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	Abstract: Security studies have long enjoyed a privileged academic status within the International Relations discipline (IR), projected as the most promising subfield of IR. In this subfield, traditional accounts of security long dominated the field. However, since the 1990s the theoretical and conceptual tools of the traditional accounts have faced serious criticisms. Particularly since the late 1980s, there emerged a plethora of challenges to the traditional accounts of security ranging from the feminists to the constructivist perspectives. These criticisms take on the rationalist, material and scientific security studies and challenge their various understandings. They also offer alternative analyses of security that signify the importance of ideas, culture and history along with material accounts. This paper will engage with two such alternative visions of security, namely the Third World security and constructivist security studies by largely focusing on the representative works of Ayoob and Wendt, respectively. After briefly describing the traditional realist formulation, the paper will assess the basic parameters, premises and challenges of these two alternatives and then provide some criticisms of these alternatives. 
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Introduction: Security in the Realist Formulation
Amongst the post-war IR security studies, realists have been the most influential. Surviving the theoretical and intellectual challenges of the early 1990s, the realist formulations of security remained central and helped perceive the world within a rationalist/neorealist
 canon of scientific inquiry (Krause and Williams, 1997). Realism mainly understands security as relating primarily to the external and military practices of states. In other words, realists promote an understanding of security that focuses on the external aspects of the unit of analysis, namely the state, seen as a unitary actor responding to external threats emanating from other states (for example, see Walt, 1991). These analyses presume ‘preestablished states with secure identities’ (Campbell, 1998: 68). In addition, these accounts of security designate a ‘self-help’ international political system that comprises states as the basic unit of analysis. According to this dominant security formula, the ‘independent variables’ of military-material capabilities and offensive/defensive intentions lead states to go for predictable power balancing behaviors of states (Waltz, 1979; Walt, 1991; Mearsheimer, 1994/5; Scheweller, 1996). The framework of this traditional approach provides a universalistic approach. Its claims or assumptions are taken as universally and historically applicable, for it takes the ‘object of study’, namely states, as the ‘like-units’ or ‘functionally-alike’, which in turn renders these ‘objects’ ahistorical and universal (Glaser, 1997). Indeed, as Waltz claims in explaining state behavior, it becomes irrelevant ‘whether states are revolutionary or legitimate, authoritarian or democratic, ideological or pragmatic’ (Linklater, 1995: 252, emphasis added). 
Critics argue that it is this realist universalistic illusion that obscures our understanding of what the quest for ‘security’ might mean in divergent political and cultural contexts. They claim that taking the state as a unitary and a historical ‘object’ does not help much to understand on what cultural and historical bases states sit. That is, if the aim is to explain security behaviors of states, then the realist security provides little help in questioning how and why we are provided with states rather than, say, empires or tribes in world politics. Ignoring cultural and historical foundations of states would lead to a standard westernized treatment of the divergent units as like-units. The moral implication, on the other hand, could also be a self-indulgent tribute to one’s own standards that fail to comprehend the sociopolitical realities of other states with different historical trajectories.
 Then, it is important for practical and moral reasons at least to point out varying characteristics or attributes of states in any given international system. Luckily, since the late 1980s there emerged alternative outlooks of security in world politics ranging from feminists to postmodern perspectives of security. The Third World security and constructivist security studies provide two such alternative visions of security. 

Security in the Third World

Since the 1980s, the Third World security outlook has come to fruition with academics arguing against the traditional realist formulations of security on the ground that the latter provided but little guide for otherwise diverse security concerns of Third World states (see for instance, Steinbach, 1981; Thomas, 1987; Azar and Moon, 1988; Jackson, 1990; Job, 1992). Amongst the critiqued traditional approaches the security analyses of the realist school were more notable. The Third World security analysts mostly critique the (neo) realist security assumptions, which call for an undifferentiated take on the state as ‘like-units’ and devoid of historical-political particularities with a clear-cut distinction between a ‘secure inside’ and ‘insecure outside’ (Ayoob, 1997: 122). Indeed, the realist international theory fails to address one of the basic reservations of the Third World security outlook: why should there be a distinction between the ‘tamed’ inside of a state and the ‘anarchic’ outside? (Walker, 1993). For, this rather superficial distinction between the coherent internal and the incoherent external tends to blur the politically and socially differentiated nature of the ‘inside’ since it assumes away various experiences of states by taking them as possessing the attribute of a homogeneous entity, as Klein (1994: 24) puts: 
Domestic unity is counter posed to foreign plurality; the one inside, the many beyond. Familiarity and identity flourish within the protective confines of the frontiers. But just beyond the sovereign’s domain, otherness and difference well up as immanent forces, which by sheer virtue of their existence, threatens the security of states.
According to Third World security logic, the ‘mature’ Western states differ in their historical and political experience from other states, therefore the realist understanding of security can hardly account for weak institutional aspects or historically divergent experiences of Third World states (Buzan, 1988; 1991). Although the majority of the members of international state system dwell in the Third World, the ‘ethnocentric’ Western security conceptions ignore their security concerns and eventually stand in the way of a fuller understanding of the Third World security problems (Ayoob, 1997: 121). In all, the western-realist security assumptions are targeted because the former fail to grasp the significance of the historical sources of insecurity of Third World states such as economic underdevelopment, weak state structures, shaky political orders and material inadequacies in terms of economic, military and technological capabilities all due in large part to the western conquests and colonialisms (Ayoob, 1995: 14-15). The western ethnocentric obsession with external threats to state security simply does not take into account internal political sources of state insecurity. 
As indicated in these criticisms, the definition of security in the Third World puts forward the primacy of the political sector and excludes other arenas of human activity that generates problems such as debt burdens, economic deprivation or environmental degradation if they are not directly related to the political sector (Ayoob, 1995: 9). Problems are considered as security problems insofar as they might threaten governing regimes, state boundaries or weaken territorial and institutional state structures. The most important definitional fiat relates to the security of the state and the security of those governing elites who ‘profess to represent the state territorially and institutionally’ (Ayoob, 1995: 9). Here ‘security or insecurity is defined in relation to vulnerabilities, both internal and external, that threaten to, or have the potential to, bring down or significantly weaken state structures, both territorial and institutional, and regimes’ (Ayoob, 1997: 130).     
Clearly, in the World security formulation conflicts are the results of local and intraregional factors such as weak national integration, economic underdevelopment and competition for political legitimacy rather than the realist parameters of changing balance of power (Acharya, 1997: 307). Ethnic rivalries and political anarchy become more direct challenges to the security of the state than the threats posed by changing structures of international system. In other words, the stronger a state is (externally and internally), the more secure it will be. Therefore, the degree of control over state structures or what is called ‘statehood’ or ‘stateness’ is the primary variable in defining what constitutes a security problem in the Third World. 
Indeed, one of the central concepts highlighted by the Third World security is the concept of ‘stateness’. The latter refers to the ‘demonstrated centralized control over territory and population, monopoly over the means of violence within the state’s boundaries, and the capacity to significantly permeate the society encompassed by the state’ (Ayoob, 1995: 27). It is used to spotlight differences in states’ historical development, political and institutional maturity when explaining the phenomenon of security. The western conception of citizen-consent for the state power and authorities gives the clue that security should be first inwardly thought and then projected towards outside with a high level of political legitimization. In the event of the absence of the latter, the Third World state faces security concerns that are multi-dimensional, including primarily internal problems. Robert Jackson’s (1990) distinction between ‘positive and negative sovereignty’ can help us to further conceive this point. The ‘positive sovereignty’ refers to the so-called ‘established states’ that manage to exert effective domination over their territories and peoples. They are mostly western states, which are able defend themselves against external threats thus achieving a degree of internal and external legitimacy, which in turn help build stability in the domestic political sphere. The ‘negative sovereignty’, on the other hand, refers to the so-called ‘quasi-states’, which are neither capable of defending themselves externally, nor can they exercise effective control internally over their territories and peoples. They are mostly African states and they have unstable political systems, relying mostly on the institution of international recognition and the consent of the dominant powers. 
State-making and Security 
The Third World security analysts also emphasize the role of state-making in the provision of security. State-making is basically about ‘the construction of credible and legitimate political apparatuses with the capacity to provide order-in many respects, the foremost social value-within the territories under their juridical control’ (Ayoob, 1997: 131). The Third World state is lagging behind the western state in state-making experience. It has an imaginary unity of heterogeneous social groups lacking racial, linguistic and religious commonalities. Social groups are artificially united under the rubric of nation building in the name of emancipation from their colonial rulers. Because this supposed unity is also built on xenophobia, the unity appears superficial at best and is easily subjected to distortions. According to the Third World security analysts, the main reason for this kind of internal distortions has to do with the late entry of the Third World states into the modern state system.
The security problematic of the Third World states thus includes a wrangle between the insecure state-making elites and historically immature social formations without the facilitating opportunities of war-making. It is a widely accepted view that in the Western state system the successful state/nation making processes were also motivated by war-making (Tilly, 1975). In the Western experience the struggle for the monopoly of the use force enabled ‘agents of states’ to seek broader alliances with other social actors for extracting resources for war-making with a view to securing their populace internally and externally (Tilly, 1997). Successful wars in this respect could ignite a desire that can favor the link between citizen and the state and generate collective identification and a ‘sacred legitimating for the state and its territorial boundaries’ (Shapiro, 1997: 52). This is hardly the option for the Third World states today, because the norms of territorial inviolability and nonintervention are already established and thus interstate wars have ceased to be a medium of change (Ayoob, 1995: 81). Traditionally organized social and political institutions hinder the development of civil society and/or a politically assertive bourgeoisie. These aspects in the process of modern state-making are clearly at odds with the efforts of the state elites to gain legitimacy and loyalty via its promise to obscure organized violence from political scene, to establish order and to generate representation in its political institutions (Krause, 1998b: 132). 
Furthermore, in addition to the internal difficulties of arranging the existing state apparatus to the emerging political demands of the population, there exists a time-pressure for Third World states for completing their ‘stateness’ in a relatively short period of three or four decades, contrary to the centuries-long experiences of the western states (see Tilly, 1975). This process also complicates the inclusion of the Third World into the international system, where the latter continuously forces the former to speed up that very process. The not-so-easy catch for the Third World state is believed to involve a stringent modernization of the existing traditional institutions, various scientific endeavors and adapting instrumental rationality. Though their subordinate status in the international system is likely to remain even if they achieve their statehood, there exists the hope of overriding the misery they now face through modernization efforts (Krause, 1998b). Historically then, Third World states have to enmesh modernization with state-making efforts by promoting homogeneous, modern, national, secular and loyal subjects indoctrinated with a high dose of nationalism
. In this way, inescapable elements of state making such as order and progress help build domestic coherence and stability that would yield security. It is here that modernization acquires a specific security pull for it is believed to be a crucial step in escaping from ‘primordial sentiments’ into ‘civil sentiments’, as Kemal Pasha (1996: 289) argues:
From this (modernist) perspective, ethnic conflicts, and similar problems, inhere in the decline of political institutions. Once these institutions can effectively absorb the ‘overload’ of societal demands, the system can restore itself to its original (normal) state of equilibrium. Preoccupation with order and harmony-latent in the modernization myth-has blinded an appreciation of social movements of alienated subnational groups…Against the backdrop of nation-building, claims of self-determination, provincial autonomy, or economic justice have been easily dubbed as proclivities of misguided secessionist or militants. The idea of national security, often employed to evoke deep feelings of hostility toward an imagined other, is also used to create hegemony or ‘a succession of interlocking and ideological practices which make and remake social integration. 

In short, the principal security problematic is that different political and historical contexts lead to different kinds of threats to national security. As mentioned, major security problems of the Third World stem from internal rather than external factors and that their security problems are ‘a function of the early stages of state making at which they find themselves’ (Ayoob, 1997: 121). The time dimension refers to the fact that the emergence and consolidation of Third World states have yet to be completed and that this is a major source of insecurity. It is not a source of security because under the constant threat of internal ethnic conflict and competition for political legitimacy the state is unable to provide order nor is it able to extract necessary resources from civil society for its survival. To claim loyalty and legitimacy the state needs to remove organized violence from the confines of political life and for the Third World this is not always in sight. Consequently, historical differences between states in terms of political development, institutional maturity and unsettled social identities should all be taken into account when explaining the phenomenon of security. These views on state are an important point of departure from the one found in the traditionalist security analyses. For, the latter view states as ‘functionally-alike’ units and fail to discern the structural and functional differences among states. The lack of interest in different degrees of ‘statehood’ as a component of security analysis renders traditional security studies partial at best. The characteristic of ‘statehood’ therefore helps distinguish how states might differ from each other. 

A Critique
Despite its powerful challenge toward the realist framing of security and its effective reconfiguration, the Third World alternative approach to security has some flaws in both theoretical and practical terms. The first problem arises when regime security is conflated with state security (Ayoob, 1995: 9). The lack of distinction between state security and regime security here reduces the utility of the Third World security analyses. It does not help us distinguish when, for instance, there is small number of threats to state boundaries or institutions -that is to international legitimacy- but considerable threats it to its say authoritarian and repressive apparatuses (Krause, 1998b: 129). Second, the Third World security rests on an unproblematic role ascribed to the state and its elites in providing security to the inhabitants. In many parts of the Third World, it may well be the state and/or its regime that produce insecurity for individuals and groups let alone protect them against ‘security threats’ (Acharya, 1997: 303). Indeed, many states can become threats to their own populations through various forms of surveillance, social control, political repression and institutionalized or direct violence (Krause, 1998b: 136). Consequently, the Third World alternative approach to security falls pray to this unchallenged acceptance of state as the security -producing agent, which contributes to the reification and normalization of the state practices that fall far behind the accepted democratic procedures (Walker, 1997: 67-8). 
Another problem is about the process of state-making. Ayoob, for instance, focuses upon the history of western state-making as a ‘linear process’ that denotes both a ‘discredited modernization theory’ and (re)configu-ration of the state system as stasis (Krause, 1998b: 132). In regard to other alternative routes, contrary to the ideal linear process, the helping normative structure of the world politics can be given as an example, as opposed to the dangerous and war-torn future projections.
 This can also lead to another question as to whether ‘the state’ will remain as the sole actor in providing security and prosperity to its citizens or whether there could be other forms or kinds of states that deal with the security problem in other ways as can be evinced in the case of EU.
It must be applauded that the Third World alternative approach is reworking an inward-looking conceptualization of security that encompasses such state security ‘concerns’ as regime stability or the role of ethnic conflicts. However, this does not necessarily mean to be a progress in security thinking. Focusing extensively on the issues of national security implies an implicit acceptance of the nation state as the sole subject of security (Walker, 1997). For, ‘national security’ practices of the Third World may well serve for different political purposes as well, other than providing security for the whole population (Khattak, 1996). The national security practices in this sense may lead to unquestioned authoritarian expressions of what state interests should be. The effect of the authoritarian expressions over cultural and ethnic diversities is rendered unproblematic via the practices of unquestioned and allegedly necessary state security as well as the totalizing project of modernization (Pasha, 1996; Krause, 1998b).
Security and Social Constructivism

After the ideational upsurge in recent IR theory in the 1990s, it has become commonplace to affix culture or identity to many IR themes (see for example, Katzenstein, 1996; Desch, 1998). Spots can be easily found in studies of (systemic) ‘cultures of anarchy’ (Wendt, 1999: 259-308) or in more substantive ‘strategic culture’ studies (Johnston, 1996). The mainstream realist reaction to this upsurge is to absorb its challenges into its materialist-rationalist frames (Desch, 1998: 142). To start, social constructivist theorizing in IR studies the effects on states of normative, rule-guided and constitutive ideational factors such as collectively held ideas, rules, knowledge and norms (Adler, 1997; Checkel, 1998; Hopf, 1998; Wendt, 1999).
 These ideational factors can both shape/regulate state behavior (‘do the right thing’) and constitute identities (‘good people do X’). For instance, human rights norms not only affect state behavior towards the citizenry but also define what a ‘civilized state’ is in the contemporary world (Risse, 2000: 5). 

Social constructivism (SC) provides alternative ways to conceptualize security relations among states. It sees relations of states as social constructions, which make it easier to understand how people are mobilized around issues. In the analysis of security, understanding ‘reality’ as a social construction means that identities, national interests and security threats are socially constructed through (interstate) interaction and domestic political/strategic cultures (Wendt, 1999; Guzzini, 2000). It is thought that because the nature of ‘security threats’ and state intentions are constructed via the tools of history, culture, ideology and communication, the direction of the research should be towards studying the processes of interaction among states and their actors (Krause, 1998a: 306-7). Viewed from this angle, ‘self-help’ or ‘anarchical’ security systems become a product not of an eternal / external / natural invisible - hand operating in an a historical manner but of mutual exclusionary identity and threat constructing social practices. Here it is important to note that state identities are taken not as fixed or given but as coming to the surface out of intersubjective understandings, collective meanings and role expectations about ‘self’ and ‘other’. In other words, identities are ‘role-specific’ and ‘inherently relational’ (Wendt, 1992: 397). Interaction appears to be crucial in identity formation since it is mainly the relational practices between ‘self’ and ‘other’ that constitute identities. This reading or theorizing collective identity is consonant with what Neumann calls ‘the ethnographic path’ (1996: 142). As Wendt himself claims ‘it is through reciprocal interaction, in other words, that we create and instantiate the relatively enduring social structures in terms of which we define our identities and interests’ (1992: 406). 
The connection between identities and security interests is such that identities help actors find lenses to define/adopt and play the expected roles in a given security situation. Social identities and specific configuration of those identities in world politics produce national interests (Weldes, 1996). The direction of identity construction (e.g., enmity / amity / rivalry) can be known by investigating how ‘self’ and ‘other’ are represented and appropriated in state practices over time. That is, for instance, enemies are constructed through representations of the ‘other’ as an actor, ‘who …will not willingly limits its violence toward the “Self”’ (Wendt, 1999: 260). Enmity, in turn, divorces from the concept of rivalry, where the latter has limited intentions over the ‘other’ and recognizes the right of his existence as an ‘autonomous being’. Enmity relations recognize no internal limits in violence expectancy, apart from the ‘balance of power’, ‘exhaustion’, or other external constraints. Contra enmity, rivalry has ‘self-limiting’ or constraining characteristics (Wendt, 1999: 261). There are mainly four consequential ways that fallow the representations of the ‘other’ as ‘enemy’, which in turn give way to state action (Wendt, 1999: 262). In the first case, states tend to act in a ‘revisionist’ manner thinking of destruction and / or conquest even if the apparent interests of states (e.g., being a status quo state) do not associate with the actual outcomes. Future projections / plans will be evaluated on a ‘worst-case’ base and the probability of a cooperative move would be discarded. Thirdly, power will be prime value and the prediction of behavior will mainly be accounted according to the relative military capabilities while turning a hypothetical probability of a surprise attack into a negative and highly expected possibility. Lastly, it encourages a pre-emptive strike on the ‘other’ when it deems necessary and ripe (Wendt, 1999: 262). 

In short, security understanding in SC is bent on capturing the cultural content and identity attributes of states’ global and domestic environments. SC draws attention to the ideational variables and locates the ‘imagined cultural and institutional density of states’ environments’ as important sources of explanation (Jacobsen, 2003). There are also collectively held ‘belief systems’ operating within wider frameworks, which can serve as meaningful references for political action within states. Hence, state identities help shape state interests and consequently affect the existing security systems within which it is operated. If the intersubjective structure is perceived to be friendly, then, ‘security communities’ may come to surface, if on the other hand, enmity prevails then security dilemma appears (Adler and Barnett, 1998). This formulation of security dilemma thus rejects a priori ontological sources such as ‘anarchy’ or ‘state of nature’ as sources of action but rather explicates that ‘social construction composed of intersubjective understandings in which states are so distrustful that they make worst-case assumptions about each others’ intentions’ (Wendt, 1995: 73). Despite its powerful reconfiguration of state security policies through introducing the role identities play in the first place, SC nonetheless has some flaws in its analysis. Below is a list of such loopholes that exist in the SC approach.  

A Critique
1. Domestic Politics

In regard to domestic politics, domestic politics is cast as an important factor in the production of (national) security interests and policies. Collective understandings, beliefs, norms and identities appear to be basic policy determinants in SC analysis. Indeed, the change or variation within state identity in the long run is taken to be the source of change in interests and policy. Thus, SC is in fact more receptive to the analysis of domestic politics starting with a criticism of the narrow externally oriented realist national security vision. The latter is criticized because it comprises a materialist / rationalist epistemology, which exclusively focuses either on the effects of organizational or bureaucratic properties of politics or on the individual - psychological factors on decision making process (Jervis, 1976). So far so good but despite its lenience, SC does not tell us just how this important category of domestic politics can be studied. Nor does it sufficiently enquire beyond the narrow research into the ideational relevance of domestic politics. The latter is at best reduced to the state identities. Clearly, domestic processes of politics cannot be (implicitly) dismissed as a simple / unproblematic negotiation process or represented as a pure social or cultural undertaking. In this regard, SC appeals only to ‘uncontroversial’ cultural aspects of politics. 
More specifically, internal interaction both as a political process and as a category of policy outcome is mistreated in two ways. First, it is either reduced to the social side such that ‘norms and laws govern most domestic politics’, or it is held that the internal identities are rather self-possessed or composed. Regarding the construction of internal identities, for instance, Wendt writes ‘the dependence of individuals on society makes the claim that their identities are constructed by society relatively uncontroversial’ (Wendt, 1999: 2). 

In short, the political character of internal social interactions is underrated by taking politics as an ‘uncontroversial’ venture that enables states to act unitarily at the international level (Wendt, 1999: 222). Not always in democracies ‘norms and laws’ are ‘uncontroversial’ sources for action (Boas, 2000). In many cases it might be controversial. The political capacity and the content of norms and laws are open to contestation by different actors or to the politically motivated misinterpretations (Barnett, 1999). Therefore, SC vision on domestic political processes does not correspond well to the inner workings of politics.
2. Identity

As to the identity issue, SC vision is blurred. First, it provides a narrow definitional composition and employs identity as a label for varying constructions of nationhood and statehood. It displays a relatively fixed or stable outlook on collective identity formation, which may obscure the analysis from reflecting upon crucial variations in political struggles in the formations of identities. This could be so, because the underlying assumption on identities as predominantly ‘social constructions’ does not make available other politically constructed sources of identities (Bially, 2000). Some sources of identities might well stem from political as well as social interactions. Those political sources could then yield important results in short-term changes, which cannot easily be explained with SC’s underlying social-ideational emphasis on identity formation (McSweeney, 1999). In addition, identity for SC appears as an analytical tool or a ‘useful label, not as a signal of commitment to some exotic (presumably Parisian) social theory’ (Jepperson et al, 1996: 34). Presumably the reason for this undertheorised concept of identity lies in the fact that SC mainly dwells within a ‘rationalist enterprise’ since they share methodological assumptions with rationalism / neoliberalism (Smith, 1999: 690). This, however, leads to a conflation of intersubjectivist ontology with positivist epistemology when taking identities as fixed. 

Despite these misgivings, it seems crucial to point the link between security and identity but what sort of causal role is envisaged by SC? Is it separable from other variables such as power and interests? If it is more than an intervening variable or if it has a mutually constitutive character, how can we trace the role it possesses, independent of power calculus? Could we really take identities as in a causal relationship with security? This is the place where methodological difficulties for SC come to surface. Indeed, disaggregating identity and its effects from material power constraints is not an easy task. This is so not simply because it culture or identity is ‘unobservable’ or difficult to define / operationalize as Desch would claim (1998: 151). But rather because it gets more complicated when we ask how identity claims can be known? Though via ‘scientific realism’ it seems plausible to argue that unobservable social constructs like identity can be known if their effects can be observed (Wendt, 1992: 397), however, it still remains an open question whether those effects can then be attributed to identity issues and not other considerations. Since social phenomena or constructs are intersubjective and cannot be placed in relation to human subjects as simply objects, it becomes much harder to locate the found ‘reasons as causes’. For, as Smith (2000: 158) argued:
A reason for action is to try and find the rule that led to the action, whereas to ask for a cause is to trace the mechanism, or find a statistical regularity, or a historical origin. Crucially, finding a cause would say nothing about the reason. 
Adler and Barnett offer (2000) a possible remedy for this problematic by proposing firstly that a shared identity is attached to the ‘material reality’ not at the early but later stage since a shared identity is ‘neither necessary nor sufficient condition’ at the early stage. Secondly, they (2000: 324, emphasis added) reckon that:
Shared social identities play a constitutive role in that they account for the properties of things by reference to the structures in virtue of which they exist. Shared identities, however, are also learned by agents, who then play a causal role in the construction and reconstruction of security community practices.   

This is an unproblematically dichotomized solution though and risks obscuring our understanding of the role of identity. SC simply ascribe constitutive roles to identities while accepting their contribution to the emergence of (fixed) structures ‘in virtue of which they exist’. In other words, they assert a causal role to agents (with fixed identities). This is an example of ‘selective objectivism’ (Huysmans, 1998: 494). However, it delimits our perceptions of the correlation between identity and security. It obscures the internal relationship between identities and structures. That is, it does not tell us much about for instance, what happens if this ‘material reality’ or structure relating to security policy simultaneously constructs or affects the very identities of those taking these policies, living hence little room to assess the merits of identities . 

3. The state

In social constructivism the state is often reified. It is simply taken as a ‘self-organizing phenomena and therefore…constitutionally exogenous to the states system’ and also for the sake of system-level theory, internal / inherent qualities of states are taken as ‘autonomous and stable platforms for the processes of social construction at the international level’ (Wendt, 1999: 156-7). Apparently for Wendt (2000: 155), there is also a normative reasoning for reifying the state:
[i]f this in some small ways helps to reproduce a state-centric world, then in our view that is a good thing. For all their faults, states are the only democratically accountable institutions we have today to provide security and political order 

There are many ways of criticizing the study of state as a unitary actor. The methodological problems are discussed by Wendt himself, who accepts states as unitary entities (1999: 215-223). This is also a problem of positivist epistemology, which leads to the expectation that ‘unitariness must be attributed to “the state” in order for causality, prediction, and positive social science to work’ (Doty, 2000: 139; also see Smith, 2000). Other writers also stressed that the state in SC is closely associated with a misconceptualization of the institution of ‘sovereignty’. This latter view points that the conflation of international legal sovereignty with de facto ‘Westphalian sovereignty’ diminishes a more nuanced understanding of interstate interaction, where powerful states may well wish to ‘dictate or constrain the domestic institutional arrangement of their weaker counterparts… [and preserve through major agreements the right] to intervene in the internal affairs of weaker polities’ (Krasner, 2000: 132). Therefore, SC fails to offer an understanding of the state that can account for in/formal hegemonic structures, global inequality, dominate-subordinate relations and in/formal hierarchical political authorities (Wendt, 2000: 158). In fact, the problem is less the ‘given-ness’ or the ontological status of the state than accepting it as a ‘unitary actor’ in the conduct of inter/national politics. The constitution of state elites and internal (not inherent) qualities of states require a much closer look into the state if we are to better understand how particular actors response differently to both national and international politics (Barnett, 1999). 

Hence, the point is not simply to assert that the existence of states is taken as given by SC, which is not denied by the most constructivists themselves (Jepperson et al, 1996: 41; Wendt, 1999: Ch.5). It is rather that the underlying ontology of the state in SC does not entail political sources of state identity, which is left underemphasized at best. The question of how specific state identities are coming out constructed and then contested cannot be properly addressed without recourse to the relevant non-cultural domestic variables and processes in a given political structure. That is, while the ideational sources of security policies of states are analytically privileged in SC, the political attributes of states (i.e. different faces of domestic struggle for power) is underspecified. 

4. Military’s Organizational Culture

In the constructivist IR literature, Elizabeth Kier (1996) focused on how states’ military doctrines are affected and shaped by ‘political military subcultures’. The latter term aptly addresses a crucial issue of ‘civilian policy makers’ beliefs about the role of the armed forces in the domestic arena’ (Kier, 1996: 201). Kier has effectively laid down an alternative account on how military doctrines (i.e. offensive or defensive) are formed via non-systemic determinants such as 1) domestic politics (e.g., whether rightist or leftist competing political subcultures) and 2) organizational culture (i.e., held beliefs within military, not by the civilians or not necessarily by society’s culture/national character). It should be stressed that these are helpful insights into the study of security. Particularly relevant is the emphasis on the construction of military’s organizational culture as relatively independent of underlying social or political settings and as being capable of reproducing its ideational precursors mostly via internal socialization.  

However other aspects are not particularly helpful. In Kier’s version, military doctrines are products of both the domestic political constraints and the military’s organizational culture. The latter is the ‘intervening variable’. In her model, there are two political military subcultures, namely ‘consensual’ and ‘competing subcultures’. It is the latter that is fully investigated by Kier in the context of French politics (1996: 209). The problem in this analysis is that military’s organizational cultures are taken as functioning intervening variables between rather adeptly competing political ideologies (right or left in the French case). This in turn seems to ignore other non-political military interventions into the political spheres and processes. That is, her view of rather pristine ideological political positioning may be absent in non-western contexts, where the military is politically and legally immune and is even able to determine its organizational culture independent of competing rival ideological positioning (left, right or otherwise).  

Additionally, the consensual model of political military subcultures is an oversimplified description of the political processes between civil and military relations. In this consensual framework the political structure is represented as comprising uniformity and/or harmony, that is, when ‘there is consensus across the political spectrum on the role of armed forces… all important political actors share the same view of the military…When only one subculture exists, this set of ideas and values can best be understood as approaching common sense’ (1996: 201, 204). Kier’s examples amount and relate rather to the western liberal democracies, where political actors may easily form a common view about the armed forces due to their social ideas or values rather than say military’s unrelenting political interventions and its involvement into contested political processes
. 

Besides, the term ‘consensus’ implicitly refers to and conveys a pre-conceived understanding of a liberal democratic process. The focus of the word ‘consensus’ seems to reveal a priori agreed unity or state of minds rather than a debate or confrontation between the members of the political community. Absent is also how that consensus is produced. Thus, the analytical choice of ‘consensual subculture’ tends to ignore non-consensual and/or competing subcultures in the respective political systems (e.g. non-democratic or authoritarian systems). As a result, there appear little or no alternative ways to account for such cases that would not filter well down the liberal politics of civilian control. 

Thereby, SC analysis of ‘military subcultures’ seems helpful only in certain political contexts. The lack of a ‘consensual model’ leaves unaddressed internal processes and/or features of non-consensual political systems. It also declines to put into focus various competing positions between the political institutions and the military. Therefore, SC analysis on ‘politico-military’ cultures should be supplemented by existing accounts of the literature on civil-military relations so as to address emergence and maintenance of alternative political-military subcultures. 

5. Political Military Culture

Another relevant study theme within SC comes from Thomas Berger’s study (1996) on political-military culture. The latter is defined as ‘the subset of the larger political culture that influences how members of a given society view national security, the military as an institution, and the use of force in international relations’ (1996: 325-326). In this vision, pacified, democratic, defensive and transparent military cultures are linked to the anti-military political cultures. In a similar vein, Jeffrey Legro (1996: 119-23) argues that states’ preference formation is a product of domestic, social and bureaucratic cultural influences. He stresses that the beliefs and values embedded within bureaucracies and military can form what the national interests would be. These are indeed all valuable contributions to the study of security. Yet, a similar concern is called to mind. The political model offered is again built on democratic liberal anchorage. The latter is associated with pluralistic political systems, where ‘no one group is able to impose its view on the rest’ (Berger, 1996: 327). 

This is hardly commonplace in the world of security politics. Indeed, there are clear cases where one group, one ideology, one culture or one political form of governance might well take the lead in a given political system. Take also, for instance, Berger’s definition of politics, ‘politics is a question not only of who gets what but of who persuades whom in an ongoing negotiation of reality’ (1996: 327). And he goes on to offer the terms as ‘Persuasion in an ongoing negotiation’ (1996: 327, emphasis added). Unfortunately this does not explain such cases, where for instance the institution of military does not have to rely on a negotiation process for persuading rival political actors. This was made clear by the military interventions in normal politics in Latin America and the Middle East. In short, this analytical model while helpful in many regards, add up to a kind of liberal constructivism, which is ill-equipped for analyzing other ideologically and institutionally more complex political systems.

6. Political Agency

A more vital research point missing in SC is the negligence on the role of political agency, which helps shape social structures, and norms that SC studies are keen to study. The issue here is as much theoretical as is analytical. Regarding the former, as Checkel argues, constructivism ‘lacks a theory of agency’ (1998: 325). That is, the role of the actor or agents in the constitution / amendment and change of social structures and/or norms is not explored fully despite the claim that ‘it [SC] also seeks to explain how individual agents socially construct these structures in the first place (Adler, 1997: 330). Indeed, if the ontology of most constructivist work is one of mutual constitution, then the focus should have also been on the individual social and political actors or institutions, which fight for the representation of states’ corporate identity. Political identity is not fixed but a contested realm, where the positions of state actors should be put into focus and scrutinized. The study of the effects of such political struggles over representation of a state’s corporate identity is underemphasized or bracketed by SC (Wendt, 1994; 1999). Otherwise, the price of this neglect will be a lack of understanding as to how social structures and ‘norms connect with agents’ (Checkel, 1998: 342). 

Another central point is how far constructivism can help or ‘how deep within a policy does one need to go with a constructivist analysis’ (Checkel, 1998: 343). The answer needs to address the institutional ideational and political effects of internal political struggles. This is important in order not to overstate the cognitive / ideational dimension at the expense of other material and political dimensions of ‘questions of security and identity’ and also not to fall into a sort of ‘cultural determinism, however, pressing [social structures] beyond its explanatory weight’ (McSweeney, 1999: 126). Overall then, SC emphasis on the structural effects of the ideational on policy making in fact does not address or document fully the politics of security. Indeed, some analysts themselves accept this insufficient attention to ‘a detailed investigation of how cultural norms or constructed identities have effects’ on security politics (Jepperson et al, 1996: 64). 
Conclusions

This paper discussed two new perspectives in security studies. Its aim was to show that the traditional realist formulations do not exhaust all the possibilities of security thinking. It first tried to show that security in the realist formulation suffers from a bogus universalism and a lack of historical depth. Nor do realists allow enough alterations in theory so as to let security be thought differently in different historico-political contexts. Therefore, security should be thought through other theoretical and conceptual frameworks. The present paper attempted to present two of such new perspectives, namely the Third World security and constructivist security understandings. The Third World security critiques realist security thinking for having an extremely narrow appreciation of historical and political variations in state-making and political development. State-making enterprise, the Third World security argues, should be a cardinal aspect of security calculus. State security cannot be properly achieved in the early phases of state-making. Internal rather than external security concerns prevail in the Third World. Political, institutional and territorial maturity comes before ‘international anarchy’ or ‘balance of power’ in defining security threats. The paper also provided a critique that despite its powerful reformulation the Third World security is flawed, because its state-centric approach does not recognize how states themselves can be security threats to their populations. Also, it does not go beyond reading the history of state development in linear terms and thus fail to discern alternative path to state development other than the western experience. Constructivist security thinking also challenges realist security formulations. Social constructivism shows that the material bases of realism curbs seeing through ideational, cultural and social sources of security policies. Most importantly, identity should be an ideational source of security thinking that leads to state interests to be defined in certain terms rather than others. Security understanding in constructivism strives to capture the cultural content and institutional attributes of states’ global and domestic environments so as to draw attention to the ideational variables in security policies. It locates ‘imagined cultural and institutional density of states’ environments’ as important sources of explanation for security policies. As the critique intended to show, despite these crucial insights into security, constructivist security thinking may remain of limited help due to its blind-spots prevalent in some of its analyses. These weaknesses are all the more glaring when the central concepts (such as identity, culture, state and organizational military culture) present a particularly liberal and excessively cultural reading of politics.  

	Özet: Güvenlik çalışmaları Uluslararası İlişkiler disiplini içinde uzun süredir ayrıcalıklı bir statüye sahip olmuş ve en verimli alt-disiplin olarak gösterilmiştir. Güvenliğin realist-geleneksel değerlendirmeleri bu alt-disiplinde hep ön plana çıkmıştır. Fakat 1990’larla birlikte geleneksel değerlendirmelerin sunduğu kuramsal ve kavramsal araçlar ciddi eleştirilerle karşılaşmıştır. Özellikle 1980’lerin sonundan itibaren, geleneksel değerlendirmelere karşı yöneltilen ve feminizmden konstrüktivizme kadar bir dizi alternatif bakış ortaya çıkmıştır. Bu eleştiriler rasyonalist, materyal ve bilimsel nitelikli geleneksel güvenlik çalışmalarına karşı yöneltilmiş ve realizmin çeşitli varsayımlarına meydan okumuştur. Söz konusu eleştiriler temelde güvenlikle ilgili maddi verilerin aksine fikirlerin, kültürlerin ve tarihsel süreçlerin önemini vurgulayan alternatif analizler sunmuşlardır. Bu makale işte bu alternatiflerden ikisini yani çoğunlukla Ayoob’un tartışmalarıyla şekillenen Üçüncü Dünya güvenlik çalışmalarını ve yine çoğunlukla Wendt’in tartışmalarıyla şekillenen konstrüktivist güvenlik çalışmalarını mercek altına alacaktır. Geleneksel realist kuramın kısa bir değerlendirmesinden sonra, makale bu iki bakışın ana parametrelerini, varsayımlarını ve meydan okumalarını sunacak, son olarak bunların da bir eleştirisini sunacaktır.      

Anahtar Kelimeler: Güvenlik, Realist Güvenlik, Konstrüktüvist Güvenlik, Üçüncü Dünya Güvenliği.
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�  Yrd. Doç. Dr., Sakarya Üniversitesi, Uluslararası İlişkiler Bölümü


�  I will use the terms ‘traditional’, ‘neorealist’ and ‘rationalist’ approaches interchangeably in this article.


�  It should be stressed that the prevalence of the traditional security visions is in part related to the absorption of the new security issues and agendas into the realist framing. For instance, in the case of ‘environmental degradation’ the problem appears to have effects at the global level but the security prescription is taken at the national level (Deudney, 1990). This is also notable in the works of realist writers such as Posen (1993) and van Evera (1994), who ‘demonstrated’ how the inclusion of ‘nationalism’ into the neorealist security school can be accomplished without changing much of the traditional understanding of security. However, their treatment of identity or other ideational elements as something given and their reduction of ‘nationalism’ to a simple ‘variable’ clearly imply that those attempts to ‘add-in’ do not engage with the concepts in their complexities (Williams, 1998). Additionally, this accounts do not provide answers to the questions as to ‘how (under what circumstances, with what consequences) identity groups emerge and differentiate themselves’ and they also fail to deal with ‘the consequences of this rhetorical choice for the construction of threats (who or what is threatened, by whom, and in what manner)’ (Krause, 1998a: 305).


� ‘Nationalism in the Afro-African context is not necessarily based on something concrete like a common history, ancestry, culture, religion or linguistic affinities. It is much more abstract, or even mythical: at its broadest a state of mind which permeates the majority of the state and expresses itself in a desire to live together in a state, the boundaries of which were defined by the colonial rulers. With varying degrees of success the new states are developing institutions, ideologies and socio-economic systems acceptable to the majority of the people, and thereby they are creating a firmer foundation for the state.’ (Rizvi, quoted in Kemal Pasha, 1996: 299-300).  


� ‘The normative influences and transnational social movements in such areas as human rights, or nongovernmental networks in areas such as healthcare, agricultural development, or woman’s rights, or the World Bank’s and International Monetary Fund’s emphasis on ‘good governance’ and structural adjustment.’(Krause, 1998b:132 ft.20).   


�  These ideational factors produce expectations about ‘proper behavior for a given identity’.


�  Recent row in Spanish politics is a testimony to the prevalent western norms of civilian control over military. Spanish army generals, for instance, are easily sacked by the politicians for speaking against the political decisions to grant greater political autonomy to the Catalan region, Hurriyet, 29 April 2006, p. 24.  





