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Under Pressure? Globalisation and
the National Security State

T.V. Paul and Norrin M. Ripsman

A growing body of scholarly literature argues that globalization has
weakened the national security state. In this article, we investigate
the impact of globalization on four core areas in which globalization
scholars contend that the national security function of states has been
affected: 1) the frequency of interstate wars; 2) the level of global
military spending and the size of armed forces worldwide; 3) the
participation of multilateral security providing institutions and
international non-governmental organizations (INGOs) in
international security activities; and, 4) the challenge of global
terrorism. Our analysis reveals that most of the globalization
theorists” expectations about the worldwide pursuit of national
security remain unfulfilled. There is no major evidence of a decline in
global military spending, a reduction in armed forces worldwide or
an increasing reliance on international institutions or INGOs to foster
security in the contemporary era. Moreover, those changes that are
evident — such as an apparent reduction in interstate warfare —
cannot be attributed with confidence to the phenomenon of
globalization, rather than to other geopolitical factors, such as the end
of the Cold War and the entrenchment of American hegemony. Thus,
while globalization may transform the pursuit of security in the
future, there is no evidence that it has done so profoundly to-date.

A growing body of scholarly writings argues that globalisation has
weakened the national security state. Some hold that, as national
security has been the core function and chief rationale for the existence
of the nation-state, the nation-state itself is on the wane.! From their

1. On the centrality of the state’s national security function, see Charles Tilly,
“"Reflections on the History of European State-Making’, in The Formation of
National States in Western Europe, ed. Tilly (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1975), 42; Felix Gilbert, ed., The Historical Essays of Otto Hintze (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1975), ch.5; Michael Mann, The Sources of Social Power
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 412-13; Martin van Creveld, The
Rise and Decline of the State (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999); and
Peter Evans, Embedded Autonomy: States and Industrial Transformation (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1995), 5.
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advent in the 16th century as modern states, until the mid-20th century,
European states waged relentless warfare in order to pursue their
interests, both territorial and economic. They became strong largely due
to this security competition, as it enabled them simultaneously to extract
resources and command loyalty from their population. State-building
and war-making went hand in hand. The Cold War conflict (1950-1991)
extended the role of the state as the key security provider globally.
Because of the global competition for power and influence and the
enormity of the destructive forces arrayed against each other, states had
to assume an ever-vigilant position. With the arrival of the
unprecedented forces of globalisation, especially after the end of the
Cold War, this role of the state as security provider is said to be on the
decline. Furthermore, after the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks on
the US, arguments have emerged that the territorially-organised state
with traditional military instruments has proved to be incapable of
facing the threats posed by transnational terrorism, created by extremist
ideologies and propagated through global networks.

In this article, we investigate the impact of globalisation on the
pursuit of security in the contemporary era. In particular, we examine
four core areas where diverse globalisation theorists claim that
globalisation has affected security practices. These are: 1) the frequency
of interstate wars; 2) the level of global military spending and the size of
armed forces worldwide; 3) the participation of multilateral security
providing institutions and international non-governmental
organisations (INGOs) in international security activities; and, 4) the
challenge of global terrorism. We consider the extent to which changes
have, indeed, occurred in these areas and whether these changes
represent a significant departure from the pursuit of security in previous
eras. In addition, we consider whether any of the changes we find in
security behaviour have been brought about by globalisation or whether
they are the result of other aspects of the contemporary international
system. Finally, we explore whether any changes that have occurred
appear to be permanent, or merely transient.

Our investigation of the claims of the diverse globalisation
literature reveals that most of the globalisation school’s® expectations

2 Michael T. Klare, “Waging Postindustrial Warfare on the Global Battlefield’,
Current History 100 (2001): 433-37; T.V. Paul, ‘The National Security State and
Global Terrorism: Why the State is not Prepared for the New Kind of War’, in
Globalization and the National Security State, eds. James Rosenau and Ersel Adylini
(Albany: SUNY Press, 2005), forthcoming.

3. While we use the shorthand ‘the globalisation school’ for the group of
arguments we are testing, it is important to note that this represents a composite
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about the worldwide pursuit of national security remain unfulfilled.* In
particular, there is no evidence of a decline in global military spending,
a reduction in armed forces worldwide or an increasing reliance on
multilateral security institutions or INGOs to foster security in the
contemporary era. Moreover, we find that those changes over the last
decade-and-a-half that are evident —such as an apparent reduction in
interstate warfare—cannot be attributed with confidence to the
phenomenon of globalisation rather than to other geopolitical factors,
such as the end of the Cold War and the entrenchment of American
hegemony. Thus, while it is possible that globalisation may transform
the pursuit of security in the future, there is no evidence that it has done
so to date in a profound way.

The remainder of the article is divided into four sections. In the
first of these, we outline the understanding of ‘globalisation” that
underlies our investigation. The second section presents the range of
arguments advanced by a diverse group of theorists united by their
contention that aspects of what we define as globalisation affect the
dynamics of international security. In the third section, we examine four
core areas in which the changes in security behaviour of states these
arguments propose should be evident: 1) inter-state and intra-state wars;
2) military spending and the size of armed forces; 3) the role of

of a variety of different and often competing arguments that are related only in
that they explore the effects of the phenomenon of globalisation on the pursuit
of national security. We feel it is useful to cull out and investigate a set of core
propositions flowing from this school in much the same way that International
Relations (IR) scholars have done with disparate neorealist 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 politics). See, for example, Robert O. Keohane,
Neorealism and Its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986); David A.
Baldwin, ed., Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The Contemporary Debate (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1993); and Andrew Moravcsik, ‘“Taking Preferences
Seriously: A Liberal Theory of International Politics’, International Organization
51, no. 4 (1997): 513-553. However, we acknowledge the diversity of the
literature in this area and the contending views it has generated among
enthusiasts and opponents.

4. This article is part of a broader research project on the impact of
globalisation on international security. Our purpose here is to investigate the
macro-level claims of the impact of globalisation on global behavior in the
security theater. We investigate the impact of globalisation on the national
security policies of specific countries and in different regions elsewhere. See
Norrin M. Ripsman and T.V. Paul, ‘Globalization and the National Security State:
A Framework for Analysis’, International Studies Review 7, no. 1 (March 2005),
forthcoming.
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international institutions and non-state actors; and 4) transnational
terrorism. We conclude by looking at somewhat similar past predictions
of changes in the security role of states and the limited actual realisation
of those changes.

What is Globalisation?

Globalisation is a frequently-used buzzword in contemporary political
discourse, but it is rarely employed with precision and appears to mean
different things to different people. As Axel Hiilsemeyer has observed,
the Political Science literature is replete with economic, political, social,
and cultural definitions of globalisation that focus on very different,
although related, phenomena.® Economic definitions of globalisation
denote an expansion of the scale of economic activity beyond the nation-
state. In a globalised world, economic management, decision-making,
production, distribution, and marketing are organised on a global scale,
which limits the nation-state’s ability to regulate economic activity and
makes national welfare heavily dependent on the international market.®
Thus, economic globalisation essentially comprises the two related
phenomena of heightened economic interdependence and
transnationalism.” The former refers to an interconnectedness of the
world economy such that a change in the economic conditions in one
country would bring about changes in the economy of others; or, more
drastically, a disruption of normal economic relations would impose

5. Axel Hiilsemeyer, “Introduction: Globalization in the Twenty-First Century’,
in Globalization in the Twenty-First Century: Convergence or Divergence?, ed. Axel
Hiilsemeyer (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003), 3-4.

6. See Jeffry A. Frieden and Ronald Rogowski, “The Impact of the International
Economy on National Policies: An Analytic Overview’, in Internationalization and
Domestic Politics, eds. Robert O. Keohane and Helen V. Milner (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1996), 26-27; David Goldblatt, David Held,
Anthony McGrew, and Jonathan Perraton, ‘Economic Globalization and the
Nation-State: Shifting Balances of Power’, Alternatives 22, no. 3 (1997), 269-285;
Philip G. Cerny, ‘Globalization and the Changing Logic of Collective Action’,
International Organization 49, no. 4 (1995): 596-597; Victor Cha, ‘Globalization and
the Study of International Security’, Journal of Peace Research 37, no. 3 (2000): 392;
and Thomas L. Friedman, The Lexus and the Olive Tree: Understanding Globalization
(New York: Anchor Books, 2000).

7. See Norrin M. Ripsman, ‘False Dichotomy: Why Economics Has Always
Been High Politics’, in The Political Economy of the New Security Environment, eds.
Peter Dombrowski, Susan Eckert and William Keller (Boulder: Lynne Reinner,
2005), forthcoming; Christopher Coker, ‘Globalisation and Insecurity in the
Twenty-First Century: NATO and the Management of Risk’, Adelphi Paper 345,
The International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2002, 18-19.

358

Downloaded from mil.sagepub.com at MCGILL UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES on November 30, 2010


http://mil.sagepub.com/

Under Pressure?

costs upon multiple states.® The latter refers to the increased ease with
which goods, services, and business entities can cross national
boundaries due to revolutionary advances in communication and
transportation technologies.’

Political definitions of globalisation emphasize the actions states
have taken to adapt to the new global economic environment and, in
particular, the decline of the welfare providing and income redistribution
components of the state.” Social definitions of globalisation focus on the
social impact, at both the local and global levels, of the distribution of
gains and losses that economic globalisation entails. Thus, it is widely
understood that globalisation has had a profound effect of widening
income disparities and exacerbating the North-South divide. Finally,
cultural definitions of globalisation focus on the degree to which cultural
identities increase in scale as people shift their allegiance from national or
subnational units to supranational ones."”

We argue that, if we are to employ the term ‘globalisation’
meaningfully as a causal variable, we must conceptually distinguish it
from its effects. Therefore, it is not useful to conflate the phenomenon of
globalisation with the reactions of states or non-state actors to it, as some
of the above approaches do. In our view, what all of these images of
globalisation share is a concern with the expansion of socio-economic
and socio-political activities beyond the boundaries of the state to an
international and transnational scale.” Thus, for us, globalisation entails

8. Jean-Marc F. Blanchard and Norrin M. Ripsman, ‘Rethinking Sensitivity
Interdependence: Assessing Trade, Financial and Monetary Linkages Between
States’, International Interactions 27, no. 2 (2001): 95-127.

9. See Frieden and Rogowski, ‘Impact of International Economy’, 26-27. For
more political definitions of transnationalism, see Robert O. Keohane and Joseph
S. Nye, Jr., eds., Transnational Relations and World Politics (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1973); and Thomas Risse-Kappen, ed., Bringing Transnational
Relations Back In: Non-State Actors, Domestic Structures, And International
Institutions (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995).

10. Hiilsemeyer, ‘Introduction,” p. 3; and Cerny, ‘Globalisation and the
Changing Logic of Collective Action.’

11. Hiilsemeyer, ‘Introduction’, 3-4.

12. This is similar to James H. Mittelman’s contention that globalisation implies
that social relations between peoples have increased world-wide, with events
happening at different locations around the globe affecting each other, while the
‘locus of power gradually shifts in varying proportions above and below the
territorial state’. The Globalization Syndrome: Transformation and Resistance
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2000), 6. See also Anthony Giddens, The
Consequences of Modernity (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1990), 64; James H.
Mittelman, ed., Globalization: Critical Reflections (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner,
1996); Van Creveld, The Rise and Decline of States, ch. 6.

359

Downloaded from mil.sagepub.com at MCGILL UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES on November 30, 2010


http://mil.sagepub.com/

Millennium

the operation of businesses on a global, rather than a national level; the
ease with which individuals and groups can communicate and organise
across national frontiers; the global transmission of ideas, norms, and
values that might erode national cultures in favour of a broader global
culture; the increasing participation of states in international political,
economic and military organisations; 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 INGOs.”® Globalisation, therefore, is a vast, multi-faceted
enterprise.

In the next section, we shall explore a variety of disparate
arguments about the conduct of national security in the contemporary
era that are united by their emphasis on facets of what we identify as
globalisation.

Varieties of Theses on Globalisation and National Security

Globalisation theorists have advanced different positions regarding the
national security function of contemporary states. To some ‘hard’
globalisation proponents, globalisation has already ushered in drastic
changes to all of the state’s functions, including the security role. Ardent
proponents, like Kenichi Ohmae have contended that, under the
irreversible influence of modern information technology, genuinely
borderless economies are emerging, affecting business behaviour and
the values, judgements and preferences of citizens all over the world."
Other ‘hard globalisation proponents have argued that, under the
weight of global social forces, the individual citizen’s loyalty to the state
has declined and will decline further in the future. States are left without
war as a mechanism to foster national loyalty and patriotism, and there
is nothing in sight with an equivalent ability to generate the binding glue
that this social institution provided nation-states for centuries.” Thus,
the ‘hard’ globalisation proponents expect that globalisation is in the
process of replacing the state with global institutions that are more
appropriate for coping with global challenges.

13. In this regard, we reject the argument that globalisation can be conflated
with Americanisation. After all, while the US may have been one of the driving
forces behind the spread of markets and Western institutions beyond national
borders, it is not in the driver’s seat of globalisation. Indeed, as the Seattle WTO
protests, the international pressure that compelled the US to end its steel tariffs,
and other incidents indicate, it too is subject to the pressures of globalisation.

14. Kenichi Ohmae, The End of the Nation Sate (New York: Free Press, 1995), vii.

15. Ronnie D. Lipschutz, After Authority: War, Peace and Global Politics in the 21st
Century, (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2000).

360

Downloaded from mil.sagepub.com at MCGILL UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES on November 30, 2010


http://mil.sagepub.com/

Under Pressure?

‘Soft” globalisation proponents, conversely, argue that changes have
been taking place incrementally, yet in significant measure. To them,
states are increasingly reluctant to use military instruments to resolve
inter-state problems, partially due to the growing desire for wealth
acquisition through economic liberalization and trade.” The norm of
territorial integrity has become entrenched, making it virtually
impossible for states to alter borders by force and receive international
recognition.” The dramatic decline of inter-state wars since the end of
the Cold War in 1991 is seen as proof that the activities surrounding war-
making are no longer the primary focus of states; even major powers
(barring the US, perhaps) are conducting their limited competition
though “soft geopolitics’, with less emphasis on open arms races, crises,
and war.”® In the ‘soft’ globalization view, major security threats no
longer consist primarily of military challenges, but take the form of
terrorism, drug trafficking, disease, ecological disasters, and mass
poverty. These theorists note that notions of ‘human security’, as
opposed to military security, increasingly affect the preferences of
policy-makers in many countries.” With the decline of geopolitical
conflicts, they argue that the military in most advanced states has
become more focused on internal and international crime fighting or
policing as opposed to waging inter-state wars.”

16. For the softer versions, see James N. Rosenau, ‘New Dimensions of Security:
The Interaction of Globalizing and Localizing Dynamics’, Security Dialogue 25,
no.3 (1994): 255-81; Tony Spybey, Globalization and World Society (Cambridge:
Polity Press, 1996); Hans-Henrik Holm and George Sorensen, Whose World
Order? Uneven Globalization and the End of the Cold War, (Boulder, CO: Westview
Press, 1995); David Held, Anthony G. McGrew, David Goldblatt, and Jonathan
Perraton, Global Transformations: Politics, Economics and Culture (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1999); James H. Mittelman, ed., Globalization: Critical
Reflections (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1996); and Anne-Marie Slaughter, “The
Real New World Order’, Foreign Affairs 76, no. 5 (1997): 183-97.

17. Mark W. Zacher, ‘The Territorial Integrity Norm: International Boundaries
and the Use of Force’,” International Organization 55, no. 2 (2001): 215-50.

18. Michael Mann, ‘Has Globalization Ended the Rise and Rise of the Nation-
State?’, in International Order and the Future of World Politics, eds. T.V. Paul and
John A. Hall (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 199), 238.

19. Jessica Mathews, ‘Power Shift’, Foreign Affairs 76, no.1 (1997): 51; and
Rosenau, ‘New Dimensions of Security’, 258.

20. Peter Andreas and Richard Price, ‘From War Fighting to Crime Fighting:
Transforming the American National Security State’, International Studies Review
3, no. 3 (2001): 31-52; and K.]J. Holsti, The State, War, and the State of War
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996).
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Some globalisation scholars in the commercial liberal tradition argue
that states are unwilling and unable to fight large-scale wars due to the
deepening of economic interactions among states and multinational
corporations.” These scholars argue that when trade flows freely across
national borders and multinationals become more transnational—i.e.,
producing and assembling different components in different countries—
the states that host them prefer to avoid military confrontations, as they
would suffer heavily in economic terms if war were to break out.> Some
even contend that for many developed economies land is no longer a
consideration in relation to security. For instance, Richard Rosecrance
has conceptualized the rise of ‘virtual states’, maintaining that where
‘capital, labour and information are mobile and have risen to
predominance, no land fetish remains’.* Etel Solingen has gone a step
further, arguing that the economic liberalisation that has been taking
place globally since the early 1990s has led economically and politically
liberalising elites to undermine the power of their military
establishments deliberately, so as to attract foreign capital and preserve
market access.”

Within our view of globalisation, we can also identify democratic
peace arguments as globalisation theses, concerned as they are with the
spread of democratic institutions worldwide. To democratic peace
theorists, the widespread democratization of countries in most regions
of the world has diminished the propensity of democratic states to wage
war against one another. They argue that democracies rarely fight each

21. On commercial liberalism, see Robert O. Keohane, “Economic Liberalism
Reconsidered’, in The Economic Limits to Politics, ed. John Dunn (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990), 165-94; Arthur A. Stein, ‘Governments,
Economic Interdependence, and International Cooperation’, in Behavior, Society,
and Nuclear War, vol. 3, eds. Philip E. Tetlock et al. (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1993), 241-324; and Michael W. Doyle, Ways of War and Peace: Realism,
Liberalism, and Socialism (New York: W.W. Norton, 1997). For an empirical
critique, see Norrin M. Ripsman and Jean-Marc F. Blanchard, ‘Commercial
Liberalism Under Fire: Evidence from 1914 and 1936, Security Studies 6, no. 2
(Winter 1996/97): 4-50.

22. Peter F. Drucker, ‘The Global Economy and the Nation-State’, Foreign
Affairs 76, no.5 (1997): 170-71; Mark W. Zacher, ‘The Decaying Pillars of the
Westphalian Temple: Implications for International Order and Governance’, in
Governance without Government: Order and Change in World Politics, eds. James N.
Rosenau and Ernst-Otto Czempiel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1992), 60.

23. Richard Rosecrance, ‘The Rise of the Virtual State’, Foreign Affairs 75, no.4
(1996): 46-47.

24. Etel Solingen, Regional Orders at Century’s Dawn (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1998), 46.
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other, as they deliberately play down military threats for both
institutional and normative reasons. As Russett contends, democratic
institutions restrain democratic states from using military force against
other democracies in times of crises, as they externalise their domestic
political norms of tolerance and compromise in their foreign relations
with similar political systems.”

A fifth set of globalisation-related arguments is put forward by
normative schools, which believe that several global norms have
emerged in recent decades which have considerable influence on state
behaviour in the security arena. These norms can both constrain states
from certain security behaviour (e.g., the deployment of particular
weapons) and compel them to use their military power in non-
traditional ways (e.g., to participate in humanitarian relief efforts). State
sovereignty, humanitarian intervention, and the acquisition and use of
certain weapons, such as land mines, are areas, which have been affected
by these norms. International human rights norms have especially been
cited as affecting the behaviour of states vis-a-vis their citizens.*® 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 recently established International
Criminal Court further augments this position. The increasing presence
of norms in the security arena suggests, it is argued, that a nascent global
normative order has emerged which challenges the traditional state-
centric military security approach of states.”

In the aftermath of the September 11 terrorist strikes on the US, a
sixth line of globalisation arguments has emerged which contends that
transnational terrorism has paralyzed the state’s ability to protect its
citizens. Indeed, even the most sophisticated military power in the world

25. Bruce Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1993). See also, Steve Chan, ‘In Search of Democratic Peace:
Problems and Promises’, Mershon International Studies Review 41 (1997): 59-85;
Michael Doyle, ‘Liberalism and World Politics’, American Political Science Review
80, no. 4 (1986): 1151-69.

26. For instance, see Thomas Risse et. al, eds., The Power of Human Rights:
International Norms and Domestic Change (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1999).

27. For these positions, see Richard Price, ‘Reversing the Gun Sights:
Transnational Civil Society Targets Land Mines’, International Organization 52,
no. 3 (1998): 613-44; Martha Finnemore, ‘Constructing Norms of Humanitarian
Intervention’, in The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World
Politics, ed. Peter ]. Katzenstein (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996),
153-85.
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was not able to prevent a major assault on its financial and military
nerve-centres by a highly organised group of individuals of various
nationalities using unsophisticated weapons. Moreover, no effective
countermeasures have since been found to combat the scourge of
terrorism. The conventional attacks on states that harbour and sponsor
terrorism, such as Afghanistan, have achieved only limited success, as
terrorists can flee to other countries. Thus terrorists have effectively used
the transportation and communication networks that are the hallmarks of
globalisation to mount a formidable challenge to the state.”

Four Core Arguments on Globalisation and State Security

Although there is no single integrated theory of globalisation, as the
preceding discussion shows, nearly all versions of it focus on the
weakening of the nation-state as the primary unit of international
politics, and on the decreasing importance of military security in
determining states’ behaviour and national policies. If the core
arguments on the state’s security function that are present in most
globalisation theses are valid, then changes should be visible in four core
areas on a global scale.”

First, if the theses were correct, there would be a major decline in
interstate armed-conflicts world-wide. This would occur because of the
spread of relatively cheap destructive weapons technology across the
globe would paradoxically make the use of force to counter threats far
more costly and so encourage restraint. In addition, increasing
challenges from sub-state and non-state actors in a globalised world
should shift the state’s focus from interstate warfare to ‘wars of a third
kind””.*¥ Second, an increasing number of states would drastically
reduce their military forces and substantially cut military expenditures,
since increasing scales of destruction and the decreasing frequency of
interstate wars should encourage states to pursue cheaper deterrent
strategies, rather than expensive war-fighting doctrines.” Third, states
would increasingly rely on international and regional institutions for

28. See Stanley Hoffmann, ‘Clash of Globalizations’, Foreign Affairs 81, no.4
(2002): 112; Stephen M. Walt, ‘Beyond bin Laden: Reshaping US Foreign Policy’,
International Security 26, no. 3 (Winter 2001/02): 56-78; and Michael Howard,
‘What is in a Name? How to Fight Terrorism’, Foreign Affairs 81, no. 1 (2002): 8-
13.

29. For an analysis of additional propositions of the globalisation literature,
see Ripsman and Paul, ‘Globalization and the National Security State’.

30. Klare, “Waging Postindustrial Warfare’, 433-437; Holsti, The State, War, and
the State of War, 36-41; Held et. al, Global Transformations, 101.

31. van Creveld, The Rise and Decline of the State, 352-353.
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their security while reducing their emphasis on national military forces,
as multilateral approaches would be more cost-efficient and better-
suited to countering transnational challenges.”? They would also reach
out to non-governmental organisations and private military companies
(PMCs) to assist them in the provision of security.” Finally, the advent
of transnational terrorism would increasingly paralyze the state’s ability
to provide security to its citizens, as, with ever more porous borders,
states cannot easily prevent terrorists from recruiting and organising
across the globe or transporting hazardous materials, money, or
weapons across national borders.* By examining these four key areas,
we will assess the extent to which changes have taken place, whether
these changes are caused by globalisation, and whether they are
sustainable or not.

Inter-State Wars

A key measurable argument of the thesis that globalisation leads to the
decline of the national security state, pertains to the decline in the
amount of inter-state wars in the international system. On this measure
there is some supporting evidence, since there has in fact been a
considerable decline in inter-state wars since the Cold War. In 1991,
fifty-one states, representing 33 percent of all independent countries,
were engaged in some form of serious conflict, 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 intra-state wars.* Indeed, only two of the 25 conflicts
(involving 23 countries) with 1000 or more battlefield deaths in 2000
were interstate conflicts.* This decline continued in 2001 when 24 armed
conflicts occurred in 22 locations and 2002 when 21 armed conflicts
raged in 19 locations.” Most of the worldwide conflict is manifested in
civil wars, terrorism, and political violence—i.e., intra-state conflicts—

32. Held et al., Global Transformations, 124-135; Cha, ‘Globalization and Study’.

33. Christopher Coker, ‘Outsourcing War’, Cambridge Review of International
Affairs 13, no.1 (1999): 95-113; van Creveld, The Rise and Decline of the State, 404-
407; and Robert Mandel, Armies Without States: The Privatization of Security
(Boulder, CO: Lynne Reinner, 2002).

34. Van Creveld, The Rise and Decline of the State, 394-408.

35. Ted Robert Gurr, Monty G. Marshall and Deepa Khosla, eds., Peace and
Conflict 2001, (College Park, MD: Center for International Development and
Conlflict Management and University of Maryland, 2001), 9.

36. SIPRI Yearbook 2000 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 324

37. 2001 figures are from [htpp//:editors.sipri.se/pubs/yb02/app0la.html]
(accessed March 30, 2004). 2002 figures are from SIPRI Yearbook 2003 (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2004), 104.
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even when more than one state is involved in these conflicts.* Thus
states seem to be less willing than in the past to resort to military force
to resolve international disputes.

The problem that arises, however, is assessing the exact cause for
the decline in inter-state wars. Economic globalisation may be a factor,
but it is unclear whether it is the primary cause. Changes in values, ideas
and norms, particularly the anti-imperial norm, and the mitigating role
of international institutions have also been characterized as explanatory
variables for the absence of major war, giving further credibility to the
globalisation thesis.” Other factors, though, could be the end of the Cold
War, the preponderance of American power and the consequent
transformation of the international system to near unipolarity, the
increasing number of democratically-oriented states, and, above all, the
technological changes that obstruct offence and support defence and/or
deterrence.” It would take an enormous amount of careful research to
make any meaningful claim as to which factor is most significant in this
regard.

A related question that needs to be answered is: if states are not
fighting wars to settle disputes, to what alternative strategies are they
resorting? According to the globalisation thesis, an increasing number of
states are relying on economic and other soft power approaches to
security, as opposed to military instruments. Under this logic, there
would be a decrease in the use of coercive military force and, in its place,
an increase in economic sanctions and other non-violent coercive
sanctions. For a period at least, economic sanctions did in fact become the
preferred alternative to warfare against states that, like Iraq and
Yugoslavia, defied the will of the United States. And the global use of
economic sanctions as a policy alternative has increased markedly in the

38. Raimo Vayrynen, ‘Globalization and Local Violence’, paper presented at
the APSA Conference, San Francisco, September 2001.

39. On the role of ideas, see John Mueller, Retreat from Doomsday: The
Obsolescence of Major War (New York: Basic Books, 1989). For discussions of these
and other factors, see papers presented at the ‘Conference on the Waning of
Major War’, University of Notre Dame, April 6-8, 2001, esp. Raimo Vayrynen,
‘The Waning of Major Wars: Contending Views’; John Mueller, ‘Does War Still
Exist?’; and Kalevi J. Holsti, “The Changing International System and the Decline
of Major War’.

40. On the significance of the offense-defense balance in determining war and
peace, see Sean M. Lynn-Jones, ‘Does Offense-Defense Theory Have a Future?’,
University of Montreal-McGill Research Group in International Security,
Working Paper 12, October 2000. On the stability of unipolarity, see William C.
Wohlforth, ‘The Stability of a Unipolar World’, International Security 24, No. 1
(1999): 5-41.
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last decade or so.*' It is not clear, however, that economic sanctions have
replaced war, as some of these sanctions were imposed either just before
or following intense military campaigns, as was the case with both Iraq
and Yugoslavia. Moreover, there is considerable debate about whether
economic sanctions work or not. Robert Pape, for example, argues that
except in restricted situations where the target is a very weak, dependent
or vulnerable state (such as Indian sanctions against Nepal in 1990), and
the demands were trivial (such as threatened Arab sanctions against
Canada in 1979), economic sanctions have rarely been effective in forcing
changes to the foreign or security policies of states and therefore are not
a reliable alternative to the use of military force.”

There is, however, some evidence that economic calculations may
sometimes help alter state security policies. For example, New York Times
columnist Thomas Friedman has argued that in the summer of 2002 India
chose not to attack Pakistani camps training militants to launch
incursions into Indian Kashmir because of the pressures exerted by the
computer software industry—a major source of India’s economic
growth—which led Delhi to fear that its economy would suffer
incalculable harm if a war were to break out in the region.”” And yet, even
in this case the Indian escalation options were limited by Pakistan’s
possession of nuclear weapons and the US diplomatic and military
involvement in the region.

To sum up, then, the recent decline in inter-state wars is a major
development in world politics. However, the connection of this trend
with globalisation is not fully apparent as a myriad of factors may be
causing this transformation.

41. Kimberly Ann Elliott and Barbara L. Oegg, for example, document 51
applications of economic sanctions in the decade from 1990 to 1999, a 50%
increase from the 34 episodes of the 1980s. UN sanctions have increased as well,
with 11 documented cases, compared to only two from 1970-1989. ‘Economic
Sanctions Reconsidered—Again: Trends in Sanctions Policy in the 1990s’, paper
presented at the 2002 Annual Meeting of the International Studies Association.
On the increasing use of UN sanctions, see also George A. Lopez and David
Cortright, with Julia Wagler, ‘Learning from the Sanctions Decade’, 2000
[www.fourthfreedom.org/php/print.php?hinc=isa.hinc] (26 April 2004).

42. Robert A Pape, “‘Why Economic Sanctions Do Not Work’, International
Security 22, no.2 (1997): 90-136. For a more nuanced view, see Jean-Marc F.
Blanchard and Norrin M. Ripsman, ‘Asking the Right Question: When Do
Economic Sanctions Work?’, Security Studies 9, no. 1 (1999): 228-264.

43. Thomas L. Friedman, ‘India, Pakistan and GE’, [www.nytimews.com/
2002/08/11/opinion] (December 17, 2002).
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Military Spending

Another core proposition of globalisation theorists is that military
spending should decline considerably under the pressures of economic
globalisation and economic liberalization.* There was, indeed, a major
decline in military spending from 1988 to 1996, when world military
expenditures decreased by over 30 percent from $1.066 trillion to $708
billion (in constant 1995 dollars and exchange rates).* However, by
1999 world military expenditures had begun to increase again. In 2000,
world defence spending increased by 5 percent, to $798 billion in 2001
dollar prices.* In 2001, that figure would increase by another 5 percent
to about $839 billion.¥ It would be very difficult to prove that the
earlier short-term decline happened due to globalisation. In fact, it
seems much more likely that the immediate cause of this change was
the end of the Cold War, which was akin to the end of a major war,
which meant that states no longer needed to compete at the intense
Cold War level. Further, the collapse of the Soviet Union and the
Warsaw Pact and the subsequent economic decline of Russia took
away a substantial portion of the total global spending on military. The
number of proxy wars supported by the superpowers also declined,
resulting in fewer weapon transfers to competing groups. Moreover, if
globalisation were the key inhibiting factor on arms spending, what
would explain the increase in military spending since 1999, even before
the 2001 terrorist attacks?

As the American example indicates, even states that are heavily
tied to the global economy have begun to increase their defence
expenditures. In the aftermath of the 2001 terrorist strikes, the US has
increased its defence spending substantially. Under the five year defence
spending plan adopted in 2002, the US has allocated 2.1 trillion dollars
on defence over five years and, indeed, the Congressional Budget Office
estimates that in the current defence environment US defence spending

44. Among globalisation theorists, Anthony Giddens is the exception, arguing
that a shift to a higher-tech military in the contemporary era should actually
increase defense spending, as even poorer states must purchase high-tech
weaponry to survive. The Consequences of Modernity (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1990), 74-75.

45. For these figures, see SIPRI Yearbook 1999 (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2000), 300-301.

46. SIPRI Yearbook 2001 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 224.

47. [Http:/ /editors.sipri.se/pubs/yb02/ch06.html] (accessed October 30, 2004)
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will rise about 25 percent in the next decade, from an estimated $452
billion in 2004 to $564 billion in 2014.* The other Western countries and
those affected by terrorism are also expected to increase their spending
in the years to come.

Global arms sales data provides another useful resource in
assessing the impact of global forces on the state’s security function. A
Congressional Research Service study published in August 2001
reported that, during 2000, international arms sales grew by 8 percent to
$36.9 billion, with the US responsible for nearly half ($18.6 billion) of all
arms sold on the global market. The key sellers, after the US, are: Russia
($7.7 billion), France ($4.1 billion), Germany ($1.1 billion), Britain ($600
million), China ($400 million), and Italy ($100 million). The major
buyers have been developing states.” Thus, states continue to maintain
large defence budgets and appear to be spending large amounts on
military hardware to perpetuate their traditional national security roles,
although they are increasingly relying on the global market to access
military goods. While globalisation may have spelled the end of autarky
as a means of pursuing security, therefore, it has not heralded the end of
traditional national security establishments themselves.”

International Institutions and Transnational Actors

According to globalisation theorists, in a globalised world states should
increase reliance on international institutions and non-governmental
organisations to advance their security interests. We thus consider, in
turn, the degree to which states have involved multilateral international
institutions, INGOs and PMCs in their security efforts.

48. “Highlights of the FY’03 Budget Request,” [www.cdi.org/issues/
budget/Fy03Highlights-pr.cfm] (accessed October 30, 2004); Congressional
Budget Office, ‘An Analysis of the President’s Budgetary Proposals for Fiscal
Year 2005’, March 2004 [www.cbo.gov/showdoc.cfm?index=5151&sequence=1]
(accessed October 30, 2004).

49. Congressional Research Service, ‘Conventional Arms Transfers to
Developing Nations, 1993-2000’, cited in Thom Shanker, ‘Global Arms Sales Rise
Again, and the U.S. Leads the Pack’, [www.nytimes.com] (20 August 2001). For
the 2000 data, see SIPRI Yearbook 2001, 325.

50. On the relative advantages of autarky and market-based security policy,
see Alan S. Millward, War, Economy and Society (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1977); William Carr, Arms, Autarky and Aggression (New York:
Norton, 1973); David A. Baldwin, Economic Statecraft (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1985), chap. 5; and Edward Mead Earle, ‘Adam Smith,
Alexander Hamilton, Friedrich List: The Economic Foundations of Military
Power’, in Makers of Modern Strategy, ed. Peter Paret (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1986), 217-261.
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International institutions did seem to have gained prominence in the
immediate aftermath of the Cold War, as there has been a mushrooming
of institutions at both the regional and global levels. These institutions—
especially the UN, when the five permanent members of the Security
Council (P-5) have been in agreement—have played a pivotal role in
peacekeeping and peace-building operations.” Clearly there has been a
limited increase in involvement by the UN in regional conflict theatres.
However, despite this apparent surge in IGO activities, the power of the
United States was necessary for the international institutions to intervene
in conflict theatres like the Persian Gulf, Cambodia, Yugoslavia, Ethiopia,
Eritrea, and East Timor, and even in humanitarian interventions in places
like Somalia and Haiti.”® At the same time, many of the UN-led operations
have been insufficient to handle the tasks, have not been fully funded, or,
worst of all, have been selective. In almost all the UN interventions, power
politics and security considerations of the P-5 were crucial. The US has
used these institutions for its own interventions, most specifically in Iraq
in 1991 and Yugoslavia.” Although the US warmed up to the UN after the
2001 terrorist attacks, the UN has not been a key player in the war against
terrorism initiated by Washington. In 2003, after failing to gain support
from the UN Security Council for its military operations against Iraq, the
US simply ignored it. And, in spite of efforts by countries such as France
and Russia to constrain US unilateralism though their veto power, the UN
Security Council is likely to be further marginalized in the future as US
power and interests diverge ever more substantially from other states,
including US allies.

Thus, recent events have not disproved the realist assertion that
international institutions are merely reflections of great power politics and
possess no supranational authority or enforcement -capability
independently of the great powers.* At the beginning of the 21st century,

51. From 1996-2002, international organisations organised an average of over
fifty peacekeeping and peacebuilding missions per year, with the UN
responsible for almost half of them. See the 1997-2003 editions of the SIPRI
Yearbook. For a critical discussion of these UN missions, see David M. Malone
and Karin Wermester, ‘Boom or Bust? The Changing Nature of UN
Peacekeeping’, International Peacekeeping 7, no. 4 (2000): 37-54.

52. For the post-Cold War interventions, see Karen A. Mingst and Margaret .
Karns, The United Nations in the Post-Cold War Era, 2nd edition (Boulder, CO:
Westview Press, 2000), 111.

53. As S. Neil MacFarlane and Thomas Weiss observe: ‘In fact there exists an
intimate relationship between politics and humanitarianism which the
practitioners of humanitarian intervention often tend to ignore’. ‘Political
Interests and Humanitarian Action,” Security Studies 10, no. 1 (2000): 112-142.

54. See, for example, John J. Mearsheimer, “The False Promise of International
Institutions’, International Security 19, no. 3 (Winter 1994/95): 5-49.
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the hope that international institutions could supplant national security
establishments remains, at best, an unfulfilled dream. Regional security
organisations, such as NATO, the Organisation of American States, the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations, and African Unity, also seek to
provide security to members within a multilateral framework. Since 1997,
regional organisations have participated in peacekeeping operations even
more frequently than the UN has. In 1997, the UN coordinated 25
missions compared to 29 by regional security organisations. The
difference was most striking in 2001, when regional security organisations
coordinated 32 operations to the UN’s 19—almost 70 percent more.” In
addition, the 1999 intervention in Kosovo was conducted under NATO'’s
auspices, as was the 2001 war against Afghanistan. Nonetheless, there is
reason to doubt the degree to which states rely on these institutions. After
all, while the US used NATO as a multilateral fig leaf for its operation
against Afghanistan, it did not hesitate to embark on the 2003 campaign
against Iraq when it determined that NATO (and the UN) was not inclined
to act in accordance with American national interests. And in Europe,
although the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE) was hyped as a foundation for security after the Cold Way, it too
has fallen by the wayside, being replaced by institutions such as NATO
and the EU that are more dependent on the great powers.* Thus, it is by
no means clear that states have decided to pursue security within
multilateral institutions, rather than through state-cantered means.

If the globalisation thesis is correct, INGOs should also be
competing with states as security providers on an almost equal footing in
key areas in which they specialize. The record, though, is mixed.
Certainly, the number of transnational advocacy networks in the
international arena has multiplied: from 110 in 1953 to 631 in 1993; with
even more being formed in the last decade in issue areas such as human
rights, world order, women'’s rights, development and peace.” In the
security arena, some non-state actors have been successful in motivating
states to conclude security treaties, albeit on a limited scale. An important
example is the Global Land Mines Treaty, which was largely the result of
efforts by the International Campaign to Ban Landmines, uniting over
one thousand NGOs in fifty-five countries.® This effort, however, failed

55. See the 1998-2003 editions of the SIPRI Yearbook.

56. On the demise of the OSCE, see Dov Lynch, ‘Russia Faces Europe’, Chaillot
Papers, no. 60, European Union Institute for Security Studies (May 2003), 39-42.

57. Margaret E. Keck and Kathryn Sikkink, Activists beyond Borders: Advocacy
Networks in International Politics (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1998), 11 and 16.

58. Mingst and Karns, The United Nations, 111; Price, ‘Reversing Gun Sights’.
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to get the US or other key producers of the weapons—such as Russia,
China, and India—on board. INGOs have also been active at global
conferences, both as critics and occasionally as participants. Some INGOs
have been key players in helping to provide humanitarian aid in war-torn
areas, often in association with UN agencies. Despite their increased
presence, however, INGOs’ influence has been confined to a few specific
security issues, and is, therefore, at best episodic. Indeed, in the post-Cold
War era there has been very little INGO interest or participation in core
security issues involving the major powers—e.g., nuclear arms control
(barring the conferences that led to the NPT extension and the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty [CTBT]), the Chemical Weapons
Convention, NATO'’s eastward expansion, national and theatre missile
defence, and the increasing militarization of space.” Moreover, having a
say in a specific security issue is not the same as challenging the state on
a whole host of security issues in which the state and the state alone has
the upper hand. As Hoffmann remarks, the international civil society
remains ‘embryonic’. It represents a small segment of the population
from mostly advanced states, and often possesses only limited
independence from governments.*

PMCs have also grown in number and prominence since the end of
the Cold War. Many states have contracted out defence services to such
companies. For instance, the Pentagon has outsourced many ancillary
operations to PMCs—such as data gathering, processing and
monitoring—in addition to limited combat operations and the
protection of commanders and political leaders, especially in Iraq and
Afghanistan. Several weak states in Africa depend on these private
forces for the protection of the country and the rulers themselves. And
yet, although there is evidence of the increasing role of PMCs in many
parts of the world, they are not fundamentally a new phenomenon.
Mercenaries, in the form of contracted units, military entrepreneurs, and
charter companies, have always existed side by side with regular armed
forces. In the contemporary era, they tend to be more prominent during
the mass military demobilisations characteristic of periods of systemic
transitions, and in weaker states with limited capabilities.”” However,
these PMCs are largely paid and deployed by states and can thus be

59. In the arms control and disarmament area, INGOs, especially peace
movements, were perhaps more effective during the latter stages of the Cold
War—i.e. during the Reagan and Gorbachev years. During the conferences that led
to the NPT extension and the CTBT, INGOs were present as observers or as aides
to national delegations; without their active interest and lobbying efforts, these
treaties would not have been concluded.

60. Hoffmann, ‘Clash of Globalizations’, 109.

61. PW. Singer, Corporate Warriors (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2003), 38-39.
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characterized as extensions of the state. Moreover, their use remains
limited, with the lion’s share of the great powers’ national security
programs being carried out by traditional instruments of the national
security state.” The outsourcing of some security functions by some
states to PMCs does not, therefore, mean that states have fundamentally
reduced their role as security providers.

Given the evidence, it would be difficult to conclude that
multilateral security providing institutions, INGOs and PMCs have
supplanted—or even greatly diminished—the role of the state in the
security area. Instead, while these organisations increasingly attempt to
intervene in the provision of security, they are too heavily dependent on
powerful states to have any real independent impact.

Transnational Terrorism as a Challenge to the State’s Security Role

In recent years, the most powerful challenge to the nation-state has been
mounted by transnational terrorism. The September 2001 terrorist
attacks in the US dramatically highlighted several weaknesses of state-
centric security policy-making throughout the world and bloodied the
traditional notions of war as a struggle between states as organised
political entities. The fact that terrorists are transnationally organised
and use modern communication systems (a major source of
globalisation) makes it difficult for the nation-state to provide security in
the modern world, according to globalisation theorists.”® Moreover,
small terrorist groups are able to amass immense destructive power,
formerly the ‘monopoly of states’, and thereby undercut the primacy of
states in the security area.*

The national security state has thus far been unprepared to fight
terrorism because, since it is states that have traditionally posed the
major security challenges vis-a-vis one another, states” defence policies
have been very much state-centric. Most states have structured their
military forces and operational plans on Clausewitzian rational
assumptions. The four foundations of defence strategy—offence,
defence, deterrence, compellence—all assume that the opponent is a
rational actor who would make cost/benefit calculations and would not
engage in war if the costs of attacking are higher than the payoffs.

The war on terrorism demonstrates that the terrorist adversary
does not hold the same Clausewitzian rationality assumptions.

62. Ripsman and Paul, ‘Globalization and the National Security State’.

63. See, for example, van Creveld, The Rise and Demise of the State, esp. 394-408.

64. Ashton B. Carter, ‘The Architecture of Government in the Face of
Terrorism’, International Security 26, no. 3 (winter 2001/02), 6.
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Deterrence does not work with sub-state actors of this nature, because
the terrorist may be prepared to die for the particular ideological cause
that he/she publicizes in committing the terrorist act. Similarly, massive
retaliatory strikes on the state or the population that supports terrorism
might simply make the terrorists’ cause gain an even wider appeal
among hitherto ideological fence-sitters. Moreover, such retaliation may
not even touch the actual centre of gravity or focal point of terrorist
preparations, which may be a basement in a Western city. Compellence
also has its limitations in this situation as the opponent, knowing the
larger power’s inability to execute a war, could ignore the retaliatory
strikes altogether. Further, the opponent could retaliate years later,
when, from the perspective of the status quo power, the military
operations have ended. There is the additional problem of the virtual
impossibility of a negotiated settlement with terrorists who may be
holding millenarian ideological objectives. Their strategy is war by
indirect means, which implies avoiding direct contacts by all means.

Thus the rise of transnational terrorism has affected states in
multiple ways. This does not mean that the nation-state will simply
collapse in the face of the terrorist menace. States are slowly adapting to
this menace, as is evident in the American response. The homeland
security programs and plans of the US have shown that the state could
devise new solutions to the problem, although foolproof security against
terrorism may remain a false hope.

Nor is the struggle against terrorism all that new or unique. For
example, in other eras piracy remained a major problem for hundreds of
years, and it still occurs in pockets of the world. Although, even at its
peak, the struggle against piracy did not remove inter-state naval
competition, the presence of powerful non-state actors is nonetheless not
a new phenomenon in world politics.®® As Bull has pointed out, in 18th
and 19th century Europe, states co-existed and shared the stage with
chartered companies, revolutionary and counter-revolutionary political
parties, and national liberation movements.® Moreover, even in the
contemporary era, terrorism has been a perennial problem for states
such as Russia, UK, India and many European and Middle Eastern
states, especially Israel. The change is the growing transnational reach of
terrorists and their increasing ability to inflict damage and panic on such

65. On the challenge of international piracy and its comparison to the
challenge of terrorism, see Oded Lowenheim, ‘Institutions of Violence, Great
Power Authority and Global Terrorism’, unpublished manuscript, Hebrew
University of Jerusalem.

66. Hedley Bull, ‘The State’s Positive Role in World Affairs’, Daedalus 108, no.
4 (1979): 111-123.
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a power as the United States; indeed al Qaeda was able to reach the US
heartland and attack citadels of American power, i.e., the Pentagon and
the World Trade Centre. Furthermore, the nature of terrorism has
changed. The terrorist groups in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s were mostly
state-sponsored and operated with limited aims and small-scale targets.
The new transnational terrorists are typically not sponsored directly by
states and they tend to operate from within and without of failed and
failing states and from even supposedly strong states in Western Europe.
The paradox is that while state sponsorship has decreased, the
transnational presence of terrorist networks seems to have increased.

Nonetheless, what the war against terrorism has done is
paradoxically bolstered 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 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’.” In this regard, the profile of 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 authority of the national security state,
rather than replacing it. While, as Philip Cerny suggests, this attempt to
reassert state control may engender backlash, it has not, as yet,
undermined state primacy in the provision of security.*

It would appear, then, that in none of the four core areas that we
investigated has globalisation clearly and unambiguously altered the
state’s central role in international security. Indeed, the evidence in
support of the globalisation school’s prognostications is weak. States
continue to arm, military spending is on the rise, multilateral security
organisations, INGOs and PMCs still wield significantly less influence in
the security theatre than the nation-state, and the challenge of global
terrorism seems only to have reinforced the role of the state in the
security realm. The most pronounced global change—the decline in
interstate wars—cannot clearly be attributed to globalisation rather than
unipolarity or the end of the Cold War. The only changes that we may

67. See George W. Bush, The National Security Strategy of the United States of
America, 17 September 2002 (Washington DC: The White House, Office of the
Press Secretary, 2002).

68. See Philip G. Cerny, ‘'The New Security Dilemma: Divisibility, Defection
and Disorder in the Global Era’, Review of International Studies 26 (2000): 623-646.
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be able to attribute to globalisation are the increasing reliance of states
on the international arms market—rather than pursuing autarky—to
supply the national security apparatus, and the increasing organisation
and efforts of INGOs in the security realm—even if their effectiveness
has been limited. These are rather modest changes that hardly herald a
sea change in the way security is pursued.

Conclusions

In this article, we investigated the core arguments of globalisation
theorists with respect to security. Specifically, by examining a wide
spectrum of globalisation approaches, we distinguished four broad
areas where changes ought to have plausibly emerged. Our
investigation of the empirical record in these four areas reveals little
unambiguous support for the globalisation arguments.

The absence of major interstate wars since of the end of the Cold
War provides some support for the globalisation school’s claims. Even
here, however, we have no conclusive evidence to prove that states are
abstaining from wars due to globalisation. First, there have often been
periods of long peace in the international arena which were followed by
periods of rivalry and conflicts. Second, the rise of American hegemony
and the near-unipolarity in the international system constitutes an
important pacifying condition, as minor powers do not often consider
undertaking military actions for fear of economic and military reprisals.
Thus, the reduction in interstate wars is overdetermined and cannot
easily be attributed to globalisation.

Although military spending and war preparedness initially dipped
in the direction that globalisation theorists expected in the early post-
Cold War era, both climbed back up again toward the end of the 20th
century and spiked after September 11, 2001. 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 rather than going away, global security competition has begun to
increase, and it is likely to accelerate during the present decade.
Dramatic increases in US spending on defence and rapid innovations in
military technology, especially in missile defence, are likely to force
other major powers, including allies of Washington, to catch up as much
as they can.

The role of international institutions also seems to have gone
through periods of ups and downs in recent years. Overall, however,
these institutions seem to serve secondary roles once the key states have
already made the decisions. Moreover, the European Union, ASEAN,
Mercosur and other regional organisations and institutions have
acquired only limited security functions and cannot credibly compete
with the nation-state as a security provider. The role of NGOs and other
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transnational actors does seem to have increased in some dimensions of
security policy. Yet, this seems episodic and confined to specific issues
such as landmines and small arms. Moreover, they, too, are dependent
on the most powerful nation-states and have not significantly affected
the pursuit of security. As Harvey Starr contends, states and
transnational forces can and will co-exist; the limited growth in NGO
activity does not present a fundamental challenge to the nation-state.”
And, though states are increasingly using PMCs to assist their national
security efforts, they typically do so only to a limited extent and retain
control of the national security effort.

There are undoubtedly new types of security threats, most notably
the threat of global terrorism. Here too, though, the state remains at the
forefront and has actually been strengthened. In this respect, the state’s
capacity to adapt to a new environment is a remarkable testimony to its
resilience as a security providing institution.

To sum up, global social and economic forces are increasingly
evident, but their manifestation in the realm of international security
have thus far been limited. Itis too soon to write off the national security
state or the foundational principle of its existence: protection of its
citizens. It also seems highly speculative to write off competition over
arms, spheres of influence and power, and the potential for violence in
the international system. At the same time, it would be dogmatic to
argue that states presently cling to the military-security function in
exactly the same way they did for centuries and thus will continue to do
so in the future. Every social and political organisation 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 non-
traditional areas of national security thus amounts to a largely successful
attempt by the state to adapt to the new globalised environment, rather
than the demise of the state that globalisation theorists predicted.”

Indeed, the prediction that globalisation will undermine the state’s
role as a national security provider evokes the ghosts of past predictions
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.” Following the
development of nuclear weapons, John Herz concluded that the state

69. Harvey Starr, Anarchy, Order and Integration (Ann Arbor: The University of
Michigan Press, 1997), 73.

70. On securitization, see Barry Buzan, Ole Weever and Jaap de Wilde, Security:
A New Framework for Analysis (Boulder, CO: Lynne Reinner, 1998). In this regard,
we would conclude that, rather than being overtaken by globalisation, the state’s
national security role has been altered.

71. Norman Angell, The Great Illusion (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1909).
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was no longer impermeable 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’.”> However, this prediction, too, proved to be incorrect, as
states adopted nuclear deterrent postures and the national security
function of the state increased under the weight of the Cold War nuclear
competition.

In the 1970s and 1980s, some interdependence scholars had already
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 taken to be less focussed on military security and military
force in their relations with one another” Richard Rosecrance even
suggested that ‘trading states’—states that specialised in particular
industrial activities and relied on access to the international
marketplace—would be the wave of the future. In his view, “Trading
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 conquer and assimilate large tracts
of land’* However, under the powerful impact of the systemic
competition ushered in by the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the
consequent Carter-Reagan arms buildup, the interdependence school
lost its prominence.
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Daniel Deudney, Bounding Power: Republican Security Theory from the Polis to the
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International Organization 41, no.4 (Autumn 1987): 727; Robert O. Keohane and
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Under Pressure?

Where did these previous predictions go wrong? First, they neglected to
take into the account the adaptability of the state as a social institution.
The state has been able to adapt to changes in its economic and military
environment and maintain its supremacy as a security providing
institution. Second, predictions based on economic changes, such as
Angell’s and the interdependence school’s, neglect the security
underpinnings of economic exchange.” If economic cooperation and
interdependence flourished in the West during the Cold War, for
example, this can be attributed to the bipolar alliance structure, American
leadership and the security cooperation it engendered. If world trade has
expanded in the post-Cold War era, that can be attributed to American
global hegemony. It seems then, that changing security structures are
more likely to transform economic patterns, than economic relations are
to completely transform the pursuit of security. Finally, these predictions
all make hasty long-term assumptions based on the experience of short
historical periods. During the past three centuries, pauses in inter-state
competition have occurred during different historical epochs, but such
interregnums proved to be only temporary.

The predictions of the globalisation 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 change. In the past, predictions were made on the basis of a
narrow set of variables, such as lethality of weapons, philosophical
aversion to war, and economic cost/benefit calculations. In the
contemporary phase, the changes are perceived to have multiple sources
and they seem less transient in nature. Nonetheless, the globalisation
school may suffer from the same three shortcomings. Those who expect
the state to wither in the face of global pressures neglect the ability of the
state to adapt, which is confirmed by our study.

Moreover, the geopolitical underpinnings of globalisation as an
economic, political and cultural force lie in American hegemony and the
limits on great power security cooperation it provides. By suggesting
that globalisation is a force independent of this relatively stable security
environment, globalisation theorists may be overstating its likely

75. Barry Buzan, ‘Economic Structure and International Security: The Limits of
the Liberal Case’, International Organization 38, no. 4 (1984): 597-624; Benjamin
Cohen, ‘The Revolution in Atlantic Economic Relations: A Bargain Comes
Unstuck’, in Crossing Frontiers: Explorations in International Political Economy, ed.
Benjamin Cohen (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1991), 102; Joanne Gowa, Allies,
Adversaries, and International Trade (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994).
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impact. Finally, although globalisation 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 early to make
predictions about its endurance—it could be challenged by political
nationalism, economic collapse or ecological disaster—or its effects,
especially since current trends do not bear out their predictions.
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