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Reader’s Guide

This chapter examines the continuing importance of military security. It notes that International Rela-
tions has historically seen security almost entirely in terms of the military dimension, before going on
to review the impact of the broadening of the concept of security on approaches to the study of its
military dimension. It then analyses the key aspects of the traditional approach to military security
and some of the most common ways in which states have sought to acquire it historically, such as
War, alliances, and, more recently, nuclear deterrence. The chapter then reflects on some of the dif-
ficulties in acquiring military security, and ways in which its pursuit can sometimes reduce, rather than
increase, security, before concluding with a reminder of the continuing centrality of military security,
even within a significantly broadened understanding of security as a multifaceted concept.
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Introduction

Attention to issues of military security has always been
central to the discipline of International Relations. A
preoccupation with the study of war after 1919 was
foundational to the emergence of International Rela-
tions as a university discipline in the first place. The
catastrophe of the Second World War, and the almost
immediate outbreak of the Cold War meant that in
the subsequent decades, security was defined very nar-
rowly, being seen almost entirely in terms of ‘national
or military security. Although Buzan (1991a: 7) has ar-
gued that security is an ‘essentially contested concept’,
this was not really the case during the Cold War, during
which there was a consensus that it related to military
threats to the state posed by the military capabilities
of adversaries. In practice, during this period, Security
Studies was synonymous with strategic studies. States
were seen as entities that provided ‘collective goods’ to
their citizens, of which the most important was free-
dom from external attack (Kapstein 1992: 14).

Even with the emergence of a broader understand-
ing of security at the end of the Cold War, a focus on
military security remained fundamental and it was
one of the five core sectors of the broader security
conception advocated by the Copenhagen School.
To a significant extent however, as attention moved
to the new non-military sectors of security, the study
of military security itself began to be comparatively
neglected, a process that critics have argued has pro-
duced a crucial loss of focus on the critical issues of
‘war-making, war-preparation and military power in
contemporary world politics’ (Stavrianakis and Selby
2012: 3). The study of military security may have
lacked appropriate attention because it is in some
ways ‘a monstrous, pathological subject, distasteful to
many, and congenial to only a few’ (Garnett 1970: 13),
but it remains of central concern for states and other
international actors. Therefore the revival of critical
attention to issues of militarism and militarization is
necessary to restore balance to the sectoral approach
to security.

In Buzan’s wider, sectoral understanding, mili-
tary security was defined as ‘the two-level interplay
of the armed offensive and defensive capabilities
of states, and states’ perceptions of each other’s
intentions” (Buzan et al. 1998: 51). This, however,
is more a description of the method for attaining
military security, rather than a description of the
objective or desired outcome, which is covered in

an earlier assertion that the military security agendy
revolves largely around ‘the ability of governments
to maintain themselves against internal and exter
nal military threats, but it can also involve the use
of military power to defend states or governments
against non-military threats to their existence’
(Buzan et al. 1998: 50).

The tendency to focus on the means, rather than
the ends, of military security is typical in Security
Studies. However as Baldwin has noted, Clausewitz’s
statement that war was a continuation of politics was’
an insistence that ‘military force should be understood
in the context of the purposes it serves’ (1995: 103).

In this regard, military security is clearly the focus
of strategic studies, that is, the study of the relation-
ship between the pursuit and possession of military
power and the achievement of political objectives,
and of the use of military force to advance one’s own
political agenda and frustrate those of other states
or sub-state actors (Snyder 2008: 3). Thus, while
military power can be used to supplement policing,
emergency service, and intelligence capabilities in
dealing with non-military threats, its distinctive iden-
tity as a security sector refers to the use, or threat
ened use of national and allied military capabilities
to achieve political-military goals in International
Relations, and to frustrate the efforts of other na-
tional or international actors to impose their own;
political agenda through the threat or use of their
military capabilities.

Approaches to military security

Military issues continue to be paramount, because a
state and its society can be, in their own terms, secure
in the political, economic, societal and environmen-
tal dimensions, and yet all of these accomplishments
can be undone by military failure’ (Buzan 1991b: 35
Military forces capable of defending the country
supporting its foreign policy remain central to state s&
curity. It is therefore important that it remains a prior-
ity in terms of the attention paid to it by Internation
Relations as an academic discipline.

In the traditional approach, security is a military
phenomenon, military capabilities take priority i
governments’ budgetary allocations, and the projec
tion and deterrence of military force are central t0
understanding the workings of international politics:
The absolute primacy given to the pursuit of military

security for most of the Cold War period needs to be
lained, because prior to the Second World War, and
even during the first few years of the Cold War, this
was not an automatic assumption of International
Relations scholars. During this period, security was
seen as one among several goals pursued by states and
the importance attached to it could vary from state to
state, depending on their circumstances. In addition,
International Relations analysts did not automatically
assume that the use of the military instrument should
be prioritized over the other instruments of influence
available to states, such as diplomacy and economic
inducements. Military power was seen as a tool to be
used, either in isolation, or more usually, in combina-
tion with other techniques, only when it was clear that
alternative approaches were unlikely to succeed.

As the Cold War progressed, however, the increas-
ingly dominant realist paradigm promoted the pursuit
of security as the primary duty of governments, and the
view that military security took priority over all other
goals. The justification for this prioritization was a set
of interrelated arguments that gave a special status and
meaning to military security and did so in such a way
that it clearly trumped all other state objectives and
forms of security. In the first place, military security
challenges were seen as being of a fundamentally dis-
tinctive and immediately threatening character because
they involved the threat or use of force (Buzan 1983:
76). If insecurity is seen as being defined by perceived
threats to cherished values, then deliberate military at-
tacks on a state’s population or infrastructure clearly
represent an immediate and unambiguous security
threat. The reality of such dangers is seen in the fact

that in the past two centuries more than a quarter of the

states in the international system have ceased to exist at

some point, making the requirement to prioritize mili-
tary security an obvious one for states (Fazal 2004).

Second, the existence of military security was seen

as being necessary in order to allow other forms of
Security such as economic or societal security to be
pursued behind its protective shield. Such military
Security was also vital because it made possible the
Political independence that allowed governments the
.ﬁ‘eedorn to choose between competing goals, includ-
Ing which security goals they wished to pursue, and
With what resources. A state that was dominated by or
Occupied by another would no longer be in a position
to independently make such critical choices.

Third, the death and destruction endured by a state

'l Wartime could frustrate the pursuit of other goals,
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but also undo the historic achievements it had already
made (Buzan 1991b: 35). For all these reasons, real-
ists argued that it made sense for governments to give
military security absolute priority.

In an early realist contribution to the study of na-
tional security, Arnold Wolfers (1962: 150) noted that
threats can result from a psychological construction as
well as an empirical reality. Wolfers pointed out that
‘security, in an objective sense, measures the absence
of threats to acquired values, in a subjective sense, the
absence of fear that such values will be attacked’. His
insight was not followed up for several decades, which
was unfortunate, since it opens the analysis to a more
social-constructivist understanding of security in all its
forms. Military insecurity can be an objective reality
which states must acquire capabilities to address. But
it is also subjective. For example, Finland would not
be alarmed by Swedish defence acquisitions, whereas
it might well be by a similar build-up by Russia. Simi-
larly, the armed forces of the United States do not
alarm Canada. Historical experience and contempor-
ary political relations contextualize the meanings of
these actions for the different states. In a real sense the
notion of ‘security’ has no meaning in and of itself.
It is a “floating signifier’, a socially constructed under-
standing that has a particular meaning only in relation
to other assumptions and understandings. During the
Cold War, for example, the superpowers saw their ad-
versary as a primary and absolute military threat and
this shaped how they interpreted all other develop-
ments in International Relations, legitimized a very
particular international order, and influenced their in-
terpretation of their own ideological and ethical ideas
and behaviour.

It is possible to study military security through non-
realist analytical lenses, however. Rather than making
the realist assumption that the structural realities of the
international system are a given, which define the need
for particular forms of military capability and policy, it is
possible to adopt a social-constructivist approach, which
sees all human reality as the product of human interac-
tion and capable of being interpreted in different ways,
and altered by human actions. In this approach, cultural
factors and norms become central to the analysis (Adler
and Barnett 1998). It is also important to be aware that
the security of the state is an essential, but not always
sufficient, condition for making its citizens secure.

Snyder (1977) introduced the concept of strategic
culture in understanding the way that countries for-
mulate and implement military-security policies. In
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contrast to the structuralist approach of neorealism,
Snyder argued that societies” beliefs and historical be-
haviour patterns are crucial for understanding their
policy decisions. Factors such as the continuing influ-
ence of national myths and social and political norms
(Wendt 1996) help shape the boundaries of what a
government considers vital or not, acceptable or not,
achievable or not, urgent or not, and influences the
manner in which governments seek to implement their
policy choices.

In the past 40 years, the major powers have seen
their military security challenged by non-state actors,
such as terrorist organizations, rather than by the mili-
tary forces of other states. In their wars on terror, both
the United States and Israel have deployed their armed
forces abroad in large-scale military operations: the
United States in Afghanistan (post-2001) and Israel in
Lebanon (2006) and Palestine (2009), where the op-
erations were directed not against the armed forces of
those states, or to secure the territory, but in pursuit
of sub-state insurgent or terrorist forces (Al-Qaeda,
Hezbollah, and Hamas). In Colombia, US forces have
been operating against insurgent forces linked with
the international drugs trade. This is a very different
use of military capability from the realist state-to-
state logic, although the use of military forces in the
counter-insurgency role has a long historical pedigree.
Prior to the development of national police forces in
the nineteenth century, the military were the only
force the state had at its disposal for such purposes.

Constructing ‘military security’ as solely relative
to threats to a state or population emanating from
the armed forces of other states is also problematic
because in many parts of the world, the ‘military se-
curity” threat facing a population, and sometimes fac-
ing the national government, is not the armed forces
of neighbouring states, but those of the state itself.
The ‘threat’ to states such as Argentina, Chile, Greece,
South Korea, Nigeria, Pakistan, and many others in
recent decades has been military coups against the na-
tional government, followed by long periods of bru-
tal military dictatorship. In these circumstances, the
‘military insecurity’ felt by a population would origi-
nate from the actions of its own national armed forces
rather than those of another state. The cosy assump-
tion that a state needs to maximize its own military
capabilities to face external threats safely takes no ac-
count of these realities. In 1948, Costa Rica abolished
its armed forces in recognition of the fact that they,
not those of other countries, were the real threat.

Focusing on the population rather than the g
is typical of the social constructivist approach, whi,
highlights the implications of notions of ‘ident
for military security. Where realism sees identitieg ,
essentially fixed, the social constructivist appros N
sees them as being more fluid, and this has importan;
implications for the use of force in International Re.
lations. Conflict can be the forge in which natio
identity is formed, rather than a struggle betwe ,i
pre-existing rival identities, as Campbell (1998b) ap.
gues was the case during the Bosnian War in the eaglx
1990s. Campbell (1992) in fact insists that the state
self is constructed through the practice of purs
militarized security against real or imagined externg]
threats.

The social constructivist approach to security is uge-
ful because, in Onuf’s (1989) words, the internation
system is ‘a world of our making’. The meaning that
governments and individuals attach to events is cry-
cial—for example, President George W. Bush seeing
the 9/11 attacks as part of a war rather than a terrop
ist attack requiring a policing response, or the way in
which the understanding of ‘child soldiers’ has evolved
in recent decades, or whether the conflict in Bosnia was.
a ‘civil war’ or an ‘invasion’. The socially constructed
meanings societies give to events shape the way they re-:
spond to them, and interpretations of ‘national interest’
are crucial in underpinning national security policies, -

Governments can choose to ‘securitize’ certain is-
sues and not others (see Chapter 12 for more on se-
curitization). The decision about whether or not to
place an issue within the military-security discourse
will reflect the political objectives of those promoting
the move. Militarization (in the conceptual sense), like
theory, is “always for someone and for some purpose’.
It is not a politically neutral step; it will be taken be-
cause it advances the objectives of an influential group.

within the national polity.

* Military security has both an objective and a subjective
dimension.

KEY POINTS

* Military security has historically been prioritized by
governments ahead of other objectives.

i
|
|
|
‘ + While realist approaches have dominated the
} study of military security, other approaches, such as
[ constructivism, can also be employed.

Traditional military-security studies

prior to the expanding of the definition, security was
understood in overwhelmingly military terms and
was seen as meaning military protection against the
threats posed by the armed forces of other states. It
was further assumed that the referent object of secur-
ity; the thing that needed to be made secure, was the
state. Thus, military security was about identifying ac-
ual and potential military threats from other states,
and coping with them, either by acquiring sufficient
levels of appropriate military capability oneself, or by
allying with other states that possessed such a capabil-
ity. The ultimate mechanism for maintaining security
was the resort to war, something which Article 51 of
the United Nations specifically affirms in relation to a
state’s right to self-defence. Thus, Lippmann (1943: 51)
argued that “a nation is secure to the extent to which
it is not in danger of having to sacrifice core values,
if it wishes to avoid war, and is able, if challenged, to
maintain them by victory in such a war’. The study
of military security is, therefore, the central concern
of strategic studies, and one of the central concerns of
Security Studies. In this regard, one can think of Security
Studies as a subset of International Relations, and stra-
tegic studies as a subset of Security Studies, the latter
focusing solely on the military dimension of security
in terms of the threat and use of force to achieve
political objectives.

For traditionalists, the requirement for govern-
ments to focus their attention on military rather than
other forms of security was seen as being a result of
the structure of the international system. For realists,
the key element of the system is that it is an anarchy—
that is, there is no world government. States are there-
fore obliged to produce their military security through
their own efforts, and these efforts will seem threat-
ening to other states in the system, causing them to
respond in kind, and triggering an arms race spiral as
a result of this ‘security dilemma’ (see Key Quotes
13.1). This produces what Snow (1991: 1) called the
"violent peace’. John Herz (1950: 158), who originated
the term ‘security dilemma’, argued that it had crucial
domestic as well as international implications because
it resulted in ‘power-political, oligarchic, authoritarian
and similar trends and tendencies in society’. In this
regard it has implications for the other security sectors
as well, particularly political and societal security.

This was important, because the traditional se-
curity approach assumed that the domestic political
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m KEY QUOTES 13.1 The security dilemma

"When states seek the ability to defend themselves, they

get too much and too little—too much because they gain
the ability to carry out aggression; too little because others,
being menaced, will increase their own arms and so reduce
the first state’s security. Unless the requirements for offence
and defence differ in kind or amount, a status quo power will
desire a military posture that resembles that of an aggressor.
For this reason others cannot infer from its military forces
and preparations whether the state is aggressive. States
therefore assume the worst. The other’s intentions must be
co-extensive with his capabilities!

Jervis (1991:92-3)

order was stable and essentially peaceful, whereas
there was an arena of ‘necessity, contingency and vio-
lence beyond the state’ (Dalby 1992b: 105). In reality,
the boundaries of military security are themselves
necessarily somewhat fluid. Since the perception of
a ‘threat’ implies the recognition of vulnerabilities,
military security must encompass internal elements
such as actual or potential insurgencies and terrorism,
ideological division, nationalist pressures, in fact any
‘national weaknesses that might be exploited by an
enemy (Freedman 1992: 754). Moreover, states tend to
define ‘threats’ not just in terms of existential dangers
to the country, but also of actions by other states or
actors which frustrate certain foreign policy objectives.

As well as this specific ontology (understanding of
what it was that was being studied), traditional mili-
tary Security Studies also operated with a very par-
ticular positivist epistemology (or understanding of
what constituted legitimate knowledge). A ‘scientific
objectivism’ was held to be characteristic of the way
that military security issues were studied (Wyn Jones
1996). Military security theorists assumed that the sci-
entific method was applicable both to the natural and
the social worlds (naturalism), and that it was possible
for security analysts to remain objective by distinguish-
ing between ‘facts’ and ‘values’ (objectivism). Finally,
analysis, following the scientific method, would pro-
ceed through empirical validation or falsification. The
‘real world” would be investigated, without bias or
ideology influencing the results. As outlined by Walt
(1991: 222), ‘security studies seeks cumulative know-
ledge about the role of military force. To obtain it, the
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field must follow the standard canons of scientific re-
search.” The study of military security is in this sense
seen as a search for ‘truth’.

However, although security realism is often con-
trasted with idealism, there are idealistic elements
within the realist world view in this regard. As Reus-
Smit (1992: 17) notes, many traditional security spe-
cialists effectively see the state as an ‘idealized political
community’, where the survival and well-being of the
population as a whole are aggregated into a minimal-
ist notion of state security. It is this assumption that
allows Buzan (1991a: 328), for example, to claim that
‘national security subsumes all other security consid-
erations’. For critics such as Booth (1991: 320) this is
illogical, since it gives priority to ‘the security of the
means as opposed to the security of the ends’.

Military power is a dynamic as well as a relative con-
cept, it is always relative to the situation in which a
state tries to use it, and to the capabilities possessed
by each side. It was a fatal error by Iraq under Saddam
Hussein to think that, because its army performed
well against Iran, it was capable of standing up to the
forces of the United States. How much military cap-
ability is deemed to be enough depends partly on what
threats exist, and partly on what a state wishes to do
with its military capabilities, both in terms of its over-
all defence strategy and on whether it sees the security
of other states as also crucial to its own security, and
thereby feels a need for power projection capabilities.
Thus, Andre Beaufre argued that strategy was about
the dialectic of force, or rather, ‘the art of the dialectic
of two opposing wills using force to resolve their dis-
pute’ (1965: 22).

For most of the Cold War period, therefore, think-
ing about security in the heavily armed states of the
developed world focused not on security in a broad
sense, but rather on what were seen to be the require-
ments for maintaining the balance of power in the
nuclear age, through policies of deterrence, alliance
formation, and force projection. These ideas were re-
flected in the writings of key scholars such as Kissinger
(1956), Brodie (1959), and Schelling (1960b).

More recently, contributors to realist thinking have
divided into somewhat different contemporary realist
approaches that have differing assumptions on the im-
plications of the security dilemma for military security.
Offensive realism operates with a traditional interpre-
tation of the security dilemma, in which rivalry and
conflict are inevitable. Defensive realists, in contrast,

do not assume that the international anarchy always

leads to conflict. It can often produce relatively peace-
ful areas of the world, where states do not face any in-
surmountable military security threats, so that major
external military dangers are seen as exceptional and
unusual, rather than the norm (Rose 1998: 149).

KEY POINTS ‘3

. Traditional security approaches focused on military
threats posed to the state in an environment
characterized by the security dilemma.

« Security specialists used a positivist methodology,
emphasizing the scientific method.

«  Post-Cold War realists have divided into groups with
differing assumptions about the implications of the
security dilemma.

War

States acquire and maintain military capabilities ulti-
mately because they face the possibility of war. The
problem of war has always been foundational to the
study of International Relations and central to Se
ity Studies. Security Studies has always operated with
a Clausewitzian perspective on war: that war is nota
social aberration or mass psychological disorder, but.
rather is simply a rational instrument of policy, in the
same way as diplomacy or economic sanctions. Itisa
continuation of politics by other means. War, accords
ing to Clausewitz, is a political activity, ‘intended
compel our opponent to fulfil our will'. It is the ap
plication of military means to fulfil the ends of policy;
essentially a brutal form of bargaining.
This was a major reason why planning for massive us

of nuclear weapons during the Cold War was so contte
versial. The absolute destruction of both sides” popul
tions and infrastructure that would be likely in such:
war broke with the Clausewitzian logic of war as a2
tional instrument of policy that had dominated W
ern thinking about warfare for a century. An unli
level of violence and destruction meant that war was®
longer a political act because there was no longerac
linkage between the level and type of violence beingen
ployed, and the political objectives being pursued.
In the 1970s, and again in the 1990s, it becamé as!
ionable in some academic circles to argue that war
on the decline and the use of military force as
eign-policy instrument was increasingly unattract

fare and the consolidation of the modern nation state.

These two processes led to the emergence of a form of

Warfare in which all the human and material resources

of the state were mobilized to support the war effort

and the entire human and material resources of the’

OPponent were deemed legitimate targets in wartime.

frhe catastrophic consequences of these logics were
séen in the Second World War and the advent of nu-
Slt?ar weapons led to the emergence of the belief that
Ens form of unrestrained great power warfare was no
-xenge.r a cost-effective instrument of policy. Military
mzltl}ltg ;)uld not be attainec.l with such a suicidal
. t.he.e\(ertheless., the major powers still had to
Ir interests in the global order and particu-
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for states. Most of this writing originated in America
and Western Europe, two areas of the international
system that had certainly become less dangerous en-
vironments since the end of the Second World War.
Advocates of this logic argued that foreign-policy
objectives had become more intangible, that there was
less emphasis on territorial expansion and more em-
phasis on trade. States now sought to win friends and
influence people, rather than to invade and occupy
their territories. Nuclear weapons had proved to be
effectively unusable, great powers had failed dismally
to achieve their military objectives in wars in Vietnam
(the United States) and Afghanistan (the USSR), and
the international system seemed dominated by states
with major constraints on their armed forces, such as
Germany and Japan. Some went so far as to suggest
that, at least between the major powers, war was be-
coming obsolete, a view that was reiterated by Muel-
ler at the end of the Cold War (Mueller 1989, 2006).

Certainly war is a risky option to resort to. Of all
wars occurring between 1815 and 1910, 80 per cent
were won by the governments that started them. But
60 per cent of the wars between 1910 and 1965 were
lost by the initiating state. But, in the post-Cold War
pe.riod, war does not seem to have lost its salience for
military security. The debates about it have rather
been concerned with the nature of the wars that have
taken place and the implications of revolutionary de-
velopments in military technology.

The changing character of military capabilities
clearly has encouraged an evolution in the forms of
Wa.t.‘fare characteristic of engagements between the
major powers. The period 1861-1945 was character-
ized by the move to full-scale industrialization of war-

situation not by abstaining from war altogether, but b
avoiding direct military conflict with each other. anz
developing new forms of limited war to allow the,m to
pursue their military security objectives.

One area of debate has concerned the question of
whether or not a ‘revolution in military affairs’ (RMA)
has been underway in the post-Cold War period. The
term revolution suggests a sudden and radical break
with the past, and it has been suggested that the tech-
nological superiority of American military forces re-
vealed in the 1991 Gulf War showed that just such a
revolution had occurred. This interpretation placed
great emphasis on technological developments. How-
ever, the evidence from historical examples such as the
N apoleonic revolution and the German Blitzkreig tac-
tics of 1939-41 suggests the need for caution against
overemphasizing the significance of technological
change, while underestimating the importance of
changes in doctrine and organization.

Kaldor and Miinkler have engaged with the issue
of whether the wars typical of the post-Cold War pe-
riod differ in form sufficiently from previous eras that
they can be termed ‘new wars’. While Kaldor (1999)
argues that such wars are indeed a new phenomenon’
Miinkler (2005) disagrees, arguing that such a Viev&;
lacks historical depth, but that a ‘new terrorism’ is the
central challenge facing contemporary states.

In the ‘new wars’ thesis, identity politics are central to
the explanation of political violence. Kaldor argues that
the conflicts typical of the post-Cold War period have
been struggles to control the state in order to assert a

particular understanding of national identity. A feature
of such conflicts is that they are internal to the state
taking the form of insurgencies and civil wars. The};
therefore lend themselves to a constructivist analysis
rather than a traditional analysis of military security. ’

KEY POINTS

* War remains a legitimate instrument of national policy 1
for states.

* War between the major powers risks consequences
that have dramatically reduced its attractiveness.

* Technological and doctrinal changes may be driving a 1
revolution in military affairs.

Since 1991, the dominant form of warfare has been

ly i i '
ﬂ Y 1n regional orders and sub-systems where their in- ;
intra-state rather than inter-state. ]

Test:
S were threatened. They therefore reacted to this
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Alliances and neutrality

One method of acquiring military security is to become
a member of a military alliance. Security analysis has
thus historically also paid attention to the issues relating
to the attractiveness or otherwise of alliance member-
ship, usually linkingittostructural realist explanations of
international politics (Waltz 1979; Gilpin 1981). Most of
the scholarly analysis of alliance theory was conducted
during the Cold War, but there has been a smaller litera-
ture since then exploring the implications of unipolarity
for alliance systems and tracking the changes in alliance
forms since 1991. Historically, alliances have been seen
as a way to overcome national resource constraints in
order to maximize military security. States will seek
membership of an alliance if they believe that their own
resources are inadequate to maintain their sovereignty
and security, and will make common cause with states
that share their goals, or at least perceive similar threats.
Alliance formation is particularly notable when a po-
tential hegemonic power threatens the other states in
the system. Alliance theories are therefore often linked
to balance-of-power theory. While some scholars argue
that states automatically ally to ‘balance’ against a
threatening state (Walt 1987), others argue that states
are just as likely to ‘bandwagon'—that is, to ally with
the likely winning hegemon. In practice, the reasons for
joining alliances vary widely.

More powerful states may also create alliances in
order to extend their protective umbrella over weaker
friendly states. Alliances are often seen by members not

>
CASE STUDY 13.1 NATO

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was
created in 1949 with the signing of the Washington Treaty.
NATO is a military alliance that has expanded in the post-
Cold War period and by 2009 comprised 28 countries from
North America and Europe. It was originally created as an
insurance against a revival of German militarism after the
Second World War and as a collective defence initiative
against the perceived threat from the Soviet Union.

The key clause of the Washington Treaty is Article 5, which
declares that each ally will treat an attack against one Ally as
an attack against all and respond with its own military forces
as if it itself had been attacked. Article 4 of the treaty
ensures consultations among Allies on security matters of
common interest. The NATO members routinely consult

so much as essential tools for balancing against a po-
tential hegemon, but rather as mechanisms for exercis-
ing influence over allies, whose own military security
policies may increase the dangers to their allies—for ex-
ample, by drawing them into confrontations or expedj-
tionary commitments against third parties. They allow
states to restrain or exert pressure on states within the
alliance framework (Osgood 1968; Ikenberry 2000).
States will prefer to join alliances that allow them a
meaningful role in the formulation of alliance object-
ives and strategies (Holsti 1996: 1014), but some alli-
ances, such as the Cold War Warsaw Pact, may be so
dominated by the leading ally that other states have
little influence in policy-making. While the idea that
states prefer to join alliances with states that share
common cultures or ideologies appears logical, such
“affinity theories” have not been confirmed by detailed
studies of alliance formation (Russett 1971; Walt 1987),
The obligations assumed as members of an alliance
vary significantly between organizations, although def-
initions of alliances normally require that they involve
aformal commitment by the participating states (Miller
and Toritsyn 2004/2005). Because of its size and lon-
gevity, NATO can sometimes be seen as a ‘typical” alli-
ance (see Case Study 13.1). In reality it is a very unusual
alliance, completely unlike most others in history. Alli-
ances vary in terms of issues that cause them to be cre-
ated, the situations in which military commitments are
triggered, the degree of military integration that takes
place within the alliance, the numbers of allies, the geo-
graphical scope of the alliance, and many other factors.

each other on security matters, a habit that has become
ingrained over six decades since 1949. In the post-Cold War
period, NATO expanded its remit and geographical zone of
operations, to allow it to become a collective security
organization, operating in counter-insurgency warfare in
Afghanistan, as well as peacekeeping in Kosovo.

Although its longevity and political influence encourage a
perception of NATO as a ‘typical’ alliance, in reality, NATO'is
historically unique. In terms of the length of time it has
existed, the fact that it has done so in peacetime, rather than
wartime, the degree of military integration among its
members, and a number of other factors, NATO is an
institution without precedent or parallel in recorded human
history.

Most military alliances are assembled for the pur-
ose of waging war, and end when the war is con-
cluded. Their purpose is to coordinate the allies’
common war effort to maximum effect. Integration
of forces is unusual. NATO is unusual, both in that it
is a peacetime alliance and in that it has remained in
existence for 60 years, outlasting the disappearance of
all its original reasons for being created. Alliances tend
to have brief existences because they require the har-
monization of many conflicting interests, which be-
comes more difficult over long periods, particularly if
there is not an overwhelming sense of commonly per-
ceived external threat. In the post-Cold War period,
the emergence of a unipolar international system has
raised questions about whether or not alliances would
remain a typical response to military insecurity, and
to what extent they were being replaced by more ad
hoc coalitions (Menon 2003; Campbell 2004), as well
as how alliances might evolve in the new strategic ge-
ography of the post-Cold War world (Hansen 2000).

Critics of alliances argue that they contribute lit-
tle to a state’s military security, and are destabilizing
for the international system. Wright (1965: 774) ar-
gued that they simply generate opposing alliances and
are incompatible with collective security, since they
promote a selective response to acts of aggression.
However, Kegley and Raymond (1982) found that,
on balance, alliances make a positive contribution to
peace and security as long as the alliance structure is
flexible and when alliance commitments are consid-
ered binding by the member states.

Nevertheless, a state is likely to avoid alliance mem-
bership if it feels strong enough to maintain its secur-
ity unaided, or if it feels that its sovereignty will be
compromised by alliance membership, or that the
obligations and risks involved outweigh the potential
benefits. Many states have historically sought secu-
rity, not by joining alliances, but, on the contrary, by
declaring neutral or non-aligned status. Occasionally
neutrality is forced upon a state. Austria’s neutral sta-
tus was not a national political choice, but rather the
price imposed by the superpowers in return for ending
their military occupation and restoring Austrian sov-
ereignty in 1955. Finnish neutrality was a conscious
choice by Finland’s government, but one taken in the
knowledge that any other option would be likely to
trigger a renewed Soviet invasion after 1945. Other
States, such as Sweden, have seen neutrality as provid-
?ng more security, sovereignty, and freedom than entry
Into a military alliance dominated by one or more of
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the great powers (Joenniemi 1988: 53). Neutrality
does not come cheaply. Because they do not have ac-
cess to the military capabilities of allied states, neu-
tral countries typically have to maintain large armed
forces and institute systems of national service.

Neutrality is a legal status. A neutral state must
remain outside military alliances in peacetime, and
refrain from activities that might seem to align it too
closely with the members of any existing alliances.
In return, its neutral status will (or at least should) be
accepted by the belligerent states in wartime. While
the end of the Cold War seemed to weaken the ra-
tionale for the neutrality of many European states,
the vigorous domestic debates on the centrality of
national neutrality policies in Ireland and Sweden
that followed the European Union’s adoption of en-
hanced military cooperation in 2017 showed that it
remains an important concept. In the post-Cold War
period, collective security organizations have be-
come more prominent than collective defence bod-
ies, but, given that the systemic factors promoting
alliance formation have changed little in the post-
Cold War period, alliances are likely to remain im-
portant mechanisms by which states pursue military
security (Snyder 1997: 78).

KEY POINTS
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+ Military security can be pursued unilaterally by relying ’
on one's own capabilities, multilaterally via alliance

membership, or unilaterally via a policy of neutrality. ’

+ States join alliances to compensate for their own rela- J’

tive military weakness. f

+ Alliances vary significantly in terms of their member- |

ship, objectives, and obligations. r

+ Some states have historically preferred to remain

!
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‘i neutral rather than join alliances.
L

Deterrence

For most of the Cold War period, not only did ‘Se-
curity’ Studies in the developed world focus almost
exclusively on military security, but within that focus
there was an enormous, if perhaps understandable,
empbhasis on the study of the issue of nuclear deter-
rence (see Key Quotes 13.2). The stress on deterrence
occurred despite the fact that nuclear weapons were
never actually employed in war during the Cold War.
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KEY QUOTES 13.2 Deterrence and defence

‘Defence is possible without deterrence and deterrence

Is possible without defence. A state can have the military
wherewithal to repel an invasion without also being able to
threaten devastation to the invader's population or terri-
tory. Similarly, a state can have the wherewithal to credibly
threaten an adversary with such devastation and yet be
unable to repel his invading force. Defence, therefore, does
not necessarily buy deterrence, nor deterrence defence. A
state that can defend itself from attack, moreover. will have
little need to develop the wherewithal to deter: If physical at-
tacks can be repelled or if the damage from them drastically
minimized, the incentive to develop a retaliatory capability

is low. A state that cannot defend itself, however, will try to
develop an effective deterrent if that be possible!

L Art (1980: 7)

Early writers on nuclear weapons believed that they
would be a ‘powerful inhibitor to aggression” and
would lead military security policies to become de-
signed to avert wars rather than to win them (Brodie
1946: 73). In practice, the impact of nuclear weapons
was more complicated. They did act as an inhibitor of
full-scale war between the nuclear-armed great pow-
ers during crises (Kennedy 1969), but had no impact
on those states (the vast majority) that did not pos-
sess such weapons. The existence of nuclear weapons
certainly encouraged superpower diplomatic caution
during the Cold War, and also encouraged the super-
powers to pursue arms control. But it also encour-
aged the development of a balance-of-power system
that tried to limit the propensity for superpower mili-
tary engagement worldwide, and stabilized a nuclear
balance where the superpowers constantly strength-
ened themselves so as not to have to fight.

In terms of generating a sense of security, military
power can serve a number of ends. Where feasible, de-
fence is the goal that all states aim for first. If defence is
not possible, deterrence is generally the next priority.
The defensive use of military power revolves around
two purposes. The first is to ward off an attack. Should
this not succeed, the second purpose is to minimize
the damage to oneself if attacked.

The deterrent use of military power works with
a different logic. Deterrence is based upon the
threat of retaliation. It seeks to prevent an adver-
sary from doing something by threatening him with

unacceptable punishment if he does it. The threat
of retaliation or punishment is directed at the ad-
versary’s population or industrial infrastructure. It is
effective only if the adversary is convinced you have
both the will and the power to carry out the threat,
Hence deterrence can be judged successful only if the
retaliatory threat has not had to be carried out.

Nuclear weapons have paradoxically made thoge
that possess them more militarily secure than any pre-
vious states in history, and more militarily insecure
than any other states in history. Everything depends
on the effectiveness of deterrence. Robert Art (1980:
22) argues that nuclear security buys conventional
power projection capability: ‘precisely because secur-
ity can be bought so cheaply with nuclear weapons is
each superpower able to use the bulk of its defence
dollars on conventional forces, which can be readily
employed and more finely tuned’.

Deterrence produces security not by physically ob-
structing a certain course of action, as defence does,
but by threatening a response that makes the action
seem disproportionately costly and therefore unat-
tractive in the first place (Morgan 2006: 79-81). In prac-
tice, this is not entirely straightforward. Deterrence
will work only if the threatened state clearly possesses
the capability to inflict overwhelming retaliation, suc-
cessfully convinces the adversary that it would be cer-
tain to do so if attacked, and is able to communicate
clearly what is and is not acceptable within its deter-
rence doctrine. All these requirements are problemati-
cal in various ways. There are additional issues related
to commitments to allies. Against a fellow nuclear-
armed state, the willingness to use nuclear weapons
is tantamount to committing suicide. Such a ‘passive’
deterrent threat may be credible when one’s own pop-
ulation is threatened, but an ‘active’ deterrent threat,
to follow the same course in defence of an ally, is much
more difficult to make credible.

There are also clear moral issues. Actually to
carry out the threat of retaliation is for a state to
commit genocide against its enemies. This would be
in breach of all existing laws of war, and the moral
codes of all the world’s major religions. Given so-
cial norms against blackmail and violent intimida-
tion of other people, and particularly those who
threaten violence against children, the old, or the
helpless, it is debatable whether even the threat to
use nuclear weapons is morally acceptable. Such is-
sues spawned a large and lively scholarly literature
(see, e.g., Elshtain 1992).

Michael McGuire argues that the ‘theology’ of de-
terrence encouraged the development of an arcane
language that disguised the brutal realities of nu-
clear weapons’ ‘countervalue’ rather than, say, city-
targeting strikes. It also assumed a particular kind of
worst-case analysis, where an enemy course of action
needed only to be conceivable for it to be included in
the threat assessment. Finally, because ‘retaliation’
actually meant genocidal mass murder of civilian
populations, deterrence encouraged continual efforts
to paint the adversary as a people deserving of such
a terrible fate (McGuire 1986: 24-9). This critique is
another example both of the importance of cultural
determinants of military security thinking, and of the
potential disjuncture between ‘state’ and ‘population’
logics when pursuing military security.

A number of authors have argued that the char-
acteristics of the nuclear balance of power since the
end of the Cold War are so different from the 194591
period that the world has now entered the Second Nu-
clear Age (Gray 1999; Walton 2013). In this new era, it
is argued, the number of nuclear-weapons states will
continue to increase, but the stability of deterrent rela-
tionships will decrease, so that a failure of deterrence
and an outbreak of nuclear war becomes more likely.

KEY POINTS

|
+ Nuclear deterrence theory dominated Cold War |
Security Studies. |

+ Nuclear deterrent relationships can increase and ‘
decrease security simultaneously.

+ Deterrence has very different moral implications from
policies based upon defence.

¢ The Cold War was the First Nuclear Age. The post-
Cold War period may represent a Second Nuclear ‘
Age, with different implications for the pursuit of {
military security. f
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Cooperative security and
arms control

Traditional approaches to military security assume
that the existence of international anarchy leads in-
evitably to the security dilemma. However, a number
of scholars, such as Wendt (1992: 407), have argued
that while the anarchy may indeed exist, it is not inevi-
table that it should produce a security dilemma, and
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might indeed encourage cooperation among states.
The operation of the security dilemma is a result of
the practices of states, not of the structure of the
system, and practices can change.

One example of states seeking to circumvent the
difficulties of the security dilemma is through prac-
tices of cooperative security such as the pursuit of
arms control and disarmament. A feature of the
search for military security in the Cold War period
was the pursuit of arms control. It was recognized
that a purely adversarial relationship between nuclear-
armed states was far too dangerous and that therefore
efforts should be made to negotiate agreed constraints
on military capability in certain areas, particularly
with regard to weapons of mass destruction.

Arms control is a distinctive approach to the pur-
suit of military security because it involves both the
deliberate acceptance of self-restraint in regard to the
acquisition and deployment of weapons, and because
it operates on the assumption that it is both possible
and profitable to pursue security cooperatively with
a potential military adversary. In the post-Cold War
period, it has been increasingly associated with the
concept of cooperative security, defined as a com.-
mitment to regulate the size, technical composition,
investment patterns, and operational practices of all
military forces by mutual consent for mutual benefit’
(Larsen 2009: 3).

Classical disarmament theory assumed that weap-
ons, rather than being a route to security, were a cause
of insecurity. They were seen as both deepening ten-
sions between states, and making them more likely
to resort to the use of force in times of crisis (Claude
1964: 262-3). The solution was therefore to reduce ar-
maments, thereby reducing tension. Booth (1975: 89)
described this approach by paraphrasing Clausewitz
as ‘a continuation of politics by a reduction of military
means’. Arms control is a more conservative approach
to building military security, although it can lead to
disarmament in the longer term. Arms controllers
did not see weapons as producing insecurity merely
by their existence. On the contrary, they believed that
weaponry was a normal and acceptable part of In-
ternational Relations. The arms control community
therefore promoted the creation and maintenance of
balances of power in which arms control would com-
plement unilateral force improvements as the route to
military security (Lefever 1962: 122).

Arms control as an approach to military secur-
ity sought to distinguish between ‘those kinds and
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quantities of forces and weapons that promote the
stability of the balance of power and those which do
not; to tolerate or even to promote the former and
to restrict the latter’ (Bull 1961: 61). Thus while dis-
armament always implies weapon reductions, arms
control may simply freeze numbers, or even increase
them through mutual consent. Schelling and Halperin
(1961: 2) defined the objectives of arms control as
‘reducing the likelihood of war, its scope and violence
if it occurs, and the political and economic costs of
being prepared forit’. In practice, however, subsequent
decades of experience with arms control have demon-
strated that these objectives often conflicted with one
another. Increasing the number of survivable nuclear
weapons may make war less likely, but increases the
cost of preparing for it, and the death and destruction
if it occurs. Developing complex verification regimes
reduces the likelihood of war, and the death and
destruction if it occurs, but still increases the cost of
being prepared for it.

One problem that policy-makers encountered in
subsequently implementing arms control was that
politicians and the general public expected agree-
ments to produce lowered numerical balances, what
Krepon (1984: 130) called ‘optical parity’. But, as
Schelling (1985-6) pointed out, this reflected a shift
from a concern with the character of weapons to an ob-
session with numbers. Bertram also argued that what
is important is “who could do what’ rather than ‘who
had what’. But, from the point of view of economics

CASE STUDY 13.2 The ‘New START' Treaty

The New START Treaty between the Russian Federation
and the United States was signed in Prague in April 2010
and entered into force in February 201 1. It has a lifespan of
ten years, but can be extended for a further five. It
superseded the 1991 START Treaty signed at the end of the
Cold War which reduced superpower strategic nuclear
delivery systems to |,600 each with a total of 6,000
warheads per country. New START reduces delivery
systems to 700 each (with 100 in permitted non-operational
reserve) and 1,550 deployed nuclear warheads. This
represents a huge reduction from the 12,000 warheads
each, on 2,500 delivery systems permitted under the 1979
SALT Il Treaty. Unlike SALT and START, the New START has
no sub-limits; each country can choose for itself how it
wishes to divide its permitted total between inter-
continental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched

and public perceptions, numbers are clearly import.
ant. Nevertheless, the arms control approach led to
the conclusion of a large number of important agree-
ments during the Cold War period, which can be helq
to have had a significant stabilizing function.

In the post-Cold War period, arms control logt
momentum. A number of agreements were signed
in the first half of the 1990s, but these represented.
the tidying-up of the Cold War agenda. They never
theless established an important framework for co-
operative security, particularly in Europe, and the
implementation of the Chemical Weapons Con.
vention and the START nuclear treaties led to mas-
sive reductions in the numbers of weapons held in
each category (see Case Study 13.2). Nevertheless,
arms control became less central both to the prac-
tice of military security after 1991 and to scholarly
debates about the best way to sustain such security.
The very different international political environ-
ment called for what Daalder (1993) described as
‘threat deconstruction’. However, while progress
largely halted in some areas, arms-control think-
ing was applied to some new areas, such as light
weapons and to the issue of conventional weapons
proliferation. Efforts to contain the proliferation of
nuclear weapons also continued, with a new ‘coun-
terproliferation’ emphasis on activities such as in-
terdiction of transfers of components of weapons
of mass destruction to hostile states and terrorist
organizations and a renewed emphasis on defensive

ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and bombers. New START
continues the verification techniques pioneered in earlier
treaties and also has mandates for eighteen on-site

inspections per year. Every six months, the two countries
exchange an updated database of their strategic nuclear
holdings and facilities, and there is a continuous process of
‘notifications’ of treaty-relevant information to the other
country. The treaty also obliges the signatories to hold \
‘exhibitions’ showing new weapon systems, such as the US
B-2A bomber and Russian RS-24 missile.

The USA and Russia have seven years in which to complete
the New START reductions. By the end of the process US—-
Russian nuclear warheads will have fallen to their lowest
level since the [950s.

| E KEY POINTS

« Arms control has become an important coopera-
tive dimension of efforts to acquire military security
through mutual restraint.

« Arms control does not challenge the central role of
weaponry and military power in the international
system, but focuses on problems produced by specific
weapon systems and relationships.

[
\
« In the post-Cold War period arms control lost much |
of its political salience, but remains a useful tool for E

1 A |
pursuing security. !
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capabilities. This was evident in the 2002 United
States National Security Strategy Document and
in the 2003 Proliferation Security Initiative. An in-
creasing number of intergovernmental organiza-
tions are involved in ad hoc initiatives to identify
and block transportation of treaty-limited mater-
ials, so that the traditional term of ‘arms control’
may no longer accurately reflect state practices,
which are more typically focused on more varied
and flexible international security initiatives.

The cost of military security

Analysts of International Relations have reflected not
only on the nature of security and alternative military
strategies for maximizing it, but also on the fact that
some of these strategies can be self-defeating, or gen-
erate security problems in other dimensions of the
broader security agenda. Military security is of a dif-
ferent moral order to the other security sectors. The
right of a people to defend their independence and
way of life by maintaining and, if necessary, employ-
ing military capabilities is recognized under interna-
tional law. However, as Klaus Knorr (1970: 50) said
‘military power is ultimately the power to destroy and
kill, or to occupy and control, and hence to coerce’,
and it therefore has rather different implications to the
Pursuit of environmental security, for example.

There are also economic and political issues. Mili-
tary power can be acquired only by enormous effort
in terms of the commitment of manpower and eco-
Romic resources. All states struggle to acquire and
maintain what they consider to be adequate military
forces, and democratically elected governments there-
fore face particular difficulties in deciding upon the
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appropriate level of military capability. There are two
main reasons for this. In the first place, such capability
is extremely expensive to acquire, and high levels of
defence spending may be unpopular, especially during
a long period of peace. Defence spending generates
‘opportunity costs’, the value of the social good a gov-
ernment could not invest in because it chose to spend
the money on military capabilities. When President
Eisenhower was asked the cost of the latest Ameri-
can bomber, he replied that the cost was ‘a modern
brick school in more than thirty cities, or two fully
equipped hospitals’.

Acquiring military security is neither simple nor
straightforward. One issue that overlaps with issues
of economic security is the question, not so much of
how much military capability does a state need to be
secure, but how much can it afford? States often acquire
less military capability than they would ideally like.
The costs of acquiring such capability are real. The
demand for security is a normative demand; it is the
pursuit of a particular value. As Wolfers (1962: 150)
noted, security is a value ‘of which a nation can have
more or less and which it can aspire to have in greater
or lesser measure’.

The pursuit of military security requires states to
make sacrifices in terms of spending on other social,
or even security, goals that they might have. State re-
sources are relatively scarce, and therefore the deci-
sion to spend resources on acquiring military security
means such decisions are inevitably a subject for politi-
cal judgement, and like any other area of government
spending, they are subject to the law of diminishing
marginal utility.

Second, the concentration of military power that a
government feels is required to defend a democracy
against its enemies in certain ways poses an inherent
threat to the very values it is designed to protect. A
state can become dangerously ‘militarized” by such
efforts. And the use of military force may damage
democratic values, since it represents an undemo-
cratic mechanism—the resort to force and violence to
resolve disputes, rather than using dialogue and com-
promise, as would be expected in the domestic demo-
cratic context. In wartime, civil rights are invariably
weakened, and normally abhorrent practices such as
the use of torture may be condoned. During the Cold
War academic security analysis included a significant
focus on the dangers of militarism and militarization
associated with the pursuit of military security (Vagts
1959; Berghahn 1981). These dangers did not disappear
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in the post-Cold War era and remain a key reason for
continuing to emphasize the importance of military
security analysis even within the broadened agenda
of security.

Efforts to acquire military security may gener'flte
security problems of their own. Increasing the size
of national armed forces may trigger an arms race
with other states, for example, and require modlﬁefi
policies, such as the addition of arms-control ini-
tiatives. Historian Paul Kennedy has argued that in
pursuing maximum levels of military power, .state.s
may fatally overstretch themselves and that hlSt(.)I‘l—
cally this has been a key cause of the. c'ollapse of 1ml
perial powers (Kennedy 1988). Acquiring substantia
military capabilities may also encourage sta}tes to
pursue military options when non-violent instru-
ments still had the capacity to succeed. The use of
force is seen both as legitimate for states and as a
threat to the stability of the system, but the percep-
tion of the possibility of military threats from Fxte'r—
nal actors ensures that states continue to maintain
such capabilities.

Conclusion

The expansion of the concept of security has mov§€1 the
focus of Security Studies away from a purely rmhtz.u‘y
understanding. Nevertheless, military security remains
an absolutely crucial dimension of security as a whole.
Governments continue to invest considerable resources
in attempting to acquire it, and analysts of Internam.on'al
Relations seek to understand military security both inits

o QUESTIONS

1. Whyis it important to study military security?

2. Are governments correct in prioritizing military security?

w

security dilemma?

N oo U

i i i nd
To what extent is the requirement for military security produced by the international anarchy a

i ici renc
Has the end of the Cold War invalidated the arguments for security policies based on nuclear deter!
i iecti iecti ity?
In what ways can military security be said to have objective and subjective reality’
How useful is arms control as a means of achieving military security?

. . . o
What are the strengths and weaknesses of the traditional realist approach to military security?

The inhibitions on the use of violence between
states are considerable, and they rest on the most
basic kind of self-interest. Violence is seldom the
most effective way of settling disputes. It is expen-
sive in its methods and unpredictable in its outcome,
However, no state (with the exception of Costa Rica)
has yet found it possible to dispense with armed
forces. The capacity of states to defend themselves,
and their evident willingness to do so, provide the
basic framework within which the business of in-
ternational negotiations is carried on. Every new
state since 1945 has considered it necessary to create
armed forces.

KEY POINTS

« Military security is expensive to acquire.
« The ‘costs’ of doing so are social as well as economic.
|« Acquiring military capability can have consequences

i that threaten as well as secure a state’s values.

own right and in relation to efforts to increas.e security in
the non-military realms. Military security is extremely
expensive to acquire, and the opportunity costs in terms
of the human security agenda are profound. Efforts to
increase military security can have unintended counter-
productive consequences in the military or other 'ﬁ.eldsr.‘
Questions about how much, and what kind of, rmhta::y
capability to seek in relation to perceived threats remain;
at the heart of the study of security.
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8. Towhat extent can the military-security environment be said to be ‘'socially constructed’?
9. Is war becoming obsolete as an instrument of national policy?
0.

Should Security Studies continue to address the dangers posed by militarism to society?
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