
leaning states have engaged in soft balancing toward the United States by 
forming coalitions with Cuba and engaging China as a lead investor in the 
region. Venezuela’s Hugo Chavez, especially, has taken several steps akin to 
soft balancing, particularly by forming anti-U.S. ententes with other Latin 
American states and offering counterpositions at the UN and other regional 
gatherings and institutions.  66   However, they have avoided the major arms 
buildups and formal alliances characteristic of hard balancing. 
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 The armed services in the Caribbean and Central and Latin America have 
maintained rather steady numbers during the past two decades, after increas-
ing briefl y during the late 1980s and early 1990s. In 1988, there were more 
than 1.3 million active servicepeople in the region. After rising to a high of 
more than 1.5 million the following year, this fi gure has settled back down 
to more than 1.3 million again in 2007.  67   This provides little support for 
proposition PS6 ( manpower ). 

 Furthermore, the South American experience departs from that of 
western Europe (and the globalization school’s expectations) in its defense 
spending (proposition PS7). Because its security climate was largely unaf-
fected by the collapse of the Soviet Union, it did not pare its defense 
expenditures in the 1990s. Instead, South America experienced a sizable 
increase in regional defense spending during the past fi fteen years. In 
1991, the region spent less than $14.7 billion on defense; by 2002, that 
fi gure rose to almost $27.4 billion, an increase of more than 86% in real 
terms, climbing a little further by 2006 to $29.1 billion (all fi gures in 
2005 constant U.S. dollars). This represents a drastic increase, rather than 
the sharp downward trend predicted by globalization scholars or that ini-
tially exhibited by the western Europeans, who reduced spending by 9% 
in real terms during the same period. Moreover, during this period, some 
leading regional players (including Brazil, Chile, and Colombia) increased 
their investment in defense substantially. Most striking, the Brazilian 
defense budget ballooned from less than $5.9 billion in 1991 to just less 
than $15.4 billion in 2002—an increase of 161%—before settling back to 
$13.4 billion in 2006.  68   

 Conversely, in accordance with proposition PS8, the leading states of the 
region have shifted a good portion of their national security apparatus to 
policing roles, as opposed to traditional war fi ghting. Indeed, Brazil’s new 
security dilemma—trying to justify the military establishment’s existence in 
a stable region—has led the military to redefi ne itself as a police apparatus. 
Thus, according to the 2002 defense white paper, Brazil uses its military 
forces primarily to combat drug traffi cking, to participate in international 
peacekeeping forces, and to provide public security to its larger cities, par-
ticularly Rio de Janeiro.  69   Interestingly, the 2005 document recognizes the 
role of the armed forces “as guarantor of law and order,” but declines to spec-
ify exactly how it is to perform this role, because that “is regulated by sepa-
rate legislation.”  70   It highlights the centrality of this role, however, in sparsely 
populated areas—especially in the Amazon region, where narcotics traffi ck-
ing, transnational crime, and other activities detrimental to the state thrive. 
Thus, “[t]he presence of the state, and primarily of the armed forces, along 
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our borders, is a necessary condition for the achievement of our stabilization 
and development objectives in the Amazon.”  71

 Although the Argentine military doctrine prioritizes traditional defense, 
it acknowledges that “[t]he armed forces of the Republic of Argentina, like 
others in the world, play an important role in supporting other state agencies 
in charge of the operational aspect of the fi ght against illegal activities.”  72

Specifi cally, the armed forces are tasked with participation in three kinds of 
policing missions: “[o]perations in support of the Security and Police Forces 
in interior security operations, . . . [o]perations destined to preserve units or 
infrastructures of the armed forces and to re-establish order, . . . [o]perations 
destined to re-establish interior security when facing extreme situations in 
which the Security Forces are insuffi cient to restore the State of Law.”  73

Clearly, policing-type activities are making up an increasing proportion of 
their national security missions. 

 The strategies South American states are pursuing in the contemporary 
era, therefore, provide some support for the globalization school, but equally 
offer some challenges. Although these states have abandoned offensive doc-
trines and have embraced policing missions as part of their security agenda, 
they have simultaneously doubled regional defense spending and have not 
reduced military manpower.  

    the monopoly of the state as a security provider   

 Nor does the region show clear evidence of shifting the locus of security out-
side the state. Indeed, the leading regional powers in South America provide 
only weak support for PS9 ( nonstate actors ). Neither Argentina nor Brazil 
made any reference to outsourcing or relying on private security organiza-
tions in their military doctrines.  74   Nonetheless, some states in the region, 
including Brazil, participate in the American-led Andean Regional Initiative, 
which relies on private security companies together with U.S. troops to pro-
vide security and stop the drug trade.  75   NGOs have also garnered little atten-
tion within South American defense planning. The Brazilian White Paper, 
for example, makes no mention of NGOs. The January 2000 Argentine 
White Paper discusses cooperation between the armed forces and environ-
mental NGOs, but does not foresee a role for humanitarian and other NGOs 
as providers of national security.  76   It would appear, therefore, that nonstate 
actors have not yet become meaningful partners in the provision of security. 

 Leading South American states have, though, embraced the emerging 
regional security institutions (proposition PS10) as a means of stabilizing 
their security environments. According to its January 2000 defense White 
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Paper, Argentina’s defense establishment regards several regional initiatives 
and institutions as critical for maintaining regional stability.  77   The fi rst is the 
OAS, “the region’s premier forum for multilateral dialogue and concerted 
action,” whose mission is “to promote good governance, strengthen human 
rights, foster peace and security, expand trade, and address the complex prob-
lems caused by poverty, drugs and corruption.”  78   Two other initiatives—the 
Contadora Process for Central American security and the larger Rio Group 
that grew out of it to resolve Latin American crises more broadly—with their 
dispute resolution and peacekeeping mechanisms were also deemed impor-
tant security-providing mechanisms. In addition, the 2000 Argentine White 
Paper views the enlargement of the Mercosur as “an element of stability” and 
“an important tool to face the new global challenges.”  79   The 2001 White 
Paper update directly credits these organizations with stabilizing South 
American security and emphasizes their centrality to the Argentine national 
security strategy.  80

 Brazil similarly views the region’s nascent institutions as useful develop-
ments for Brazilian national security. The 2005 defense White Paper notes 
with satisfaction:

  Among the processes that help reduce the possibility of confl icts in 
our strategic environment, there are some that stand out: the integra-
tion process through Mercosur, the Andean Community of Nations, 
and the South American Community of Nations; the close relation-
ship between the Amazonian countries through the Amazon 
Cooperation Treaty Organization; the intensifi cation of our coopera-
tion and commerce with African countries, facilitated by ethnic and 
cultural bonds; and the consolidation of the Zone of Peace and 
Cooperation of the South Atlantic.  81

 Therefore, the document continues, “As a consequence of its geopolitical 
position, it is important for Brazil that it deepens the regional integration 
process of South America, which should be extended, of course, to the area of 
regional defense and security.”  82

 Another relevant regional security-related institution not mentioned in 
the defense white papers, but of critical importance for managing regional 
competition is the Argentine–Brazilian Agency for Accounting and Control 
of Nuclear Materials (ABACC), which monitors their civilian nuclear activi-
ties. ABACC was the institutional means by which the two states abandoned 
their nuclear pursuits in the 1990s.  83   Thus, although the region’s institutions 
are not as well developed or entrenched as those in Europe, the major actors 
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in the region are increasingly looking to multilateral mechanisms as a means 
of providing greater security in the future. 

 Overall, then, South America does provide support for the globalization 
hypotheses, but to a much more limited degree than western Europe. 
Certainly, South American states have reorganized the national security 
apparatus to respond to new threats, have adopted primarily defensive doc-
trines, are increasingly conducting policing-type operations with their 
armed forces, and have embraced multilateral security-providing institu-
tions as partners in the pursuit of security. Yet, their doctrines have not fully 
moved from interstate war fi ghting to LICs, and not all key regional players 
have embraced postindustrial warfare or nonstate actors as key components 
of their national security strategies. Moreover, the region has actually 
increased both its defense spending and its military manpower during the 
past decade, which fl ies in the face of the globalization hypotheses. In the 
next section, we will consider one fi nal region of broad-based stability, 
Southeast Asia, to determine whether there are any generalizable patterns 
across the stable regions.   

    Southeast Asia   

 The relatively stable region of Southeast Asia offers another good testing 
ground for the globalization school’s propositions on national security. The 
states in the region have, in general, embraced economic globalization and an 
institutional mode of cooperation, although many of them remain nondemo-
cratic or quasi-democratic polities. If globalization has any major effect on 
national security policies, this is perhaps one of the most likely regions where 
such an impact could be manifested. Southeast Asia contains ten states, with 
varying degrees of economic and political development. The region took the 
institutional path in 1967 with the founding of the Association of South-
East Asian Nations (ASEAN), which included six initial members: Brunei, 
Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand. By 1999, it 
was expanded to include all states in the region, with the addition of 
Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, and Vietnam. 

 Because Southeast Asia does not yet constitute a pluralistic security com-
munity and, with its mix of dictatorships and quasi democracies, is unlikely 
to do so for the foreseeable future, it is, perhaps, the least stable of the three 
stable regions explored in this chapter. Therefore, it will allow us to deter-
mine whether the convergence of western Europe with the globalization 
propositions is merely an artifact of the nature of political community in the 
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region, or whether the greater divergence of Latin American experiences from 
the propositions is merely an aberration. 

    the nature of threats   

 Regarding proposition PS1 ( changing nature of wars ), Southeast Asian states 
have not engaged in interstate wars since the more than a decade-long 
Vietnamese intervention in Cambodia ended in 1991. What is remarkable 
about this absence of wars is that Southeast Asia had been the theater of one 
of the major confl icts during the post-World War II era: the Vietnam War. 
Later on, it witnessed a war between China and Vietnam (1979) and a mili-
tary intervention by Vietnam in its neighboring country, Cambodia (1978–
1991). Moreover, the region had witnessed periodic crises over the Philippine 
claims to Malaysia’s Sabah region, the confrontation between Indonesia and 
Malaysia in the 1960s, and the occasional discord between Malaysia and 
Singapore.84   Since the founding of ASEAN in 1967, however, there have 
been no major interstate wars or military crises among the organization’s 
original founding members. New members—Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, and 
Myanmar—have also not waged any interstate wars after they joined ASEAN 
in 1989, although in 2001–2002, Thailand and Myanmar engaged in lim-
ited military clashes over the control of border posts.  85

 Southeast Asian nations have attempted to solve their remaining territo-
rial disputes through diplomacy. For instance, they have resorted to multilat-
eral dialogue mechanisms to resolve their disputes over islands in the South 
China Sea, especially over the Spratly Islands with China.  86   Vietnam and 
China have improved their relations after settling the border dispute and 
have made limited progress on joint exploration of oil and natural gas in the 
Gulf of Tonkin.  87   However, the region is likely to be affected by the possible 
competition arising from the rise of China and India as well as the maritime 
policies of regional states and great powers that seem increasingly focused on 
balance-of-power politics, an uninterrupted oil supply, and challenges such 
as piracy. ASEAN states may also increase their maritime buildup as a result 
of the great power naval competition in the region.  88

 Although ASEAN nations have avoided interstate military confl ict dur-
ing the past fi fteen years, and (as we shall see later) some face separatist insur-
gencies, it is not clear that they have shifted their strategic attention solely to 
LICs. Nonetheless, the complete absence of interstate warfare in the region 
during the globalization era and the adoption of defensive doctrines by them 
(a theme we discuss later) lead us to conclude that proposition PS1 is consis-
tent with events in Southeast Asia. 
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 Proposition PS2 ( postindustrial warfare ) does bear considerable evidence in 
Southeast Asia. States in the region have been confronting wars fought by 
ethnic separatists groups (e.g., Aceh separatists in Indonesia, Mindanao reb-
els in the Philippines, Muslim rebels in Southern Thailand, and the Karin 
resistance group in Myanmar, among several others) who are dissatisfi ed with 
their lack of political autonomy and economic opportunities.  89   The insur-
gency by the minority Muslim community in southern Thailand has been 
especially bloody, notably since 2004. Nearly 1,900 people have died in the 
clashes with insurgents in three southern Thai provinces, and the struggle 
shows no signs of abating in 2007.  90

 The region has also seen a proliferation of transnational terrorist networks 
that have been particularly active in Muslim-majority states, such as Indonesia 
and Malaysia, and Muslim-minority states, including Thailand and the 
Philippines. In Indonesia, these threats have manifested in several high-pro-
fi le suicide bombings of foreign tourist centers and hotels such as the 2002 
bombings in Bali and Jakarta. al Qaeda has established training facilities in 
the region and has been actively recruiting locally for its global war.  91   It has 
also found receptive audiences in many of the internal insurgent groups. The 
groups that al Qaeda has supported include the Moro Islamic Liberation 
Front and the Abu Sayyaf Group in the Philippines, the Lashkar Jundullah in 
Indonesia, the Kumpulan militants in Malaysia, Jemmah Salafi yah in 
Thailand, the Arakan Rohingya National Organization and the Rohingya 
Solidarity Organization in Myanmar, and, most prominent, the Jemaah 
Islamiah, which wants to establish an Islamist state in Indonesia.  92

 Regional states have responded both individually and collectively to these 
new security threats. However, their individual responses to the terrorist 
challenge have been uneven, varying according to state capacity. Singapore 
and Malaysia, states with high capacity, have taken decisive independent 
steps. Notably, Singapore has increased its security standards in the areas of 
maritime, land, and air transport; improved its border control and infrastruc-
ture protection; established new agencies, such as the Home Front Security 
Offi ce and the Joint Counter-Terrorism Center to combat terrorism; and rein-
vigorated its National Security Secretariat.  93   Lower down the state capacity 
ladder, the Philippines and Thailand have made some efforts, but have not 
addressed the threat in a systematic manner. They have, though, stepped up 
their cooperation with the United States in the antiterrorism campaign, and 
Manila allowed the stationing of U.S. troops on its soil for counterterrorism 
operations and training.  94   Finally, the Indonesian state has been unable to 
forge an effective counterterrorism strategy, largely because it lacks suffi cient 
resources to face the large problem it encounters.  95   Nonetheless, Jakarta, too, 
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cooperates with the U.S. war on terrorism and, despite constraints, by mid 
2007, it seemed to have made some major strides against terrorism, espe-
cially by arresting leaders of the Jemaah Islamiah, although smaller splinter 
groups have taken their place.  96   It is clear, however, that the challenge of 
postindustrial warfare has become a central problem for many of the states in 
the region. 

 National security threats indeed seem to be changing, in line with propo-
sition PS3 ( changing threats ). In this region, new and old threats have become 
somewhat enmeshed, whereas the former have assumed more prominence 
during the era of globalization that we address. These threats include high 
levels of economic disparities (despite impressive annual growth rates), eco-
logical disasters, demographic challenges (especially posed by refugees and 
internally displaced persons), ethnic and religious confl icts, trading in illegal 
drugs, traffi cking in human beings (especially women and children), com-
municable diseases such as HIV/AIDS, pandemic diseases such as SARS and 
avian fl u, energy security, piracy on Southeast Asian waters (especially the 
Straits of Malacca), and cyber crime (such as fi nancial fraud and cyber terror-
ism).97   We will consider each of these challenges briefl y, before turning to 
national doctrines to demonstrate that these problems are viewed as security 
threats by states in the region. 

 Environmental problems generated by fast economic changes and the 
depletion of natural resources, especially forests, water, and fi sheries stocks, 
have been quite salient in the region. The forest fi res in Indonesia’s Sumatra 
islands in 1997, in particular, plunged the whole region in a smoke-induced 
haze, making breathing diffi cult for millions of people for weeks. Similar 
problems have recurred in subsequent years as a result of Indonesian farmers 
clearing their lands annually for agriculture, a practice that Jakarta has not 
been able to stop.  98

 Refugees, both economic and victims of ethnic violence, have been a 
recurring problem for the region. These migrations occur as a result of the 
uneven development of states in the region as well as internal violence caused 
by ethnic confl icts and state policies. Indonesian and Philippine workers and 
refugees in Malaysia, and Cambodian and Myanmar refugees in Thailand 
have often generated tensions within and among states.  99

 The Asian fi nancial crisis in 1997–1998 showed how intensely the region 
is interdependent as plummeting currency values in one country began to 
spread to others rapidly. The decline has since reversed, but the region’s sus-
ceptibility to global economic forces was revealed during this crisis.  100

 The rapid economic growth of China and the increasing maritime trade 
via the Straits of Malacca have led to piracy, which many ASEAN states now 
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view as a threat to national security. Singapore has taken the lead in combat-
ing the menace of piracy with the help of other regional states as well as 
Japan, the United States, and India.  101

 That the states of the region are increasingly treating these challenges as 
security matters is evident in concerted efforts to address these issues within 
ASEAN, as evidenced by the ASEAN Vision 2020 statement and the Hanoi 
Action Plan.  102   However, ASEAN states are far from undertaking the con-
certed collective efforts needed to face these challenges, which are increas-
ingly manifold as a result of globalization and the uneven economic 
development of member states. 

 Individual states now emphasize internal and nontraditional security 
threats in their threat assessments. Although Indonesia emphasized “the pri-
macy of domestic security by solving internal sources of security threats such 
as Communist insurgency, ethnic tensions, economic malaise, and social divi-
sions within its far-fl ung archipelago,” the “Malaysian concept of comprehen-
sive security emphasized non-military sources of security threats,” which are 
seen as “inseparable from political stability, economic success and social har-
mony.”  103   Indonesia’s fi rst defense white paper, issued in 1997, talked about 
globalization, which it suggests has made “domestic and external affairs 
almost inseparable.” The military, however, considers internal security 
threats, including extremists from the Communists and Islamic fundamen-
talists, as paramount and it fears that globalization might foster individual-
ism and unglue national unity.  104   The 2003 Indonesian defense white paper, 
however, after acknowledging several nontraditional security threats, still 
lists the main role of the Indonesian armed forces as national defense, main-
tenance of sovereignty and unity of regions, carrying out military operations 
other than war, and participation in regional and international peacekeep-
ing.105   It does, though, identify nontraditional security challenges relevant to 
Southeast Asia, including terrorism, human and weapons smuggling, drug 
traffi cking, money laundering, illegal immigration, environmental destruc-
tion, deforestation, and water security.  106   Its national security policy gives 
considerable importance to these issues, but full success is not expected any 
time soon.  107

 Cambodia’s 2000 defense white paper listed several nontraditional chal-
lenges to the country, including economic threats, demographic threats 
(including HIV/AIDS), geographical threats (such as maritime border pro-
tection), and environmental threats.  108   Thailand’s military doctrine assumes 
that “potential confl icts or threats seem to be more internal, non-military 
threats that stem from economic, social or environmental problems. There 
are no major threats from our immediate external environment.”  109   Therefore, 
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Thailand bases its national defense on a “Total Defense Concept,” with two 
components: “national development, which aims at strengthening internal 
security and focuses on the development of border areas and the well-being of 
citizens,” together with broader involvement in national defense “among 
regular forces, local forces and citizen soldiers.”  110   Furthermore, in May 2001, 
the Thai government declared that drugs pose a “threat to national security” 
and it engaged in military operations for the eradication of the drug trade, 
which led to border clashes with Myanmar forces.  111   Finally, in its foreign 
policy statement of October 2004, Vietnam described its efforts with other 
countries and international institutions “to address common challenges such 
as epidemics, poverty, transnational crimes, environmental pollution, and 
drug traffi cking.”  112   Clearly, the states of the region have begun to pay more 
attention to nontraditional security concerns. 

 Thus, the nature of threats addressed by Southeast Asian nations bears 
testimony to the globalization hypotheses presented in  chapter 1 . Although 
they increasingly talk about it, we cannot be certain, however, to what extent 
states in the region have made these nontraditional threats priorities for their 
national security establishments. Despite statements in policy blueprints 
about Southeast Asian security in terms of its wider dimensions, including 
human security, it would be diffi cult to endorse William Tow’s assertion that 
ASEAN states have “embraced socially constructed concepts that refl ect 
greater orientation towards the welfare of the individual.”  113   Nonetheless, it 
is fair to conclude that the security agenda has broadened considerably in the 
region.

    the strategies states pursue   

 With regard to the strategies states in the region are pursuing to counter 
these threats, the record is mixed. Certainly, there is evidence that almost 
all Southeast Asian states have abandoned offensive doctrines and are 
increasingly pursuing defensive and deterrent doctrines in accordance with 
PS4 ( defensive and deterrent doctrines ). The most comprehensive approach to 
defense has been by Singapore. The concept of “Total Defense,” which it 
adopted in 1984, has been upgraded to include a number of traditional and 
nontraditional threats and the strategies to confront them. The doctrine 
asserts that “warfare has changed” in the new century as “wars are no longer 
limited to the battlefi eld. Instead potential aggressors can strike in less 
obvious, non-military ways. . . . Total Defense is divided into fi ve aspects—
Military Defense, Civil Defense, Economic Defense, Social Defense, and 
Psychological Defense.”  114   Thailand also relies on a Total Defense concept 
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and calls its strategy, “defensive,” as does Cambodia.  115   Indonesia maintains 
“a doctrine of national defense called Total People’s Defense, based on expe-
riences during the struggle for independence.” According to this doctrine, 
Indonesian forces would wage territorial guerilla warfare with the support 
of the population to repel an enemy state attack.  116   It is defi nitely a defen-
sive and internally focused doctrine. Malaysia relies on a “defensive defense 
posture,” while emphasizing “deterrence” and “total defence.”  117   Vietnamese 
offi cials stated that during the 1990s, Vietnam eschewed offense, pinning 
its national security goals on developing “as many friends as possible, as 
close relations as possible with outside world [ sic ], and more international 
relations and international trade,” similar to China’s approach.  118   Thus, 
regional states appear to be casting their national security policies in terms 
of defense and deterrence, as globalization theorists would expect. 

 Regarding proposition PS5 ( soft balancing ), the evidence is mixed. 
Southeast Asian states use a combination of institutional balancing, “band-
wagoning,” and alliances to achieve security goals. In particular, they have 
increasingly used institutional mechanisms for binding great powers that 
can potentially upset the regional security architecture, especially China. 
Although the ASEAN states do not see any near-term Chinese threat of 
direct attack, they have expressed concern over future confl ict and the 
need to balance against China using soft approaches such as institutional 
binding. Allan Whiting, who held interviews in six ASEAN countries—
Indonesia, Singapore, Malaysia, Thailand, the Philippines, and Vietnam—
contends that all these states view ASEAN as a source of soft balancing of 
Beijing in the near term.  119   They also view the United States, which 
remains the most powerful actor in the region, as the potential “balancer” 
of China, although they have used the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) 
dialogue to prevent great power rivalry and intense balance-of-power poli-
tics in the region. 

 The Southeast Asian states also have used ASEAN and other institutional 
forums such as APEC to reduce the threat of great power military involve-
ment. Moreover, they have manipulated the rivalries of one regional power 
against the other (e.g., China and India) to prevent a future hegemony by 
either of the two rising powers of Asia. Some states in the region, such as 
Singapore, Thailand, and the Philippines, have also been actively aligning 
with the United States, especially in counterterrorism operations since the 
September 11 attacks, as a form of hard balancing in an effort to keep regional 
challengers in check.  120   Overall, however, we cannot conclusively say that 
states in the region pursue one single approach—hard balancing, soft balanc-
ing, or institutional balancing—to secure themselves. It seems they have 
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adopted a combination of strategies, going from one end of the spectrum to 
the other, but not actively embracing a single approach.  121

 Furthermore, the region has reduced its military manpower during the 
past two decades, in accordance with proposition PS6. In 1990, the region 
fi elded more than 2.3 million people in active service. This fi gure rose some-
what in 1991, before dropping to less than 1.8 million in 1994. This fi gure 
rose again to more than 2 million in 2003, but it has since settled back at 
around 1.9 million, where it was in 2007. Different regional players, how-
ever, have been following divergent trends. Indonesia, for example, has 
steadily grown its armed forces from 283,000 in 1990 to 302,000 in 2007. 
Thailand followed a similar pattern, whereas Vietnam cut its standing army 
considerably from more than 1 million in 1990 to 455,000 in 2007. On the 
whole, though, there is evidence that military manpower is decreasing in 
the region. 

 The region offers no support, though, for proposition PS7 ( defense spend-
ing ). Defense spending by ASEAN member states has almost doubled in real 
terms (adjusted for infl ation) from an estimated $8.6 billion in 1988 to more 
than $15.8 billion in 2006 (all fi gures in 2005 constant U.S. dollars).  122   Most 
of the leading states in the region followed this pattern. Notably, Singapore 
more than tripled its defense budget during this period from less than $1.9 
billion in 1988 to more than $5.8 billion in 2006, Indonesia increased from 
less than $1.9 billion to almost $3.7 billion, and Malaysia had a threefold 
increase from less than $1 billion to almost $3 billion. Thailand was the only 
real outlier, increasing from more than $2.1 billion in 1988 to a high of more 
than $3.2 billion in 1996, before dropping again to less than $2 billion in 
2000, a fi gure it has hovered around ever since. 

 The increase in defense spending was not prompted by fears of interstate 
war, but was in part the result of modernizing outdated weapon systems, and 
the regional states’ participation in the U.S.-led war on terrorism after 
September 11, 2001. The strategic rationale, such as maritime defense, con-
fl ict over the Spratly Islands, and internal political dynamics involving the 
armed forces also seem to be affecting defense spending.  123   It is clear, though, 
that globalization has not caused states to scale back their militaries. 

 Proposition PS8 ( shift from war fi ghting to policing ) does seem to be appli-
cable to the region. Most of the militaries in the region prepare for waging 
internal battles as opposed to external wars. When confronting insurgent 
groups, their behavior is akin to strong-armed police forces, although they 
may not be the best prepared for such roles. The Philippine army and the 
Thai army, in particular, have been very active in suppressing rebel groups 
fi ghting for autonomy. Indeed, Singapore’s army may be the only one in the 
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region actively preparing primarily for interstate war, rather than domestic 
insurgency. 

 On balance, then, Southeast Asian states pursue a mix of security strate-
gies in the contemporary era, some corresponding to the globalization school’s 
expectations and others not. They have clearly rejected offensive doctrines, 
cut back on manpower-based militaries, and have reduced their emphasis on 
military-based strategies. Nonetheless, their military spending has ballooned, 
and they use both traditional hard balancing and soft balancing approaches 
to the regional great power.  

    the monopoly of the state as a security provider   

 Despite the presence of institutional mechanisms for regional order and sta-
bility, states remain the chief security providers in the region. Indeed, the 
role of nonstate actors as security managers (PS9) seems rather limited in 
Southeast Asia. The states in the region, like other developing states, are still 
very sensitive about issues relating to sovereignty and defense policy. Indeed, 
the power of the Westphalian sovereignty norm was strongly evident in the 
fact that even ASEAN meetings, which as we shall see were quite important 
to regional actors, for a long time refused to discuss security issues in defer-
ence to the institution’s norm of noninterference in each others’ internal 
affairs. This may well be a result of the fact that the states in the region are 
fairly new and are concerned about losing their autonomy, similar to other 
developing countries. For this reason, not surprisingly, NGOs are typically 
not utilized in the provision of security within the region. According to 
Dent, security policy in most of these states “is still a highly secretive matter 
in which non-governmental actors—or even civilian politicians in some 
cases—are allowed no signifi cant role.”  124

 However, NGOs in general are credited with advancing nontraditional 
security issues in different countries, especially Indonesia, Malaysia, the 
Philippines, and Thailand.  125   Some NGO groups such as the ASEAN 
People’s Assembly, the ASEAN Institute of Strategic and International 
Studies, and the Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia–Pacifi c 
(CSCAP) have engaged in Track-2 (nonoffi cial-level) diplomacy and have 
made partial inroads in broadening the security discourse to include nontra-
ditional items, especially human security issues.  126   A network known as 
Peace, Disarmament, and Symbiosis in the Asia Pacifi c has organized confer-
ences on human security issues, and the People’s Forum held parallel confer-
ences with the APEC summits. The ASEAN People’s Assembly is yet 
another group campaigning for a more human-centered regional security 
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agenda.127   It is diffi cult to say how much infl uence these groups have on 
state policies. Moreover, as Brian Job states, “security issues considered in 
Track-2 forums continue to be defi ned largely by states. The various ele-
ments of comprehensive security beyond traditional military threats have 
gained a place on the agenda, but internal security matters have been kept 
off the table.”  128   Thus, NGOs are attempting to infl uence the ideas underly-
ing security dialogue in the region, but they have not been treated as part-
ners in the performance of security tasks. 

 Private security providers have not been that active in individual coun-
tries of the region. However, one area where they have become prominent 
players for more than a decade is the fi ght against piracy in Southeast Asian 
waters, especially in the Malacca and Singapore straits. They have been per-
forming services such as risk assessment and consulting, training of crews 
and military personnel, supply of armed guards for ships and ports, crisis 
response, investigation and recovery of hijacked vessels, rescue of crew mem-
bers, and protection of fi shermen against attacks by pirates.  129   Other than in 
the area of antipiracy operations, security remains a very state-centric issue, 
and the roles of private security organizations and nongovernmental agencies 
are marginal or nonexistent. 

 There is evidence that Southeast Asian states are increasingly utilizing 
regional security institutions to provide for their security (proposition PS10). 
The security institutions of Southeast Asia are manifold and well institution-
alized. ASEAN has been the main institutional forum for the region for more 
than three decades. Initially ASEAN shied away from security issues, leaving 
them to bilateral frameworks. However, during the 1990s, ASEAN began to 
consider security issues in a limited fashion. It was not until May 2006, 
though, that ASEAN defense ministers met for the fi rst time in a formal set-
ting and launched an annual meeting with the intent of creating conditions 
for an ASEAN Security Community.  130

 This security community idea emerged in December 1997, when ASEAN 
leaders adopted ASEAN Vision 2020. Its avowed purpose is to create a “con-
cert of Southeast Asian nations, outward looking, living in peace, stability 
and prosperity, bonded together in partnership in dynamic development 
and in a community of caring societies.”  131   The concert includes, among 
other things, Southeast Asia as a Zone of Peace, Freedom and Neutrality; 
territorial disputes resolved by peaceful means; a region free from nuclear 
weapons where all nuclear states adhere to the protocols of the Southeast 
Asia Nuclear Weapon Free-Zone; and the ARF as an established means of 
confi dence building.  132   At their Bali Summit in October 2003, ASEAN 
leaders signed the ASEAN Concord II, with the explicit aim of building an 
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ASEAN Security Community.  133   This initiative however, remains a long-
term project. 

 ASEAN states formed the ARF in 1994, with a membership of all ASEAN 
member states, Australia, Canada, China, the EU, India, Japan, the Democratic 
Republic of Korea, the Republic of Korea, Mongolia, New Zealand, Pakistan, 
Papua New Guinea, the Russian Federation, and the United States. The ARF 
has emerged as a major venue to discuss regional security issues such as the 
relationship among the major powers, nonproliferation, counterterrorism, 
transnational crime, and confl ict in the South China Sea and the Korean 
Peninsula. The ARF annual meetings have offered an important venue for the 
states to engage their neighbors and major power actors diplomatically, espe-
cially the rising China. As an institution, it has been reasonably successful in 
the areas of confi dence building and the exchange of information on military 
doctrines, arms acquisitions, and military exercises. In recent years, it has 
especially focused on the prevention of terrorism and intelligence sharing 
among member states.  134   However, “progress towards preventive diplomacy 
and the development of mechanisms for confl ict resolution have so far been 
hampered by fears that they would open the fl oodgates for intervention into 
members’ internal affairs.”  135

 ASEAN responses to security challenges have been mostly in organizing 
meetings at the ministerial and offi cial levels to exchange views and coordi-
nate policy responses. The institution’s approach to infectious diseases has 
been to promote openness and transparency, whereas, for terrorism, it has 
promoted the “sharing of intelligence.” ASEAN has also promoted maritime 
security initiatives like joint patrols and contingency planning. “All these 
efforts are in an early and tentative stage with concrete results as yet 
uncertain.”136

 Regional states accord high value to their ASEAN participation. For 
instance, Malaysia’s foreign policy overview states: “Malaysia believes that 
the existence of ASEAN has encouraged patterns of behavior that reduce 
risks to security by enhancing bilateral relations as well as fostering habits of 
open dialogue on political and security matters including establishing confi -
dence building measures,” and that “a strong and successful ASEAN is not 
only an economic necessity but also a strategic imperative.”  137   The Philippines 
has placed among its national foreign and security goals the “enhancement of 
national security through bilateral, regional and multilateral institutions”; 
and the “[u]tilization of development diplomacy to attain economic secu-
rity.” It further asserted that “[t]he Asia–Pacifi c region faces challenges that 
may only be surmounted through collective efforts. The security of the region 
can thus be effectively addressed through cohesive, dynamic and viable 
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 cooperation by the member countries in major regional and international 
groupings such as ASEAN, ARF, APEC and ASEM [Asia-Europe Meeting].”  138

Similarly, Laos has pledged to

  expand its relations and cooperation with the international commu-
nity as well as contribute actively to the regional integration, particu-
larly the integration of ASEAN member countries with the aim of 
enhancing the role of the Lao PDR [People’s Democratic Republic’s] 
as an effi cient partner of the countries in Southeast Asia and other 
regions in the world.  139

 In contrast, though, the Malaysian security doctrine provides only limited 
scope for regional security institutions, stating “[e] ven though it recognizes 
the importance of regional cooperation and external assistance, Malaysia 
believes that self-reliance should continue to be the cornerstone of its 
defence.”140

 Some argue that Southeast Asia is starting to emerge as a limited or sec-
ond-tier security community with interstate war becoming unthinkable 
among states in the region.  141   They argue that the “ASEAN way” of coopera-
tion, based on limited institutional engagement, has helped change state 
behavior through “socialization inside international institutions,” and “per-
suasion” as well as by providing “modes of behavior,” through “habits of 
cooperation.”142   However, as newly emerging states in the region have been 
extremely sensitive to the norms of sovereignty and nonintervention in each 
other’s internal affairs, they are reluctant to allow ASEAN too much author-
ity over regional security.  143   Instead, the “ASEAN way” comprises less of a 
proactive regional security provider than a sociocultural norm complex of 
sovereignty, the nonuse of force, and the peaceful settlement of disputes 
founded on “informality,” “consultations,” and “consensus,” rather than a 
supranational security architecture.  144   These nonintervention principles 
include refraining from criticizing the actions of governments toward their 
own people, and denying recognition and sanctuary to groups that seek to 
overthrow a neighboring state’s government. However, ASEAN governments 
are encouraged to support member state policies against subversive groups.  145

This nonintervention principle may be one of the reasons why the Southeast 
Asian states (unlike in South Asia or the Middle East) have avoided interstate 
violence, but continued with high levels of internal violence. The absence of 
institutionalized restraints on internal repression based on regionwide demo-
cratic norms is also the reason why ASEAN has yet to form a proper plural-
istic security community similar to the EU. 



112 | globalization and the national security state

 To sum up, then, although ASEAN and its associated institutions is 
viewed by most regional actors as a central component of regional security, 
member states fi ercely resist its encroachment into areas of sovereign state 
authority in the security area. 

 The Southeast Asian region provides reasonable evidence in support of 
many of the propositions advanced in  chapter 1 . In particular, it has devel-
oped strong, but limited, multilateral regional institutions to achieve national 
security goals and has changed its security focus to address a host of nontra-
ditional security challenges. However, it also exhibits some of the traditional 
security characteristics, in terms of deep concerns for state sovereignty and 
the nonintervention principle, and increased levels of military spending. In 
addition, regional institutions have been built with the intention of not 
replacing traditional instruments such as the balance of power or American 
preponderance, but as supplements to these frameworks. Two scholars of the 
region thus contend that, in Southeast Asia, both “balancing mechanics and 
regional community dynamics will coexist (as is already happening), at times 
comfortably and other times, not.”  146

    Conclusion   

 As we would have expected, the experience of the leading powers in stable 
regions since 1990 has been more consistent with many of the globalization 
school’s hypotheses on security than that of the major powers. In particular, 
as Table 4.1 indicates, our analysis has confi rmed a greater integration of 
regional security institutions into national security plans, greater priority 
given to nontraditional threats, and the complete abandonment of offensive 
doctrines. These states also share the major powers’ newfound focus on com-
bating terrorism and developing an internal policing dimension to their 
national security establishments. 

 Nonetheless, even among these stable regions, a number of the globaliza-
tion propositions are fl atly contradicted. Of note, although the western 
European states initially reduced both defense spending and military man-
power, that trend has been largely reversed in recent years, whereas South 
America and Southeast Asia have actually increased regional expenditures 
during the period under investigation. In addition, we have found no evi-
dence that the leading states in these regions have begun to offl oad important 
national security tasks to NGOs or private security corporations. Finally, 
despite the development of important multilateral security institutions in 
these regions, it is clear that states in these regions still value sovereignty and 



  Propositions  Western Europe  South America  Southeast Asia  Overall  

   PS1:  shift to 
low-intensity confl icts 

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

 No trend  

   PS2:  shift to 
postindustrial warfare 

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Partially consistent 
with proposition 

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Largely consistent 
with proposition  

   P3:  face new threats  Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

   P4:  defensive doctrines  Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

   P5:  soft balancing  Partially consistent 
with proposition 

 Partially consistent 
with proposition 

 Partially consistent 
with proposition 

 Partially consistent 
with proposition  

   P6:  less manpower  Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Partially consistent 
with proposition  

   P7:  lower defense 
budgets

 Partially consistent 
with proposition 

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

   P8:  shift to policing 
actions

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Partially consistent 
with proposition 

 Largely consistent 
with proposition  

   P9:  privatize to nonstate 
actors

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

   P10:  pursue security 
through regional 
institutions

 Partially consistent 
with proposition 

 Partially consistent 
with proposition 

 Partially consistent 
with proposition 

 Partially consistent 
with proposition  

     table 4.1  Stable Regions and Propositions Regarding Globalization      

 Dark shading indicates propositions that are largely consistent with evidence. Light shading indicates propositions that are somewhat consistent 
with evidence. Propositions that are largely inconsistent with evidence are unshaded. 
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independence of action, and are prepared to depart from institutional policies 
when it suits them. Thus, these states continue to pursue rather tradi-
tional security strategies and retain strong national roles in the pursuit of 
security, despite shifting their focus to new types of threats that have been 
“securitized.”

 Overall, then, the experience of the stable regions provides less support 
for the globalization and security argument than we would have expected. 
The role of the state as a security provider in these regions may recede further 
in the future, as regional security institutions entrench themselves and con-
tinue to reduce traditional security concerns. To this point, however, if even 
these states, which face the least intense security dilemmas, have not altered 
their national security apparatuses drastically in response to the challenge of 
globalization, we must conclude that a state-centric, interstate war-oriented 
security architecture remains strong. In the next chapter we shift our focus to 
security behavior in regions of enduring rivalry, where we would expect to 
fi nd even less evidence of a transformation in the way states pursue security.         



chapter 5     States in Regions of Enduring Rivalry     

   In  chapter 4 , we considered the security behavior of second-tier powers in 
regions characterized by broad-based stability. Other second-rank powers, 

however, inhabit regions mired in perpetual confl ict or are themselves 
embroiled in enduring rivalries. Such rivalries typically involve entrenched 
territorial confl icts that take new signifi cance because of religious, ideologi-
cal, or nationalistic differences, which create perpetual “militarized competi-
tion” between the rivals.  1   Of all the states of the international system, these 
states face the most acute security dilemmas, because war is always possible 
for them. Consequently, we should expect that these states would be the most 
reluctant to abandon traditional, state-centric approaches to national secu-
rity, because the costs of relinquishing national control over security and 
neglecting to prepare for interstate war could include defeat in war. If even 
these states have adapted their national security strategies in accordance with 
the globalization school’s propositions, that would constitute powerful evi-
dence that globalization has fundamentally altered the national security state. 
Alternatively, if these states continue to privilege traditional forms of defense 
and security, this may indicate that changes we have witnessed in more stable 
regions may be epiphenomenal of the stability of those regions in the post-
Cold War era, rather than the impact of globalization. 

 In this chapter we examine two regions of enduring rivalry: the Middle 
East and South Asia. The Middle East, which has experienced numerous 
interstate wars since World War II and is constantly in a state of at least low-
level tensions on account of the enduring rivalry between the State of Israel 
and its Arab neighbors, is the prototypical unstable region in which persis-
tent crises may ignite to war at any time. South Asian regional tensions 
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revolve around the Indo-Pakistani enduring rivalry, which has also erupted in 
war four times since 1947. We will evaluate the security policies of leading 
second-rank states in these two troubled regions, as well as the defense pos-
tures of these broader regions, to determine what effect globalization has had 
on their national security states.  

    The Middle East   

 Long the forum for great power competition during the colonial era, the 
Middle East did not fi nd stability as a by-product of decolonization. Central 
to this instability is the 1947 UN decision to partition the former British 
mandate of Palestine into two states: one Jewish and one Arab. Arab states 
rejected the UN partition plan, declaring war on the new State of Israel 
immediately to eliminate it from what they viewed as Arab land. Failing to 
resolve the issue in the 1948–1949 war, the Arab states maintained a war of 
attrition against Israel, punctuated by two wars: the 1956 Sinai War, in 
which Israel attempted to capitalize on British and French anger over Nasser’s 
nationalization of the Suez Canal to weaken its primary adversary with a pre-
ventive war, and the 1967 war, in which multiple Arab states again prepared 
a concerted effort to eliminate the Jewish state, but were preempted by a suc-
cessful Israeli attack.  2   After Israel captured territory from Syria, Jordan, and 
Egypt in the 1967 war, the Arab goal changed from eliminating the Jewish 
state to recapturing these territories. The confl ict remained no less intense, 
however, with a war in 1973 in an attempt by Egypt and Syria to regain the 
territories, and an Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982 in an attempt to silence 
PLO artillery attacks. Although Israel has signed peace treaties with Egypt 
(1979) and Jordan (1994), and has begun a peace process with the PLO under 
the framework of the Oslo Agreement (1993), the confl ict has remained 
intractable, because it involves not only a territorial dispute, but a clash over 
core territory (Jerusalem and the Temple Mount) that is signifi cant on both 
religious and national grounds.  3

 Not all Middle Eastern wars, however, have been Arab–Israeli contests. A 
variety of internecine wars and lower level confl icts in the Arab/Islamic world 
have taken place throughout the years between Iran and Iraq, Egypt and 
Libya, and Syria and Lebanon.  4   In 1991, both Arab states and external powers 
participated in the Gulf War coalition against Iraq. In addition, not only is 
the Middle East the primary exporter of terrorism worldwide, it is daily the 
scene of low-level violence, such as rocket fi rings, suicide bombings, and air 
strikes, which all have the potential to escalate to interstate wars.  5
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 To evaluate the impact of globalization on security in the Middle East, we 
will examine the national security doctrines and defense behavior from 
1991–2008 of two leading states in the region who have been key players in 
the enduring rivalry—Israel and Egypt—as well as one key state on the 
fringes of the region, which nonetheless plays an important, often indirect, 
role in regional dynamics: Iran. In addition to comparing the experiences of 
these states with the globalization school’s propositions, we also consider 
data on defense expenditures and military manpower for the entire region. 

    the nature of threats   

 In the Middle East, there is only limited evidence of states spurning tradi-
tional security threats in favor of a new security agenda. To begin with, prop-
osition PS1 ( changing nature of wars ) is overstated for the region. Although 
low-intensity confl icts (LICs) abound in the region, most Middle Eastern 
states have attempted to retain the capacity to wage both traditional inter-
state wars and also smaller scale wars and counterinsurgencies. Israel, faced 
with two major Palestinian intifadas  (uprisings) in the West Bank and Gaza 
since the mid-1980s, must not only prepare its armed forces for a major 
interstate war (potentially against Syria or Iran), but also for a day-to-day 
counterinsurgency.  6   Despite signing the Camp David Accords and formally 
ending its enduring rivalry with Israel, Egypt, too, has structured its defense 
forces to wage interstate wars. As Hillel Frisch observes: “Almost all of 
Egypt’s capabilities, equipment, and deployment of forces are concentrated 
on one front, to engage one opponent only: the Israel Defense Force. The 
Egyptians have made this explicit since the Badr-96 exercises in 1996, in 
which they specifi cally named Israel as the training target.”  7   As a moderate 
Arab regime, however, it must also be wary of a potential Islamist uprising, 
which has always seethed just below the surface in Egypt.  8

 Even Iran, whose defense minister makes no mention of counterinsur-
gencies or LICs in his comments on Iranian military doctrine,  9   focuses con-
siderable attention on the destructive potential of LICs in its very unstable 
neighborhood. Iraq, Turkey, Tajikistan, Afghanistan, and Pakistan are all 
facing insurgencies of different degrees that could destabilize Iran. If the 
Kurds, in particular, were to achieve their independence from Iraq and 
Turkey, that would place considerable pressure and territorial demands on 
Teheran.  10   Thus, Iran has much to fear from insurgent groups in its region. 
Yet Iran’s focus on erasing the State of Israel from the map indicates that it 
still contemplates interstate warfare as an important goal of its armed 
forces.11   Moreover, now that the United States has dispensed with Teheran’s 
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traditional enemy, Iraq, the bulk of their strategic planning is preoccupied 
with the possibility of a conventional war with the United States.  12   Thus, 
the leading states in the region continue to prepare for interstate warfare, 
even though lower intensity challenges occupy a good deal of their 
attention. 

 All states in the region have had to adapt to postindustrial warfare (propo-
sition PS2) because of the ubiquity of terrorist groups. No state has suffered 
more from terrorism than Israel. Since the mid 1960s, groups such as the 
PLO, Hamas, and Islamic Jihad have conducted frequent bombing cam-
paigns against Israeli civilians both in territories across the Green Line and 
within the pre-1967 borders. Since September 2000 alone, according to 
Magen David Adom, the Israeli equivalent of the Red Cross, more than 1,100 
people in Israel were killed by terrorism and Palestinian violence.  13   In addi-
tion, Iranian-supported Hezbollah forces in southern Lebanon have main-
tained guerrilla operations against Israeli soldiers and civilians in neighboring 
Israeli villages, which in fact sparked an interstate war in 2006.  14   Egypt, too, 
has had to deal with its share of domestic terrorism, much of which has tar-
geted foreign tourists in Cairo and in resort towns on the Red Sea.  15   In fact, 
of all the regimes in the region that we investigated, Iran is the only one not 
to suffer from terrorism to any signifi cant degree, nor to prepare to combat 
it, despite the defense minister’s claim that Iran is preparing its forces to 
combat “state terrorism.”  16   Instead, Iran appears to use postindustrial warfare 
as an integral component of its regional strategy, by promoting and support-
ing groups such as Hezbollah and Hamas. 

 There is very little evidence, however, of leading Middle Eastern states 
adopting the new security agenda and its changing threats (proposition PS3). 
Israeli military doctrine, for example, identifi es the following missions: “To 
defend the existence, territorial integrity and sovereignty of the state of Israel; 
[t]o protect the inhabitants of Israel and to combat all forms of terrorism 
which threaten the daily life.”  17   It makes no reference to organized crime, 
threats from diseases, drug traffi cking, or economic threats, except insofar as 
it acknowledges that mobilization should be conducted in a manner that 
does not overtax the fragile Israeli economy.  18   Of course, the Israeli govern-
ment is concerned about two demographic trends that could have profound 
security implications. First, the declining rate of Jewish immigration to 
Israel could hamper the state’s long-term ability to secure itself in a hostile 
region.19   Second, economic, social, demographic, and religious changes in 
the Arab Middle East also could exacerbate the Israeli security situation by 
radicalizing moderate neighbors.  20   These newer threats, though, concern the 
Israeli security establishment precisely because they could affect the  likelihood 
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and severity of interstate wars in the region. We, therefore, treat them as 
rather traditional concerns. 

 Egyptian security policy is similarly cast in terms of preventing war, pro-
tecting sovereignty, and defending against aggression, without mention of 
new threats.  21   The only real concession the Egyptian military establishment 
has made to the new security agenda is its treatment of economic prosperity 
as an important component of national security.  22   In contrast, according to 
the Iranian defense minister, Iran addresses “a broad spectrum of threats,” 
including “foreign aggression, war, border incidents, espionage, sabotage, 
regional crises derived from the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, 
organized crime, and state terrorism.” In essence, however, only organized 
crime fi ts in the category of “new security” threats, and the defense capabili-
ties that Iran is pursuing (especially the potential for nuclear weapons) are 
geared primarily toward military-style, interstate threats.  23   As Iran gears for 
a possible confrontation with the United States, Israel, and, potentially, the 
international community, over its nuclear enrichment program, it is clear 
that traditional threats continue to dominate its security agenda. 

 Thus, Middle Eastern states remain preoccupied with traditional security 
threats and the potential for interstate warfare, as one would expect from a 
region that has witnessed many recent wars. At the same time, the key play-
ers in the region have increasingly had to deal with lower intensity confl icts 
and postindustrial warfare, particularly the challenge of transnational terror-
ism. Nonetheless, because both terrorism and LICs have been indigenous to 
the region for decades, it would be diffi cult to attribute them to the advent 
of globalization, which manifested itself only during the 1990s.  

    the strategies states pursue   

 If national security threats in the Middle East have not changed much in the 
era of globalization, the strategies that that states pursue show even less evi-
dence of being “globalized.” Regarding proposition PS4 ( defensive and deter-
rent doctrines ), therefore, although the declaratory doctrine of some key 
regional powers is purely defensive and/or deterrent in nature, their behavior 
and planning indicate that potential for offense, preemption, or prevention 
clearly exists. The Israeli government, for example, states that its military 
doctrine is “defensive on the strategic level” with “no territorial ambitions,” 
resting on the conventional superiority of the Israeli defense forces and what-
ever unconventional weapons it may possess.  24   Nonetheless, because the fi rst 
principle of Israeli security policy is that it cannot afford to lose a war, it is 
possible that regional changes could lead to preventive strikes, such as the 



120 | globalization and the national security state

1981 bombing of Iraq’s nuclear reactor, the bombing of a suspected nuclear 
site in Syria in 2007, or limited strikes on state sponsors of terrorism, such as 
its strike against Syria in 2003. Indeed, the protracted crisis over the Iranian 
nuclear program has raised speculation that Jerusalem might be compelled to 
launch a limited attack on Iranian facilities.  25   In addition, the government of 
Ariel Sharon was willing to reoccupy areas under Palestinian Authority con-
trol temporarily in response to terrorist attacks and his successor, Ehud 
Olmert, was willing to wage war against Lebanon and Gaza to stop Hezbollah 
and Hamas incursions and rocket attacks. One would expect that current 
Israeli Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu, a sharp critic of his predeces-
sors’ dovishness, would also be willing to consider such offensive policy 
instruments if Hamas and Hezbollah rocket attacks were to escalate. 

 Other leading Middle Eastern states also report defensive postures. Most 
credible, Egypt—which is attempting to solidify its relationship with 
Washington and rebuild its economy—lists as its strategic priorities to 
“[p]revent war and contribute to the stability and peaceful development in 
the region; [p]rotect the sovereignty of all territories and territorial boundar-
ies within its international borders; [m]aintain the integrity, security, and 
stability of the country; and [d]efend itself against any act of aggression.”  26

However, it has also beefed up its offensive capabilities during the past two 
decades. According to Frisch, “much as [the statements of the Egyptian mili-
tary elite] stress deterrence, they equally emphasize that this can only be 
achieved through efforts to enhance offensive capabilities, commensurate 
with the potential foe’s strength. Nor can war with Israel be entirely ruled 
out.”27   Thus, Egypt is either pursuing defensive capabilities to enhance deter-
rence, or its doctrine may gradually be shifting to a more offensive one. For 
its part, Iran also claims to pursue a policy of “strategic deterrent defense” 
against unspecifi ed threats.  28   By threatening to absorb a fi rst strike and then 
retaliate with all means available, its goal is to discourage adversaries who 
favor preemption (i.e., the United States) by making such a move too costly.  29

Its open support of Hezbollah strikes against Israel from Lebanon, President 
Ahmedinejad’s threats to wipe Israel off the map, and its growing military 
arsenal, including submarines, warships, Shihab ballistic missiles, and, 
potentially, nuclear capabilities, suggest an offensive dimension to Iranian 
policy.  30   Thus, all three of these key regional players appear to include offen-
sive forces and options in their game plan, even if they stress defense and 
deterrence in their offi cial statements. 

 The Middle East does not appear to be a region of soft balancing against 
American hegemonic power in contradiction to proposition PS5. Certainly, 
Israel—a state that is considerably dependent on its American ally for  military 
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hardware and critical diplomatic support—has had no interest in balancing 
American power.  31   Egypt, too, which has benefi ted from American economic 
and military aid since the 1980s and has profi ted from Washington’s view of 
it as a moderate Arab regime, does not want to be seen as a participant in 
balancing coalitions against the United States.  32   Thus, Cairo has attempted 
to cast itself as a moderate on the Israeli–Palestinian confl ict and participated 
in the 1991 American-led Gulf War coalition alongside other Arab states. 
Nonetheless, President Hosni Mubarak’s opposition to the 2003 Gulf War, 
which was quite vocal and sought to restrain the United States together with 
other dissenters, does constitute a degree of soft balancing. 

 It is Iran, however, that has embraced hard balancing and asymmetric 
balancing against the global hegemon. Iran has opposed the entire thrust of 
American foreign policy in the Middle East and Persian Gulf. Not only has 
its rhetoric been consistently anti-American, it has also defi ed Washington 
by assisting Shi’ite insurgents in Iraq, fostering instability in Lebanon 
through its Hezbollah proxies, and supporting terrorist organizations such as 
Hamas and Hezbollah.  33   Most signifi cant, the Iranian nuclear program, 
which Teheran is unwilling to open up for international inspectors, suggests 
a willingness to balance against U.S. hegemony in the region by developing 
the means to deter American actions against Iranian interests and, at a mini-
mum, an American preventive attack against Iran.  34   By provoking and esca-
lating a crisis over its nuclear program, the Iranian government is clearly 
engaged in traditional hard balancing par excellence , relying on national mili-
tary capabilities and the potential for nuclear deterrence.  35

 Military manpower in the region increased somewhat and then reached a 
plateau during the past two decades, providing little support for proposition 
PS6 ( reduced manpower ). In 1985, the total number of active military person-
nel in the region was more than 2.5 million.  36   That number rose rapidly 
during the late 1980s to almost 3.5 million by 1990, before stabilizing at 
around 2.9 million people in active service between 1992 and 2003. By 
2007, the total declined to slightly less than 2.8 million, but it is too early 
to conclude that this represents a trend in accordance with the globalization 
school’s propositions. The three regional states on which we are focusing 
refl ect the region’s divergence from the globalization hypothesis. During the 
past two decades, Israel increased its active service complement from 141,000 
in 1990 to around 175,000 during the 1990s, before reducing that fi gure 
slightly to around 168,000 in 2003—a fi gure it has held constant since. Iran 
increased its armed forces from just more than 500,000 in 1989 to 545,000 
in 2007. Egypt remained rather steady with 450,000 active forces in 1989 
and 1990, and a similar number from 1997 through 2003, with small dips 
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in between. After increasing its armed forces by almost 10% to 486,500 in 
2004, by 2007 Egypt pared some of that increase to settle at 469,000. Thus, 
neither the region as a whole nor its key players provide clear evidence of a 
reduction in military manpower in response to globalization. 

 During the early 1990s, it looked like the Middle East was achieving the 
expectations of proposition PS7 ( reduced defense spending ), as regional spending 
plummeted from $50.7 billion in 1991 to $40.7 billion in 1996 (all fi gures 
in 2005 constant U.S. dollars).  37   This decrease, however, may have been 
merely epiphenomenal of the end of the Cold War, which eliminated the 
Soviet Union as a weapons supplier to Arab states, such as Syria and Iraq, as 
well as the stability and goodwill created by the initial Gulf War coalition. 
By mid-decade, however, regional defense spending began to climb again, 
ballooning to more than $57.1 billion in 2001. Moreover, between 2003 and 
2005, regional defense spending jumped a full 24% to $70.5 billion, before 
settling back to $69.1 billion in 2006. Leading regional antagonists, such as 
Israel ($8 billion in 1992 to $12.5 billion in 2005), Egypt ($2.2 billion in 
1992 to $2.8 billion in 2003), and, most notably, Iran (an almost fi vefold 
increase from less than $1.9 billion in 1992 to more than $9.8 billion in 
2006) increased their defense budgets considerably during the decade. Thus, 
regional practice is at odds with the globalization school’s expectations. 

 The Middle East provides ample evidence in support of PS8 ( shift from war 
fi ghting to policing ). Faced with successive Palestinian  intifadas , the Israeli 
national security establishment has devoted considerable resources during 
the past two decades to policing activities in the Gaza Strip and the West 
Bank. In addition, a good deal of its mission is to interdict terrorist infi ltra-
tion from the Palestinian Authority to conduct attacks within Israel. 
Therefore, policing has become a central feature of its national security 
activities.38

 The Egyptian government, which is under steady pressure from Islamist 
forces in the country, also relies heavily on its armed forces to act as police-
type forces domestically. Although the mainstream Islamist opposition from 
the Muslim Brotherhood is primarily a populist electoral challenge that the 
ruling party deals with mainly by resisting electoral reforms that would allow 
multiparty elections, more radical Islamist groups, such as the Jamaa’at al-
Jihad and the Jama’a al-Islamiyya, have used terrorist tactics aimed both at 
the regime and at foreigners. During the 1990s, in particular, their low-level 
insurgency claimed more than 1,300 lives. This challenge has forced 
Mubarak’s national security establishment to pay more attention to policing 
and interdiction operations.  39   And, since 1994, the cleric-dominated Iranian 
government, challenged at various times by more progressive opposition 
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forces, has had to use its Basij  paramilitary force to help quell domestic pro-
tests, such as the widespread student protests of 2003.  40   Consequently, 
although Middle Eastern states do not dwell upon policing missions in their 
offi cial statements on defense policy, there is every reason to believe that they 
are part of the military establishment’s purpose. This pattern, though, existed 
well before the onset of globalization. 

 On balance, then, Middle Eastern states continue to pursue very traditional 
security strategies in the contemporary era. They continue to spend heavily on 
national defense, maintain military manpower, and retain the capacity for 
offensive military operations. Moreover, this region provides one of the few 
contemporary instances of a state (Iran) that is attempting hard balancing 
against American power. Thus, despite the increasing use of policing-type 
operations by the leading states in the region, we must conclude that the strate-
gies they are pursuing are at odds with the globalization school’s propositions.  

    the monopoly of the state as a security provider   

 Nor is there strong evidence that Middle Eastern states are relinquishing 
their central roles as security providers. Regarding proposition PS9 ( nonstate
actors ) we found no evidence, either in doctrine or actual behavior, that Israel 
or Egypt have started to outsource their security policies or rely signifi cantly 
on NGOs. In contrast, Iran has, for years, attempted to advance its security 
agenda by training and funding terrorist organizations, such as Hezbollah 
and Hamas, to wreak havoc on regional rivals.  41   Nonetheless, the core Iranian 
security functions are performed by the Iranian national security state. 

 The states of the region have also not utilized multilateral regional insti-
tutions as a means of providing security (proposition PS10). Indeed, the 
Middle East has no overarching security institutions. Because few Arab states 
recognize Israel’s existence, it is excluded from those institutions that do 
exist. Therefore, Israel relies on itself and extraregional allies—notably the 
United States—to secure itself in a hostile environment. The main Arab 
security institution is the Arab League, an organization designed to foster 
cooperation among Arab states, defend their sovereignty, and advance com-
mon Arab goals.  42   This institution has largely been stymied by geopolitical 
competition between its members and, therefore, has been largely ineffective 
as a regional security organization.  43   Instead, the Arab states largely rely on 
themselves and on ad hoc coalitions to pursue their security interests. 

 The pursuit of security in the contemporary Middle East remains remark-
ably traditional despite the pressures identifi ed by the globalization school. 
Except for the increasing sensitivity of these states to terrorism and their 



124 | globalization and the national security state

consequent resort to policing-type national security actions to counter the 
terrorist threat, none of the globalization propositions fi nds much support in 
this region. Most notable, leading Middle Eastern states still spend heavily 
on defense, continue to contemplate offensive military operations, and, above 
all, jealously guard the central role of the state in both directing and admin-
istering their national security policies. In the next section we will examine 
a second region of perpetual rivalry, South Asia, to consider whether the 
Middle Eastern resistance to security globalization is a unique phenomenon 
or is more broadly generalizable across unstable regions.   

    South Asia   

 South Asia offers another fertile theater for exploring the globalization–secu-
rity nexus in a region of perpetual discord. The defi ning feature of politics in 
this region of eight states (India, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Nepal, Bhutan, 
Maldives, Sri Lanka, and Afghanistan) has been the enduring rivalry between 
India, which occupies more than 70% of the region’s geographical area and 
population, and its smaller neighbor, Pakistan. The core area of dispute 
remains Kashmir, which Pakistan claims on the grounds of the religious 
nature of the 1947 partition plan. Since 1947, India and Pakistan have fought 
three major wars (1947–1948, 1965, 1971) and one minor war (1999), three 
of which were over Kashmir.  44   The introduction of nuclear weapons to the 
arsenals of both antagonists has since increased the stakes, and potential costs, 
of confl ict. The China–India dyad constitutes another critical nuclear rivalry 
in the region. This antipathy began as a territorial rivalry during the early 
1960s, although it has now emerged as a rivalry for power and status. In 
recent years, both pairs of rivals have engaged in peace talks aimed at settling 
their border disputes, with economic calculation being one of the motiva-
tions for fi nding a solution to their decade-long confl icts.  45

 To evaluate whether globalization has affected the security postures of 
states in South Asia, we will examine the security policies and practices of the 
two leading states in the region, India and Pakistan, as well as broader 
regional defense spending and military manpower patterns. 

    the nature of threats   

 With respect to proposition PS1 ( changing nature of wars ), the two leading 
South Asian states have waged both traditional interstate wars and LICs since 
they emerged as independent states in 1947. They fought three major 
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 interstate wars—in 1947–1948, 1965 and 1971—and engaged in several 
crises during the Cold War era. During the post-Cold War era (more relevant 
to the advent of intensifi ed globalization), there has been one interstate con-
frontation, the Kargil war of 1999, which meets the 1,000 battle deaths 
threshold that entitles it to the designation “war.”  46   At the same time, the 
globalization era has coincided with an increase in limited and asymmetric 
wars in Kashmir and various parts of Pakistan. Pakistan had already been 
facing violence between its disparate ethnic and religious groups—for exam-
ple, Sunni versus Shia—as well as rebellion from extremist groups sympa-
thetic to the Taliban and Wahhabi forms of Islam. These confl icts are 
especially prevalent in the Northwest Frontier Province, along its border 
with Afghanistan, especially in Pashtun-dominated areas of Baluchistan and 
Waziristan. 

 Much of this, however, was not caused by globalization, per se, but 
resulted from an alliance of convenience between Islamic fundamentalist 
groups and the Pakistani Army and intelligence services in the wake of the 
Afghan war and its aftermath under the leadership of General Zia ul-Haq.  47

The availability of Mujahedin fi ghters after the Soviet withdrawal from 
Afghanistan in 1989, which had nothing to do with globalization, allowed 
Pakistan to wage its asymmetric war in Kashmir.  48   In addition, Pakistan 
increased its support for insurgency in Kashmir as it acquired nuclear weap-
ons capability during the late 1980s. Thus, the link between globalization 
and increased insurgency in Pakistan is only tenuous. Globalization may have 
assisted the spread of rebellion and facilitated the communication between 
rebel groups, but the source of the substate challenges lay elsewhere. 

 It seemed possible for a period, however, that major interstate wars in 
the region might decline in the future, as a result of Indo-Pakistani peace 
talks since 2004, which resulted in a reduction in tensions between the two 
rivals. These talks led to the implementation of several confi dence-building 
measures and have partially opened up the borders in Kashmir. It was not 
clear to what extent these peace talks are attributable to globalization. 
Certainly, as we discuss later, economic globalization and the desire to 
spread economic prosperity to the region were secondary considerations for 
the peace process. Strategic concerns, however, were the driving factors. 
Pressure from Washington has contributed to the dynamism of this pro-
cess.49   Furthermore, sections of the Pakistani elite also consider the neces-
sity for “peace now,” when Pakistan has some leverage, rather than allowing 
India’s high economic growth rate to widen the power disparity between 
the two states.  50   The fragility of such peace processes between these adver-
saries, which always fi nd ways of unraveling during an enduring rivalry, 
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have come to the fore with the November 2008 terrorist attacks on Mumbai 
carried out by individuals apparently trained and equipped by rogue state 
security elements in Pakistan. 

 As far as military doctrines are concerned, the two leading states of South 
Asia, ever on the verge of interstate war, have primarily geared their military 
strategies to wage traditional-style interstate wars with both conventional 
and nuclear arsenals. Nonetheless, there is some variation in the degree to 
which their military apparatuses have engaged in preparation for LICs. The 
Pakistani military policy focuses almost exclusively on waging a war against 
India, on the premise that “if we lower our defences below a certain threshold 
we could be facing the spectre of extinction.”  51

 Indian policy is more complex, because it is complicated by a less intense 
rivalry with China and the fear of insurgency in Kashmir fueled by outside 
powers. Therefore, it supplements its focus on interstate wars with an empha-
sis on containing local insurgencies and small-scale border wars.  52   In 
December 2006, for example, the Indian army for the fi rst time produced a 
“Doctrine for Subconventional Warfare” in which it recognized that “total 
war” was becoming less relevant and the prospects for interstate conventional 
wars were receding. This has resulted in an impetus for subconventional war-
fare and internal challenges such as “militancy, insurgency, proxy war and 
terrorism.” It advocated the use of overwhelming force against external 
aggression; but, toward internal groups, a chance to shun violence, and sur-
render and join the national mainstream by focusing on a strategy of “win-
ning the hearts and minds” of the insurgents’ support base.  53   This doctrine 
suggests some level of adaptation by the Indian army to the new security 
environment. Nonetheless, the Indian army doctrine concludes that asym-
metric wars could become “adjunct of and infl uence conventional wars them-
selves,” but are unlikely to “replace conventional war.”  54   The national security 
objectives contained in the Indian Defense Ministry web page focus largely 
on threats from Pakistan and nonstate actors supported by the neighboring 
country.  55   Although there has been an upsurge in LICs in South Asia in recent 
years, neither recent experience nor doctrine provides strong evidence of a 
shift away from interstate warfare. 

 These two confl ict-ridden states also face the threat of terrorism and 
extremism, and therefore must combat postindustrial warfare (proposition 
PS2). Traditionally, India has encountered Kashmiri separatists who use ter-
rorist tactics both within Kashmir and elsewhere in India. During the post-
September 11 era, India has faced heightened terrorist challenges, including 
the December 2001 attack on the Indian parliament and the coordinated 
attacks in different parts of the country, especially in Mumbai in July 2006 
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and November 2008. Terrorism thus receives the highest level of attention in 
India, although it is largely the purview of the Home Ministry, which has 
created internal security mechanisms to face the challenge.  56

 What is interesting is that, in the wake of the September 11 attacks against 
the United States, Pakistani participation in the U.S.-led war against terror-
ism has led it, too, to fear a backlash by Muslim extremists and to battle ter-
rorism domestically, although terrorism still remains an active part of 
Pakistan’s strategy in its confl ict with India in Kashmir. Since 2002, many 
Muslim fundamentalist groups turned against President Pervez Musharraf, 
who turned extended support to the U.S.-led war on terrorism in neighboring 
Afghanistan. His banning of militant groups such as Laskar-e-Taiba and Jaish-
e-Mohammed alienated them, although these groups shortly afterward reap-
peared in different manifestations. Groups such as Harkat  ul-Mujahideen and 
Harkat al-Jihad-al-Islami have had strong links with the Taliban and turned 
against Musharraf as a result of these actions. The Pakistani leader himself 
became the target of several failed assassination attempts, and his peace over-
tures to India further alienated many of the radical groups. The violent activi-
ties in the Red Mosque in Islamabad and the bloody ouster of the ultraradicals 
by the Pakistani military in July 2007 were further evidence of a rift between 
the government and terrorist groups.  57   Thus, although the patronage of 
Jihadist organizations by the Pakistani state, especially elements of the army 
and intelligence services, seems to continue, Pakistan has begun to make com-
bating terrorism part of its security mission.  58

 Certainly, on a regional level, South Asian states are confronting a plethora 
of new challenges that are often securitized by states (proposition PS3). The 
subcontinent contains one of the largest numbers of HIV/AIDS cases and other 
communicable diseases such as malaria and tuberculosis. India alone is reported 
to contain between 3 and 5 million HIV/AIDS cases.  59   The region is also plagued 
by environmental challenges, as well as the scourge of organized crime and drug 
traffi cking.  60   Furthermore, economic considerations appeared to have been facil-
itating recently stalled peace talks between India and Pakistan. India wanted to 
solve its border disputes to focus on economic growth and attract foreign invest-
ment, whereas Pakistani military leaders seemed to have come to the realization 
that they cannot win a war outright with India and that they will lag behind 
economically if some form of settlement is not achieved with India.  61

 The two regional antagonists have taken somewhat different approaches 
to the emerging threats of the new security agenda. Pakistani security goals 
remain focused on military threats from India and threats to domestic order 
by Islamic extremist groups. Little attention in offi cial policy pronounce-
ments is devoted to “new security” threats.  62   To the extent that the Pakistani 
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government does address “new” security threats, it is with other state insti-
tutions, rather than with the national security establishment. Thus, for 
example, it treats contagious diseases, such as AIDS, as under the jurisdiction 
of the health ministry and not as part of the defense jurisdiction.  63

Consequently, there is little evidence that Pakistan has drastically restruc-
tured its national security establishment to focus on new threats. 

 In contrast, Indian policy pronouncements are increasingly paying atten-
tion to nontraditional threats. The 2004 defense doctrine, for example, 
observes that “this region is witnessing an unprecedented proliferation in 
small arms and narcotics traffi cking which, in turn, threaten the stability of 
states and societies. Trans-border migration on economic grounds also raises 
serious security concerns.”  64   The defense ministry’s offi cial website also men-
tions, in its enumeration of the threats that India faces, that “India is also 
affected by the traffi cking in drugs and proliferation of small arms.”  65

 Nonetheless, although India clearly faces a variety of nontraditional 
threats (environmental security, food security, organized crime, attacks by 
ultraradical groups or Naxalites, and drug trade), Indian security offi cials 
have continued to focus primarily on the traditional military challenges to 
the state. Indeed, according to a former foreign secretary of India, although 
decision makers increasingly talk about nontraditional security threats, India 
has yet to develop an integrated approach to deal with these problems.  66

Thus, the increasing references to these threats in Indian policy pronounce-
ments may amount to little more than lip service. Alternatively, they may 
refl ect a growing awareness of the emerging threats that may engender sig-
nifi cant policy changes in the years to come. 

 Thus, the globalization era has increased the security challenges that 
South Asian states are facing. There has been an upsurge in terrorism in the 
region, and LICs, particularly in Kashmir, have occurred on an ongoing basis. 
In addition, the region faces a plethora of new challenges, including AIDS 
and other contagious diseases, organized crime, and the narcotics trade. 
Nonetheless, the doctrinal focus of the Indian and Pakistani military estab-
lishments remains on interstate warfare, with a secondary emphasis on coun-
terterrorism. Thus, the security establishment has retained a largely traditional 
focus during the contemporary era, even if there are signs that its security 
agenda may broaden in the future.  

    the strategies states pursue   

 If there is relatively weak support from South Asian states for the claim that 
globalization has altered the threats that national security establishments are 



states in regions of enduring rivalry | 129

countering, the region offers even less support for the claim that it has 
 transformed the security strategies that they use. For example, the leading 
regional competitors both have defensive and deterrent declaratory policies 
on national defense (proposition PS4), but do not completely exclude offen-
sive options. According to the nuclear doctrine approved by the Indian gov-
ernment in January 2003, India aims to create a credible minimum deterrent 
and the “posture of no-fi rst use, i.e., nuclear weapons will only be used in 
retaliation against a nuclear attack on Indian territory or on Indian forces 
anywhere.” Nevertheless, it states “in the event of a major attack against 
India, or Indian forces anywhere, by biological or chemical weapons, India 
will retain the option of retaliating with nuclear weapons,” suggesting a 
dilution in the no-fi rst use pledge.  67

 India’s offi cial conventional forces doctrine had been similarly defensive, 
retaining as objectives: national defense, confi dence-building measures, arms 
control, and dialogue with other major powers.  68   In April 2004, however, 
India unveiled a new military doctrine titled “Cold Start,” which would be 
better characterized as a deterrent/offensive posture. This doctrine envisages 
a “blitzkrieg” strategy vis-à-vis Pakistan in a future confl ict, which would 
harness the full-strike potential of India’s defensive and offensive forces, and 
mandate the permanent forward deployment of Indian divisions from their 
current interior locations, thereby shortening the time required for offensive 
operations. The Indian objectives are to reduce the length of time for mobi-
lization and attack so as not to allow external intervention, to encourage the 
political leadership to take decisive action, and to achieve tactical and strate-
gic surprise.  69   The forward deployment nearer to the border of Indian land, 
air, and naval forces certainly suggests the possibility of more offensive-
minded military options. 

 Moreover, with ongoing insurgencies in Jammu and Kashmir encouraged 
by forces in Pakistan, and counterterrorist operations against Pakistani-based 
militant groups, it is possible that the professed Indian commitment to 
deterrence and defense could lead to a wider confrontation with its regional 
rival. Of course, Pakistan’s possession of nuclear weapons still acts as a con-
straint on the offensive use of force by India.  70

 Pakistani strategy, recognizing that its conventional forces are too weak 
for a direct challenge to India, relies on its small nuclear arsenal to deter an 
Indian conventional offensive.  71   Thus, offi cial Pakistani policy is defensive 
and designed to “restore the strategic balance in the interest of peace and 
security in South Asia.”  72   In practice, though, Pakistan’s commitment “to 
extend full political, diplomatic and moral support to the legitimate Kashmiri 
struggle for their right to self-determination” could amount to an attempt to 
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change the status quo by lower level military challenges and, therefore, is 
potentially offensive, as well.  73   Pakistan’s nuclear doctrine relies on “fi rst use” 
and deterrence by punishment against a possible conventional attack by 
India. This is consistent with a deterrent mission. Because Pakistan views its 
nuclear weapons as more than just weapons of last resort and tools of deter-
rence, but also as “instruments that permit and facilitate low-intensity con-
fl ict against India,” there is clearly an element of offensive quality to the 
doctrine.74

 There is limited support from the region for proposition PS5 ( soft balanc-
ing ). The two regional states have pursued active balance-of-power politics, 
especially hard balancing through arms buildups and alignments since the 
1950s. Pakistan has maintained an all-weather relationship with China, and 
occasional friendship with the United States, primarily to balance against 
India. In the wake of the Cold War, India has replaced its quasi-alliance rela-
tionship with the USSR with increasingly closer ties to the United States. 
This relationship has been driven in part by balance-of-power considerations, 
particularly the need to balance against the Chinese power to threaten the 
region. To some extent, these relationships can be understood as soft balanc-
ing, because they center around limited diplomatic and military cooperation, 
rather than formal alliances. It is possible, though, that the India–United 
States relationship could be transformed into a traditional hard balancing 
coalition in the event that China develops an aggressive posture toward both 
the United States and India. Thus, it would be incorrect to say that either 
state has abandoned hard balancing in the contemporary era. At the same 
time, India is pursuing a policy of engagement with all great powers, espe-
cially China, suggesting that the region, at best, is witnessing partial balanc-
ing efforts or prebalancing. 

 In South Asia, despite the predictions of proposition PS6 ( manpower ), 
regional manpower in the armed forces shot up from more than 2.2 mil-
lion in 1988 to a high of more than 2.8 million in 1996, before stabiliz-
ing at around 2.5 million active service people, where it remained in 
2007. Both leading participants increased their armed forces during this 
period. Although India initially reduced its manpower from 1.26 million 
in 1989 to less than 1.15 million in 1995, as the decade drew to a close, 
manpower began to increase once more. By 2003, Indian manpower had 
climbed to more than 1.3 million, where it has remained, with minor 
fl uctuations, since. During the same time period, the Pakistani armed 
forces have grown from 580,000 active servicemen in 1989 to 619,000 in 
2007.75   Thus, there is no evidence that globalization is leading to smaller 
armies in the region. 
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 Defense spending in the region (proposition PS7) also defi ed the global-
ization school’s expectations, as military expenditures increased steadily dur-
ing the past fi fteen years. In 1992, the region spent $15.1 billion on defense; 
by 2006, that fi gure had almost doubled to less than $30 billion.  76   The prin-
cipal regional rivals both increased their defense budgets, although to differ-
ent degrees. During this period, India more than doubled its military 
spending (from $10.7 billion to more than $23.9 billion). In contrast, 
Pakistani military spending initially declined from less than $3.5 billion in 
1992 to less than $3.3 billion in 1997 and 1998, before climbing to more 
than $4.6 billion in 2006. The regional trend, therefore, has been upward, 
rather than downward. 

 In terms of proposition PS8 ( shift from war fi ghting to policing ), the militar-
ies in this region have engaged in both interstate and internal security func-
tions since they came into existence in the 1940s, and continue to do so in 
the contemporary era. States have resorted to the military to quell the myriad 
of internal insurgencies they have faced. India, especially, has used its army to 
engage the insurgent movements in Kashmir, Punjab, and northeastern 
states, as well as in the occasional communal clashes that engulf other parts 
of the vast nation. In 1990, the Indian army set up a special force of six bat-
talions, known as the Rashtriya Rifl es, to engage in counterinsurgency war-
fare, along with specialized police and paramilitary units, especially in 
Kashmir and the northeastern states. By 2002, this force had grown to 48 
battalions and was actively involved in policing operations throughout the 
country’s trouble spots. The army’s main focus, however, remains interstate 
confl ict, and the growth of the counterinsurgency forces has only helped to 
increase the army’s budget, without undermining the fi nancial allocations for 
the regular forces.  77

 The Pakistani army had also been engaging in police functions before the 
onset of the globalization era. As the main custodian of the country’s foreign 
and defense policies and the real power behind any government, the Pakistani 
army has engaged in both the suppression of domestic opponents and the 
propping up of certain Islamic groups to increase its legitimacy and control. 
As a result of U.S. pressure in the aftermath of the September 11 terrorist 
attacks, Pakistan changed its policy of support for the Taliban, who con-
trolled Afghanistan from 1996 to 2001, and deployed its forces on the Afghan 
border. In this capacity, the Pakistani army has battled occasionally with 
remnants of Taliban and al Qaeda forces, and has selectively engaged other 
Islamic groups and ethnic groups waging insurgencies, such as the Baluchistan 
Peoples Liberation Front, which has spearheaded an independence movement 
in Baluchistan.  78   Nonetheless, these domestic policing operations constitute 
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only a very small part of the military’s mission. The army’s main  raison d ’ être
still remains national defense against India, which Pakistani strategists 
believe still rejects the two-nation theory, the source of its sovereign 
legitimacy.  79

 In terms of strategies states pursue, therefore, the two leading states in 
South Asia have largely defi ed the globalization school’s expectations. 
Although their declarative doctrines are deterrent and defensive, they both 
retain the possibility of offense. Neither state has completely eschewed hard 
balancing as an option in the region. Both states have increased their defense 
spending and their military manpower during the past fi fteen years. And, 
although they both engage in policing-type operations, the primary purpose 
of their military apparatuses remains national defense against an interstate 
invasion.

    the monopoly of the state as a security provider   

 South Asian states do not appear to be willingly yielding any control over 
their national security to actors either within or without the state to help 
them manage contemporary threats. With regard to proposition PS9 ( nonstate
actors ), for example, the pursuit of security in the region remains largely con-
ducted through state forces. It is true that Pakistan, despite its strong mili-
tary, has not been able to control its tribal areas, giving rise to parallel 
authorities and militia forces that have taken charge in the Northwest Frontier 
Province and Waziristan. For the Pakistani government, though, the Pakistani 
army remains the predominant security force, even if the growing power of 
Islamic groups suggests that they may also be playing an increasing role in 
the security dynamics of Pakistan.  80

 Neither in Pakistan nor in India do NGOs or private security providers 
perform any meaningful security functions. To be sure, a number of NGO 
groups, such as the Pakistan India Peoples Forum for Peace and Democracy, 
have emerged in the aftermath of the 1998 nuclear tests. Several women’s 
groups and NGOs interested in fi nding a solution to the Kashmir problem 
have also sought to involve themselves in regional security affairs. It may 
well be possible that the peace initiatives of Prime Minister Manmohan Singh 
may have been infl uenced by some of these NGOs.  81   Nonetheless, the offi cial 
Indian and Pakistani defense statements do not allocate any role for NGOs or 
private military organizations. Although the Indian government may rely on 
some of the several thousand NGO groups active in peace and development 
issues in India for information and analysis on India’s multifarious confl icts 
both internal and external, national security policy remains very much a 
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state-centric issue area. On the whole, then, neither country relies on non-
state actors much in the pursuit of security. 

 Nor do these states utilize regional security-providing institutions (prop-
osition PS10) to any signifi cant degree. South Asia, as a region, lacks the kind 
of ambitious, overarching, regional institutions that exist in Europe, the 
North Atlantic, or Southeast Asia. The most relevant institution that does 
exist, the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) forum 
has not traditionally dealt with security questions. Recently, however, it has 
started to address some of the region’s security challenges, as evident in the 
declaration after the thirteenth summit meeting in Dhaka in November 
2005. In particular, SAARC is trying to carve out a role for itself on issues 
such as small-state security, terrorism, environmental challenges, and natural 
disasters.82   Nonetheless, the rivalry between India and Pakistan frequently 
gets in the way of the organization’s other efforts. A good example is the 
refusal of Pakistan to open up trade with India under the 2006 South Asia 
Free Trade Agreement (SAFTA), based on the argument that it would have to 
settle bilateral border disputes fi rst.  83   Furthermore, India and Pakistan fre-
quently pursue their peace process outside this venue, which indicates that it 
does not yet play a major role in addressing the region’s primary security 
challenges.

 Although SAFTA might itself alter security calculations in the region, it 
will take time to establish. For the time being, the volume of India–Pakistan 
trade remains very low, despite efforts to increase it, and security largely 
impedes such possibilities. Changes in economic relations could come if the 
proposed Iran–India gas pipeline (via Pakistan) deal were to materialize.  84

 Both India and Pakistan have also been members of the ASEAN Regional 
Forum (ARF), which has also attempted to promote security dialogue in the 
region. Its scope and impact in the region, though, has been minimal. In 
general, there are few regional institutions, those that exist in the security 
theater are not very well entrenched, and the two rivals put little stock in 
them to advance their principal security objectives. Indeed, the doctrines of 
these states make scant references to institutions. Thus, India and Pakistan 
continue to use traditional self-help strategies, relying on their own armed 
forces and, at times, on interested third parties to secure themselves. 

 With the exception of efforts by South Asian states to combat terrorism 
and secessionist movements, often employing policing-type operations, the 
region offers almost no support for the globalization school’s hypotheses on 
national security. The leading states of the region continue to prepare for 
interstate warfare as their primary security challenge and continue to struc-
ture their policy responses in traditional manners, relying on hard and soft 



     table 5.1 Unstable Regions and Propositions Regarding Globalization   

  Propositions  Middle East  South Asia  Overall  

   PS1:  shift to 
low-intensity
confl icts 

 Largely 
inconsistent with 
proposition

 Largely 
inconsistent with 
proposition

 Largely inconsistent 
with proposition  

   PS2:  shift to 
postindustrial
warfare

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Somewhat 
consistent with 
proposition

 Largely consistent 
with proposition  

   P3:  face new 
threats

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Largely 
inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

   P4:  defensive 
doctrines

 Consistent 
declaratory
doctrine/
inconsistent
practice and 
planning

 Largely 
inconsistent with 
proposition

 Largely inconsistent 
with proposition  

   P5:  soft balancing  Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Largely 
inconsistent with 
proposition

 Largely inconsistent 
with proposition  

   P6:  less manpower  Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

   P7:  lower defense 
budgets

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

   P8:  shift to 
policing actions 

 Somewhat 
consistent with 
proposition

 Somewhat 
consistent with 
proposition

 Somewhat consistent 
with proposition  

   P9:  privatize to 
nonstate actors 

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

   P10:  pursue 
security through 
regional
institutions

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Largely 
inconsistent with 
proposition

 Largely inconsistent 
with proposition  

  Dark shading indicates propositions that are largely consistent with evidence. Light shading 
indicates propositions that are somewhat consistent with evidence. Propositions that are 
largely inconsistent with evidence are unshaded.   
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balancing, high levels of defense spending and military manpower, and 
potentially offensive strategies. They do not appear to be willing to delegate 
any authority over national security either to nonstate actors or to regional 
security institutions.   

    Conclusions   

 As expected, regions of enduring rivalry are the least hospitable to the glo-
balization and security propositions. The existential threats faced by states in 
these regions make them reluctant to alter their security frameworks radi-
cally. They are especially unwilling to relinquish any control over national 
security to international institutions, NGOs, or private security actors. To 
the extent that they identify additional security threats in the new era, they 
still prioritize the traditional threat of interstate warfare, and continue to 
address these threats with traditional methods, including hard balancing, 
manpower-based armies, and possible resort to offensive strategies. 

 As  Table 5.1  indicates, the only propositions that conform to the experi-
ences of states in unstable regions are those relating to combating terrorism 
and insurgencies. It would be diffi cult to attribute this to globalization, how-
ever, because the preoccupation with terrorism and subnational confl ict in 
these regions long predates the advent of a global economy, as states and 
nonstate actors in the Middle East and South Asia have used terrorist tactics 
for decades to try to advance their agendas. 

  The fact that the experiences of unstable regions are at odds with the glo-
balization school’s predictions is not, in itself, strong evidence against the 
globalization and security argument. After all, these are the least likely states 
to make radical departures in the pursuit of security. Had we seen any degree 
of convergence of these states toward the new security agenda, it would have 
bolstered the case for a globalization-transforms-security conclusion. The 
complete absence of support from these regions, however, may simply be 
epiphenomenal of their instability and, consequently, is meaningless unless 
compared with other states facing different security environments. To bal-
ance out our study, then, the next chapter investigates the degree to which 
globalization has altered the pursuit of security by very weak and failing 
states.        



chapter 6      Weak and Failing States     

   In  chapters 4  and  5  we looked at two types of regions—one stable and 
the other plagued by enduring rivalry—to examine how the globalization 

propositions apply in those very different settings. The analyses showed that 
the impact of globalization varies between the two types of regions, with 
stable regions conforming to the expectations of globalization theorists to a 
far greater degree. This chapter explores a fi nal category of states: weak, fail-
ing, and failed states. Our empirical focus is specifi cally on the states in the 
sub-Saharan African region, based on a belief that the African continent con-
tains more weak states than any other region and, therefore, offers us suffi -
cient diversity in terms of cases. The fi ndings in this chapter, though, may 
apply to other weak states in Asia and Latin America. 

 One caveat we propose is that state weakness varies from state to state 
even in Africa. For instance, states such as South Africa, Mozambique, and 
Botswana have higher levels of state capacity than Somalia or Sierra Leone, 
where parts of the territory have been controlled by warlords, and the central 
governments have not been able to assert authority throughout their national 
territories. Similarly, during the 1990s, states like Uganda and Ghana have 
registered high economic growth, despite recurring political confl icts. 
Moreover, some weak states have become stronger over time whereas some 
formerly strong states have joined the ranks of weak states, indicating that 
status is not static, but dynamic.  1   However, despite variations, almost all 
sub-Saharan African states exhibit characteristics of weakness, albeit in vary-
ing degrees. 

 In this chapter, we also depart from our practice in previous chapters of 
examining the behavior of the leading states in the region. Because we are 
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investigating the implications of globalization for weak and failing states, it 
is precisely the smaller, less dominant states in which we are interested. So 
our emphasis in this chapter will be less on the Nigerias and South Africas of 
the region, and more on the Ivory Coasts and Ugandas.  

    What Is a Weak State?   

 According to Robert Rotberg, a weak state is characterized by the following 
conditions:

      1.   Security defi ciency:  The state is often unable to provide basic security to 
its citizens; to “prevent cross-border invasions and infi ltrations” or 
“loss of territory”; to “eliminate domestic threats to or attacks upon the 
national order and social structure; to prevent crime and any related 
dangers to domestic human security; [or] to enable citizens to resolve 
their dispute with the state and with their fellow inhabitants without 
recourse to arms or other forms of physical coercion.”  2   The militaries 
and police forces of weak states tend to be feeble, predatory, and often 
not interested in or capable of protecting the citizen from daily secu-
rity threats. Their security forces themselves could be part of the inse-
curity problem that citizens encounter.  

    2.   Participation defi ciency:  In weak states, free and open political participa-
tion is limited or absent. This means the control of political power is 
in the hands of an oligarchy or multiple centers, such as warlords. The 
expression of popular will is heavily curtailed and citizens may rarely 
have chances to air their grievances peacefully, resulting in day-to-day 
violence.

    3.   Infrastructure defi ciency:  The physical infrastructure of the state is poorly 
maintained. With resources not properly extracted or taxes collected, 
state coffers are very limited or heavily indebted to foreign donors. 
This means there is little money available for infrastructure develop-
ment and maintenance, and other expenditures on public goods such as 
public health and education.  3

 To this list, we would add extreme external vulnerability. Weak states, in 
general, are more vulnerable to external shocks than their stronger counter-
parts.4   For instance, the impact of the Cold War was considerable in the less 
developed world, where intense superpower competition inspired proxy wars 
and other disruptions.  5   The end of the Cold War was also especially turbulent 
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for weak states, especially those such as Cuba, which had been propped up by 
one of the superpowers and then lost the support of their primary benefactor. 
Similarly, there is reason to believe that the onset of the new globalization 
era, an externally driven process, would affect Africa considerably, in both 
economic and security terms.  6

 However, not all weak states are failed or failing states. Although a weak 
state may have a mixed record when it comes to the previously mentioned 
characteristics, “fulfi lling expectations in some areas and performing poorly 
in others, . . . the more poorly weak states perform, criterion by criterion, the 
weaker they become, and the more that weakness tends to edge toward fail-
ure, hence the subcategory of weakness that is termed failing.”  7   The next 
level is “failed states,” which in Rotberg’s terminology are

  tense, deeply confl icted, dangerous, and contested bitterly by warring 
factions. In most failed states, government troops battle armed revolts 
led by one or more rivals. Occasionally, the offi cial authorities in a 
failed state face two or more insurgencies, varieties of civil unrest, dif-
ferent degrees of communal discontent, and a plethora of dissent 
directed at the state and at groups within the state.  8

 It is clear that a failed state is the extreme case of state weakness. It has little 
capacity to intervene and end the internal confl icts that engulf the state. A 
failing state eventually approaches failure unless remedial measures are taken 
to stem the tide of decline and disintegration. A state may remain weak and 
stagnate in that position without much progress either way. However, there 
also exists a possibility that correct policies and favorable conditions can lift 
a state from the “failed” category to “failing” or even stronger.  

    Sub-Saharan Africa   

 The region of sub-Saharan Africa, stretching from the Sahel to South Africa, 
contains forty-two states. Most of them are weak, and a few can be classifi ed 
as “failed” and “failing” states. The region consists of fi ve loosely defi ned 
subregions: the Horn, West, North, East, and Southern Africa.  9   The failed 
states in the region are, in descending order of weakness, Sudan, the 
Democratic Republic of Congo, Cote d’Ivoire, Zimbabwe, Chad, and Somalia. 
The states with the highest level of stability are, in descending order, South 
Africa, Ghana, Senegal, Botswana, Namibia, and Benin.  10   Indeed, South 
Africa is often taken to be qualitatively different from other sub-Saharan 
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African states in possessing a relatively capable state; the analysis in this 
chapter, therefore, only deals with South Africa to the extent that its policies 
have affected other states in the region.  11

 The African states emerged in the international arena during the 1960s 
and ’70s, at the end of the decolonization process. Many states were cobbled 
together into multiethnic territories, in part because they were under the 
control of one colonial power or the other. Sub-Saharan Africa avoided intense 
interstate war until the late 1970s. Some explain this outcome as the product 
of a norm of territoriality adopted by the Organization of African Unity 
(OAU) in the 1960s, whereas others attribute it to a lack of military capabili-
ties to fi ght external wars.  12

 Although  chapters 3  through  5  in this book are divided into states/regions 
(i.e., we discuss the United States, China, and Russia in separate sections, 
rather than look at the three of them together by proposition; we use the 
same strategy for the regions in  chapters 4  and  5 ), this chapter discusses only 
one region—sub-Saharan Africa—and hence we divide it only by proposition 
group. We seek to explore how the different propositions identifi ed in  chap-
ter 1  apply to the weak states of this region. 

    the nature of threats   

 With regard to proposition PS1 ( changing nature of wars ) the sub-Saharan 
African region has experienced a continuously low frequency of traditional 
interstate confl ict since independence. By one reckoning, in the thirty years 
between 1960 and the end of the Cold War, only two traditional interstate 
wars (Somalia–Ethiopia and Tanzania–Uganda) occurred.  13   This trend has 
continued during the post-Cold War era, with only one interstate war 
(Ethiopia–Eritrea) in the seventeen years since 1990.  14   The war in the Great 
Lakes region involving Congo exhibited some characteristics of conventional 
war, but it was, at its core, a struggle among ethnic groups vying for domi-
nation—one in which troops from seven different African countries partici-
pated.15   Unlike other regions, there has been no noticeable decline in 
traditional interstate war, simply because there was not much interstate war 
to begin with. 

 Instead, the major change in confl ict patterns is the increasing number of 
internal wars in the region. Many of these wars have interstate dimensions, 
but are not properly classifi ed as interstate wars. The involvement of a few 
African states in the internal confl icts of their neighbors has caused some 
wars to escalate (e.g., the Democratic Republic of the Congo) whereas others 
subside (e.g., Burundi in 2003).  16   Indeed, because many of the states lack 



140 | globalization and the national security state

both capacity and regime legitimacy, they have been unable to curtail civil 
wars (such as those in Angola and the former Zaire), ethnic confl icts (like the 
war between the Hutus and the Tutsis that spilled from Rwanda and Burundi 
into the former Zaire and Uganda), and battles by local militias (such as those 
in Liberia, Sierra Leone, and Somalia) for prolonged periods.  17   The other wars 
with some interstate characteristics were as follows: frontier clashes between 
Senegal and Mauritania (1989–1991), the Chad–Central African Border 
Confl ict (2002), and the war in the Democratic Republic of the Congo 
(1990–present), which started as a civil war, but spread to eleven African 
states.18   Other armed confl icts are listed in  Table 6.1 . The most recent exam-
ple is the 2006–2007 Ethiopian military intervention in support of the offi -
cial Somali government to expel invading Islamic forces from Mogadishu, 
the capital. The invaders were supported by Ethiopia’s traditional rival, 
Eritrea.19   These confl icts show the predominance of civil strife in Africa as 
opposed to regular interstate warfare, although some of these confl icts 
involved multiple states. 

  The end of the Cold War had both positive and negative impacts on the 
region’s confl ict patterns. During the Cold War, both superpowers supported 
regimes or opponents of regimes by giving military and economic aid, which 
allowed many confl icts to fester, such as the one in southern Africa involving 
South Africa and the frontline states. However, since the end of the Cold 
War, this source of external support has diminished, making some states 
weaker, and reducing the confl ict potentials of others. The dearth of external 
support “tipped local balances away from the state and toward insurgent 
organizations,” whereas the absence of superpower support “destabilized per-
sonalist states.” Demands on African states by donor countries and interna-
tional institutions for structural reforms such as ending subsidies have 
increased during the post-Cold War era, generating higher than normal 
instabilities.20   In addition, the end of the Cold War has raising weapons 
transfers to the region, especially through illegal channels, increasing the 
number of armed combatants in multiple factions. Arms transfers, the resur-
gence of ethnic confl ict, economics-driven or money-motivated insurgencies, 
and a decreasing interest in humanitarian intervention and peacekeeping 
operations by outside powers all contributed to increased substate violence in 
the region after the Cold War.  21

 The association between globalization and the rise of these new threats is 
profound. Economic factors have increasingly infl uenced confl ict patterns. 
The confl ict over diamonds, for instance, has played a big role in regional 
violence. Sierra Leone’s diamonds have funded that country’s confl ict for both 
government and insurgent groups. The most prominent example is that of 



     table 6.1 African Internal Confl icts Active in the 1990s and 2000s   

  Confl ict  Years  

  Angola–UNITA  1975–2002 (R)  
  Angola–Cabinda  1991–2004 (R)  
  Burundi  1991–2005 (R)  
  Central African Republic  2001–2002  
  Chad  1965–2005 (R)  
  Comoros–Anjouan  1997  
  Congo (Republic)  1993–2002 (R)  
  Côte d’Ivoire  2002–2004 (R)  
  Democratic Republic of the Congo  1996–2001  
  Djibouti  1991–1999 (R)  
  Eritrea–Islamic Jihad  1997–2003 (R)  
  Ethiopia–Tigray  1976–1991  
  Ethiopia–Eritrea  1962–1991  *

  Ethiopia–Ogaden  1996–2005 (R)  
  Ethiopia–Afar  1989–1996 (R)  
  Ethiopia–al-Itahad  1996–1999 (R)  
  Ethiopia–Oromo  1989–2005 (R)  
  Guinea  2000–2001  
  Guinea–Bissau  1998–1999  
  Lesotho  1998  
  Liberia  1989–2003 (R)  
  Mali  1990–1994 (R)  
  Mozambique  1981–1992  
  Niger–Azawad  1992–1997 (R)  
  Niger–Eastern Niger  1996–1997  
  Nigeria–North  2004  
  Nigeria—Niger Delta  2004  
  Rwanda  1990–2002 (R)  
  Senegal  1990–2003 (R)  
  Sierra Leone  1991–2000  
  Somalia  1981– (R)  
  Sudan–South  1983–2004  
  Sudan-Darfur  2003–  
  Togo  1991  
  Uganda–LRA  1989– (R)  

*  Refers only to the Eritrean secessionist confl ict; (R) denotes  recurrent , a confl ict with clear, 
discrete breaks.  
Source: Peace Research Institute of Oslo, “Armed Confl icts 1946–2005,”  http://new.prio.no/
CSCW-Datasets/Data-on-Armed-Confl ict/UppsalaPRIO-Armed-Confl icts-Dataset/  (accessed July 
1, 2007). Details about confl ict codings are available in Nils Petter Gleditsch, Peter Wallensteen, 
Mikael Eriksson, Margareta Sollenberg, and Håvard Strand, “Armed Confl ict 1946–2001: A New 
Dataset,” Journal of Peace Research , 39, no. 5 (September 2002): 615–637. The latest update on 
this project is Lotta Harbom, Stina Högbladh, and Peter Wallensteen, “Armed Confl ict and Peace 
Agreements,” Journal of Peace Research , 43, no. 5 (September 2006): 617–631. 
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the rebel group the National Union for the Total Independence of Angola 
(UNITA), which accounted for “75 to 90% of Angola’s total diamond pro-
duction and reportedly employed 100,000 miners in 1996.”  22   Informal eco-
nomic activity such as the illegal diamond trade and drug traffi cking has 
increased during the globalization era. As two analysts point out: “[I]t is 
through informal economic activity, most obviously in the narcotics trade, 
that the poor world has actually become more closely integrated into global-
ization. The merging of development and security, together with the preva-
lence of informal economic activity, leads to the spectacle of wars closely 
connected to control of the drugs or diamond trades.”  23   As James Ferguson 
has observed, globalization has most frequently meant the concentration of 
capital in enclave economies in Africa, as “capital does not fl ow through 
African countries”; it “hops” between specifi c sites in Africa, such as gold 
mines in Ghana, oil rigs off the coast of Angola, and diamond and coltan 
enclaves in the Democratic Republic of Congo.  24   Because concentrated sites 
of capital are most easily looted by rebellions,  25   the result has been a prolif-
eration of attractive economic opportunities for insurgencies. A good exam-
ple is Charles Taylor’s exploitation of a Firestone rubber contract in Liberia to 
fi nance his military expenditures.  26

 Moreover, as insurgent threats have arisen, weak regimes have often 
responded by adopting methods similar to those of the rebellions they face, 
relying on illicit sources of revenue, using their soldiers to defend economic 
enclaves, allowing troops to loot indiscriminately to supplement their 
incomes, and employing private security fi rms (discussed later in the chap-
ter). This has led to the phenomenon of the “shadow state”: a formally legiti-
mate state apparatus resting on clandestine commercial networks in the 
context of civil war. Classic examples include the Mobutu regime in Zaire 
and the Momoh regime of Sierra Leone.  27

 It is clear, then, that the wars African states fi ght today are primarily 
LICs, rather than interstate wars. Furthermore, it is also clear that globaliza-
tion has served to increase and intensify these insurgencies. Thus, although 
low-level confl icts have been endemic to the region long before the advent of 
globalization as a result of the very weakness of the region’s states, the evi-
dence is consistent with proposition PS1. 

 There is also evidence that the region is confronting a growing threat 
from postindustrial warfare (PS2). Indeed, sub-Saharan Africa has registered 
an increase in terrorism since the end of the Cold War, as many of the warring 
groups in Africa have increasingly been practicing terrorist tactics and many 
international terrorist networks train or operate in the region.  28   From 1991 
through 2003, the U.S. State Department’s  Patterns of Global Terrorism
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reported that Africa experienced 250 incidents of terrorism, 5.5% of the 
world’s total, but amounting to 17% of the world’s total terrorism-related 
casualties (6,106). According to the 2005 State Department report, in 2004, 
Africa experienced 253 incidents of terrorism (2.3% of the world’s total), 
causing 875 deaths (6% of the world’s total). In 2006, the number of terrorist 
attacks in eastern and sub-Saharan Africa rose 64%, from the approximately 
256 attacks reported for 2005 (2.3% of the world’s total attacks with 6% of 
the world’s total deaths) to 422 reported attacks.  29   The number of attacks in 
Africa rose an additional 96% in 2007, totaling 835 attacks with a reported 
2,187 fatalities (almost 10% of the world’s 22,685 terrorism-related deaths 
in that year).  30   Although that percentage seems low when compared with the 
total number of global incidents, it is the result of a massive upsurge in ter-
rorist incidents in Iraq and Afghanistan, rather than evidence that Africa is 
witnessing a major decline in absolute numbers. 

 Most of these incidents have been concentrated in the subregion of the 
Horn of Africa and surrounding states, consisting of Kenya, Ethiopia, 
Djibouti, Somalia, Eritrea, and Sudan. Since the September 11 attacks against 
the United States, international attention to the problem has increased, but 
terrorism has been an ongoing challenge in the region for more than a decade. 
The seizing of power in Sudan by the National Islamic Front in 1989 offered 
a fertile ground for Islamic terrorists, including the al Qaeda group of Osama 
Bin Laden, which had its base there for a period of time until it moved to 
Afghanistan. Major terrorist incidents include the killing of eighteen 
American soldiers in Mogadishu in 1993; the simultaneous bombing in 1998 
of U.S. embassies in Nairobi and Dar-es-Salaam, which killed 200 and injured 
4,000; the attack on the USS Cole  near the Yemeni port city of Aden in 
October 2000, which killed seventeen American sailors; and the November 
2002 hotel bombing and failed attempt to bring down an Israeli jet liner 
with surface-to-air missiles near Mombassa, Kenya. Most of these were high-
profi le precursors to the September 11 terrorist strike.  31

 In the Horn of Africa, Somalia remains particularly vulnerable to terror-
ism, given the occasional ascendancy of Islamists in the power struggle within 
the state. The local Somali partner of al Qaeda, al Itihaad (named by the 
United States as one of the twenty-seven entities linked to al Qaeda), was 
active in Somalia even before September 11.  32   However, al Qaeda and other 
external terrorist groups have not had tremendous success in Somalia despite 
the near anarchy prevailing there. The temporary victory of Islamic groups in 
the civil war in 2006 and their occupation of Mogadishu and surrounding 
regions threatened to change this trend. The Shabbab, a youth militia, whose 
members are trained by al Qaeda and are drawn from Somali expatriates from 
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countries such as Canada, has emerged as a destabilizing force targeting 
 foreign aid and humanitarian workers.  33

 The September 11 attack prompted the states in the region to confront 
the terrorist challenge. Twenty-seven African leaders met at Dakar, Senegal, 
in October 2001 to adopt a modest declaration against terrorism and to 
appeal to all African states to ratify the OAU and UN conventions on the 
prevention and combating of terrorism.  34   Some states in the region have 
made signifi cant efforts to combat terrorism. The Kenyan government, for 
example, established an antiterrorism police unit in June 2003, and its 
Ministry of Finance set up a task force on money laundering to combat ter-
rorist fi nancing. To complement its efforts, the United States has increased 
fi nancial support and training of Kenyan forces engaged in antiterrorism 
activities. Ethiopia has been more successful in the terrorism fi ght, given its 
tough national security-oriented regime. It has achieved this through coordi-
nated efforts with the United States, especially in Somalia, where it has 
engaged in a war with the Islamic courts attempting to control the war-torn 
country.  35   Other states have also attempted to deal with the terrorist threat 
by cooperating more closely with the United States. Djibouti, for example, 
responded by accepting more than 800 U.S. soldiers in increasingly close 
relations with the United States, whereas Eritrea offered base facilities to the 
Americans. Even Sudan, whose Islamist regime is sympathetic to many of the 
terrorist groups identifi ed by the United States, has been compelled to reign 
in terrorists operating on its soil in recent years. Although Sudan had offered 
training camps to al Qaeda, Egyptian Islamic Jihad, Hezbollah, Hamas, 
Palestinian Islamic Jihad, Abu Nidal, and Gama’at al Islamiyya in the past, 
after the fi rst World Trade Center bombing in 1993, Khartoum buckled 
under to intense U.S. pressure and expelled Osama Bin Laden in 1996, after 
giving him safe haven for fi ve years. In the post-September 11 environment, 
Sudan has increased its cooperation with U.S. counterterrorist efforts.  36

 Not all African “counterterrorist” efforts are genuine, though. By labeling 
their domestic political opponents as “terrorists,” many African regimes have 
sought international sanction or even support for repressive policies that 
would ordinarily be condemned as human rights abuses. For instance, Eritrea’s 
President Isaias Afewerki cracked down on opposition and media after 
September 11 and linked the Alliance of Eritrean National Forces with al 
Qaeda, Liberia’s Charles Taylor called his domestic opponents terrorists, and 
Tanzania has been criticized for drawing up antiterrorism laws to clamp down 
on dissent. Ethiopia has branded its insurgents in the Oromo region as hav-
ing terrorist links, whereas Zimbabwe’s Robert Mugabe used antiterrorism 
language for internal repression, with the expectation of avoiding a negative 
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international response.  37   Even without calling their domestic opponents ter-
rorists, many African countries that provided the United States with access 
to intelligence, air fi elds, and military bases to assist the “War on Terror” 
have been able to escape western criticism of their human rights abuses and 
suppression of political freedom.  38   Despite this frequent abuse of counterter-
rorist operations, there is abundant evidence that such operations have made 
the challenge of postindustrial warfare an important component of the 
national security agendas of the weak and failing states of sub-Saharan 
Africa.

 Regarding proposition PS3 ( changing threats ), African states certainly do 
face a host of nontraditional threats. To begin with, they are underdeveloped 
and their populations suffer from debilitating poverty. The physical infra-
structures of these countries are very weak and they are often unable to cope 
with different kinds of threats—economic, ecological, and health related. 
Threats to physical security are probably more prominent than national secu-
rity in most of these countries. Because nationalism is not fully developed, 
loyalties in most of Africa lie at the subnational level. This makes traditional 
notions of state-centric security problematic, and elevates human security 
issues to a higher level than in more developed nation-states.  39

 Disease is one threat that deserves special attention, given its dual connec-
tion to state security and human security. Diseases that have been eradicated 
or contained in the developed world and most parts of Asia, such as tubercu-
losis, malaria, polio, cholera, and a whole host of waterborne ailments, have 
been killing millions of Africans every year. Their prevalence has increased 
throughout the years as a result of migration, poor sanitary conditions, and 
inadequate health care facilities. Most prominent, the African states are 
increasingly ravaged by the scourge of HIV/AIDS. At the end of 2001, sub-
Saharan Africa contained nearly 28 million HIV/AIDS patients, 70% of the 
world’s total. The twelve Southern African Development Community (SADC) 
member states have the highest HIV prevalence rate in the world (20.6% of 
the population), and the sub-Saharan Africa region as a whole has a preva-
lence rate of 9% against a world rate of 1.2%.  40   It is clear that various aspects 
of globalization have been closely connected to the outbreak, especially an 
increase in long-haul transportation.  41

 HIV/AIDS affects many aspects of the new security complex. Not only 
does it directly threaten the lives of those infected with the virus, it also has 
secondary effects throughout the state. It threatens economic security in areas 
such as production, consumption, and investment, as the workforce is deci-
mated by AIDS; it undermines food security, as many casualties are occurring 
among farmers, which is further reducing the substandard crop yields of the 
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region; it yields governance crises, as the magnitude of the infection rates 
challenges states’ abilities to deliver basic services to the affected population; 
and it threatens political instability, as AIDS-induced migration and urban-
ization pressures destabilize the volatile social fabric of African societies. 
HIV/AIDS has also increased crime rates in many countries as the number of 
orphans and economic refugees has increased during the past two decades.  42

In light of these profound challenges, many commentators believe that HIV/
AIDS is the single greatest peril that the African continent faces.  43

 The disease creates important second-order threats to more traditional 
spheres of national security as well, as the HIV/AIDS crisis dramatically 
weakens the resources at the disposal of African states to undertake many of 
their principal functions.  44   According to Alex de Waal, government policy is 
often premised on an assumption of life expectancy—of its personnel and of 
its population—that is simply no longer sustainable in much of sub-Saharan 
Africa.45   With crippled governments comes a host of new security threats, as 
other states seek to take advantage of their rivals’ AIDS-induced weakness.  46

Because of the fear of HIV/AIDS, western countries have been reluctant to 
commit to peacekeeping operations in Africa, which has further undermined 
security in the region.  47   Moreover, the disease creates unique avenues for 
rebellion. The staggering numbers of AIDS orphans younger than the age of 
15—estimated in 2003 at more than 1 million in South Africa alone, or 
about 48% of South Africa’s orphan population, whose numbers could swell 
to 2.5 million by 2010  48  —presents a potential crisis of the highest order as 
more and more child soldiers are drawn from this population. 

 Of particular relevance to our inquiry is the impact of HIV/AIDS on 
regional armed forces. Vast numbers of armed personnel across Africa have 
been infected by this disease. This not only affects the number of active troops 
available, but also increases the incidence of personnel spreading the disease 
to the civilian population.  49   Thus, the disease has negatively impacted the 
morale of the soldiers, affected civil–military relations because societies view 
armed forces as bringing diseases to their midst, and the fi ghting ability of 
the forces has weakened considerably.  50   In addition, the organizational effec-
tiveness of African militaries has declined signifi cantly in the wake of the 
pandemic.51   As a result, as Pieter Fourie and Martin Schonteich observe: 
“Foreign and domestic threats to a country’s national security are aggravated 
by the security vacuum left by weakened military forces.”  52

 Among other regional security threats are the prevalence of land mines in 
many confl ict zones and the spread of small arms. The pervasiveness of small 
arms as a weapon of war is diffi cult to assess systematically, but anecdotal 
evidence continually points to its ubiquity. Some efforts at quantifying their 



weak and failing states | 147

prevalence have been made. The International Institute for Strategic Studies 
(IISS) has accumulated data about the use of small arms in warfare, conclud-
ing that “no other weapon category is as ubiquitous.”  53   The IISS also sur-
veyed eight internal confl icts from June to October 2004 to assess the 
prevalence of small arms as a cause of combat deaths. Three of these were in 
sub-Saharan Africa: Burundi, Cote d’Ivoire, and Uganda. Of 477 deaths in 
these African confl icts whose causes could be identifi ed, 466 were infl icted by 
small arms (97.7%). This fi gure is substantially higher than the average of all 
eight confl icts: 89.8%.  54

 The region has also been heavily affected by the global market for arma-
ments. The global legitimate transfer of small arms was estimated by the UN 
to be $2.1 billion in 2002; the problem of underreporting suggests that the 
real fi gure may have been closer to $4 billion.  55   It is estimated that Africa is 
home to more than 100 million pieces of small arms out of a total of 500 
million in circulation worldwide. It is also the number one continent for the 
import of small arms. The AU had adopted several resolutions on controlling 
small arms and took an active role at the UN Conference on Small Arms and 
Light Weapons in July 2001. Progress in implementing the plans remains 
limited.56   Thus, the global market has helped fuel many of the insurgencies 
raging on the African continent.  57

 Weak states are also heavily infl uenced by global economic pressures that 
have direct human and national security implications. For instance, if fully 
implemented, the World Trade Organization (WTO)-led agreements on 
intellectual property rights are expected to multiply the price of pharmaceu-
ticals even when Africans are unable to purchase most life-saving medicines 
that are available under current prices.  58   High levels of debt have also affected 
African states’ ability to provide basic services including security. 

 State responses to these challenges by the national security establishments 
have been highly variable. In some instances, for example, states have signifi -
cantly reoriented their national security structures to combat HIV and AIDS. 
Much depends on the very defi nition of HIV/AIDS as a security threat; with 
this recognition, AIDS policy frequently moves up the bureaucratic ladder to 
more powerful agents—for example, from health ministries (frequently weak) 
to the head of state or government.  59   For example, Ugandan President Yoweri 
Museveni has stated that he was prompted to vigorous action on AIDS when, 
in 1986, he learned from Cuban President Fidel Castro of high infection rates 
among Ugandan soldiers sent to Cuba for training.  60   Ethiopia’s AIDS policy 
has likewise focused on combating the threat to its armed forces.  61   At the 
regional level, the seriousness with which HIV/AIDS is regarded is codifi ed 
in the AU’s 2000 declaration treating the AIDS situation as a “State of 
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Emergency.”  62   In its 2006 declaration, the link between disease and security 
was made more explicit, as the AU asserted that AIDS, along with tubercu-
losis and malaria, constituted “major threats to our national and continental 
socioeconomic development, peace and security.”  63

 Despite these declarations, however, action at the state level has been 
lacking in most African countries; comprehensive AIDS policies like Uganda’s 
that focuses on education, the propagation of abstinence, and the supply of 
condoms remain exceptional.  64   Uganda’s success in rolling back AIDS 
depended upon centralized policy coordination as well as on the sort of 
engagement with civil society that weak and illegitimate states frequently 
lack.65   Thus, many other states in the region have largely abdicated a com-
prehensive role in combating the pandemic, and their security apparatuses 
remain unengaged. 

 In general, facing a lack of capacity as well as the constant peril of rebel-
lion and civil war, the weak states of sub-Saharan Africa frequently do not 
have the luxury of defi ning their security in terms of nontraditional security 
threats, and respond instead to the more immediate threat of rebellion. 
Although it is true that improving economic circumstances and containing 
the spread of pandemics could reduce the likelihood of rebellion, the leaders 
of failed states rarely concern themselves with the basic needs of their popula-
tion, and enrich themselves instead at the population’s expense.  66   New secu-
rity threats, therefore, have only a limited infl uence on their national security 
efforts. Although they are becoming more aware of the security implications 
of nontraditional challenges,  67   the very state weakness, which underpins 
many of these threats, makes states in the region ill equipped to manage 
threats effectively. Responses, therefore, have been mixed if not wholly 
inadequate.

 At the regional–institutional level, however, there is a new appreciation 
of the wide-ranging security challenges Africa faces. In the Common Defense 
and Security Policy adopted by the AU in February 2004, a “newer, multidi-
mensional security” concept was adopted, which encompasses traditional 
state-centric security as well as issues such as human rights; the plight of 
refugees and other displaced persons; the use of land mines; the proliferation 
of small arms, pandemic diseases such as HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and 
malaria; environmental degradation; organized crime; child soldiers; terror-
ism; and human traffi cking, drug traffi cking and money laundering.  68   How 
effectively these general statements are translated into policy frameworks by 
national governments is still an open question. 

 In terms of new threats to security in the globalization era, then, Africa is 
perhaps the most visibly affected of all regions of the world. Threats are 
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changing in the region with the intermingling of traditional security issues 
with nontraditional threats, such as diseases, which are spread as a result of 
confl ict. Nonetheless, national security doctrines in the region have not yet 
caught up to these developments. The region is also prone to terrorism in 
different manifestations. Moreover, states in the region are embroiled in 
internal confl icts to a far greater extent than they fi ght interstate wars. It 
remains unclear, though, whether these nontraditional challenges can be 
fully attributed to globalization or whether they stem from persistent state 
weakness that is endemic to the region.  

    the strategies states pursue   

 Turning to proposition PS4 ( defensive and deterrent doctrines ), we are unable to 
locate clear statements of military doctrine and national security strategy 
from the weak or failed states in sub-Saharan Africa. Nonetheless, given that 
these states cannot afford the most sophisticated modern technology and live 
with the constant fear of war and rebellion, there is no reason to expect that 
the forces of globalization have made their military establishments defensive 
and deterrent in nature. Indeed, in 2000, Africa contained the largest num-
ber of confl icts (mostly internal, although some with interstate dimensions) 
of any region of the world.  69   The sheer frequency of these confl icts suggests 
that at least some African states have adopted offensive military policies. 
Moreover, the active involvement of several states in the Great Lakes regional 
confl ict suggests that many African states are seeking to prevent the spread 
of LICs to their territory through outward-looking, offensive-type strategies. 
That some African states are increasingly adopting offensive postures is visi-
ble in intervention patterns. Barring notable exceptions like Somalia’s inva-
sion of Ethiopia in 1977, and Tanzania’s intervention to overthrow Uganda’s 
Idi Amin in 1979, most Cold War-era interventions were in defense of belea-
guered regimes. However, the interventions of the 1990s have involved the 
increasing use of offensive military doctrines and predatory behavior,  70   show-
ing changes in the doctrinal approaches of the armies.  71

 Nonetheless, the majority of African forces are poorly equipped and poorly 
trained to fi ght regular wars compared with their counterparts in Asia or the 
Middle East. The infantries of smaller African countries tend to be “lightly 
equipped and [their] armor limited to light armored cars,” and are, therefore,

  little more than gendarmerie, and the larger armies require a number 
of weeks’ intensive training and preparation for effective ground com-
bat. It is because of these weaknesses that a number of African  confl icts, 
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Sudan versus the Sudan Peoples’ Liberation Army, Ethiopia versus 
Eritrea, UNITA versus the Angolan army, the civil warfare in Chad 
and Somalia, Uganda’s war with the Lord’s Resistance Army, all 
become protracted and stalemated, no side having the military capac-
ity for all-out victory.  72

 Because most regional wars are mixtures of both internal and asymmetric 
confl icts, set-piece battles are the norm. “Overall confl ict in Africa, whether 
conventional national warfare or faction street fi ghting, increasingly resem-
bles precolonial warfare, bodies of men usually but by no means invariably 
ethnically bonded, fi ghting for economic assets and resources in areas not 
demarcated by agreed borders, the warfare of frontiersmen.”  73   Furthermore, 
the main focus of armed forces in several countries has been internal power as 
opposed to external security. In West Africa, for instance, several states 
(including Benin, Cote d’Ivoire, Gambia, Guinea-Bissau, Mali, Niger, 
Nigeria, and Sierra Leone) have experienced military coups—some, multiple 
numbers—even after the end of the Cold War when the global democratiza-
tion process had taken root throughout most of the world. Thus, the military 
is often more directly focused on the state and internal politics than it is on 
outside threats.  74   All this suggests that offi cial military doctrines have little 
meaning, even if they exist in documented forms in the odd case.  75   That 
proposition PS4 seems to have little relevance to sub-Saharan Africa suggests 
that we must go beyond existing theories about globalization and national 
security to grasp properly the special problems that weak states face. 

 Regarding proposition PS5 ( soft balancing ), states in Africa have resorted 
to limited hard balancing against those regional states threatening to disrupt 
regional order and peace. However, they have also resorted to limited forms 
of soft balancing against each other through the AU and the UN. In terms of 
hard balancing, in the Great Lakes area the states aligned in two antagonistic 
camps in the Congo war. Intervention in the confl ict was aimed at either sup-
porting or opposing the Kabila regime. It was also meant to prevent any 
single state from emerging as the most powerful regional actor as a result of 
the war. In recent times, Ethiopia has been intervening in Somalia’s civil war 
in an effort to contain and balance against the Islamists supported by Eritrea. 
However, the most powerful states in the region, South Africa and Nigeria, 
have not elicited any balance-of-power coalitions directed at them. Instead, 
these states have been major players in Africa’s regional institutions aimed at 
generating stability in the region. 

 Much of the limited balancing taking place is a mixture of hard and 
soft balancing. The dominant patterns of balance-of-power politics are 
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 subregional in nature and they involve both states and nonguerrilla armies. 
For instance, in West Africa, Nigeria has engaged in a regional balance-of-
power game supporting different sides in the civil wars of Liberia and Sierra 
Leone. In the Horn of Africa, both Ethiopia and Eritrea have engaged in a 
balance-of-power rivalry by supporting different factions in Somalia as well 
as Sudan. They have also sponsored each others’ internal oppositions. 
Throughout the 1990s, competition between Eritrea and Ethiopia escalated, 
culminating in the 1998–2000 war.  76   In southern Africa, Zimbabwe and 
South Africa engaged in limited balance-of-power politics in the context of 
the SADC intervention in Congo.  77   In central Africa, Uganda and Rwanda 
formed a coalition against Zimbabwe, Angola, and Sudan during the civil 
war in the Democratic Republic of Congo (1998–2003) by supporting the 
rebel armies and the regime of Laurent Kabila respectively.  78

 The principal level of balancing discussed here is against regional powers 
and alignments, rather than against global hegemony. Indeed, Africa has 
long been peripheral to great power politics—occasionally involved as an 
arena for confl ict, but not as a major player in its own right.  79   Indeed, to the 
extent that the region is involved in counterhegemonic balancing, it is indi-
rectly, as a result of the rise of Chinese infl uence in sub-Saharan Africa. 
Seeking energy sources, export markets, and international prestige, China’s 
economic, diplomatic, and military presence in sub-Saharan Africa has 
increased dramatically. Trade between China and the region almost tripled in 
fi ve years, from $10 billion in 2000 to $28 billion in 2005, and then to 
$32.17 billion during the fi rst ten months of 2006. China appears to be dip-
lomatically aligned with states, such as Zimbabwe and Sudan, and has even 
spoken on their behalf in the UN. Its arms sales (to clients, including, most 
prominently, Sudan) and unprecedented peacekeeping presence in Liberia 
and the Democratic Republic of Congo, add a dimension of military force to 
this campaign.  80   One could argue, therefore, that the African states continue 
to use hard balancing against each other, while China is using Africa as a soft 
balancing tool against U.S. hegemony, and the continent may emerge as a 
key source of contention between the United States and China if the trend 
continues.

 Regarding proposition PS6 ( manpower ) offi cial armed forces manpower in 
sub-Saharan Africa increased from 958,000 in 1985 to more than 1.4 million 
in 1999. However, by 2006, the number declined slightly to almost 1.3 mil-
lion, before falling again to just more than 1.2 million in 2007.  81   There has 
been no uniform trend across the region, though. From 1987 to 1997, for 
example, eighteen countries had witnessed a decline in the number of sol-
diers per thousand citizens, ten witnessed no increase at all, whereas fi fteen 
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showed major increases. The largest increases took place in Benin, Botswana, 
Uganda, Burundi, and Rwanda.  82   From 1999 to 2007, twenty-eight armed 
forces declined relative to population,  83   twelve remained unchanged or posted 
small increases,  84   and four posted large increases (Djibouti, Liberia, Rwanda, 
and Sierra Leone). Throughout the period, the armed forces of twelve coun-
tries in the region declined in absolute size,  85   fourteen remained the same,  86

fourteen had small increases in absolute size,  87   and four had large increases 
(Eritrea, Rwanda, Sudan, and Uganda).  88   It is clear, though, that the failed 
states have not uniformly reduced their militaries, as globalization theorists 
would have expected.  89

 With respect to propositions PS7 ( defense spending )  90   in sub-Saharan Africa, 
offi cial governmental military spending has fl uctuated during the past 
decade. In 1990, it stood at $9.4 billion, but it dropped steadily to $5.8 bil-
lion in 1997, before rising consistently to $9 billion by 2006.  91   Of course, 
these fi gures would be higher if they included arms purchases by the nongov-
ernmental militias, gangs, and chieftains that plague the region. Patterns are 
diffi cult to discern. For some countries, the fi gures are highly sensitive to the 
incidence of local wars. Thus, for example, defense spending in Eritrea 
increased from $214 million in 1996 to $400 million in 1999, before declining 
to $230 million by 2003, the latest fi gures available. In Ethiopia, it shot up 
sixfold from an estimated $134 million in 1996 to $822 million in 1999 and 
declined to $316 million in 2006. Sierra Leone reduced its spending in the 
2000s as its civil war wound down—from $25.5 million in 2000 to $13.2 
million in 2006. Other countries experienced apparently trendless fl uctua-
tion that is diffi cult to interpret, such as Angola ($1,186 million in 1997, 
$423 million in 1998, $1,546 million in 1999) and Rwanda (ranging from 
$69.6 million in 1999 to $48.3 million in 2004). Thus, the region is a mess 
of differing trends and, consequently, offers little support for the globaliza-
tion proposition on military expenditures. 

 In one subregion of Africa, states have made a commitment to reduce 
their military power in recent years. Southern African countries engaged in 
a major demobilization after the end of the apartheid era. For its part, South 
Africa reduced its defense budget and active personnel. Between 1989–1990 
and 1997–1998, South Africa’s defense budget was reduced by 50% in real 
terms (an average of about 8% annually) and from 4% of GDP in 1989–
1990 to 1.6% of GDP by 1997–1998. The end of the Cold War and demo-
bilization in southern Africa, the end of apartheid, and an economic decline 
all account for this cutback.  92   As a result, during the 1990s, eleven southern 
African states agreed to reduce their forces or maintain them at their 1995–
1996 levels: Angola (82,000 to 50,000), Lesotho (2,000 to 2,000), Malawi 



weak and failing states | 153

(10,000 to 7,000), Mozambique (12,000 to 11,000), South Africa (136,000 
to 90,000), Swaziland (3,000 to 3,000), Tanzania (49,600 to 25,000), 
Zambia (24,000 to 20,000), and Zimbabwe (42,000 to 25,000). Botswana 
and Namibia would be allowed to increase their forces from 7,500 to 10,000 
in the fi rst case and 8,100 to 10,000 in the second. The UN and western 
international donors played a key role in securing these force reduction 
agreements.93

 In some countries, African armies have experienced reductions not only in 
numbers, but also in capabilities, especially war-fi ghting capacities. Often, 
rebels are able to control vast chunks of land precisely because of the weak 
capacity of armed forces. In many instances, equipment remains outmoded, 
training is very weak, and the capacity of the state is correlated with the 
capacity of the armed forces.  94   Paradoxically, some countries (such as Angola, 
Uganda, Rwanda, Zimbabwe, and Namibia) have been able to acquire capa-
bilities for forward positions (e.g., in Congo), even while the armies of these 
states have been unable to suppress internal insurgents.  95

 Overall, then, although the region’s states have had different experiences, 
the region as a whole shows no clear trend and, therefore, provides little sup-
port for the globalization school’s expectations of reduced military 
manpower. 

 With regard to proposition PS8 ( shift from war fi ghting to policing ), in states 
that lack legitimacy, maintaining domestic order is often the military estab-
lishment’s primary purpose. Thus, the national armed forces of Zimbabwe, 
Angola, Congo, and other failed African states are, in effect, brutal police 
forces at the service of corrupt governments.  96   It would be diffi cult to attri-
bute this phenomenon to globalization, though. After all, corrupt African 
governments have long used their national security establishments to main-
tain their domestic power positions. If anything, globalization should restrain 
these police actions by bringing international pressure to bear against regimes 
that abuse human rights. Thus, the police operations of failed states should 
not necessarily be interpreted as consistent with the globalization school’s 
predictions.

 In general, then, it is diffi cult to evaluate the accuracy and the relevance 
of the globalization school’s hypotheses regarding the strategies states use to 
meet their security needs in the context of sub-Saharan Africa. It would seem 
that African states still engage in offensive strategies, although many lack 
adequate military equipment and training for that purpose. They still engage 
in hard balancing vis-à-vis regional challengers, and have not reduced mili-
tary spending or manpower in any consistent manner. And, although one of 
the primary missions of African military apparatuses is to engage in policing 
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and domestic order operations, this does not appear to be a change brought 
upon by globalization.  

    the monopoly of the state as a security provider   

 If the strategies that sub-Saharan African states are pursuing in the contem-
porary era have not altered as globalization theorists predict, there is some 
evidence that these weak states have reached out to other actors to assist them 
in the provision of security. Regarding proposition PS9 ( nonstate actors ) the 
weak, failing, and failed states of Africa, having little legitimacy and lacking 
the resources to maintain effective fi ghting forces, are increasingly relying on 
private security forces to fi ght rebels and defend their governments, their 
supporters, and their institutions. Indeed, in sub-Saharan Africa, police func-
tions have deteriorated in most countries. Even in supposedly stronger states 
like South Africa, effective policing remains rather absent as evident in the 
soaring crime rates in that country, especially in its urban centers. Continuous 
LICs also have created a “weakening and fragmentation of regime power,” 
blurring “distinctions between insurgency and counterinsurgency, and 
between military, police and civilians.”  97   As a result, states such as South 
Africa, Kenya, Uganda, and Angola have been turning to private security 
providers, including Executive Outcomes and Sandline International, to fi ll 
in for a failing security apparatus. In a particularly notorious 1995 incident, 
the government of Sierra Leone contracted Executive Outcomes to suppress 
the resistance by rebel forces.  98

 Some argue that privatization in the security arena occurred during the 
1990s, as a number of countries in sub-Saharan Africa downsized their mili-
taries. In a way, states in the region could not maintain a monopoly over 
force, and the weak police forces in the region helped accelerate the process.  99

William Reno notes that the end of the apartheid regime in South Africa led 
that country’s massive intelligence service to go into private business, a tran-
sition made easier by the longstanding use of businesses as cover for intelli-
gence operations. He argues that this provided an immense contribution to 
the availability and use of private armies across sub-Saharan Africa.  100

 In addition to the use of private security companies by African states, 
warlords and groups that extract resources from the land have employed pri-
vate militias extensively in the region. Child soldiers form a major compo-
nent of these private militias. These militias often engage in the forceful 
acquisition of property and resources, especially mineral wealth, the defense 
of ethnic groups and clans, the waging of feuds between warlords, and the 
“simple amusement and self-assertion of the young men who compose 
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them.”101   In addition, MNCs (including most of the foreign and local mining 
companies), insurgents, and criminal groups in this chaotic region also use 
private security forces to protect themselves and their property, because s the 
states’ own military establishments and police forces often lack the capacity 
to perform these functions. 

 Furthermore, because they are unable to achieve their security goals inde-
pendently, governments and people of the region look to several hundred 
humanitarian NGOs to assist them in providing food, medicine, and world 
attention.102   Self-interested regimes and rebels can use such organizations as 
a substitute for functions that they are unable or unwilling to provide, and, 
in confl ict zones, can even acquire a patina of legitimacy for objectionable 
actions. For example, several commentators have raised concerns about the 
manipulation of humanitarian NGOs in providing relief assistance to refugee 
camps that serve as hotbeds for political recruitment.  103   Thus, globalization 
has led weak states to embrace nongovernmental security providers to a 
greater extent than any other category of states. 

 With regard to proposition PS10 ( regional institutions ), there has been a 
fl urry of regional efforts to form associations and institutional setups to pro-
vide both economic and security cooperation. According to Paul-Henri 
Bischoff, “globalization, peripheralization, and confl ict as well as Africa’s 
integration into an emergent world political structure explain this seeming 
growth in transnational activity.”  104   Many African leaders began to realize 
that foreign governmental aid is unlikely to come without genuine efforts at 
regional cooperation and confl ict resolution. The number of regional institu-
tions mushroomed at the end of the Cold War, and existing ones were trans-
formed. Most notably, efforts were made to revitalize the OAU (founded in 
1963), which was renamed the AU in July 2002, when it was also amalgam-
ated with the African Economic Community. The chief purposes of the OAU 
have been to foster cooperation, unity, and solidarity between the African 
states; protect their sovereignty; and resolve disputes among them.  105   It 
played a signifi cant role in the decolonization of Africa, which was largely 
achieved by 1980. It also was credited with the creation of economic group-
ings in western, eastern, central, and southern Africa. However, the organiza-
tion has had little success in preventing, managing, and resolving the 
widespread confl icts in the region.  106

 During the early 1990s, the OAU underwent a revival. In 1992 it estab-
lished a mechanism for confl ict resolution and a peace fund to deal with 
regional confl icts, and it dispatched peacekeepers to Liberia in support of 
ECOMOG.107   Most notably, the AU created a protocol to establish a Peace 
and Security Council in July 2002 and, in February 2004, it made a  declaration 
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on a common African defense and security policy. The Peace and Security 
Council is a fi fteen-member standing decision-making organ of the AU for 
the “prevention, management and resolution of confl icts.” The other objec-
tives of the council are to promote peace, security, and stability; to anticipate 
and prevent confl ict; to implant peace-building and postconfl ict reconstruc-
tion activities; to combat international terrorism; and to promote democratic 
practices and good governance among African states. Among the principles 
that will guide the Council’s activities is the right of the AU to intervene in 
the internal affairs of a country in the face of grave circumstances such as war 
crimes, genocide, and crimes against humanity—a new posture for Africa’s 
primary regional institution.  108

 Most signifi cant, the African Chiefs of Defense Staff met in Addis Ababa in 
May 2003 and decided to establish a regionally based standby force of 3,500 to 
5,000 troops to undertake monitoring missions and to act as a rapid reaction 
force for intervention and peace enforcement operations sanctioned by the AU 
or the UN. By 2010, the AU is expected to have acquired the capacity to 
engage in complex peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations. A number 
of issues plague the plans, such as lack of adequate funding, coordination, and 
integration of disparate African forces; lack of training, and an insuffi cient 
political commitment of the participating countries.  109   The AU intervention in 
2003 in Burundi is seen as one of the rare successes, where 3,000 troops were 
able to maintain stability during a cease-fi re period and lay the foundation for 
the insertion of a subsequent UN-led peacekeeping force.  110

 The AU’s peacekeeping activities in the Darfur region of Sudan deserve 
special mention. Since 2003, the AU has been upholding its right to inter-
vene in member states to avert a humanitarian crisis, and to protect a cease-
fi re agreement it brokered between the government of Sudan and rebel 
groups. During the early part of its involvement, 7,000 AU troops attempted 
to maintain peace and stability in the region, despite their weak mandate 
(because they were not able to use force except when in “immediate threat”).  111

As of the latter half of 2007, the AU mission in Sudan is now a joint mission 
authorized by Security Council Resolution 1769 (July 2007) known as the 
AU/UN Hybrid operation in Darfur (UNAMID). UNAMID is expected to 
involve as many as 19,555 military offi cers, including 360 military observers 
and liaison offi cers, 3,772 civilian police offi cers, plus nineteen formed police 
units of as many as 140 personnel each, and 5,105 civilians—for a total of 
31,042 personnel. However, as of March 31, 2008, a total of only 9,213 uni-
formed personnel supported by 129 UN volunteers were on the ground in 
Darfur.  112   Clearly, this is an important mission for the AU, even if it needed 
to coordinate with the UN to be effective. 
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 Beyond the AU, a number of regional organizations in Africa have been 
created or revitalized since the end of the Cold War. They include l’Union 
Economique et Monetaire Ouest Africaine in 1994, consisting of Benin, 
Burkina Faso, Cote d’Ivoire, Mali, Niger, Senegal, and Togo, which also had 
a nonaggression pact known as l’Accord de nonaggression et d’assistance en 
matèire de défense (originally signed between Mali and Burkina Faso); and 
the relaunching of la Communauté économique des états de l’Afrique cen-
trale in 1998, which includes members such as Burundi, Cameroon, the 
Central African Republic, Chad, the Republic of Congo, the Democratic 
Republic of Congo, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Rwanda, and São Tome and 
Principe.

 However, the most signifi cant regional economic organization with a 
security mandate has been the Economic Community of West African States 
(ECOWAS), which has been in existence since 1975, involving fi fteen states 
with nearly 120 million people, and its armed monitoring group, ECOMOG, 
which was established in 1990 to intervene in Liberia and Sierra Leone. In 
1998, it established a Mechanism for Confl ict Prevention, Management, 
Resolution and Security.  113   This may be the most active peacekeeping opera-
tion launched by African countries drawing on regional forces. Its interven-
tion in Liberia helped to end the civil war and remove the Charles Taylor 
regime, but the considerable cost in both men and materiel led some to judge 
it a failed mission.  114   The intervention in Sierra Leone in 1997 was a more 
obvious failure, because it took UN forces to mount a temporary peacekeep-
ing operation in the country.  115   Nigeria has been the lead nation in these 
initiatives.

 The SADC was established in 1992 with the intention of establishing a 
free-trade area in the region. It also has attempted to promote regional 
 stability and security by setting up an Inter-State Defense and Security 
Council for regional security cooperation. The SADC has made serious efforts 
to create a regional security community by establishing an Organ on Politics, 
Defense, and Security in June 1996 to harmonize national political institu-
tions. It has also held active annual summit meetings despite differences of 
opinion arising from the fi ghting in the Democratic Republic of the Congo 
and South Africa’s unilateral intervention in Lesotho. The members have 
signed twenty-two protocols on human security issues.  116   The active role that 
SADC’s key member state, South Africa, has been playing must be noted. In 
May 1997, President Nelson Mandela convinced President Mobutu to leave 
power in Zaire and facilitated the installation of the Kabila regime. In August 
1998, Zimbabwe, Angola, and Namibia intervened to save this regime, 
despite South African initial opposition, showing the weakness of the SADC 
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to take common positions. South Africa and Botswana intervened in Lesotho 
in September 1998 to suppress an army mutiny and coup attempt.  117   These 
instances show that the SADC has attempted to establish regime security in 
the region, although it lacks suffi cient unity on security issues to constitute 
an effective security-providing organization. 

 Other regional institutional efforts include the initiative by the 
Intergovernmental Authority on Development—comprising Sudan, Somalia, 
Ethiopia, Eritrea, Djibouti, Kenya, and Uganda—to end the Sudanese con-
fl ict, and the Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa, which was 
established in 1994, with a common security policy. The East Africa 
Community, consisting of Kenya, Uganda, and Tanzania, revived in 1991, 
includes joint military exercises and coordination of police.  118   It should be 
noted that the UN also has been actively involved in regional peacekeeping 
and stabilization operations, most often in liaison with regional organiza-
tions such as the AU. The UN was involved in the confl icts in Rwanda, 
Burundi, Angola, Somalia, Liberia, and western Sahara in the mid 1990s. 
UN peacekeeping and peace-building operations have been fairly successful 
in Namibia and Mozambique, where warring factions ended their confl ict 
and demobilized; but in Somalia, Rwanda and Angola, the UN failed in its 
peace mission.  119

 Because there are few widely available national security doctrines for the 
weak states of sub-Saharan Africa, it is diffi cult to evaluate the degree to 
which they rely on the OAU/AU and other regional organizations to achieve 
their security goals. Because the members of these institutions are states, and 
these institutions have historically supported governments against rebels, it 
is reasonable to assume, though, that they do value the AU and the economic 
institutions.120   Nonetheless, the general picture remains that despite a mush-
rooming of regional institutions in Africa, and some limited successes, 
African states have not been able to engage in effective collective security 
management under the auspices of regional security institutions because of 
the weak state syndrome.  121   Regional peacekeeping missions have been 
plagued by poor funding, low levels of training and morale, and problems 
associated with subnationalism, ethnicity, and general apathy resulting from 
the weak capacity of sub-Saharan African states, and, above all, low levels of 
international support. Much higher levels of international involvement may 
be necessary for Africa to build regional institutional capacity, especially in 
the areas of confl ict management and prevention. 

 Some positive developments have taken place since 2001, when the G8 
leaders pledged a $64 billion investment in Africa under the AU-proposed 
plan called NEPAD (New Partnership for Africa’s Development), which 
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commits African leaders to pursue democratic ideals, respect of basic free-
doms, sound economic management and, more important, the “establish-
ment of peace, law and order.”  122   However, a truly effective network of African 
security-providing institutions remains elusive. 

 The utility of institutions is realized by most states of Africa, then, but as 
a result of a lack of state capacity, it is diffi cult to say they are able to create 
or enforce institutional norms. External participation is needed for any peace-
keeping operations to succeed. In the globalization era, the role of private 
security providers and NGOs has also increased in a major way. Thus, the 
globalization school’s propositions about the centrality of the state as a secu-
rity provider do correspond to the sub-Saharan African experience. 
Nevertheless, it is not entirely clear how to interpret this fi nding, as states in 
the region, because of their weakness, never enjoyed a monopoly over the 
provision of security. It does seem clear, though, that globalization has accel-
erated the participation of nonstate actors and institutions.   

    Conclusion   

 On the whole, then, the weak, failing, and failed states category presents 
mixed evidence for the globalization school. These states clearly have changed 
the type of wars they fi ght and have reached out to nonstate actors and insti-
tutions to help them achieve their security objectives. In addition, there 
indeed does seem to be an increase in nontraditional security threats in sub-
Saharan Africa, although traditional interstate threats persist. The majority 
of the states in the region, though, have not reduced their armed forces or 
defense expenditures, nor have they abandoned traditional security concerns 
to address new threats. Furthermore, they continue to pursue strategies at 
odds with the prevailing view of globalization, including hard balancing 
against regional opponents and military offense. Although they do use their 
defense apparatuses for policing-type operations, this has always been the 
case and has more to do with the weakness of states in the region than with 
globalization.

  Table 6.2  captures the pattern of security in the sub-Saharan African 
region from 1991 to 2008. The general conclusion is that the intensifi ed era 
of globalization since the early 1990s has brought along major security chal-
lenges to the region, increasing the number of and type of confl icts, introduc-
ing new security challenges, bolstering the role of private security providers, 
and fostering attempts to rely on regional institutional mechanisms for secu-
rity management. In this regard, the globalization school’s propositions fi t 
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     table 6.2  Weak States and Propositions Regarding Globalization   

  Propositions  Weak States  

   P1:  shift to low-intensity confl icts  Consistent with proposition  
   P2:  shift to postindustrial warfare  Consistent with proposition  

   P3:  face new threats  Somewhat consistent with proposition  

   P4:  defensive and deterrent doctrines  Inconsistent with proposition  
   P5:  hard balancing to soft balancing  Largely inconsistent with proposition  
   P6:  less manpower  Inconsistent with proposition  
   P7:  lower defense budgets  Inconsistent with proposition  

   P8:  shift to policing actions  Partially consistent with proposition  
   P9:  privatize security to include 

nonstate actors 
 Consistent with proposition  

   P10:  pursue security through regional 
institutions

 Partially consistent with proposition  

  Dark shading indicates propositions that are largely consistent with evidence. Light shading 
indicates propositions that are somewhat consistent with evidence. Propositions that are 
largely inconsistent with evidence are unshaded.   

the region’s experience better than any other category of states, except for 
second-rank states in stable regions. It is the very weakness of the states of 
sub-Saharan Africa that have made them more susceptible to the pressures of 
globalization. Yet, this same weakness makes them simultaneously unable to 
harness other aspects of globalization in the pursuit of security. Thus, for 
example, these states have largely proved incapable of pursuing security 
through technologically sophisticated means that require less manpower.          



                                       Conclusion: State Adaptation 
to a New Global Environment     

   The onset of intensified globalization during the past two decades 
has prompted scholars to question the relevance and role of the state in 

the contemporary era. Even in the realm of national security, which has been 
the quintessential domain of states, many have claimed that globalization has 
eroded the centrality of the state. In this book, we sought to investigate the 
disparate claims of globalization theorists systematically, because most writ-
ings on globalization and security operate in the realm of theory, rather than 
rigorous empirical analysis. Specifi cally, we examined whether the economic, 
political, and social globalization that has swept the world during the past 
two decades has had an impact on the way states pursue security. We investi-
gated this question at two levels with an evaluation of security behavior from 
1991 to 2008. First, we considered the global level, by assessing whether 
globalization has engendered markedly different international patterns, par-
ticularly with respect to the frequency of international confl icts, global mili-
tary spending, military manpower, and the salience of international terrorism. 
Second, we examined the security behavior of major powers and several lead-
ing states in key regions of the world to assess whether globalization has 
altered the security threats states face, the strategies they use to combat these 
threats, or the monopoly of the state as a security provider. We looked at both 
offi cial source materials and secondary literature and, whenever possible, sup-
plemented them with interviews with decision makers. 

 Our research strategy was as follows. In  chapter 1   we identifi ed various 
propositions emerging from the literature on globalization and its impact on 
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international security and state behavior in the security realm. In  chapter 2   
we conducted a macro-level assessment of the core global-level security prop-
ositions, specifi cally relating to the level of interstate warfare, global military 
spending, the participation of international institutions in the security area, 
and the relevance of transnational terrorism to the global security agenda. 
We then turned our attention to the experiences of different categories of 
states in regions facing diverse security environments to determine whether 
globalization has a differential effect on these states. To this end, in  chapter 3   
we tested these propositions against the security policies of three major power 
states: the United States, China, and Russia. Because these states are central 
actors in the international system, they pay enormous attention to national 
security. If globalization has affected their security policies, they indeed could 
offer cogent evidence on its impact on the national security state. 

 In  chapter 4   we examined three regions of relative peace—western Europe, 
Latin America, and Southeast Asia—to determine whether the security strat-
egies of states in stable regions are infl uenced by globalization to a greater 
degree than great powers with multifaceted interests and commitments. In 
 chapter 5   we turned our attention to two key regions of enduring rivalries 
and protracted confl icts—the Middle East and South Asia—to assess whether 
intense confl ict and security dilemmas lead states to pursue more traditional 
security policies, or whether they adjust their policies to the requirements of 
globalization. Then, in  chapter 6  , we assessed a region of weak states—sub-
Saharan Africa—to determine whether these states with extremely limited 
capacities—both material and institutional—are affected by new global 
forces more or less than their stronger counterparts. 

 As we discuss next, our fi ndings indicate that globalization has not yet radi-
cally transformed the international security environment to the degree fore-
casted by many globalization theorists. To the extent that globalization has 
affected the pursuit of security, it has done so unevenly across states and regions. 
The situations and contexts in which states fi nd themselves have affected their 
responses to globalization and the challenges it has posed in the security arena. 

    Key Findings   

    general propositions   

 At the global level, our fi ndings provide little unambiguous support for the 
globalization hypotheses on the national security behavior of states. To be 
sure, the period under investigation has witnessed a decline in the number of 
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interstate wars and the rise of combating terrorism to the forefront of the 
international security agenda. With regard to the former, however, there are 
several compelling alternative explanations of this phenomenon, including 
the end of the Cold War and the rise of American hegemony in the military 
domain. We have no conclusive evidence that states are abstaining from wars 
as a result of globalization. First, in the past, there have often been periods 
of long peace in the international arena—especially after an era of intense 
confl ict—which were followed by periods of rivalry and confl icts. Second, the 
rise of American hegemony and the near unipolarity in the international sys-
tem constitutes an important pacifying condition, because minor powers do 
not often consider undertaking military action for fear of economic and mili-
tary reprisals by the hegemon and its allies. There may well be a number of 
other causes, such as the presence of nuclear weapons, other lethal conven-
tional capabilities that make quick victory diffi cult to obtain, the rise of 
nationalism, the emergence of antibelligerence and territorial integrity 
norms, and the maturing of states that emerged from colonial rule, which are 
making efforts to avoid wars over territorial disputes.  1

 Thus, the reduction in interstate wars is overdetermined and cannot eas-
ily be attributed to globalization. We do not, however, fully rule out the 
possibility that economic globalization may be one of the factors that con-
strains states from undertaking military offensives against their actual and 
potential enemies. The costs of war have increased during the globalization 
era while the benefi ts of military force to settle disputes have correspond-
ingly decreased, because war creates considerable unpredictability and 
opportunity costs for states indulging in it. But it does not appear to be the 
single-most signifi cant cause for the relative calm in the contemporary 
international system. 

 Second, we found no evidence of a sustained reduction in global military 
spending. Although it initially dipped in the direction that globalization 
theorists expected during the early post-Cold War era, military spending and 
war preparedness climbed back again toward the end of the twentieth cen-
tury and spiked after September 11. As evidenced by the increased arms 
spending by the major powers, as well as the steady growth of the global 
arms trade since 1998, it is reasonable to conclude that global security com-
petition in terms of military spending and arms buildups is not going away, 
but has begun to increase, and it is likely to accelerate during the coming 
decade. Dramatic increases in U.S. spending on defense and rapid innova-
tions in military technology, especially in missile defense and competition in 
outer space, are likely to force other major powers to catch up as much as they 
can. More important, the economic prosperity brought by globalization has 
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increased the wealth of many states (such as China and India, as well as oil-
producing Gulf countries) and has sparked a buying spree on the global mar-
ket for new arms. In fact, to the extent that globalization has infl uenced 
defense spending, it has been by revolutionizing defense economics, with 
states eschewing autarchy and purchasing weapons increasingly from the 
heavily globalized international market for arms. This is an area where eco-
nomic globalization is having a counterintuitive outcome in the security 
sphere.

 Third, there has been a proliferation of international institutions and 
IGOs operating in the security theater in recent decades, and their impact 
remains quite limited and dependent on the support of major powers. The 
role of international institutions also seems to have gone through periods of 
ups and downs during the period we are studying. Overall, however, these 
institutions seem to serve secondary roles after the key states have already 
made the signifi cant decisions on security matters. Moreover, the EU, 
ASEAN, Mercosur, and other regional organizations and institutions have 
acquired only limited security functions and cannot credibly compete with 
the nation-state as a security provider. 

 Fourth, the rise of transnational terrorism to global prominence is a sig-
nifi cant change that can be traced to the revolutions in communication and 
transportation associated with globalization. States are increasingly focusing 
on new types of security threats, particularly the threat of global terrorism. 
Here, too, though, the state is at the forefront of the response to the terrorist 
threat. Moreover, the strong counterterrorism measures enacted by states, 
including stricter border controls and immigration rules, have actually 
strengthened the state and bolstered its centrality. In this respect, the state’s 
capacity to adapt to a new environment is a remarkable testimony to its resil-
ience as a security-providing institution. 

 Fifth, the role of NGOs and other transnational actors does seem to have 
increased in some dimensions of security policy. Yet, this seems episodic and 
confi ned to specifi c issues, such as land mines and small arms. Their role in 
global disarmament and arms control, especially in the nuclear area, appears 
to have waned. Moreover, they, too, are dependent on the most powerful 
nation-states and have not signifi cantly affected the pursuit of security. As 
Harvey Starr contends, states and transnational forces can and will coexist; 
the limited growth in NGO activity does not present a fundamental chal-
lenge to the nation-state.  2   And, although states are increasingly using pri-
vate military contractors to assist their national security efforts, they 
typically do so only to a limited extent and retain control of the national 
security effort. The increase in the number of these contractors is visible, 
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especially in certain traditional areas where the state had monopoly before, 
such as armed and unarmed operational and logistical support, as well as 
police functions, including crime fi ghting and intelligence.  3   Even here, in 
most instances, the functions are largely ancillary and, in most cases, under 
strict state controls.  

    specific state-centered and regional propositions   

 The state-level propositions appear to be similarly overstated at this point. In 
fact, using our fourfold framework to assess the impact of globalization on 
the national security state leads us to two main observations. First, there is 
little evidence that globalization has yet transformed the pursuit of national 
security (Table C.1) by nation-states. States still endeavor to protect them-
selves with traditional national military apparatuses and privilege traditional 
defense activities over combating the “new security” threats that globaliza-
tion theorists emphasize. Indeed, most states of all categories, except the 
weakest states of Africa, retain a doctrinal focus on traditional interstate wars, 
even if some of them are increasingly confronting low-intensity challenges. 
As far as doctrine is concerned, only among stable, cooperative regions do we 
fi nd a clear trend away from offense. In other categories of states, strategic 
circumstances seem to be a greater determinant of strategy and doctrine than 
globalization. States in regions of enduring rivalry continue to use hard bal-
ancing strategies against regional and extraregional rivals. Except in stable 
regions (and, perhaps, in weak or failed states), there would appear to be little 
support for the proposition that states rely on regional security organizations 
to achieve their security goals, nor do states in turbulent regions eschew hard 
balancing strategies. Great powers do look to these institutions, but only to 
a limited degree when it is consistent with their strategic goals, and states in 
confl ict-ridden regions fi nd them to be largely irrelevant. And the globaliza-
tion proposition about defense spending fails across all four categories of 
states, as defense budgets continue to refl ect strategic conditions, rather than 
the pressures of globalization. 

  Furthermore, in some areas (such as the identifi cation of new security 
threats) in which we did fi nd limited support for the globalization school, it 
was clear that these concessions to the new security environment were com-
plementary to traditional security missions, rather than a replacement for 
them. Of all the globalization school’s propositions, then, only its predictions 
about an increasing focus on policing operations and postindustrial warfare 
are borne out across the categories of states, primarily because of interna-
tional reactions to the September 11 attacks on the United States. 
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     table C.1 Four Categories of States and Globalization   

  Propositions  Major Powers  Stable Regions  Enduring Rivalries  Weak States  

   P1:  shift to low-intensity 
confl icts 

 No trend  No trend  Largely inconsistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with proposition  

   P2:  shift to postindustrial 
warfare

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Largely consistent with 
proposition

 Largely consistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with proposition  

   P3:  new threats  Somewhat consistent  Consistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Somewhat consistent with 
proposition

   P4:  defensive and deterrent 
doctrines

 Largely inconsistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with 
proposition

 Largely inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with proposition  

   P5:  soft balancing  Partially consistent with 
proposition

 Partially consistent with 
proposition

 Largely inconsistent with 
proposition

 Largely inconsistent with 
proposition

   P6:  reduced manpower  Consistent with 
proposition

 Partially consistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with proposition  

   P7:  lower defense budgets  No trend  Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with proposition  

   P8:  shift to policing actions  Consistent with 
proposition

 Largely consistent with 
proposition

 Somewhat consistent with 
proposition

 Partially consistent with 
proposition

   P9:  nonstate actors  Largely inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Consistent with proposition  

   P10:  regional institutions  Inconsistent with 
proposition

 Partially consistent with 
proposition

 Largely inconsistent with 
proposition

 Partially consistent with 
proposition

  Dark shading indicates propositions that are largely consistent with evidence. Light shading indicates propositions that are somewhat consistent with evidence. 
Propositions that are largely inconsistent with evidence are unshaded.   
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 Second, to the extent that globalization has affected the pursuit of national 
security, it has done so unevenly. States in stable regions appear to have 
embraced the changes of globalization to the greatest extent. Facing no real 
existential threats, they have been able to broaden their conceptions of secu-
rity to include a range of nontraditional threats, such as those to the environ-
ment and the economy. They have been able to adopt defensive postures, 
avoid hard balancing to a great extent, and rely increasingly on regional secu-
rity organizations and alliances. In contrast, the national security establish-
ments of states in regions of enduring confl ict have been the least affected by 
the pressures of globalization. Because war remains a real and threatening 
possibility for them, they continue to maintain large, well-funded military 
apparatuses; they use traditional hard balancing strategies; and they resist the 
pull of regional security arrangements, private security fi rms, and NGOs, 
preferring to secure themselves. Although they are increasingly engaged in 
police actions and counterterrorism operations, they prioritize traditional 
defense-related activities over the environment, the economy, and other “new 
security” issues. 

 The major powers have responded in a mixed fashion, depending upon 
the threats and opportunities they face. In the contemporary environment, all 
of them have made fi ghting terrorism one of the primary purposes of their 
security establishments, but they have exhibited different patterns of confor-
mity with the globalization hypotheses. The United States, for example, 
relies on multilateral alliances and institutions to advance its security inter-
ests to a greater extent than Russia or China, although it is willing to act 
independently if these institutions fail to advance Washington’s goals. In 
addition, U.S. military doctrine emphasizes other nontraditional security 
threats to a far greater extent than Russia or China, although these clearly 
take a back seat to nuclear and conventional defense and fi ghting terrorism. 
Moreover, although it keeps these actors working in concert with its military 
apparatus and subordinate to it, the United States employs private security 
fi rms to a greater extent than Russia or China. For its part, China has contin-
ued to increase its military spending and, to a limited degree, its manpower, 
whereas its counterparts have cut manpower and, at least until 2001, reduced 
defense spending. In all other areas, all three major powers have retained 
their traditional national security priorities, concentrating on the potential 
for interstate warfare and great power competition. Most notable, they all 
continue to utilize offense or the prospect of offense and hard balancing tools 
to advance their interests. The United States has used its war on terrorism to 
craft a new offensive military doctrine. Chinese doctrine also implies the pos-
sibility of offense to resolve the dispute over Taiwanese independence. And 
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Russia has been behaving in a more assertive manner and utilizing offense 
and military threats in its Near Abroad, especially during the past two years 
or so. Before then, Russia’s behavior was much more muted as a result of its 
material decline since 1991. It would seem, therefore, that the great powers 
have retained traditional national security states, embracing globalization in 
the security theater only when compelled to do so (as in the case of terrorism), 
in rather secure threat environments (e.g., Russian and American defense 
spending), and when doing so offers them potential advantages (e.g., the 
episodic American reliance on multilateral security institutions). 

 Finally, the very weak or failed states have been profoundly affected by 
globalization, despite the fact that they benefi t least from it. Globalization 
has altered their national security environments by pushing them to look to 
private actors, such as private security fi rms and NGOs, and international 
institutions to provide their security. Nonetheless, we cannot blame global-
ization for the collapse of sub-Saharan Africa’s national security establish-
ments. State failure, rather than globalization, is the principal cause of the 
crisis of the national security state in Africa. 

 Thus, we conclude that globalization  has  affected the pursuit of national 
security, but unevenly (depending on the security environments particular 
states face and their degree of state coherence) and, in most cases, only to a 
limited degree. It has expanded the scope of threats with which national 
security establishments contend and the range of instruments they use to 
combat these threats, but—except to some extent among states in stable 
regions—it has not altered the primary emphasis of states on traditional 
security matters, nor has it dramatically altered the architecture of the 
national security state. 

 Nor do we fi nd evidence that any particular strand of the globalization 
school arguments that we discuss in  chapter 1  fi ts the evidence better than 
others. Although the soft globalization argument is easier to reconcile with 
the current security policies of our four categories of states than its hard-
globalization/demise-of-the-state counterpart, they do not square with the 
remarkable resilience of the state and traditional security practices that we 
see to this point. We do not see evidence that trading states have shied away 
from traditional practices more than others; if anything, we see that the 
increasing wealth and market integration of states such as China and India 
have led to greater defense spending and a more formidable security presence 
than commercial liberalism or the rise of the trading state school would lead 
us to expect. If the contractions in their economies resulting from the global 
economic crisis since 2008 force them to reduce defense expenditures, it may 
also support this argument further. Furthermore, we see little evidence that 
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the growth of global norms or culture has substantially reduced the relevance 
of traditional security practices or competition. 

 In fact, only two strands of the globalization school are not challenged by 
our results. Our fi ndings have little to say about the democratic globalization 
hypothesis. Certainly, we see no evidence that democratic states are actively 
contemplating the use of force against other democracies, nor are they 
engaged in meaningful security competition with them. It remains possible, 
therefore, that the further spread of democracy around the globe will eventu-
ally transform security practices by making traditional state competition a 
relic of the past, although our fi ndings neither support nor refute this conclu-
sion. We fi nd strong support, though, for the argument that global terrorism 
has transformed the nature of the global security agenda, as states of all cat-
egories have embraced counterterrorism and policing-type operations as 
principal missions in the post-September 11 era and are increasingly collabo-
rating internationally to combat transnational terrorist groups.   

    The State: An Adapting Institution   

 Why has the national security state endured to this point, despite the 
onslaught of globalization? On one level, our fi ndings will appear consistent 
with the realist approach to international relations. Realists argue that states 
are the central actors in the international system and seek security as their 
primary goal. Although they may engage in international trade and partici-
pate in international institutions to further their own interests, states are 
jealous of their sovereignty and thus are unwilling to cede control over their 
security to transnational institutions or processes.  4   Consequently, although 
globalization may represent an economically effi cient mode of exchange, it 
ought not to infl uence the security behavior of states in any meaningful way. 
Moreover, given the centrality of interstate war in realist theory, which real-
ists assert is the ultima ratio  of international politics, states should be ill 
advised to abandon the traditional capacity to wage such wars. 

 For this reason, Dale Copeland argues that economic and political global-
ization may coincide with stability and cooperation in the international sys-
tems, as liberals would expect, only until the United States perceives that 
rising China presents a real threat to its status as the international system’s 
leading status. At that point, concerns of relative power and interstate war-
fare will trump all other consideration.  5   Kenneth Waltz and John Mearsheimer 
similarly dismiss the economic, institutional, and democratic “constraints” 
of the contemporary globalized world as artifacts of the current distribution 
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of power. Thus, they expect that globalization is unlikely to restrain states 
from pursuing power in traditional ways.  6   For this reason, Patrick James 
concludes that, although globalization adds greater complexity to interna-
tional politics, it does not fundamentally undermine the utility of a realist 
theory of international politics.  7

 Our fi ndings that states have been reluctant to delegate meaningful 
authority over national security to nonstate actors or regional institutions 
and continue to pursue traditional security agendas that privilege the capac-
ity to wage interstate wars partially support the realist view of international 
politics. Nonetheless, we are hesitant to conclude that our research confi rms 
the realist worldview, mainly because it may still be too early to reach defi ni-
tive judgments about the impact of globalization. We accept the possibility 
that our fi ndings may simply be an artifact of our vantage point in time. Our 
period of assessment—from the end of the Cold War in 1991 through 
2008—roughly coincides with the intensifi ed phase of globalization. Eighteen 
years, though, may not be suffi cient to assess fully the impact of a phenom-
enon such as globalization, which amounts to a powerful structural/macro-
level process that is still in progress. Therefore, our assessment is, of necessity, 
of an interim nature, and some of our conclusions might change as globaliza-
tion advances and new security challenges emerge. Thus, unlike realists, who 
would argue that globalization is unlikely to affect the state- and war- centric 
nature of the international system, we acknowledge that although globaliza-
tion has, to this point, only had marginal effects on the national security 
state, it could—if it endures—have more profound transformative effects in 
the decades to come. Interestingly, since 2008, the deep globalization seems 
to be contracting as the global meltdown caused by the fi nancial crisis is 
affecting every leading industrialized state that relies upon trade. It is too 
early to predict how states will react or what shape the next stage in global-
ization will take. 

 To be sure, we have found some evidence of incremental changes in 
national responses to globalization. In our earlier work, we found that many 
of the leading states, such as China and the United States, did not pay much 
attention to new security threats in their national security doctrines.  8   Since 
then, however, new national security doctrines have been issued that are 
couched in the language of globalization to a greater extent than before, even 
if, in practical terms, security practice remains traditionally grounded. Thus, 
for example, the 2006 U.S. national security strategy includes a section on 
national security in the era of globalization (not included in the earlier 2002 
document), which acknowledges that pandemics, environmental disasters, 
and the illicit trade in drug and sex are all potential security threats in the 
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new era.  9   Similarly, the 2006 Chinese security blueprint departed from its 
2002 iteration by identifying energy security, national disasters, serious com-
municable diseases, environmental degradation, and international crime as 
growing threats to Chinese security.  10

 Incrementalism by states would even be an understandable response, 
because to enact a signifi cant change in approach would require governments 
to overcome not inconsiderable domestic forces of inertia. Mancur Olson, for 
example, blames failure to adapt to changing circumstances on distributional 
coalitions that entrench themselves over time in polities and resist policy 
changes affecting their interests.  11   The bureaucratic politics literature also 
identifi es bureaucratic inertia and budgetary interests as factors leading to 
policy continuity.  12   There would, indeed, appear to be such entrenched inter-
ests resisting a more globalized security agenda in favor of a more traditional 
program. In the United States, for example, interviews we conducted at the 
State Department and even the Pentagon suggested that one reason why the 
globalized language of the new American security blueprint was not yet 
matched by commensurate policy changes is that signifi cant entrenched 
interests in Congress and the DoD prefer to tout the China threat, rather than 
retool to deal with problems of disease and economic or environmental 
threats. The weapons in which the military is interested are largely high-tech 
weapons, including big-ticket items such as aircraft, aircraft carriers, battle 
tanks, armored vehicles, and precision-guided missiles that are useful to fi ght 
other armed forces, and not terrorist groups or insurgents in Iraq or 
Afghanistan.13   Thus, it remains possible that, if the current economic slow-
down were not to retard or reverse the process of globalization, in time, after 
domestic obstacles are overcome, globalization will have transformative 
effects on the way states pursue security. 

 We must, however, temper our expectations about future trends. Based on 
our assessment, the nature of security threats could change, but it is very 
unlikely that the primacy of the state as the key security provider will decline 
in the foreseeable future. This is because no comparable institution has 
emerged and is likely to emerge that can command individual loyalty and 
allegiance as states do. States still remain the focal point of individuals when 
it comes to security and welfare, especially during times of crisis. Individuals 
instinctively look up to the state in times of unforeseen crises that need col-
lective response. And crises do tend to recur in world politics periodically.  14

The state is the only institution that maintains ultimate legitimate coercive 
power, even though this power is undergoing changes.  15

 The state is also perhaps the most feasible institution to deal with “inef-
fi ciencies” and distributional anomalies created by market forces, especially 
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as a result of economic globalization. However, unlike fi rms that can offer 
several services better than or equal to states, in the security arena no such 
institutions exist that can effectively compensate for what the state can pro-
vide. Furthermore, there has been a deep connection between nationalism, 
patriotism, military, and loyalties, and these traditions are very diffi cult to 
wither away. 

 Moreover, the state is a very resilient institution. As we shall see, it has 
adapted to previous challenges that threatened to render it obsolete, such as 
the inventions of gunpowder, dynamite, and nuclear weapons. In each case, 
the state, especially the strong ones, harnessed these new technologies in a 
manner that kept itself at the forefront of the security game. Similar predic-
tions about the state’s demise have been made in the economic arena as well. 
Yet the state endured. We shall briefl y look at some of these other challenges 
to the state and the state’s response to consider the likelihood of state adapta-
tion to globalization.  16

    Past Predictions of State’s Demise   

 The prediction that globalization will undermine the state’s role as a national 
security provider rings familiar, because it evokes the ghosts of past predic-
tions of the demise of the state’s security function. Prior to World War I, 
Norman Angell predicted that commerce would replace conquest in the 
industrial era, a prediction that has not yet come true.  17   After the development 
of nuclear weapons, John Herz concluded that the state was no longer imper-
meable to outside threats and, hence, was obsolete as a security-providing 
unit. As he put it, “the nuclear age seemed to presage the end of territoriality 
and of the unit whose security had been based upon it.”  18   However, this pre-
diction, too, proved to be incorrect, as states adopted nuclear deterrent pos-
tures and the national security function of the state increased under the 
weight of the Cold War nuclear competition. 

 During the 1970s, some interdependence scholars argued that economic 
interdependence had made the security function of the state less prominent. 
They believed that increased economic interdependence had a positive impact 
on the likelihood of peace, with economic interests overcoming the desire for 
military conquest. States, especially those connected by multiple social, 
political, and economic relations, were considered to be less focused on mili-
tary security and military force in their relations with one another.  19   Richard 
Rosecrance even suggested that “trading states” that specialized in particular 
industrial activities and relied on access to the international marketplace 
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were the wave of the future. In his view, “[t]rading states recognize that they 
can do better economically through internal economic development sustained 
by a world-wide market for their goods and services than by trying to con-
quer and assimilate large tracts of land.”  20   Although some states focused on 
trading as opposed to pure security approaches, under the powerful impact of 
the systemic competition ushered in by the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan 
and the consequent Carter–Reagan arms buildup, the national security state 
reasserted itself. Those that sustained a trading approach (such as Japan and 
Germany) also had security protection offered by the U.S.-led alliance sys-
tems, obviating the need for overspending on defense. Free riding was pos-
sible under intense systemic competition, and the trading states made ample 
use of this opportunity. 

 Where did these previous predictions go wrong? First, they neglected to 
take into account the adaptability of the state as a sociopolitical institution. 
The state has been able to adjust to changes in its economic and military 
environment, and to maintain its supremacy as a security-providing institu-
tion largely because it has the most resources, it can command the highest 
levels of loyalty, and, facing competition from other similar units, it has pow-
erful incentives to show resilience. Second, predictions based on economic 
changes, such as Angell’s and the interdependence school’s, neglect the secu-
rity underpinnings of economic exchange.  21   If economic cooperation and 
interdependence fl ourished in the West during the Cold War, for example, 
this can be attributed to a great extent to the bipolar alliance structure, 
American leadership, and the security cooperation it engendered.  22   If world 
trade has expanded during the post-Cold War era, that can be greatly attrib-
uted to American global hegemony and the institutional order it has helped 
to create to conduct trade and other economic activities in an orderly manner, 
especially among the western states. However, others such as China have now 
carried this process forward to their advantage. Changing security structures 
are more likely to transform economic patterns, than economic relations are 
to transform the pursuit of security completely. Finally, forecasters of the 
state’s demise tend to make hasty long-term assumptions based on the expe-
rience of short historical periods. During the past three centuries, pauses in 
interstate competition have occurred during different historical epochs, but 
such interregnums proved to be only temporary. 

 The predictions of the globalization school are somewhat different from 
those of other theorists heralding the demise of the national security state. It 
is true, for example, that the breadth and depth of global social forces are 
more profound than previous engines of predicted changes. In the past, pre-
dictions were made on the basis of a narrow set of variables, such as lethality 
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of weapons, philosophical aversion to war, and economic cost-benefi t calcula-
tions. During the contemporary era, the changes are perceived to have mul-
tiple sources and they seem less transient in nature. The importance of factors 
of production (i.e., land, labor, and capital) is changing, with information 
and technology being added to the mix. Competition over land may not be 
as intense as it is used to be, thus wars of conquest are unnecessary or even 
counterproductive.

 Nonetheless, the globalization school may suffer from the same three 
shortcomings. First, those who expect the state to wither away in the face of 
global pressures neglect the ability of the state to adapt, which is confi rmed 
by our study. If the state can continue to develop behavioral repertoires and 
appropriate security practices that keep it at the forefront of the security 
agenda, then the dramatic predictions by some of the state being made obso-
lete by globalization may be overblown. 

 Second, globalization theorists ignore the ability of the state to shape 
globalization and the challenges unleashed by new global forces. Indeed, the 
geopolitical underpinnings of globalization as an economic, political, and 
cultural force lie in American hegemony and the limits on great power secu-
rity cooperation it provides. By suggesting that globalization is a force inde-
pendent of both American power and this relatively stable security 
environment, globalization theorists may be overstating its likely impact. 
Under certain circumstances, the United States and its major power allies 
may even be able to control globalization. For example, if a new U.S. presi-
dent opted for a protectionist agenda and a renegotiation of international 
trade agreements, as both President Barack Obama and his Secretary of State 
Hillary Clinton intimated regarding NAFTA during the Democratic prima-
ries, that could lead to a contraction of the global economy. Similarly, 
although drastic changes to economic relations are diffi cult to undertake 
hastily, it is very probable that the United States–China relations could dete-
riorate if a longer downturn occurs in the U.S. economy and the relative gains 
that China has been making are not matched by increased openness. Moreover, 
sustained increases in oil prices may dampen globalization as fi rms suffer 
high transportation costs and prefer home economies or nearby countries 
instead of far-away locations such as China and India, even if they offer cheap 
production facilities. States could actively encourage such relocation. Indeed, 
since the global economic crisis began in 2008, it has been states, not fi rms, 
that are taking the leadership role in formulating policies to weather the 
crisis and bring the global economy out of a feared prolonged slump. Many 
of the leading American companies in the vanguard of globalization needed 
U.S. government money to avoid bankruptcy. 
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 A major weakness of the globalization literature is its inattention to con-
siderations of power competition among major powers in the international 
arena. Globalization is itself largely a product of American hegemony and 
cooperative major power relations in the wake of the Cold War, and could be 
further shaped by major powers for their own interests. Moreover, major 
powers could utilize globalization as a means of bolstering security competi-
tion. They could, for example, actively participate in economic globalization 
with the intent of increasing their national power, especially in the military 
and economic arenas. They could use the wealth they generate through 
increased participation in global economic order to increase their relative 
position vis-à-vis other major powers. Today, China and India, although par-
ticipating in economic globalization, are also actively seeking military capa-
bilities to attain global power status, and are seeking to harness globalization 
for this purpose. 

 Third, although globalization has been in the making for decades, it is a 
relatively new phenomenon in terms of its breadth and depth on the world 
stage. As a result, it is far too hasty to make predictions about its endur-
ance—it could be challenged by political nationalism, economic collapse, or 
ecological disaster—or its effects, especially because current trends do not 
bear out their predictions. Indeed, the economic crisis of 2008 should inject 
a note of caution into the assumption that globalization will endure. As the 
asset-backed commercial paper crisis spread throughout the global economy, 
toppling banks and fi nancial institutions in its wake, two features of state 
responses had ominous implications for globalization. First, although glo-
balization has been characterized by a largely laissez-faire approach by gov-
ernments, which have allowed global markets to regulate themselves to 
avoid being punished by mobile capital, states have responded to the cur-
rent crisis with massive state ventures. Even in the United States, the bas-
tion of free market enterprise, the Bush administration initiated massive 
bailouts of fi nancial institutions, buying stakes in companies such as 
Citicorp, Bank of America, Goldman Sachs, J. P. Morgan, AIG, and others. 
To prevent a labor market crisis, it further entertained a government bailout 
of the Big Three automobile manufacturers. For its part, the Obama admin-
istration initiated a multitrillion dollar stimulus package to escape the risk 
of economic collapse. This form of state intervention and de facto national-
ization of private industries poses a distinct challenge to the market logic of 
globalization, especially because national governments should face consider-
able domestic pressure to get an appropriate national return on the large 
investments made with taxpayer money. Moreover, because the Obama 
stimulus package was passed with explicit “Buy American” provisions, the 
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risk that these national bailouts will undermine the free-trade engine of 
globalization is high. 

 Second, although world governments coordinated elements of their 
response to the crisis internationally (such as the coordinated interest rate cut 
on October 8, 2008), the differing national responses to the global collapse 
have revealed important tensions between close economic partners that may 
undermine closer collaboration in the future. Nowhere was this dynamic 
more apparent than in the EU, a group of states tightly enmeshed in a single 
European market. Tensions have mounted in Europe because British Prime 
Minister Gordon Brown has responded to the instability of fi nancial markets 
with large government injections of cash and a 2.5% cut to the value-added 
tax. In contrast, German Chancellor Angela Merkel has resisted spending 
plans that she believed would take generations to pay for and has derided the 
British approach.  23   To the extent that differing national strategies clash with 
trading partners—especially if a large and powerful country such the United 
States were to seek to protect its labor force with trade-inhibiting measures, 
such as the “Buy American” provisions or the Obama Administration’s quota 
on Chinese tire imports—this crisis could deal a considerable setback to the 
onslaught of globalization. 

 It is, therefore, too soon to write off the national security state or the foun-
dational principle of its existence: protection of its citizens. It also seems 
highly speculative to write off competition over arms, spheres of infl uence 
and power, and the potential for violence in the international system. At the 
same time, it would be dogmatic to argue that states currently cling to the 
military security function exactly the same way they did for centuries and 
will continue to do so in the future. Every social and political organization 
has to adapt to changing circumstances if it wants to survive, and the state is 
no exception to this rule. The recent trend of the “securitization” of nontra-
ditional areas of national security thus amounts to a largely successful attempt 
by some of the states to adapt to the new globalized environment, rather than 
the demise of the state that globalization theorists predicted.  24

 Not only may states attempt to adapt to the new global changes, they may 
even paradoxically strengthen their centrality as a response to globalization. 
We have already noted in  chapter 2  that the terrorist challenge has led states to 
develop extensive counterterrorism capabilities that enable them to monitor 
communications, interdict suspects, and restrict activities to an unprecedented 
extent. In this regard, the paradoxical effect of globalization has frequently 
been akin to Karl Polayani’s “double movement.” As Polanyi describes, when-
ever adverse consequences of a liberal market economy affected the state, it 
activated a countervailing state response, rendering the state much stronger 
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than it was previously.  25   Others have argued in a similar vein that government 
expenditures in open economies have been higher than in closed ones, that 
states are being “reengineered,” and “recalibrated” in the face of economic 
changes, and that the market has acted as an enabler and an agent of “empower-
ment” for the state.  26   Baldev Raj Nayar sums up this paradox: What may be

  involved here is not the erosion of the state, but rather its re-confi gu-
ration or readaptation in the context of globalization . . . . However, as 
between “the end-of-the-state” thesis and the notion of a possibly 
strengthened state because of globalization, the issue is one that needs 
to be resolved not a priori but through empirical examination.  27

    Theoretical Implications   

 Our study has several theoretical implications. First, none of the dominant 
international theoretical perspectives seem fully able to capture the current 
state of the world with respect to globalization. To begin with, liberal per-
spectives, particularly commercial liberalism and complex interdependence, 
which stress the economic foundations of state behavior, are not ideal guides 
to national security behavior in the contemporary environment.  28   Instead, 
our fi ndings suggest that although states are increasingly focusing on trade, 
development, and interdependence, political economic calculations have not 
supplanted traditional security calculations. Although states in stable regions 
appear to be prioritizing economic considerations and privileging the con-
straints and opportunities of globalization, other categories of states have not 
followed suit. States in regions of enduring rivalry still prioritize traditional 
security concerns, and the major powers also have not subordinated tradi-
tional security concerns to the constraints of globalization. Thus, the eco-
nomic logic of liberalism in the national security realm may, at best, be 
confi ned to parts of Europe, North America, and Oceania, even when increas-
ing number of states are adopting neoliberal economic policies. 

 Our fi ndings also challenge those who, drawing upon liberal institution-
alism, assume that the proliferation of multilateral cooperative institutions 
in the contemporary international system will stabilize and dominate the 
pursuit of security.  29   We conclude that regional security institutions have 
indeed increased in number and activity, and are performing new security-
related tasks, roles such as co-coordination of counterterrorist operations, 
peacekeeping, and humanitarian intervention. States, too, have increasingly 
turned to these regional institutions as both a means of increasing their 
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wealth and the economic and political stability of their regions and as instru-
ments of soft balancing to counter U.S. hegemony.  30   Yet, as security provid-
ers, regional institutions are still playing a secondary role, often at the mercy 
of politics among great powers and dominant regional states. Moreover, states 
of all varieties—even the weak ones—are jealously guarding their primacy in 
the security realm and are reluctant to delegate their security functions to 
these transnational entities. Thus, the degree of multilateral cooperation 
shows patterns of ebbs and fl ows, and it is largely dependent on the perceived 
imminence of threats, domestic politics, and other such factors. 

 Realist approaches are also somewhat challenged by our analysis. Although 
it is true that states continue to prize security and sovereignty above all else 
in the contemporary era, the increased reliance of states in stable regions on 
regional institutions and their retreat from traditional national security strat-
egies represent something of a departure from a realist world. Moreover, all 
varieties of structural realism, save hegemonic stability theory, would be 
hard-pressed to explain why very little hard balancing is taking place against 
the most dominant power.  31   States in the era of intensifi ed globalization have 
not engaged in military behavior akin to that expected by structural realists. 
Instead, most states have bandwagoned with the United States, and others 
have engaged only in limited soft balancing, often using institutional means. 
Although this is largely consistent with the expectations of hegemonic sta-
bility theory, the rapid growth of China and India, the resurgence of Russia 
under Putin, and the growing coherence of the EU all suggest that impend-
ing multipolarity should provide far more evidence of hard balancing than 
we have seen, even for proponents of hegemonic stability theory.  32

 Constructivist approaches, emphasizing the impact of common norms on 
international behavior also fail to capture the security practices of states in 
the contemporary environment.  33   The fact that most states still privilege 
national sovereignty and independence over multilateral cooperation, and 
that norms of humanitarian intervention still take a back seat to national 
security interests, especially in regions of enduring rivalry, suggest that 
global norms have not yet shaped security practices in a meaningful way. 

 We conclude, therefore, that we must reach beyond the dominant para-
digms to understand the security behavior of states in the current interna-
tional system. Specifi cally, we believe that more nuanced and eclectic 
approaches, which combine the insights of different theoretical approaches, 
may be most relevant.  34   Alternatively, because realist approaches provide the 
greatest purchase since they alone can explain the persistence of traditional 
approaches to security, we would expect that more nuanced forms of realism 
should provide the greatest explanatory payoff. In particular, neoclassical 
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realism, which enhances realism’s focus on the constraints and opportunities 
of the structure of the international system with an appreciation of the com-
plexities of domestic politics and the political economic environment, may 
be able to capture the security responses of different states to the globalized 
environment most effectively.  35

    Future Trends and Prospective Research Agendas   

 Based on our interim assessment of globalization’s impact on national secu-
rity state, it would be useful to explore the relationship between systemic 
structures, globalization, and the security behavior of states. This entails a set 
of complex questions. To begin with, is globalization a phenomenon all its 
own, or is it merely the product of American hegemony and a conscious effort 
by the United States to open and integrate world markets? If globalization is 
merely Americanization, then what happens if the United States becomes 
protectionist? This is a particularly important question, as the Obama admin-
istration and the “Buy American” provisions of his stimulus plan may be 
evidence of a shift away from the free-trade policies championed by American 
presidents in recent decades. Alternatively, if near unipolarity offers the con-
dition under which globalization could fl ourish and obtain relative peace, 
what would happen when the United States is no longer the world’s leading 
power and countries such as China and India emerge as dominant economic 
and political actors? These latter states are progressively enmeshing them-
selves in the global economy and are benefi ciaries of it. However, they are also 
engaging in major arms buildups using the resources they are accumulating 
through international trade. Barring a few historical instances, power transi-
tions in the international system have generally been associated with war. 
Will increased economic globalization temper the urge to fi ght to obtain 
greater power in the international system or will it be a source of increased 
friction, especially if there are winners and losers in the economic arena as a 
result of globalization? Will these rising challengers continue to cooperate 
with the United States and the West as they expand in power, or will they 
begin to engage in hard balancing and competition, and work to shatter the 
consensus that has brought about globalization under U.S. leadership? 

 A second issue worth exploring is the relationship between globalization 
and nuclear weapons. Is globalization, in part, a function of nuclear deter-
rence? Does the existential deterrence offered by nuclear weapons provide 
great powers with an unprecedented level of security, freeing them from 
worry about survival and hence allowing them to engage in greater economic 
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interactions?36   If so, how long will this trend continue? Can nuclear deter-
rence ensure the geopolitical stability to foster globalization even after 
American hegemony recedes? Or will the technological and information 
aspects of globalization facilitate the spread of nuclear weapons into the hands 
of states and terrorist groups willing to accept the costs of their use, thereby 
thrusting us into a highly unstable, insecure world? 

 A third area of research interest would be to see how competition for 
natural resources fueled by the growing economic wealth of the rising middle 
classes in countries such as China, India, and Brazil can fuel security competi-
tion as well. In past epochs, the great powers divided up the continents and 
fought internecine warfare to obtain resources in accordance with the mer-
cantilist policies they were pursuing. Today, competition for oil, natural gas, 
and precious metals have led to increased activism by countries such as China 
and India in Africa, Central Asia, and Latin America. This competition has 
been peaceful thus far, but will it continue this way as demand for strategic 
resources outstrips supply, or will it ultimately lead to military competition? 
Will globalization and nuclear weapons help the major powers to manage 
resource scarcity, or will they exacerbate tensions? 

 The story of globalization is an ongoing one. It defi nitely has unleashed 
many forces that are likely to have far-reaching consequences in the coming 
decades. However, our analysis indicates that it has not yet deeply reshaped 
the security environment or swept away the state as the principle security 
actor. Indeed, the state has fought with tenacity to shape globalization and 
has adapted to retain its primacy as a focal point in world politics, especially 
in the provision of security. It may well fail in the end, but during the past 
two decades of intensifi ed globalization, the national security state has 
retained its core, even though it has tempered its behavior in the military 
arena.        
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