Governing Anarchy:

A Research Agenda for the
Study of Security Communities
Emanuel Adler

and Michael N. Barnett

cholars of international relations are generally uncomfortable using the

language of community to understand international politics. The idea that

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

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

! Karl Deutsch, Sidney A. Burrell, Robert A. Kann, Maurice Lee, Jr., Martin Lichterman, Raymond E.
Lindgren, Frangis .. Loewenheim, and Richard 'W. Van Wagenen, Political Community and the North
Adantic Area (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 19573,
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Deutsch’s observations of forty years ago seem particularly relevant today

because of changes in global politics and international relations theory. Policy.
makers are indeed pointing to the same sets of variables as Deutsch-—the
development of shared understandings, transnational values, and transactiop
flows to encourage community building-—to conceptualize the possibility of
peace. Articulating a desire to escape realism’s pessimism and reliance on abject

within the community identify international security less with balancing and more
with establishing comrnunitics within the neighborhood. Security, in short, is
becoming a condition and quality of these communities; who is inside, and who
is outside, matters most.

Scholars, too, finally seem to have caught up to Deutsch’s vision. Looking
into the possible, some are departing significantly from realist-based models o
understand the present and future security debates; looking into the past, others
have noted that the realist paradigm is better realized in theory than in practice,
that states are not as war-prone as believed, and that many security arrangements

realist imagery,” Accordingly, Deutsch’s suggestion that states can overcome the
security dilemmas and recurring fear assumed by realist theories is less shocking
than it once was, and his understanding that the causal mechanisms for this
outcome could be found in the development of social networks and the quicken-
ing of transnational forces is consistent with the return by some international
relations theorists to sociological models. The concept of community, which
departs from the economism and rationalism that have dominated models of

:

University Press, 1996); Patrjek Morgan, “Multitateralism and Security: Prospects in Europe,” in John
Ruggie, ed., Multilateralism Matters (New York: Colubia University Press, 1993y, 327-64; Steve Weber,
“Shaping the Postwar Balance of Power: Multilateralism in NATO,” in ihid,, 233-92; and Pau} Schroeder,
“The New World Order: A Historical Perspective,” Washington Quarterly 17 ¢ 1994), 25.43,
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: . 165,
% See Dotald 1. Puchala, International Politics Today (New York: Dodd, Mead, 1971)
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by Karl Deutsch and his associates for fuller conceptual and empirical treat

?n Deutsch’s study, a security community is defined as a group of mﬁzit.
ln’tﬂgrateff to the point of “real assurance that the members of that cgmrieuoP .
will not fight each other physically, but will settle their disputes in some Q?};ty
way.” Security communities, they observed, come in two varieties. An am;:;f
gamated security community exists whenever there is the “formal merger of tw;
or more previously independent units into a single larger unit, with some type of
common government after amalgamation.™ Deutsch offers the United States ag
an instance. Alternatively, a pluralistic security community “retains the legal
mdc(:pendence of separate governments,” possesses a compatibility of core vahis
derwed' from common institutions and mutual responsiveness—a matter of
mutual identity and loyalty, a sense of “we-ness”—and is integrated to the péizﬁ
that members entertain “dependable ex pectations of peaceful change.™ Ttis a
matt.er of sociological curiosity that in their quest for “social Jaws” thz;t rule t‘he
relationship between integration and peace, Deutsch and his colleagues stumbled
onto “half-baked” integrative processes that offered “a more promising approach
to the elimination of war over large areas.” ’

At the heart of Deutsch's “pluralistic,” “cybernetic,” or “transactionalist”
approach is the assumption that communication is the cement of social groups in
general and political communities in particular: “Communication alone enables
a group ‘to think together, to see together, and to act together.” Moreevér
commumcgﬁen processes and transaction flows between peoples become noiz
only “fftciiities for attention™ but factories of shared identification. Through
transactions such as trade, migration, tourism, cultural and educational ex-
changes, and the use of physical communication facilities, a social fabric is built

’j Deutsch et al., Political Communiry, &.
- E}jdw see also zhé:‘ iio[ipwing works by Deutsch: Nationalism and Social Communication {Cambridge:
‘N : ;“ftsrsiz ‘1§53}; Political Community at the International Level: Problams of Measurement and Deﬁm‘u‘ar;
i( 4;; ‘;‘G E Doubleday, 1954); Palitics and Government {Boston; Houghton Mifflin, 1970); and his éssays
g tilip , . fa§3b~ Ei]d James V "Foscano‘ eds., The Integration of Political Communities {(Philadelphia:
; f:gi?tzot , f?: E‘)g" ?{;:m?umcatmn Theory and Political Integration,” 46--74, “Transaction Flows as
icators of Poltical Cohesion,” 75-97, “The Price of ion,” ¥ i
Socil Sosemn 20 I Integration,” 143-78, and *‘Integration and the
L3 it .
N bﬁ;}ceﬁsd} et al.i: Political C‘ofnmamfy, 30-31. Emst Haas similarty argues that “modern nation-states”
an ':h’nght of "as c&mt&}umtfes whose basic consensus is restricted to agreement on the procedure for
g;amzazmng ordjer and settling fhsputes among groups, for carrying out well-understood functions.” Haas
eyond the Nution-State (Stanford: Stnford University Press, 1964), 39, ‘ ’

* Nurbert Wiener as cited i ; p ”
19663 7 ited in Karl W. Deuisch, The Nerves of Government {New York: The Free Press,

3
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not only among eliles but also among the masses, instilling in them a sense of
community, which then becomes

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

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

Deutsch’s “transactionalist” perspective, which takes the possibility of
community seriously, offers an alternative understanding of international politics.
While most international relations theories use material forces, the language of
power, and a very thin conception of society to understand interstate outcomes,
the Deutschian perspective relies on shared knowledge, ideational forces, and a
dense normative environment. Yet Deutsch is not arguing that all interstate
interactions can be characterized as transpiring within the same international
environment. After all, states are embedded in different environmental contexts,
and some interactions occur within a thick social environment and others in a
world that approximates that envisioned by neorealism. Therefore, it is important
to problematize what most international relations theories assume: that the
context of interstate interaction can be situated within one model of the interna-
tional environment.’

Deutsch attempts to connect the development of international community with
a transformation of security politics. Specifically, he locates the dynamics for
peaccful change as the result of a transformation at the international and the
individual level. At the international level, community formation has trans-
formed the very character of the states systen—states are integrated to the point

* Deatsch et al., Political Community, 36. ( ’
Y This is consistent with Robert Powell's observation that whether states are or are not relative-gams

seskets is an effect of the structure. Powell, “Anarchy in Interiational Retations Theory: The Neorealist-
Neoliberal Debate,” fnfernational Organizarion 48 (Spring 1994}, 337-38
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that peaceful change becomes taken for granted. By making this move, Deutsch
challenges international relations theory’s reliance on rationalistic ;tonﬂst'
fnodels of interstate behavior and forwards the central role of transnaﬁi;nal fgrcéc
in trgnsforming the behavior, if not the very identities, of states. At the individua?
and intersubjective levels, community formation leads to the development of g
“we-feeling,” trust, and mutual responsiveness, suggesting that transnational
forces have altered the identities of peoples. The transmission belt of values, in
other words, is located at the interstate and transnational levels. By daringj to
cmﬁemplate the possibility of community, Deutsch reminds us of how a
socm%ogical spirit can enrich our understanding of international politics and
security.

De‘:spite its potential theoretical and practical importance, the concept of
sscl,lrzi:ji,f COfnlnunii}f never generated a robust research agenda. The closest
approximations were the regional and integration studies of the period, which
elevated the importance of values, learning, and socialization to how separate
political communities interacted, merged, and unified:'® these literatures
how?aver, eventually yiclded to a barrage of damaging blows."! Theereticai
fashmn.aiso changed. Increasingly, scholars interested in ideas of regional
fnmgration and international cooperation used the vehicles of international
interdependence and, later, international regimes, Moreover, any talk of a
community of states, not to mention a security community, Sﬁemed’ hopelessly
mn.lantic, especially in light of the Cold War and the threat of nuclear attack
Quickly distancing themselves from the sociological spirit of these studiesi
scholars and policymakers became enamored with structural realism, raﬁ'ienai’

f:homc methods, and other approaches to political life that excluded identities and
interests as phenomena requiring explanation,

i =4 :

. As e_xﬁmplmt:é in Joseph Nye, Peace in Parts: integration and Conflict in Regional Grganization
{ lﬁs'ton. Little, Brown, ,197 1} there was an emerging sense that self-identified regions might organize their
rSe ations to promote their self-interests and a sense of collective inerest and even perhaps collective identity
L;ﬁd;;im Erzs; B, Hgas, The Uniting of Europe (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1958) and i@(;n

indberg and Stuart Scheingold. eds., Regional integration: Theory and Rese h il | i
national Organization (Yol 24, Autumn 1970). ” eecarel spectatssse of nier

" . .
) De.utsch himsel coz&c?aé@ that Eurcpean integration had effectively stopped by 1958, Sce his
fﬂz‘e'gratmn‘ and Arms Control in the European Political Environment: A Summary R«;,pert " American
Political Science Revigw 60 (June 1966), 354-65. ’ 4
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Between the “Logic of Anarchy™ and the “Logic of Community”

It is a sign of the times that sociological theorizing and Deutsch’s concept of
security communities are becoming fashionable once again. That this is so can be
attributed not only to the end of the Cold War but also to a movement in
international relations theory away from rationalism and materialism toward
explorations of the role of identity, norms, and the social basis of global politics.
The manner of this sociological resurgence and return to the concept of security
comimunities, however, suggests not simply “old wine in new bottles” but rather
new theoretical developments that conceivably enable scholars to overcome some
of the conceptual and methodological difficulties that undermined Deutsch’s
arrested research program of thirty years ago. Below we provide a brief survey
of this emerging sociological disposition and its relationship to Deutsch’s focus
on peaceful change.

Theories of international relations that explain the absence of war can be
categorized according to whether they see structure as composed of material
forces or of material and normative forces.” Indeed, these theories can be
arrayed on a continuum depending on how *social” they conceive the interna-
tional environment to be: on one end is realism, which posits a highly asocial
environment with an emphasis on a series of discrete exchange relations among
atomistic actors, and on the other end is constructivism’s recognition of the
possibility of a community of actors with shared identitics embedded in a
structure that is both normative and material. Below we briefly consider their
position vis-a-vis the possibility of the absence of war in general and stable peace
in particular.

Neorealist and realist theories stress the notion that while war does not take
place all the time, like rain, it is always expected. If it does not occur, it is
because balances of power, alliances, hegemonies, and deterrence are able to
prevent it, though only temporarily.”  Stephen Walt explicitly rejects the

" Most accounts of siructure in international relations theory are exhaustively material. See, for ia-
stance, Kennath Waltz, Fheory of international Politics (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1979). We, on the
other hand, take a struclurationist view of the social world as comprising both material and normative
elements. See Anthony Giddens, Constitution of ¢ Sociely {Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984)
and William Sewall, “A Theory of Structure: Duality, Agency, and Transformation,” American Journal of
Sociology 98 (July 1992}, 1-29.

11 The seminal work is, of course, Waliz, Theory of Imternational Politics. Some realists have also
stressed the notion that diptomatic prudence may momentarily achieve a truce. See Hans J. Morgenthau,
Politics among Nations, 4th, ed. (New York: Knopf, 1368). Yet one influential realist, Reinhold Niebuhr,
saw the creation of a world community realized through daily practices and actions rather than through
discourse and lofty ideals and imagined that it would come into existence when there was mutual loyalty and
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proposition that states might overcome the fears and dynamics associated with
anarchy and argues that it is “unclear how a shared ‘civic identity’ will inhibit
conflict. Groups sharing similar traits and values are hardly immune to discord:
indeed, ‘family quarrels’ are often especially bitter and difficult to resolve,
‘Shared identity’ is a weak reed on which to rest a forecast in any case, given the
malleability of changing loyalties and the speed with which they can change ™
Based on the assumptions of-anarchy and the self-interest of states as defined by
military security, neorealists espouse that the absence of war can be only
temporary and attributed to material considerations.

Neoliberal institutionalism and the “British school” focus respectively on how
states construct institutions to encourage cooperation and to further their mutual
interest in survival.”” Those neoliberal institutionalists who cut their teeth on
integration dynamics in general and Europe in particular have once again picked
up many of the themes once explored by Deutsch and other early integrationists.'¢
Nevertheless their general commitment to rationalism prevents them from fully
considering how a community might be forged through shared identities rather
than through pregiven interests and binding contracts alone; or how interstate and
transnational interactions can alter state identities and interests. In many respects,
they share with neorealists the assumption of anarchy but are more explicitly
interested in how self-interested states construct a thin version of society through
the guise of institutions and regulative norms in order to promote their interests.

Although Hedley Bull, the dean of the “British School,” once portrayed
security communities as “pregnant with implications of a general international
relations,™” the society of states literature generally focused not on peaceful
change but rather on the norms of the society of states—which include sover-
eignty and admit balancing behavior and conflicts——that create an “anarchical
society.” Still, some followers of the British school have recently been flirting
with the concept of security communities; specifically, they have resurrected the

trust rather than mutual dependence. See Nicbuhr, The World Crisis and American Responsibility (New
York: Association Press, 1950), 80-86.

™ Stephen Walt, “Conumentary: Is There a Logic of the West?” World Policy fournal 11 {Spring 19043,
118,

'S The outstanding works are, respectively, Stephen Krasner, ed., Insernational Regimes {Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1983), and Hedley Bull, The Anarchival Society (New York: Columbia University Press,
1977y

' For example, see Richard N, Rosecrance, “Tralling States in 4 New Concert of Europe,” in Helga
Haftendorn and Christian Tuschhoff, eds., America and Europe in an Era of Change (Boulder: Westview
Press, 1993}, 127-46.

Y Hedley Bull, “The Theory of International Politics, 191931969 in Brian Porter, ed., The Aberysewyth
Papers: Internarional Politics, 1979_Fos9 {London: Oxford University Press, 1972}, 4243,
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concept to conceive of security communities as “islands” of iﬁternatif)nal socif?ty
that achieve the status of “mature anarchy” due to their high interaction capacity
and dense networks of common rtules and institutions.”® In short, they.a,re
interested in how the society of states (or, more specifically, cez'taip states) rm'ghi:
“npgrade” its norms from the recognition of the individual states’ ri gh? t§ §urv1va1
(which does permit the occasional war) to the normative pr_ehzbz;tion and
empirical decline of war, In many respects, these scholars are moving fa}rly cIos;:
to Deutsch’s position, though they still weigh their equation toward interstate
interactions and away from transnational forces. .

The burgeoning literature on the “pacific thesis”mt}?a deilmocranc states.de
not wage war among themselves——revives c?,iassic liberalism anef. Kar'lt.lan
republicanism and attempts to trace how international trade a{zé d.omesnc politics,
respectively, affect foreign policy orientations.” As one leading 1nt§rp:eter of the
Kantian perspective observed: “To use or threaten to use forcc_a is not usufilly
normatively acceptable behavior in disputes among demas%rac1es..,, Rglatlc:sitzs
between democracies therefore fit into the category of...'security community’...in
which states not only do not fight each other, they do not expect Eo fight each
other, or significantly prepare to fight each other,”? Common to their arguments
is a combination of both rationalist and normative claims concerning the
incentives and restraints on state leaders by their f;{}cie'ties anfi the international
system. However, they limit their analyses to democramtss, which are assgmed to
possess certain essentialized qualities, and therefore omit from their purview the
possibilities that a stable peace might also emerge among ncmdemgcracms. ’

Constructivist scholars have been most prominent in resugectmg Deutsf:h 8
concept of security community. They urge intemafiznr:al relations §ch<:ﬁ’a:rsh1p to
depart from dominating assumaptions of materialism and rationalism 'Zad
recognize the social character of global politics; forward the need to consider
state identities and the sources of state interests; sugge.st that the ;::'arposes. for
which power is deployed and is regarded as socially Ieg'1t1ma£§ may be cha}ngllzag,
and posit that the cultural similarities among states ngbt be ShEllped by mst.t;un

tonal agents. Consequently, constructivist scholarship is well suited to consider

#* Barry Buzan, "From International System to International Society: Strucmraﬁ! gea;;sm and Regime
ngli ” j f ezt 7 (Summer 19933, 32752,

Meet the English School,” frternational Orgamzm{en 475 ntmer . ‘
ﬁe‘gr}f{ich&ﬁl W, nyle, “Kant, Liberal Legacies, and Foreign Affairs, Pizzfas@izy and Public Aﬁa:rﬁ iz
{Spring 1983), 20535 and (Summer 1983}, 323-53; Bruce Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace
{Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993),

0 Ryssett, Grasping the Democratic Peace, 42,
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how social processes and an international community may transform security
politics.?! This is not the place to detail the constructivist ontology, epistemol-
ogy, and methods. Here it will suffice to say that constructivism, which should
be clearly distinguished from nonscientific post-structuralist approaches, takes the
social world to be emergent and constituted both by knowledge and material
factors. Far from denying a reality to the material world, constructivists merely
claim that how the material world shapes, changes, and affects human interaction,
and is affected by it, depends on prior and changing epistemic and normative
interpretations of the material world® In any event, constructivist scholars
actively forward a theoretical agenda that holds out the possibility for the
transformation of global politics as a consequence of changes in domestic,
transnational, and interstate forces.

In sum, much of international relations theory bas difficulty considering the
possibility of community,” While scholars are grappling with recent interna-
tional events by departing from the rationalist and materiafist assumptions that
have dominated the discipline over the past two decades, the challenge is to
theorize about interstate interactions and transnational processes that might shape
State identity, interests, and security relationships. The Deutschian challenge and
promise, in our view, is to conceptualize international politics as holding out the
possibility of international community and to consider how it might imprint
international security.

¥ See Alex Wendt, “Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The Social Construction of Pewer Politics,”
International Grganization 46 (Spring 1997), 191-4725: Wend, "Collective Identity Formation,” 186, and
Emanuel Adler, “Cognitive Evolution: A Dynamic Approach for the Study of International Relations and
Their Progress,” in Adler and Crawiord, FProgress i Postwar fnternational Relations, 43-88; Firnst B. Haas,
When Knowledge is Power (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990% John Gerard Ruggie,
“Territoriality and Beyond: Problematizing Modemity in International Relations” International
COrganization 47 (Winter 19933, 161, 174.

* For overviews see Emanuel Adler, “Seizing the Middle Ground” (unpublished manuscripl); Emanuel
Adler, “Cognitive Evelution”; Alex Wendt, “Collective Identity Formation and the International State,”
American Political Science Review 88 {June 19943, 384.96; Alex Wendt, “Constructing International
Politics,” International Secarity 20 (Summer 1995), 71-81. The most accessible inoduction (o a sociz!
constructionist view is John Searle’s The Construciion of Soeial Reality (New York: Free Press, 19983,

¥ On this point see Andrew Linklater, “The Problem of Community in International Relations Theory,”
Alternatives 2 (Spring 1990, 135-53, and Andrew Hurrell, “International Society and the Study of

Regimes: A Reflective Approach,” in Volker Rittherger, ed., Regime Theory and International Relotions
{Oxford: Clarenden Press, 1993), 61-65,
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The Conceptual Fabric of Security Communities

In carlier papers we detailed many of the theoretical, conceptual, and metl}gd—
ological problems that beset Deutsch’s conceptualization of security communities
in order to identify the principal issues that must be considered in order to
advance a viable research agenda.®® Our present goal is to use Deutsch as a
guidepost to build a conceptual architecture for thinking about the development
of security communities,

This article is concerned with pluralistic and not amalgamated security
communities. By a pluralistic security community we mean a transnational
region comprised of sovereign states whose people maiﬂtain. f:iepcndabie
expectations of peaceful change. Pluralistic security cemmunli{es can be
categorized according to their depth of trust, the nature and degree of mnstitution-
alization of their governance system, and whether they reside in a formal anarchy
or are on the verge of transforming it. On this basis we distinguish bctwagn. twg
ideal types, namely loosely and tightly coupled pluralistic security communities.”
The former observe the minimal definitional properties and no more: a transna-
tional region comprised of sovereign states whose people maintain df.?.per?dable
expectations of peaceful change. The latter, however, are mgrg demanding in two
respects.  First, they have a “mutual aid” society in which they consm.}f:t
collective system arrangements. Second, they possess a system of rule that lies
somewhere between a sovereign state and a regional, centralized government;
that is, it is something of a post-sovereign system, endowed with common
supranational, transnational, and national institutions and some form _of a
collective security system.?® This system of rule, while reminiscent of -medievjai
heteronomy due to its “pooled” sovereignty, is a relatively novel devefepm;nt in
global politics. We will return to the distinction between loosely and tightly
coupled security communities throughout the remainder of the paper. In general,

# For fuller critiques of Deutsch, see Emanuel Adler and Michael Bamet!, ‘fP]uralisiic Security
Communities: Past, Present, Future,” Working Paper ont Regional Security, no. 1 {Madxsm;: Giﬁ}hzil Studlhes;
Research Program, University of Wisconsin, 1994); and Emanuel Adler and Michael Bamett, “Secu{?t}
Communities in Comparative and Historical Perspective,” paper presented :az 3 cenf.erence on Sm:'m‘:%y
Commumities in Comparative Perspective,” sponsored by the Carnegie Council on Ethics and International
Affairs, New York, December 1-2, 1995, Alse see Arend Lijphart, “Karl W. Deulsch‘aﬁéﬂ ﬂ’lc }Vew;
Paradigm in International Relations,” in Richard L. Merritt and Bruce M. Russett, eds., From ?}f«rzamd
Development 1o Global Community: Essays in Honor of Karl W. Deutsch {Lgn{ion: G{eorge A en ;zrz”
Unwin, 1981}, 246, and Doaald 1. Puchala, “Integration Theory and the Study of International Refations,
in ihid,, 157. .

* We thank John Ruggie for this suggestion.

* Rupgie, “Territoriality,” 172.
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we (like Deutsch) are interested in the transnational and interstate interactions
that can produce a transnational community with an informal governance system
that helps to account for dependable expectations of peaceful change.

We now want to more fully explicate the definitional properties of a security
community, We begin with the concept of community. While dependable
expectations of peaceful change might be produced through various mechanisms,
we are interested in the transnational social processes that produce a community,
which in turn creates dependable expectations of peaceful change. What defines
a political community? It would be only a slight exaggeration to claim that there
are as many definitions as there are actual communities.”” We follow Michael
Taylot’s three-pronged definition.® First, communities are identified by the
existence of shared values and beliefs; in other words, members of a community
share identities and meanings. Charles Taylor writes, “Intersubjective meaning
gives a people a common language to talk about social reality and a common
understanding of certain norms, but only with common meanings does this
commen reference world contain significant common actions, celebrations, and
feelings. These are objects in the world everybody shares. This is what makes
community.”™  Second, those in a community have many-sided and direct
relations; interaction consists not indirectly and in only specific and isolated
domains, but rather through some form of face-to-face encounter and relations in
numerous settings. Third, communities exhibit a reciprocity that expresses some
degree of long-term interest and perhaps even altruism; long-term interest derives
from knowledge of those with whom one is interacting, and altruism can be
understood as a sense of obligation and responsibility,®

* In recent years, sociologists have generaily eschewed the slippery and value-packed concept of com-
munities in favor of “networks” See, for instance, Barry Wellman, Peter Carrington, and Alan Hall,
“Networks as Personal Cemmunities,” in Barry Wellman and 8. D, Berkowitz, eds,, Social Structures: A
Network Approach (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 130-84. Briefly, networks have two
hasic components: a set of obiects, referred to as nodes, positions, or actors, and a set of relations among
these ohjects, variously labeled edges, tes, or tnks. David Knoke, Political Networks: The Structural
Perspective {New York: Cambridge University Press, 1990},

* Michael Taylor, Community, Anarchy, and Liberry {New York: Cambridge University Press, 1982),
2533

* Charles Taylor, “Interpretation and the Sciences of Man,” in Paul Rabinow and William Sullivan, eds.,
Interpremative Sociaf Science: A Reader (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1979), 51.

* This is consistent with a varfety of perspectives and suggests a Gemeinschaft rather than a Geselischaft
conception; the former refers to an organic community invelving bonds generated by tradition and culture
while the latter sees society as a more contractual arrangement that emerges from self-interested behavior.
Ferdinand Tonnies, Comemunity and Association (Londor: Routledge and Kegan Papl, 1955). Max Weber's
definition of community borrows from Tonnies and is in many respects consistent with the definition of
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Although most political communities will have mechanisms to handle and
regulate conflict, not all will develop dependable expectations of peaceful
change.’ Said otherwise, political communities can be expected io have norms
to regulate security and to foster order, but there is no reason to assume (as
Deutsch did) that they will generate the assurance of nonviolent dispute settle-
ment. These norms of conflict management might be not only regulative,
designed to overcome the collective actions problems associated with interdepen-
dent choice, but also constitutive, a direct reflection of the actor’s identity and
self-understanding.” In any event, we expect that all communities will have
norms for conflict regulation but recognize that not all communities will eschew
violence to settle their disputes,

The existence of a community does not mean that interesi-based behavior will
end or that material factors will cease to shape interstate practices. Although
many suggest that there is a continuation between association and commu-
nity—where the former admits self-interest and the latter denies it—it is foolish
to believe that actors within communities do not have or act on their interests.
Expecting that identity and interests will become more collective and less
individualistic is consistent with the understanding that states continue to have
conflicts and distinct interests, We can hardly imagine otherwise. Perhaps in
distinguishing between association and community, we should consider not the
presence of self-interested behavior but rather the degree of diffuse reciprocity,
where associations are distinguished by immediate reciprocity and communities
have diffuse reciprocity, and the extent to which the actor’s interests are
interchangeable with those of the group. Nor does the existence of a community
extinguish security dilemmas. Members of a community of states might exhibit
rivalry and other interactions associated with mixed-motive games, but what
matters is that they have attained a level of mutual trust that eliminates reciprocal
military threats or the use of violence as a means of statecraft.

security community, Weber, Economy and Society (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978, 501 4.
See Buzan, “From International System,” for a related weatment of these twa concepts of community as it
applies to interrational relations. For related conceptions of communities. see Deutsch ot al., Political
Community. % Peter Hamihton, “Editor’s Forward,” in Anthony P. Cohen, 7he Symbolic Construction aof
Commaity (New York: Tavistock, 1985}, 0, R. M. Maclver, Compmunity, A Sociptogical Study (London:
Macmillan Press, 1917), and Reinhard Bendin, “Definitions of Community in Western Civilization,” 1n his
Unsettled Affinities {(New Brunswick: Transactions Press, 1993}, chap. 3, for a discussion of how the
concept of community varies from culture to culture.

¥ See Marc Howard Ross, Conflict iz Cultures (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1993),

3 Gee Martin Hollis, The Cunning of Reason (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 137-41,
for a discussion of the distinction between regulative and constitutive norms.
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The outcome to be explained—dependable expectations of peaceful
change—can be best analyzed in its two compamon elements. First, dependable
expectations can be explained by various theories of social interaction; specifi-
cally, stable expectations can emerge among either presocial, atomistic actors
with pregiven interests and preferences, that is, market behavior, or actors with
shared identities, whose very identities and interests are shaped by their social
environment. In contrast to neorealism and neoliberal institutionalism which
posits actors with pregiven interests and identities, constructivist approaches and
Deutsch suggest that the fundamentally social character of international politics
can transform the identities, interests, and behaviors of states. In other words, the
“thickness” of the social environment both describes and explains the emergence
of dependable expectations among people who, while organized around states,
nevertheless share the same transnational environment.

This suggests that the knowledge that drives dependable expectations is not
only an understanding of the state’s behavior in the international sphere but also
a reading of its domestic behavior and arrangements. Although Deutsch and
other early explorers of security communities focused on the interstate practices
and transnational forces that created the assurance that states would not settle
their differences through war, equally important is that states govern their
domestic behavior in ways that are consistent with the community. That is, being
a member of the community is shaped not only by the state’s external identity and
associated behavior but also by its domestic characteristics and practices.”
Therefore, the failure to order the domestic polity in a particular way not only can
challenge the state’s ability to maintain membership in the security community,
but also might be taken as an “early warning indicator” by other state officials
living in the cornmunity.

Peaceful change can be best defined as neither expectations of nor prepara-
tions for organized violence as a means to settle interstate disputes. A reasonable
assumption, therefore, is that states undertake no—and, indeed, do not
consider——security actions that can be interpreted by others within the community
as militarily threatening. Therefore, security communities can exist in the
absence of well-developed strategic ties or a formal alliance, but in any case there
are tacit and/or formal normative prohibitions against states settling their disputes

* Michae! Barnett, “Identity and Alliances in the Middle East,” in Peter Katzenstein, ed,, The Culture
of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Polities (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996),
400-47.
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by military means.”* We want to consider two additional issues on this point. For
how long must the community resolve its conflicts peacefully before one can
proclaim the existence of a security community? Do states have to exist within
a pacific setting for ten years? Twenty years? Pass through two traumatic crises
without waging war or hinting at war? According to Deutsch, “integration is a
matter of fact, not of time. If people on both sides do not fear war and do not
prepare for it, it matters little how long it took them to reach this stage. But once
integration has been reached, the length of time over which it persists may
contribute to its consolidation.”® Here Deuisch was atternpting to find a middle
ground between two positions: that a security community that comes and goes
with the night will be of little interest to most scholars and might, in fact, be
nothing more than an alliance; and that it makes little theoretical sense to ercct
some arbitrary passage of time to proclaim a security comamunity. We can do no
better than Deutsch and must search for evidence that neither side is expecting
nor preparing to settle their differences through violence.

Second, the recognition that the boundaries of the community are marked by
ideational features broadens the general conceptual understanding of “regions.”
Deutsch’s concept of security community generally conceived of regions as
contiguous spatial entities. Although most scholars recognize the difficulty of
identifying precisely where one region ends and another begins, there is a sense
that states can be grouped into regions because their geographical proximity
generates shared interests that derive from a common culture and common
economic circumstances and security concerns. The end of the Cold War, the
collapse of the Soviet Union, and the debate over “where 1s Europe?” dramati-
cally highlight that regions are socially constructed and are susceptible to
redefinition. Although most discussion of the redrawing of regional boundaries
focuses, still, on geographically and culturally based identities, the fact that
participants of a particular locale organize and define themselves based on
markers that are not necessarily tied to space suggests something of an “imag-

¥ Deutsch confused the matter by sugpesting that peaceful change means avoiding “large-scaie physical
force.” Deutsch et al, Pofitical Community, 5. That stetes might engage in “small-scale” physical force or
periodically threaten the use of foree siretches most understandings of a pluralistic security community. Yet
he has 2 point: 8 dyad within the community might go to war without necessasily leading the researcher to
declare the end of the community; after all, murders oceur within communities withoul necessanly defining
theirend.

* Thid., 6.
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ined” or “cognitive” region.’® Perhaps most prominent is the notion of the
“family of democracies,” which groups democracies as a particular region. The
Organization of American States’ (OAS) Santiago Declaration of June 1991
essentially separates the organization’s democratic states from the others and
nearly claims that this represents a separate region. The United States and Israel
can be conceptualized as a security community, and Australia is a member of the
Western security community even though it is located thousands of miles from
the “core” members; in short, a shared identity need not be tied to contiguous
space.”

In general, while dependable expectations can emerge among actors without
any social bonds or shared identities, identitics and interests that derive from a
social process can also be a source of shared understandings. While peaceful
change might be explained through the language of power politics and the
calculation of expected material benefits to be derived from a course of action,
we attempt to isolate social knowledge, learning, and the existence of norms that
emerge from both interstate practices and, more fundamentally, transnational
forces.

Any discussion of political community and the prospect of norms-generated
order raises the issue of governance, which is any activity backed by shared goals
and intersubjective meanings that “may or may not derive from legally and
formally prescribed responsibilities and that do not necessarily rely on police
powers to overcome defiance and attain compliance.”38 Deutsch, for instance,
expects the population of a political community to have some degree of cohesion
and coherence, generated by both enforcement mechanisms from above and self-
enforcement mechanisms from below. This distinction strikes us as crucial;
indeed, an argument can be made that a security community that depends more on

* Emanuel Adler, “Imagined {Security) Communities: Cognitive Regions in International Relations,”
Working Paper on Political Relations and Institutions (Center for German and European Studies, University
of California, Berkeley, 1995). The soeiologieal literature on eommunities and networks similarly
reeognizes that communities need not be tied to physical spaee but rather are dependent on ties and relations.
See Wellman, Carrington, and Hall, “Networks as Personal Communities.”

* For the U.S.—Israeli case, see Barnett, “Identity and Alliances in the Middle East”; for the Australian
case, see Richard Higgott and Kim Richard Nossal, “Australia as a Liminal State,” paper presented at a
conference on “Security Communities in Comparative Perspective,” sponsored by the Carnegie Council on
Ethics and International Affairs, New York, December 1-2, 1995.

* James Rosenau, “Governance, Order, and Change in World Politics,” in James Rosenau and Ernst-

Otto Czempiel, Governance Without Government: Order and Change in World Politics (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1992), 4.
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enforcement mechanisms than on the acceptance of collectively held norms might
not be a security community at all.
A related item and a distinction between a loosely and tightly coupled system
is the nature of sovereignty and authority relations. While states comPosing a
security community are still sovereign in a formal-legalistic sensc, tl.lelr.sover-
eignty, authority, and legitimacy depend on the securitjtf .co.mmumty in two
respects. First, while a security community does not delegitimize or replace the
state, the more tightly coupled a security community is the more the role of the
state will be transformed. In other words, if in a presocial environment the state’s
role is limited to and understood as “protector of the national good,” the
emergence of a transnational civic community will expand the role o.f the state. as
it becomes an agent that furthers the various wants of the community: security,
economic welfare, human rights, a clean environment, and so on. Second,_ the
conditions under which the state is viewed as part of the community and g.1ve’n
certain rights, obligations, and duties depend on its ability to abide b‘y the region S
normative structure.”  Because members of a community receive their ver_y
legitimacy and authority to act from the communit.y, they frequently -share' their
authority in certain spheres with the larger commum_ty. Hence, lstates ina t_1ght1y
coupled arrangement, while retaining their juridical sovereign statu:s in the
outside world, can be seen as agents of the transnational community. This means
that states can express their agency insofar as they meet and reprod.uci the
epistemic and normative expectations of the community. States remain “frec
agents,” acting on the basis of their own preferences, as 1011% as thcjse-preferences
are cognitively framed by their shared understandmgfs. In tlgh.tly coupl.ed
security communities, therefore, while people remain IlathIlE.llS of Fhelr respéctlve
states, they also become its “citizens” insofar as they are actively involved in t‘he
community’s political life. In both cases, though, the emergence of a security
community admits a governance system that encourages states and their peoples
to expect peaceful change.

The Conceptual Foundations of Security Communities

Thus far we have defined a security community and provided our .anSWfar to some
definitional and conceptual questions. The present challenge is to isolate the
conditions under which the development of a community produces dependable

e

" Thomas Franck, The Power of Legitimacy Among Nations (New York: Oxford University Press,

1990), 196; Adler, “lmagined (Security) Communities.”
4 Adler, “Imagined (Security) Communities,” 39.
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expectations of peaceful change. To do so we proceed in a highly stylized
manner, building deductively from past research and inductively on recent
empirical studies that attempt to delineate the factors contributing to peaceful
change. Specifically, our preliminary framework that identifies the conditions
under which a security community might emerge is organized around tiers. The
first tier concerns the dynamic relationship between process and structure: the
“process” categories include (1) transactions and (2) organizations and institu-
tions; the “structure” categories are (1) power and cores of strength and (2)
cognitive structures. The positive and dynamic interaction between these tiers
undergirds the process of collective identity formation and the development of
trust, which, in turn, drives dependable expectations of peaceful change. Below
we briefly visit each of these elements,

The process categories involve transactions, and organizations and institu-
tions. A transaction can be defined as a “bounded comnmunication between one
actor and another.™ A transaction, therefore, admits various types of exchanges:
symbolic, economic, material, political, technological, and so on. The more
intensive and extensive transactions are related to the concept of “dynamic
density,” defined by John Ruggie as “the quantity, velocity, and diversity of
transactions that go on within society.”™ According to Durkheim, dynamic
density can create and transform social facts. In this respect, social facts do not
depend on material resources alone but also on collective experience and human
consensus. Thus, a qualitative and quantitative growth of transactions reshapes
collective experience and alters social facts.

Actors interact within an environmental context that is comprised of social
institutions and formal organizations. Following Oran Young here, we differ-
entiate between social institutions and formal organizations by defining social
institutions as “social practices consisting of easily recognized roles coupled with
clusters of rules or conventions governing the relations among the occupants of
these roles” and organizations as “material entities possessing physical locations,
offices, personnel, equipment, and budgets.” Although social institutions might
have a concrete organizational expression, it is important not to conflate the two.

4 Charles Tilly, "Durable Ineguality,” Center for Studies of Social Change, Working Paper Series No.
224 {New York: New School for Social Research), 200

4 Iohn CQerard Ruggie, “Continuity and Transformation in the World Polity: Toward a Neorealist
Synthesis,” World Politics 35 (January [983), 148. The concept derives from Emile Durkheim, The
frvision of Lakor in Socfety (New York: Free Press, 1584}

# Orsn Young. International Cooperation (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1989), 32.
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In any event, these institutions and organizations can serve many different
functions, but most important for our purposes is that they facilitate and encour-
age lransactions and trust by establishing norms of behavior, monitoring
mechanisms, and sanctions to enforce those norms® A principal concern,
therefore, is how these institutions and organizations assist and reinforce the
community-building process and trust among actors.*

Qur primary concern is with the role of both security and nonsecunty
institutions and organizations in fostering interstate and transnational interactions
and trust among actors. Because of anarchy and the absence of trust or formal-
ized governance, states have experimented with different institutional forms for
securing their survival, sometimes through unilateral or multilateral rmechanisms
and sometimes through a mixture of informal institutions such as sovereignty and
the balance of power.”® Some of these methods are associated with the outcome
of a stable peace—for instance, sovereignty and some forms of multilateralism—
while others are associated with attempts to maintain security in a hostile
neighborhood—for instance, balancing and deterrence. Still, states have
constructed diverse security institutions and organizations to encourage transac-
tions and minimize uncertainty and fear; what is true for states at the international
level is also true for individuals at the micro level.

In examining the role of organization and institutions in promoting the
possibility of dependable expectations of peaceful change, we are sensitive to
three jssues. First, Deutsch’s relative lack of attention to institutional agents, and,
indeed, to political elites and even charismatic individuals, was 2 crucial
shortcoming that we wish to correct.” While communication between peoples,
learning processes, and the thickening of the social environment—the develop-

# Goa W. Richard Scott, Instirutions and Organizations (Thousand Ouks: Sage Press, 1993} for a good
overview of the institutions literature, See Richard Burt and Marc Knez, “Kinds of Third-Party Effects on
Trust.” Rationality and Society 7 (July 1993), 25582, for a discussion of organizations and tm:st. )

4 By trust we mean “committing to an exchange before you know haw the other person will recipro-
cate” Burt and Knez, “Kinds of Third-Party Effects on Trust,” 254,

% pull, Anarchical Seelety, chap. 5. ' ‘

# John Hall argues that while “the creation of new social identities by intellcfftaais—-that is, tﬁcu
capacity to link people across space as to form a new community-—is r}eeessaniy & rare hlstomfai
phenomenon,” it is one that schoiars of international relations need to take serivusly. “Ideas :?nd tifte Sogial
Sciences.” in J. Goldstein and R. Keohane, eds., fdeas and Foreign Policy (Ithaca; Cornell U;‘;i‘%*f??sﬁt}‘ Pr?fs&,
19933, 51, Similarly, Iver Neumann claims that identity is inextricably linkfad 1o a “r&gmn«k?mldn.ng
approach.” where the existence of regions of common identity are preceded by regzon»fﬁmidezs whcﬁ imagine
spatial and chronclogical identities and who, by means of discourse, talk and write these regi’?ns }f‘%ic)
exislence within a permissive political context. “A Region-Building Approach to Northern Burope.” Keview
of International Studies 20 (1934), 53-74.
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ment of shared norms and identities—all play a crucial role in the evolution of
political communities, these are but propensities until agents, acting within the
political environment, transform them into political reality, in part by means of
institutional and political power.

Second, because inslitutions and organizations reflect transnmational and
interstate forces, their specific influences will change over time. For instance, the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE]) and its leadership
have played very different roles at different times; similarly, the function of many
other international and regional organizations has shified in relationship to the
environment,

Third, there is no a priori reason to limit the analysis to formal security
organizations. Various economic agreements, for instance, might very well serve
the function of encouraging greater interaction and producing the trust that is
required for the development of a security community: we detect in the debate
surrounding the North American Free Trade Agreement the view that the
agreement might encourage mutual prosperity and expand the “zone of peace™;
the belief that economic organizations and institutions further this pacific
propensity is one of the enduring principles of neofunctionalism and a hallmark
of Deutsch’s framework. The OSCE and the United Nations might also
encourage this development by attempting to “teach” states how to settle their
differences.”® In this respect, we are primarily interested in how organizations
and institutions encourage transactions.

At the structural level we are particularly interested in power and ideas. The
development of security communities 1s not hostile to the idea of power; in fact,
past theoretical work and empirical studies suggest that power is central for
understanding their development. According to Deutsch, “larger, stronger, more
politically, administratively, economically, and educationally advanced political
units were found to form the cores of strength around which in most cases the
integrative process developed.””® We also hypothesize that power plays a major
role in the development and maintenance of security communities. To under-
stand why, however, it is important to transcend the materialist view of power as

“ See Bmanvel Adler, “Seeds of Peaceful Change: The OSCE a8 a Pluralistic Security Commu-
nity-Making Institution,” and Bruce Russett, “The Role of the United Nations in Developing Norms for
Security Coopetation and Regional Security Communities.” Hoth are papers presented at the confercnce on
“Security Communities in Comparative Perspective” sponsored by the Carnegie Council on Ethics and
International Affairs, New York, December 1-2, 1995,

* Deutsch et al., Political Compmunity, 38.
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advanced by realists. In fact, the relationship between power and the develop-
ment of a security community is better understood if power is conceptualized as
the authority to determine shared meaning that constitutes the “we-feeling” and
practices of states and the conditions that confer, defer, or deny access to the
community and the benefits it bestows on its members. In other words, power
can be a magnet; in a community formed around a group of strong powers,
weaker members will expect to share the security and (potentially) other benefits
associated with the stronger ones. Thus, those states that belong to the core of
strength do not create security, per se; rather, because of their positive image,
security communities develop around them. This is clearly the case in Europe,
where the former communist states, rather than being invited to form part of the
security community, issued their own invitations.

On the ideational side of structure we are interested in cognitive structures, or
the shared system of intersubjective meanings, which, we argue, is a necessary
condition for the development of a shared identity and thus for dependable
expectations of peaceful change. Members of a community must share some
basic understandings and meanings about how to organize political life, and we
are particularly attentive to ideas that encourage trust and are analytically tied to
conflict and conflict resolution. The causal connection between a particular set
of intersubjective ideas and the development of security communities must be
theoretically and empirically demonstrated rather than simply asserted. Deutsch
offers little guidance on this issue because he merely asserted the connection
between liberal democracy and market values and the formation of the North
Atlantic community.

To demonstrate that a liberal cognitive structure is a necessary condition for
the formation of security communities, however, it becomes necessary to show
that liberal ideas are more likely than other ideas to promote a collective identity,
mutual trust, and peaceful change. In other words, one has to establish that there
is something in the quality of the ideas themselves—rather than the mere fact that
they are shared—that leads people in different territorial spaces to feel safe from
organized violence in a liberal security community.

Two related hypotheses might account for a connection between liberalism
and security communities, First, liberal ideas are more prone to create a shared
transnational civic culture, whose concepts of the role of government, tolerance,
the duty of citizens, and the rule of law may shape the transnational identity of
individuals in the community. Second, liberal ideas may be better able to
promote strong civil societies——and the networks of organized processes between
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them—through the exchange of people, goods, and ideas. Yet other inter-
subjective ideas may also account for the formation of security communities. For
example, a shared developmentalist ideology, perhaps similar to that pursued by
East Asian states, may promote not only transnational exchanges and policy
coordination but, more fundamentally, a joint project characterized by increasing
dynamic density and the development of common institutions; such a project
might conceivably promote collective purposes around which emerge a shared
identity and, thereafter, dependable expectations of peaceful change.

The dynamic and positive relationship among the aforementioned variables is
the wellspring of shared identity. Although there are many definitions of identity,
most begin with the understanding of oneself in relationship to others. Identities
are nof only personal or psychological but alse social, defined by the actor’s
interaction with and relationship to others; thercfore, all political identities
depend on the actor’s interaction with others and exist within an institutional
context. This perspective informs the view that national and state identities are
formed in relationship to other nations and states-—that corporate identities are
tied to their relationship to those outside the boundaries of the community and the
territory, respectively.”® To be sure, not all transactions will produce a shared
identity; after all, interactions are also responsible for creating an “other”™ and
defining threats. Therefore, we must consider not only the quantity but also the
quality of the transactions in order to gauge the conditions and prospects for
collective identity.

Although state identities are shaped by various social and interactive forces,
including relations with peoples of other states and their domestic cultural
context, one of the important markers of those states that exist within an
international community is that their peoples’ identity no longer derives from the
international environment (if it ever did) or from the self-contained nation (if it
ever existed) but rather from the community’s identity and norms. This is
particularly true in a tightly coupled pluralistic security community. In this
instance, the meaning, purpose, and role of the state derives from this community.
The state’s interests, and the identity of its pcople, are interchangeable with those
of the community, and the foreign policy of the state takes on a whole new
meaning and purpose. The discourse of the state and the language of legitima-

* Bor discussions of rational and state identities that baild on this definition, see Lowell D, Dittmer and
Samuel Kim, “in Search of a Theory of National Kentity.” in Kim and Dittmeer, eds.. China's Ques? for
National Identéty {{thaca: Comell University Press, 1993}, 131, Anthony Smith, NMational Identity (Reno:
University of Nevada Press, 1991); and Wendt, “Collective [dentity Formation.”
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tion, moreover, also should reflect that the relevant community is coterminous
not with the state’s territorial boundaries but rather with those of the region.

In sum, we envision a dynamic and positive relationship between transactions
and organizations, on the one hand, and core powers and cognitive structures, on
the other. The positive and dynamic interaction between these tiers undergirds
the development of trust and the process of collective identity formation, which,
in turn, drives dependable expectations of peaceful change.

Toward a Research Program

The Deutschian promise is a framework for understanding how the development
and existence of a comunumity influences interstate relations in general and
security politics in particular. In this section we aspire to take another step
toward translating that promise into a viable research program by (1) presenting
three stylized stages in the development of a security community: “nascent,”
“ascendent,” and “mature”; (2} considering the attributes of “mature” security
communities, differentiating them according to loosely and tightly coupled
variants, and offering a corresponding set of indicators; and 3) contemplating the
disintegration of security communities.

The Development of Security Communities

Our understanding of the development of security cammunaties can be broadly
termed as social constructivist and path dependent. In the words of Stephen
Erasner, “path-dependent patterns are characterized by self-reinforcing positive
feedback. Initial choices, often small and random, determine future historical
trajectories. Once a particular path is chosen, it precludes others, even if these
alternatives might, in the long run, have proven to be more efficient or
adaptive.”' Initial choices persist because individuals and social groups come to
identify and benefit from them, and because the cost of change becomes greater
over time. Our path-dependent approach involves tracing the institutionalization
of dependable expectations of peaceful change. We are neither so pretentious nor
so foolhardy as to believe that we can offer # theory of community development
or security communities. Our objective at this preliminary stage is modestly
ambitious: to offer one conceptualization of how a security community develops.,
We want to be very clear here. We do not see this pathway as exhausting all

*1 Stephen Krasner, “Sovercignty: An lestitutional Perspective,” Comparaine Political Studies 21 {April
1988y 83, Also see Stephen Jay Gould, Wonderful Life: The Burpess Shale and the Nature of History (New
York: W, W, Norton. 1989
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possibilities; rather we see it as merely suggested by Deutsch’s observations,
prior theorizing on community building and security communities, and recent
empirical studies that have built on Deutsch’s insights.

Phase I: Nascent

In this inmitial phase the peoples and/or governments of two or more states
begin to consider how they might coordinate their relations in order to
increase their mutual security, lower the transaction costs associated with their
exchanges, and/or encourage further exchanges and interactions. Accordingly,
we expect to see various diplomatic, bilateral, and multilateral exchanges—
something akin to “search” missions——designed to determine the level and
extent of cooperation that might be achieved. In order to deepen and extend
their interactions, foster cooperation, and venfy in the absence of trust, states
will frequently establish “third parties,” that 1s, organizations and institutions
that can observe whether or not the participating states are honoring their
contracts and obligations.

There are undoubtedly many mechanisms that “irigger” the desire to creaie
institutions or organizations to organize and foster multilateral relations. One is
a mutual security threat. Deuisch posited that war or a common threat is a
sufficient or necessary condition for generating an interest in a security comrmu-
nity. In this instance, a security organization is virtually indistinguishable from
a strategic alliance, and there is no expectation that members will have a shared
identity or knowledge of each other (at least in a prosocial and other-regarding
sense). What matters is that they recognize or discover that they can mutually
benefit from some modest coordination of security policies. The resulting acts of
security cooperation, therefore, are likely to inchide greater specification of those
actions that are and are not considered threatening, policies that are designed to
overcome collective action problems associated with interdependent choice, and
the development of security programs that are intended to achieve mutual
interests. Yet states frequently develop close security ties not only to provide for
collective defense against a common threat but also to: deepen the institutional
and transnational linkages that bind them together, capitalize on visions of
material progress (in the areas of economics, the environment, health, human
rights, and so on}, and promote ideas about “cooperative security,” that is, the
notion that the security of states—defined in terms of military, economic,
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environmental, and human rights issues—is interdependent.* This highlights
that a broad effect of security organizations, if not the very intent behind them, is
the nourishing of mutual trust.

The existence of, or the desire to capitalize on, an international division of
labor and/or the potential benefits to be gained from trade can also encourage the
development of international organizations and institutions. This, of course, is a
standing argument of neoliberal institutionalism. We anticipate, however, that
there will be a relationship between the establishment of international economic
associations that are designed to encourage economic interchange and the
presence of international arrangements intended to produce order and security.
The relationship between economic and security organizations is most obvious in
the corporate body of the state, which is charged with enforcing property rights
and which monopolizes the means of coercion. Transboundary economic
relations are similarly dependent on a stable international order. The parallel
development of associations to encourage cconomic interchange and agreements
to foster regional security is evident in Western Europe and present in regional
organizations such as the Gulf Cooperation Council and the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN),

A shared identity can also lead to greater interaction and association and the
development of new organizations and institutions. It may even create the desire,
and the very expectation that it 1s possible, to develop a security community.
People sharing identities across national borders frequently voice an interest in
developing not simply a defensive strategic posture but also an institutional form
intended to give muscle to already existing expressions of mutual obligation. As
H. Field Haviland notes, “One of the most deep-seated sentiments in favor of a
stronger Atlantic political association is the view that, because our Atlantic
neighbors seem to think, act, and look so much the way we do, they are the
countries with which we could most agreeably and successfully enter into a
political marriage.”” Pan-Arabism held that Arab states should decpen their
security and political ties not only because of an external threat but also to nurture
and develop a political community; consequently, they proposed, albeit unsuc-

* Sep Janne E. Nolan, e, Global Engagement: Cooperation and Security in the 215t Cenitury (Wash-
ington: The Brookings Institution, 1994},

* 11 Field Haviland, “Building a Political Commmunity,” ferernationat Organization 17 (Summer 1963),
735,
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cessfully, various organizations and mechanisms that were so intended.” That a
common future might be as important as a shared threat in producing the desire
for a security community is also evident in the various debates over the post—Cold
War security architecture.

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

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

Parenthetically, a striking development of the post—Cold War peried is
organizational emulation; that is, regional organizations are attempting to learn
from others what practices might encourage mutual trust if not build a sense of
community. Notable here is the OSCE. Sparked by the accomplishments of the
QSCE’s activities and trust-building practices, some old and many new regional
organizations have adopted its model of community building to promote a

* Michacl M, Barnett, “Mationalism, Sovereigaty. and Regional Order in Arab Politics,” fniernational
Organization (Summer 1993) 479510,

3 This is akin to the concept of complex interdependence, in which there are muitiple channels
connecting socicties and an absence of hierarchy among issues. See Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, Powsr
and Interdependence (Boston: Little, Brown, 1977}, 24-25.
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transnational identity and mutual trust; ASEAN, the multilateral negotiations in
the Middle East, and the Organization for African Unity have all modeled some
of their activities after the OSCE. In any event, interstate and transnational
interactions can produce and are facilitated by international organizations and
institutions that: contain norms and provide mechanisms that make states
accountable to each other; institutionalize immediate (if not diffuse) reciprocity;
identify common interests (or even identities) among a selected population; and
produce charters and agendas, and convene meetings and seminars, that reflect
the attempt to create a binding set of interests and a collective future. Said
otherwise, “third-parties” become region builders,*

We posit that the existence of powerful states that are able to project a sense
of purpose, offer an idea of progress, and/or provide leadership around central
issues is an important factor in facilitating and stabilizing this phase.” These
states can provide leadership, side payments, and perhaps protection to other
members of the group. This reiterates an earlicr point: that the development of a
security commmunity is not antagonistic to the language of power; indeed, it is
dependent on it. What is important, however, is that power is not simply coercive
but also conveys a sense of purpose and, potentially, a vision of the future,

In sum, we expect there to be a dynamic and positive relationship between the
transactions that occur between and among states and their societies, the
emergence of social institutions and organizations that are designed to lower
transaction costs, and the possibility of mutual trust. A core state or coalition of
states is a likely facilitator and stabilizer of this phase, for only such a state or
group of states can be expected to provide the leadership, protection, material
benefits, and sense of purpose that are frequently required.

Phase II: Ascendant

This phase is defined by increasingly dense networks, new institutions and
organizations that reflect tighter military coordination and/or decreased fear that
the other represents a threat, and intersubjective meanings and the emergence of
cognitive structures and collective identities that begin to encourage dependable
expectations of peaceful change.

* Neumann, “A Region-Building Approach to Northern Europe.”

*7 This is consistent with James Caporasa’s concept of “k-groups.” See Caporaso, “International Re-
lations Theery and Multilateralism: The Search for Foundations,” in Jokn Ruggie, ed., Multilateralism
Maiters, 58-59.
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At the level of interactions, a noteworthy development is in the area of
transnational ties among and between states and their societies. In other words,
the multiple channels that existed in the nascent phase are extended and intensi-
fied, and states and their societies are increasingly embedded in a dense network
of relations with those who are identified as “friends.” An increase in dynamic
density, moreover, might be encouraged and facilitated by the existence of
common ideas of material progress and security that increasingly converge
around a key, shared expectation: that material progress and security, broadly
defined, can be best guaranteed among members of the region.™

Increased interactions, moreover, encourage the development of new social
institutions and organizationai forms that reflect diffuse reciprocity, shared
interests, and perhaps even a shaved identity (if ene is not already present).
Indeed, the attempt to encourage greater regional interaction and acceptance of
ceriain “ways of life” is frequently promoted by governments, security and other
intergovernmental organizations, nongovernmental organizations, epistemic
communities, social movements, and even imaginative individuals who, placed
in positions of power, are able to turn their personal ideas into institutional ones.
The socialization of the former communist countries to a liberal “way of life” has
been particularly striking in the case of the OSCE. To fulfill its community-
building mission, the OSCE has not only promoted greater regional interaction
and a shared identity at the level of state elites but, more important, has attemnpted
to empower various groups in civil society—including nongovernmental
organizations, social movements, and “expert groups’—which become the
carriers and builders of a shared civic culture that promotes the bonds of
community.” Security communities, therefore, are not born with the cultural
traits that create authoritative shared normative frameworks and a transnational
identity—they are created. In any event, the interactive processes of new
organizations and institutional forms generate, first, social learning and socializa-
tion and, second, an increasing sense of regional civility.

The widening networks and intensified relations between and among societies,
states, and organizations institutionalize cognitive structures and deepen mutual
trust and responsiveness. Trust continues to develop in and through various
interactions and organizational contexts. Although evidence of mutual trust can
be discerned in a variety of institutional and organizational forms that reflect

% Adler and Crawford, Progress in Postwar Internationol Relations.
#* Adler, “Seeds of Peacefu! Change.”
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diffuse reciprocity and so on, the key indicators are in the security sphere;
specifically, growing evidence of trust in military matters can be found in those
instances when military procurement decisions refiect interdependent military
postures, and states begin to share intelligence information. Other indicators of
a step-wise increase in mutual trust can be detected when organizations that were
originally designed for verification and monitoring are increasingly dismantled or
become less important for maintaining cooperation; therefore, there should be a
change in bureaucratic structures that emerged in the nascent phase.

The interactive process increases the knowledge that individuals in states have
not just about each others’ purposes and intentions but also about ¢ach other’s
interpretations of society, politics, economics, and culture; to the extent that these
interpretations are increasingly shared, we can talk about the emergence of
cognitive structures. Consequently, a collective identity should now be present.
One way of ascertaining whether or not two actors have a shared identity is
through narratives. According to Karl Schiebe, “human identitics are considered
to be evolving constructions: they emerge out of continual social interactions in
the course of life. Self-narratives are developed stories that must be told in
specific historical terms, using a particular language, reference to a particular
stock of working historical conventions and a particular pattern of dominant
beliefs and values.”™ Because actors locate themselves within a story line, an
actor’s identity 1s lived history and continues a story line from the past through
the present and into some imagined future.®’ To the extent that actors locate
themselves within a shared or congruent story line they can be said to have a
collective identity. But, just as actors can have multiple identities, depending on
the institution in which they are embedded and the relations in which they are
engaged, so0, too, can actors have multiple narratives. Ole Weaver, for instance,
argues that European states have been able to maintain both a state identity and
a European identity that have been generally consistent and have both reflected
and helped produce the European security community.™

In general, the ascendant phase is defined by an intensive and extensive
pattern of relations between states. Although various functional organizations

* Kar! Schiebe, “Self-Narratives and Adventure,” in Theodore Subine, ed., Narrative Psychology: The
Staried Naiure of Human Conduct (New York: Praeger Press, 1986), 131,

¢ Also see Donzald Polkinghorne, Marrarive Knowing and the Human Sciences {Albany: SUNY Press,
1986); and W. J. T, Mitchell, ed., On Narrarive (Chicage: University of Chicago Press, 1980).

8 Ole Weaver, “Security Community in Western Furope,” paper presented at a conference on “Security
Communities in Comparative Perspective,” sponsored by the Carnegie Council on Ethics and International
Affairs, New York, December 1-2, 1693,
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might help to encourage the mutual trust that makes this pattern possible, we look
to changes in the organization and production of security for both the primary
mechanisms by which this trust is produced and for its evidence. We expect that
acore state or a coalition of states remains important for stabilizing and encour-
aging the further development of the security community (and for the same
reasons cited in our discussion of the nascent phase). By and large, because it is
now harder for states and their peoples to imagine settling their differences
through violence, we expect that states have altered the way they organize their
security and define the threat.

Phase H11: Mature
The more these expectations are institutionalized in both domestic and suprana-
tional settings, the more war in the region becomes improbable. At this point,
regional actors entertain dependable expectations of peaceful change and a
security community now comes into e¢xistence. A threshold has been crossed; it
becomes increasingly difficult for the members of this “region” to think only in
instrumental ways and prepare for war among themselves. At this point we want
to distinguish between the loosely and tightly coupled variants. In the former,
minimalist, version: states identify positively with one another and proclaim a
similar “way of life”; multiple and diverse mechanisms and patterns of interaction
exist that reinforce and reproduce the security community; there is an informal
governance system based on shared meanings and a collective identity; and while
there remain conflicting interests, disagreements, and asymmetric bargaining,
states are expected to resolve their disputes peacefully.

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

«  Mulnlateralism.  Decision-making procedures, conflict resolution, and
processes of conflict adjudication are likely to be more consensual than in
other types of interstate relations.® This type of architecture reflects the high
degree of trust present in the relationship and that common interests are

* See John Ruggie, “Multilateralism: The Anatomy of an Institution.” in Ruggie, Multilateralism
Matrers, 3-47; and Thomas Risse-Kappen, Cooperation dmeng Democracies: Norms, Transnational
Relations, and the Egropean Influence on U.S. Foreign Pelicy (Princetory; Princeton University Press,
19955,
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handled through common and consensual mechanisms that automatically
incorporate the interests of all members.

e Unfortified borders 5t Although still existent, border checks and patrols are
undertaken 1o secure the state against threats other than an organized military
invasion,

« Changes in military planning. “Worst-case” scenarios do not include those
within the community. Although there might be some concern about the
degree of cooperation and contribution to a joint military campaign, those
within the community are not counted as potential enemies.

« Common definition of the threat, This depends on the identification of core
“personality” features of those within the security community. Self-identifica-
tion frequently has a corresponding “other” that represents the threat.

v Discourse and the language of community. The state’s normative discourse
and actions reflect community standards. Thus, the discourse is likely to
reflect the norms of the specific community and refers to how its norms differ
from those outside the community.

Tn a tightly coupled security community, national identity is expressed through
the merging of efforts. The institutional context for the exercise of power
changes; the right to use force shifts from the units to the collectivity of sovereign
states and becomes legitimate only against external threats or against community
members that return to their “old” ways. Power balances, nuclear deterrence, and
threats of retaliation retain meaningful and functional roles, but are only
conceptualized in terms of the community as a whole vis-a-vis other political
units. In case of an external threat or attack, the security community may re-
spond as a collective security system or ¢ven as an integrated military defense
organization.

The indicators of loosely coupled security communities also apply to tightly
coupled security communities, but to distinguish between the two variants the
following indicators apply only to the latter:

M Payiseh et al, Political Comnuaity, 34-35.
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+ Cooperative and collective security. There is movement from reciprocal arms
control and confidence building to “cooperative security,” with regard to
security problems within the community, and to collective security, with
regard to threats from outside the community.

» High level of military integration. Although a security community does not
require this, it is quite likely that shared identities and a high degree of trust
will produce a desire for military cooperation; this will be particularly true if
there was military cooperation in earlier phases of development. We expect
that if there was no such cooperation, the emergence of a common threat at
this stage will produce the desire for it. This indicator reflects not only high
trust but also a view of security as interdependent.

« Policy coordination against “internal” threats. There is greater policy
coordination among those within the security community to watch for and
“patrol” internal threats, as commonly defined. {Although most working
within this tradition point to the existence of external threats, many territori-
ally based communities also derive their identity from internal threats to the
community.)

»  Free movements of populations. Allowing free movement into and out of the
state reflects that there is less differentiation between “us” and “them.” For
instance, visas are no longer required and routine movements are no longer
restricted because they are no longer seen as a potential threat.

e Internationalization of authority. In a security community, shared and
coordinated practices, and public policies, can further the creation of an
informal system of rule. However, authority may also become international-
ized, or, alternatively, states may attempt to coordinate and harmonize their
domestic laws; as law becomes internationalized, so too will enforcement
mechanisms.

= “Multiperspectival” polity. Rule is shared at the national, transnational, and
supranational levels.%’

* Ruggie, “Territoriality and Beyond.”
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Disintegration
One of the startling tragedies of the post-Cold War period is the implosion of
many political communities. Individuals, nationalities, and ethnic groups that
coexisted in relative peace have quickly and sometimes savagely taken revenge
on their neighbors, The post-Cold War period is not the first in which political
communities have disintegrated and clashed, for such problems frequently follow
the decline of empires and other systemic shocks. Indeed, an important topic in
Third World studies is the intrusion of external forces into the local community,
an intrusion which leaves conflict, alienation, and anomie in its wake. In short,
political communities can be disrupted from within and withoui. Because one of
the necessary conditions of a security community is 4 shared identity and
compatibility of core values, and identities and values are not static but. are
susceptible to change,” the same forces that “build up” security communities
“taar them down.” Therefore, many of the social processes that encourage and
serve to reproduce the security community are also associated with its decline.
Of course, war or large-scale organized violence among the members of the
community is compelling evidence that a security community has ceased to exist.
In sum, the following questions guide the historical and comparative rescarch
on security communities:

« ‘What are the likely paths along which a security community will ::_ievelop? Is
there a clear point at which the development of a security community becomes
more likely?

« Does a security community “triggered” by different mechanisms—that 1s, by
shared security or economic interests or a Common identity-—have a different
path from the nascent to the ascendant phase?

« What sorts of domestic coalitions encourage the government 1o undertake a
community-building exercise? To move from one phase to the other?

6 Yan Wagenen, “The Concept of Community and the Future of the United Nations,” Internarional
Organization 19 {Summer Fa6s5y, 812-27.
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»  What norms emerge in informal and formal security institutions and organiza-

tions? How do they reproduce the security community and shape the state’s
identity?

« What institutional forums help generate a sense of trust? What sorts of
organizations and institutions encourage states to extend their relations into
other spheres? What is the role of indigenous organizations? Of exogenous
organizations?

*  Under what conditions do security communities develop strategic associations
or undertake military integration?

» How do different security communities define “security”?
+ Are threats a direct reflection of security communities and shared identities?

+ How do different security communities defend their boundaries? What sorts
of security arrangements and decision-making mechanisms are developed?

» How are the boundaries of the commumty defined? Are there probationary
members? How does their status affect their forcign policy behavior? Are
there “liminal” states—that is, states that are somewhat between different
communities? What characteristics distinguish their foreign policy behavior
vis-4-vis the security community and those outside it?

» What are the systemic, transnational, and domestic forces that challenge the
state’s membership in the community?

» How do the boundaries of the security community expand?

+  What is the relationship between the security community and other regional
and international organizations?

Conclusion
This paper aspired to demonstrate the importance of the concept of international
community in understanding international security. By thinking the unthink-
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able—that conumunity exists at the international level, that security politics are
profoundly shaped by 1t, and that those states dwelling within an international
community might develop a pacific disposition—we have attempted to show how
the concept of security community can reinvigorate our understanding of global
change, security politics, and international relations theory.

The concept of security community reflects what currently exists in various
regions, including South America, North America, Western Europe, and
Scandinavia. Yet, here we observe the important distinction between loosely and
tightly coupled security communities. South America reflects the former type,
which suggests the development of dependable expectations of peaceful change
and little else. Europe, however, suggests the tightly coupled variety, extending
beyond dependable expectations of peaceful change to include the development
of new forms of regional governance, thereby radically transforming, though not
completely rendering obsolete, the Westphalian system of international relations
that was defined by sovereign states, power balancing, and weak international
institutions. Equally provocative is that state officials of other regions are
advocating various mechanisms that resemble the early stages of a security
community; using the language of transnational values, community, and cognitive
interdependence to conceptualize the foundations of a peace system; sometimes
drawing on and importing institutional mechanisms devised in other regions; and
attemipting to fashion and foster the architecture for a security community.

In this respect, security communities may become not merely “half-baked”
integration processes on the road to amalgamation but somewhat permanent
international (and transnational) actors whose boundaries are determined by
shared understandings rather than geography. If so, pluralistic security communi-
ties may be a radically new form of regional governance, far more complex than
their historical counterparts. The chances of survival, institutionalization, and
expansion, however, may be enhanced by the fact that this type of governance
system lies between the anarchical arrangement of sovereign states—and national
identitics—on the one hand, and a system of rule endowed with strong norms,
instifutions, transnational civic traditions, and trust—and transnational
identities—on the other. The implication of these “half-baked” communities for
the study of peace is profound: quasi-Kantian peaceful change without its
teleological, deterministic, and universal elements might be presently evolving.”’
If so, peaceful change need not rely on the transcendence of the nation-state or the

# adler, “Europe’s New Security Order,” 289,
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elimination of existing cultural and ethnic loyalties and identities; what matters
is the creation of regions of social cognitive and normative bonds that can
encourage peoples to identify and to expect their security and welfare 10 be
intimately intertwined with those that exist on the same side of spatial and
cognitive borders.

It follows, then, that the study of security communities suggests not just a
rethinking of regional or even global security issues but rather a paradigm shift in
international relations theory. This shift, as Donald Puchala once argued,
involves the intellectual conjecture that violent conflict can be mitigated and even
eliminated by the development of mutual identification among peoples, not by
conventional practices such as balancing and collective security schemes.®
Realist and neoliberal institutionalist approaches, by bracketing the very
phenomenon we are interested in studying, are ill-equipped to entertain the
possibility of community. On the other hand, the constructivist approach, which
recognizes the potential existence of transnational values, intersubjective
understandings, and shared identities, is well suited for a serious inquiry into how

the international community can shape security politics and create the conditions
for a stable peace.

% Puchala, “Integration Theory and the Study of Internationa! Relations,” 151,

Just War Principles and

Economic Sanctions
Albert C. Pierce

t is a familiar argument, often heard when the nation approaches a decision to

use military force overseas: “Try economic sanctions first.” With military

force, there is always the risk of loss of life—of “our” troops, of “theirs,” of
innocent civilians—and the employment of economic sanctions is seen as a
“more humane” way to achieve national political objectives. Once sanctions are
underway, the argument often becomes *give them enough time to work before
employing military force.'

Is imposition of economic sanctions always morally preferable to the use of
military force? And in contrast to the always potentially dangerous, and therefore
always potentially morally troublesomne, use of military force, are sanctions
essentially without moral consequences? Fortunately or unfortunately, it 18 not at
all that simple. Indeed, the first premise of this article is that economic sanctions
(as Michael Walzer has pointed out about classic siege warfare) are intended to
inflict great human suffering, pain, harm, and even death and thus should be
subject to the same kind of careful moral and ethical scrutiny given to the use of
military force before it is chosen as a2 means to achieve national political
objectives.”

The essential point is not new. A decade ago David A. Baldwin argued that
economic statecraft could, and indeed should, be evaluated not only by political
and econormnic criteria but by moral and ethical standards as well.’ In 1994, Lon
Fisler Damrosch wrote in these pages that “the choice of means is not merely a
policy question bearing on effectiveness of sanctions. It is also an issue entailing

' See Lawrence Ereedran and Efraim Karsh, The Gulf Conflict 112901991 (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1993}, 292-83; and Bob Woodward, The Commanders {New York: Simon & Schuster, 1991},
338, M2
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Elliott, Economic Sanctions Reconsidered: History and Current Policy, 2nd ed. (Washington: Institute for
International Economics, 1990), 2.
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