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This chapter provides a partial history of a label. It is partial both in that it is not, and cannot be,
complete, and in that | am both the author of, and participant in, the histary. It is therefore partial
in the way all other history is partial. The label is ‘Critical Security Studies’. The chapter telis a stary
of the origin of the label and the way it has developed and fragmented since the early 1990s. It sets
out the primary claims of the major divisions that have emerged within the fiteratures to which the
label has been applied: constructivism, critical theory, and poststructuralism, Ultimately, the chap-
ter suggests that Critical Security Studies needs to foster an ‘ethos of critique’ in either the study
or refusal of security, and that the chapter is an instance of that ethos directed at Critical Security
Studies itself.




David Mutimer

Introduction: ‘Follow the sign of the
gourd’

Very soon after being identified as the Messiah in
Monty Python’s Lift of Brian, Brian is chased by a grow-
ing crowd of would-be followers. In his haste to get
away, Brian drops the gourd he has just bought and
foses one of his sandals. Several of the followers re-
move one of their shoes and hop about on one foot,
convinced this is what their newly found Messtah has
told them to do. One follower picks up the shoe and
shouts ‘Pollow the sign of the shoe.” Another picks
up the gourd, shouting Follow the sign of the gourd.”
Perhaps predictably, within seconds, those hopping
are fighting those who are following the shoe who are
fighting those who are following the gourd. Brian’s
‘ministry” has splintered into sects before it has even
had the chance to establish itself as a ministry. The Py-
thon gang were, of course, satirizing the tendency of
religious movements to f}:agmént, as they had at the
outset of the film satirized the similar tendency of pol-
itical movements: ‘Are you the Judean People’s Front?”
‘Fuck off! We're the People’s Front of Judea . . . Judean
People’s Front .. . SPLITTERS!

Sadly, perhaps, this all too human tendency to frag-
ment into ever-smaller and more exclusive and exclu-
sionary clubs affects academic movements every bit
as much as it does religious and political. Any society
of ideas is, in addition, a potential source and expres-
sion of power. It provides the intellectual resources
around which to mobilize people and resources of
other kinds: whether these are tithes/alms, ballots/
arms, or even tenure/articles. None of this should be
in any way surprising to those wheo work within the
area covered by this chapter. While the chapter will
show the divisions into which Critical Security Studies
has rapidly fallen, one of the shared commitments of
the work it will discuss is to the political potency of
ideas. The social world is produced in and through the
ideas that make it meaningful, which are themselves
necessarily social, A consequence of this observation
is that study of the social world is inextricably bound
up with the world it studies; it is part of the productive
set of ideas that make the world,

This chapter provides a partial history of a label. It
is partial both in that it is not, and cannot be, com-
plete, and in that I am both the author of and a partici-
pant in the history. It is therefore partial in the way all
other history is partial. The label is ‘Critical Security

Studies’.! It is a label that has (one of) its orgins in a
conference held at York University in Canada in 1994,
As a label it has been fought over rather more than it
has been applied. It does not denote a coherent set of
views, an ‘approach’ to security; rather it indicates a
desire. It is a desire to move beyond the strictures of se-
curity as it was studied and practised in the Cold War,
and in particular a desire to make that move in terms
of some form of critique. It is a desire articulated in
the first line of the first book bearing the title "Critical
Security Studies™ “This book emerged out of a desire
to contribute to the development of a self-consciously
critical perspective within secusity studies” (Williams
and Krause 1997 vii).

The form of security studies against which Criti-
cal Security Studies was directed has been neatly
captured by one of the proponents of the traditional
approach:

Security studies may be defined as the study of the threat,
use, and control of military force. It explores the condi-
tions that make the use of force mare likely, the ways that
the use of force affects individuals, states, and societies,
and the specific policies that states adopt in order ta pre-
pare for, prevent, or engage in war.

Walt (1991:212)

The focus on the threat, use, and control of military
force imposed a series of important strictures on the
study of security in this period. Military forces are
generally the preserve of states, and, what is more,
there is a normative assumption that they should be
the preserve of states, even when they are not. Indeed,
our common definition of the state is that institution
which has a monopoly on the legitimate means of vio-
lence. Therefore, by studying the threat, use, and con-
trol of military force, security studies privileges the
position of the state. Furthermore, such an appreach
implies that the state is the primary object that is to
be secured—that is, the state is the referent object of
security. Finally, and most obviously, thinking of se-
curity as the threat, use, and control of military force
reduces security to military security, and renders other
forms of security as something else.

! When I refer to the label or to the “field” of enquiry that
is increasingly gathered under that label, I will capitalize
Critical Security Studies. Otherwise, Ileave the rerms in the
lower case.
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The various scholars who followed the desire to-
wards a critical security study were troubled by all
three of these major assumptions underlying the
conventional study of security. They wondered, first
of all, whether our concern needed to be only on the
state and its security. What of the security of people
living within states? The standard assumption of se-
curity studies is that the people are secure if the state
is secure, but those drawn towards Critical Security
Srudies wondered about those times when this was
not the case: when states ignored the security of some
of their people, when they actively oppressed some of
their people, or when the state lacked the capacity to
provide security for its people. They were therefore
led to wonder whether we should be thinking about
referent objects other than the state.

Questioning the referent object of security leads
inexorably to questioning the exclusive focus on
the threat, use, and control of military force. Large,
powerful, stable states such as those in which ‘security
studies’ tended to be practised—the United States, the
United Kingdom, or Canada—may be seriously threat-
ened only by war. On the other hand, other potential
referent objects, particularly people and their collec-
tives, can be threatened in all sorts of ways. Therefore,
once you question the referent object of security, you
must also question the nature and scope of security, and
thus of security studies.

Not everyone who questioned the referent object
and the nature and scope of security would be drawn
to a desire for a critical security smdy, however. That
desire was driven by a recognition of the power of
ideas, and thus a discomfort with the way traditional
security studies focused on the state. The concern
was not that there were other objects to be secured
in other ways, but rather that the ¢ffect of studying se-
curity as the threat, use, and control of military force
tended in and of itself to support and legitimate the
power of the state. While other scholars soughr to
broaden and deepen security studies to consider other
referents and other threats, those whose desire ran to
a ‘self-consciously critical perspective’ were centrally
concerned with the politics of knowledge. Security
studies as it had been practised provided intellectual
and, ulrimately, moral support to the most power-
ful ingtitution in contemporary politics: the state.
Those drawn to a critical security study sought a dif-
ferent security politics as well as a different security

“scholarship.

Critical Security Studies: A Schismatic History

The remainder of the chapter traces what hap-
pened as scholars acted on this desire for a self-con-
sciously eritical security smudy. In doing so, it sets
out the major fault lines that have emerged among
those initially animated by this shared desire. The
signs that have driven these fault lines are not simply
Monty Python’s signs of the shoe and the gourd, but
rather represent disagreements about the nature of
critique and thus of different forms of critical secur-
ity study. Thus, while the chapter outlines the sects
into which critical desire has fractured, it also sets out
a range of answers to the question of what Critical
Security Studies might be. My history of these splits
beging in 1994

Toronto desire: Critical Security
Studies

In May 1994, a small conference was held at York
University in Toronto entitled Strategies in Conflict:
Critical Approaches to Security Studies. It brought to-
gether from around the world a variety of scholars,
both junior and senior, with interests in security and
with a concern about the direction of security studies
in the eatly post-Cold War era. It was in the cousse of
the discussions at and around that conference that the
label “Critical Security Studies” started to be applied to
the intellectual project that drew the participants to
the conference, and it was used as the title of the boak,
edited by Keith Krause and Michael C. Williams, that
the conference produced: Critical Security Studies:
Concepts and Cases (1997b).

The conference and book were an expression of
the desire for self-consciously critical perspectives
on security, but they both worked extremely hard 10
avoid articulating a single perspective in response to
that desire: ‘Our appending of the term critical to se-
curity studies is meant to imply more an orientation
toward the discipline than a precise theoretical label
.. (Williams and Krause 1997b: x—xi). The book
therefore served to launch the label Critical Security
Studies, but not to fill it with precise content (see Key
Quotes 7.1 for some of the ways in which Critical
Security Studies has come to-be defined). Metaphor-
ically, it threw open the doors of the church of criti-
cal security and tried to welcome the followers of the
shoe and the gourd, and even those hopping around
on cne foot.

82
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In their contribution to that volume, Krause and Wil-
liams aimed to set out the scope of a critical security
study, and it has served as a touchstone in the further de-
velopment of Critical Security Studies. They began their
case for Critical Security Studies from the concerns with
the traditional conception of security I have recounted.
In particular, Krause and Williams began by question-
ing the referent object of security: who or what is to be
secured. The tradidonal answer to this question is that
the referent object is the state: security refers to pro-
tecting the state from external threats, and the people
living within the terrivory of the state are considered
secure to the degree that the state is secure. As Krause
and Williams put it, such a view largely reduces secur-
ity for the individual to citizenship: “Yet, while to be a
people without a state often remains one of the most
insecure conditions of modern life (witness the Kurds or
the Palestinians), this move obscures the ways in which

citizenship is also at the heart of many structures of inse-
curity and how security in the contermnporary world may
be threatened by dynamics far beyond these pararneters’
(Krause and Williams 1997a: 43). If the focus on state
as a referent object is insufficient, what if we adjust our
focus to the individual human being, or perhaps to the
community in which humans live? What, indeed, if we
ask about the security of humanity as a whole, beyond
rather than within the statesin whichmost of usnow find
ourselves? These are the questions Krause and Williams
pose as the foundation of Critical Security Studies.
They argue that posing such questions opens a broad
and complex agenda for security studies, an agenda that
is largely hidden by the traditional focus on the state
and the military. Suddenly we can ask about the ways
states pose threats to their own people, as well as asking
about the responsibility for providing security when the
state does not. This question of the responsibility of an
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international community for the security of those inside
a state cannot be seriously posed within tradidonal se-
curity studies, and yet only a few years after the Toronto
conference, an International Commission on Interven-
tion and State Sovereignty proclaimed a ‘responsibility
to protect’ those subject to radical insecurity within their
own states (see Background 7.1 and see also Chapter 22,

While the broadening of the security agenda was an
important feature of the foundations that Krause and
Williams were attempting to lay, rather more signifi-
cant were the epistemological implications chey drew
from the challenges to the traditional conception of
security. They argue that by locking at individuals, and

particularly the communities in which they live, a crit-

cal security study has to take serfously the ideas, norms,
and values that constitute the communites that are to
be secured. 'Traditional security studies treats its refer-
ent object as just that: an object. The state is a thing’
that is found, out there in the world, and subject to ob-
jective study by security analysts. By contrast, Krause
and Williams argue that thinking of the varied com-
murities in which people live requires an interpretative
shift, a recognition that ideas (at least in part) constitute
communities and that therefore the ideas of analysts
are not entirely separable from the objects studied.
Having opened the doors of what they hoped
would be a broad church, Krause and Williams set out

151999 and 2000 the UN Secretary-General challanged the
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the agenda of what would attract scholars to the ser-
vice. Critical Securiry Studies would:

= question the referent object of security: while
states were clearly important, human beings were
both secured and rendered insecure in ways other
than by states and military force; Critical Security
Studies would engage in research that recogmzed
this and explored its implications;

» consider security as more than just military
. security: once the referent object was opened
up, so too were the questions of what rendered
referents insecure, and how security was to be
achicved, both for the state and for any other
referent objects; and

« change the way security was studied, as the
objectivity assumed by traditional approaches to
security is untenable; indeed, once you consider
the way human communities are constituted by
ideas, norms, and values, it becomes clear that
this applies even to the state, and so Critical Se-
curity Studies becomes a post-positivist form of
scholarship. With the Critical Security Studies text,
a range of scholars responded to this invitation in
a variety of different ways, laying the foundations
for the variation in Critical Security Studies we
continue 10 see.
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When students and scholars discuss the breadth of
the inital desire of Critical Security Studies, they will
often make almost immediate reference to Moham-
med Ayoob’s contribution: ‘Defining Security: A Sub-
altern Realist Perspective’ {(Ayoob 1997). Ayoob focuses
on the first of Krause and Williams™ challenges, and
questions the assumed nature of the state in traditional
security studies. He argues that the state in traditional
security studics is the state of the advanced, industrial
north. He seeks to expand thatnotion of security to ac-
count for the security concerns of the majority of the
world’s states, concerns that ‘mirror the major secur-
ity concerns evinced by most Western European state
makers during the sixteenth to the nineteenth centur-
ies’ (Ayoob 1997: 121-2). Thus, while Ayoob questions
the nature of the referent object of traditional security
studies, he does not introduce alternative possibilities,
nor does he enquire very far into other means of pro-
viding security, and he certainly does not contest the
epistemological nature of security study.

R. B. J. Walker’s contribution to the volume is ex-
emplary of a much more radical break with the tradi-
tions of security studies understood as the threat, use,
and control of military force. Walker seeks to under-
stand the conditions that make possible certain ways
of thinking and speaking about security, and in doing
s0 explores the intimate connections between secur-
ity and the history of the modern state. Ultimately,
he argues that to think sericusly about security in the
present is to think about the reformulation of politics
broadly: “If the subject of security is the subject of se-
curity, it is necessary to ask, first and foremost, how
the modern subject is being reconstituted and then to

ask what security could possibly mean in relaton to
it’ (Walker 1997: 78). This is a profound challenge, but
one that has been taken up by a range of scholars who
assemble around the label of Critical Security Studies,
as we shall see later.

Inberween the avowed realism of Mohammed Ayoob
and the radical political philosophy of R. B. J. Walker,
the Critical Security Studies text showcased a number of
responses to Krause and Williams’s challenges (see Key
Ideas 7.1 for one of the more intriguing), which drew on
a range of theoretical traditions and explored concrete
problems of contemporary security. Several chapters
drew on the constructivism that was making an im-
portant mark more broadly in international relations.
Others were more inclined to draw theoretical inspira-
ton from the heterogeneous products of twentieth-
century continental philosophy that are often lumped
together as “poststructuralismy’. In addidon, Ken Booth
and Peter Vale, in considering critical security in the
southern African context, began a journey that would
Jead uitimately to the post-Marxist Frankfurt School
(see the section Aberystwyth exclusions”).

Krause and Williams expressed the desire that led
first to Toronvo and then to the Critical Security Studies
volume as seeking a ‘critical perspective’ an security.
They worked hard to ensure that this critical perspec-
tive was not monopolized by a single theoretical ap-
proach, and so opened the conference and the volume
to a range of theoretical positions. Nevertheless, the
desire for a (single) perspective somehow remained as
scholars responded to the challenges they laid down in
creating their foundation for Critical Security Studies.
Thus, despite their claims to catholicism, Krause and
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Williams create the conditions for schism—the schism
I continue to trace. In doing so, one of the key ques-
tions I consider is: “If Critical Security Studies is not a
perspective, not a position, what is it?’ The first answer
to this question was given by those of the so-called
Copenhagen School.

Copenhagen distinctions

The vear after Critical Security Studies had appeared,
Barry Buzan, Ole Wever, and Jaap de Wilde pub-
lished Security: A New Framework for Analysis (1998).
This book was intended to serve as a relatively
comprehensive statement of what has come to be
known as ‘securitization studies’, or the Copen-
hagen School? 1. will not discuss Copenhagen
in detail, as it is treated elsewhere in this volume
{see Chapter 15), but it warrants a short sideline,
for it has made two important contributions to the
history I am tracing.

Security: A New Framework for Analysis is buile around
two important conceptual developments in the study
of security: Buzan's notion of sectoral analysis of
security and Waver's concept of ‘securitization’(see
Chapter 12). Both of these ideas have helped to in-
form the broad church of Critical Security Studies,
but it is the notion of ‘securitization’ that has been
the more theoretically important. ‘Securitization” is
perhaps the most significant conceptual development
that has emerged specifically within security studies in

2 Bill McSweeny {r996) is generally credited with coin-
ing the label ‘Copenhagen School’ to refer to the work of
Buzan, Weever, and a series of collaborators.

response to the epistemological challenge Krause and
Williarns note. Essentially, Weever suggests that we
treat security as a speech act: that is, a concrete action
that is performed by virtue of its being said. ‘Securiti-
zation' raises a number of very interesting questions
that have informed critical security study since Waver
introduced the concept.

Despite this influence on Critical Security Studies,
the Copenhagen School has sought to distance itseif
from Critical Security Studies. In part this is a function
of an incoherence inherent in the approach between
the sectoral analysis of security and the concept of se-
curitization. While securitization opens the possibil-

ity of the radical openness of social life, the sectoral

approach, as it had developed before merging into the
Copenhagen School, draws on a largely objectivist
epistemology. In other words, the epistemological
underpinnings of the concept of securitization do
not cohere with those of the secroral analysis of secu-
rity. It is the epistemology of securitization, however,
that does cohere with thart called for by the desire to a
critical security study. In Security: A New Framework for
Analysis, the authors argue that Critical Security Stud-
ies is informed by poststructuralism and construc-
tivism, and thus is open to the possibility of social
change. By contrast, they suggest that the Copenha-
gen approach recognizes the social construction of
social life, but contends that construction in the secu-
rity realm is sufficiently stable over the long run that it
can be treated as objective. In other words, they resolve
the incoherence by assuming long-rerm stability and
so enabling a largely positivist epistemology (Buzan
et al. 1998: 34-5).

The explicit separation of the Copenhagen School

“from Critical Security Studies did more than simply
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announce that Copenhagen is sui generis. One function
of the text has been to create “Critical Security Studies’
as something more concrete and less heterogeneous
than the original desire. The Copenhagen authors talk
of Critical Security Studies an “an emerging school’,
and they shorten it to C$8. What is more, they ascribe
to this emerging school two specific theoretical posi-
tions, poststructuralism and constructivism. This text,
then, marks an important moment in the creation of
Critical Security Studies as something other than an
orientation towards the discipline, and also effects
conceptual exclusions that are the subject of ‘contesta-
tion, nat Jeast by scholars at Aberystwyth University,
who have considerable institutional claim to the Criti-
cal Security Studies label.

; .ir:{cq ___er%_r]c a‘g_tht; =
cpérhagen School between the'épisteing

Aberystwyth exclusions

Rather ironically, the most aggressive attempt to pro-
duce a coherent approach for Critical Security Stud-
fes—to marshal all adherents to the sign of the shoe
or the gourd, but not both—has been made from a
position largely excluded by the Copenhagen School’s
characterization of Critical Security Studies as being
informed by constructivism and poststructuralism.
The attemprt has been focused around scholars based
in Aberystwyth (indeed, Steve Smith (2005) calls it
the Welsh School), and has found its most complete
expression to date in two volumes: Critical Security

Studies and World Politics (2005) and Theory of Winld
Security (Booth 2007}, Central to both of these books
is the work of Ken Booth, who edited the first and
wrote the second. Indeed, Theory of World Security is
intended to be a fairly definitive statement of Booth's
thirty-year research programme leading to a critical
theory of security (Booth 2007: xvii—xviii).

In both these texts, Booth is explicit in arguing
that not everyone who would consider themselves
working within Critical Security Studies will accept
his orientation to a critical security theory. In other
words, he is making a clear case for a restrictive un-
derstanding of critical security theory—he is saying
to us, follow the sign of the gourd, and means it
He argues, in fact, that the formulation of a singu-
lar “critical security theory’ is the second stage of
Critical Security Studies work. Booth’s intervention,
therefore, is an unapologetic desire for fragmenta-
tion. As he says: “There are times when definite lines
have to be drawn’ (Booth 2005a: 260). He distances
himself sharply from the Krause and Williams of
Critical Security Studies, rejecting the broad church in
favour of a single tradition aimed at giving rise to a
coherent critical theory of security.

In his first cut at elaborating a critical theory of se-
curity in 2005, Booth followed his Aberystwyth col-
league Richard Wyn Jones, who had drawn on the
Brankfurt School tradition to think about security
theory in his 1995 book Security, Strategy, and Critical
Theory. Both see the Frankfurt School tradition as
centrally important to the development of a critical
theory for security studies {(see Think Point 7.1 for an
example of the sort of security analysis this tradition
can produce}. In Critical Security Studies and World Politics,
Booth throws his net slightly wider than Frankfurt in
identifying the tradition, adding Gramscian, Marxist,
and Critical International Relations to the Frankfurt
School. In other words, Booth drew on the range of
post-Marxist social theory, particularly as it has been
drawn into International Relations, with pride of
place to the work of the Frankfurt School in general
and Jiirgen Habermas in particular.

The theoretical net of Booth's critical theory of se-
curity was expanded still further with his 2007 Theory
of Werld Security. Here he took an explicitly eclectic
approach to theory building, engaging in what he
terms Perlenfischerie (pear] fishing), following Han-
nah Arendt, picking theoretical pearls from a range
of schools and perspectives. His first set of pearls is
the same set he drew from the post-Marxist oyster bed
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“working outof thetwo ieadlngtheoret:cal tr“admo wﬁdw b
forrned critical schoia:smp in secunty studles and beyond
German post Marxlsrn and French post-striictiialish.

in 2005, and still with the Frankfurt School the first
among them. To this he adds a second, lesser, set of

ideas: world order, peace studies, feminism, historical

sociology, and social idealism. He calls the whole of
the string of pearls that his fishing produced emancipa-
tory realism.

What would such a critical security theory look
like? Booth argues that there are eight themes that can
be drawn from the collection of post-Marxist theory

useful to a critical security theory (the eight are sum- |

marized in Key Ideas 7.2). He begins with the central
claim of the Frankfurt School, that all knowledge
is a social process—that is, knowledge is nat simply
‘there’, but rather is produced socially, and thus pol-
itically, and there are ‘interests of knowledge’. Know-
ledge benefits some and disadvanrages others; it is, in
the noted words of Robert Cox in International Rela-
tions, ‘always for someone and for some purpose’. A
critical security theory, therefore, must reveal the poli-
tics behind seeming neutral knowledge. Such a con-
ception of knowledge implies a critique of traditional
theory, including traditional security theory, which, by
not recognizing its political origins and content, tends
to a naturalism, assuming the ability to maintain a
rigid division between the analyst and the social world
she is analysing, If Critical Theory, therefore, reveals
the false naturalism of traditional theory and the polit-
ical content of all knowledge, it provides the basis for
social change—indeed for progress. This third theme,
of the possibility of progress, leads to a fourth: that

the test of a social theory is its capacity for fostering
emancipation. Change is possible, and progressive.
change is emancipatory.

The first four themes Booth derives from the broad
Critical Theory tradition in social thecry. To these
four he adds four gathered from the specific, emergent
critical tradirion in International Relations. The first is
that human society is its own invention. Indeed, this is
a necessary condition for the operation of his earlier
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themes, for only if society is a social invention can
knowledge serve as the basis for social change and open
the possibility -of emancipation. The secand theme
that Booth derives from critical IR is a particular claim
about contemporary world politics: that regressive
theories have dominated the field. If all knowledge is
for someone and for some purpose, regressive theories
are the ones that are for those presently in power with
the purpose of maintaining their dominance. Critical
IR theory has shown how the mainstream theories,
including security studies, serve just this purpose. If
this is true, then, the final two themes Booth devel-
ops are aimed at overcoming the regressive nature
of world politics. The first is that the state and other
international institutions must be denaturalized, so as
to open the possibility of change, and finally that, in
effecting that change to global (security) practices,
politics must be governed by emancipatory values.
These themes enable Booth to argne that a critical
security theory can serve as the basis for answering
three sets of crucial questions in relation to security:

= First, what is real? If we reject naturalism, which
assumes that the social world can be treated as
objective in the same fashion as the natural world,
then we cannot assurne that the social world we
investigate is ‘real’ in the same sense as the
physical. Critical Theory’s focus on knowledge
provides a way into understanding social
ontology, and thus the creation of social facts.

+ Second, Critical Theory of this kind provides
a means of thinking about knowledge, or the
epistemology of social life. It directs our attention
to the interests that underlie knowledge claims,
and leads us to ask whom particular forms of
knowledge are for, and what function they serve
in supporting the interests of those people or
groups.

= Finally, it suggests asking the old Leninist
question, what is to be done? Critical Theory is
a theory of praxis, a step ina process of political
engagement designed to transform the world.
As Marx put it: the point is not to-understand the
world; the point is to change it.

These reflections provide the basis for a specific
critical theory of security (see Key Quotes 7.2 for
Booth’s definition of this theory). It draws on a rela-
tively coherent body of social theory and its applica-
tion to International Relations, and aims to inform

scholarship and political practice in the future. While
developed largely in parallel to the critical tradition
in International Relations, Booth's critical security
theory is quite clearly designed to provide a specific
theory of security within critical IR. What this means
is that Booth and his colleagues in the Welsh Schoal
have provided a clear answer to the question posed
at the end of the discussion of Critical Security Stud-
ies: critical security study should be guided by a single,
specific theory, and that theory shonld be informed by
Critical Theory, with capital letters.

development-of-a distinetive critical th ry of secrity
pitoposed the following definition of such atheer i
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In order to make the case for exchision as force-
fully as possible, once he has set out the elements of
a critical security theory, Booth (2005a: 269-71; 2007:
160-81) distinguishes it from other possible sources
of critical security study. He explains, in other words,
what is wrong with following the sign of the shoe or
with taking off our shoes and hopping around on one
foot. In particular he distinguishes critical security the-
ory from four pretenders: feminism, the Copenhagen
School, constructivism, and poststructuralism.

The exclusion of feminism is the most troubling
to Booth’s position in some ways, but in others the
easiest to achieve. As most feminist writing will freely
admit, there are various feminisms that draw in their
turn from a wide variety of social theory traditions
in developing analyses of gender. These traditions
include the Critical Theory tradition from which
Booth proceeds. Therefore, gender analysis can be




considered already to be within Critical Theory, and
thus within a critical security theory; however, other
forms of feminist theorizing are as antithetical to crici-
cal security theory as their theoretical wraditions are
to Critical Theory more broadly The Copenhagen
School is similarly dismissed with relative ease. The
near-naturalism of the Copenhagen approach to soci-
ety—so stable it can be treated as objective —leaves it
‘only marginally “critical™, and in Booth’s eyes (2005a:
271) suffers the same forms of incoherence [ have al-
ready noted in this chapter. :

There remain two challengers to the cr1t1cal se-
curity theory Booth champions, the same two that
the Copenhagen School identified in Security: A New
Framework for Analysis. The first is constructivism,
which Booth (2007: 152-3) argues is not a theory atall,
but rather an orientation to world politics that serves
as a basis on which to reject traditional theories. While
Booth’s argument may be true, it ignores the possi-
bility, which [ will explore later, that there are within
that orientation various constructivist theories that do
have something to say about security—just as other
orientations, including Booth's, contain a number of
specific theories within them. For Booth (2005a: 270)
that leaves only poststructuralism, which is just too
dangerous with its toxic mix of “obscurantism, relativ-
ism, and faux radicalism’. In other words, Booth {2007:
177-8) argues, poststructuralism provides no basis for
political action.

As might be imagined, and as Booth freely admits,
the dismissal of constructivism and poststructuralism
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as elements of Critical Security Studies is not shared
by all. These two theoretical positions represent, in
fact, the conceptual underpinning of most of what
might be drawn under the label, understood as the
broad church. But even among them the sign of the
shoe is defended against those hopping around om one
foot.

Constructing security

If we exclude the Copenhagen School and feminist
writings on security,?® and further if we watch those
committed to a eritical theory of security build a hard-
and-fast line between themselves and the rest of what
might be considered Critical Security Studies, what
are we left with? Keith Krause provided an answerina
review of the research programme of Critical Secur-
ity Studies in 1998, and it is the same answer to which
Booth came: constructivism and poststructuralism.
Indeed, as with Critical Security Studies, Kranse’s (1998)
review largely elides any difference between these two
positions—the church is still broad, and so you can fol-

low the sign of the shoe or take off your shoe and hop
around on one foot if you like.

In an attempt to impose some order on the stad-
ies that compose Critical Security Studies, without re-
sorting to the definitional strictures employed by both
Booth and the Copenhagen School, Krause organizes
arange of literature into abroad research programme.
The effect of this move is to provide a characteriza-
ton of Critical Security Studies, which, while still
inclusive, clearly privileges constructivism. He organ-
izes the scholarship of Critical Security Studies under
three headings: the construction of threats and re-
sponses; the construction of the objects of security;

* The exclusion of feminism in the production of the Cri-
tical Security Studies label is a truly fascinating issue, worthy
of complete treatment on its own. As we have seen, Ken
Booth effects this exclusion through arguing that feminism
is a broad church in its own right and that certain feminist
analyses of gender form an important element of Critical
Theory. Keith Krause {1998: 324 n.4) effects a similar exclu-
sion in his review of the scholarship of Critical Security
Studies: T have not treated the principal themes of ferninist
or gender scholarship on security as a separate category.
These are dealt with in detail by [others].” Lene Hansen
{z000) has reflected on this same exclusion in the case of the
Copenhagen School.
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possibilities for transforming the security dilemima.
Krause explicitly does not intend these headings to
capture the full range of critical security scholarship,
nor does he suggest that scholars will tend to treat
these issues separately. Nevertheless, the effect, par-
ticularly appearing at a time in which the Critical Se-
curity Studies label was being established, and coming
from one of the editors of the Critical Security Studies
volume, was to mark the character of Critical Security
Studies as concerned with “the social construction of
security’ (Eriksson 1999: 318).

There are two important features of Krause’s re-
view in the story of the creation of the Critical Se-
curity Studies label. The first is that it demonstrates
the impressive array of research that is being con-
ducted and published to which this label could be
attached, countering, as Krause (1998: 316) notes,
‘the oft-heard charge that critical scholarship is in-
evitably sloppy or unsystematic’. Second, he is able
to derive from thie review a characterization of Criti-
cal Security Studies that is far more specific than that
provided by Critical Security Studies, and is clearly
distinct from Booth’s critical security theory. Krause
suggests that there are six claims that tie Critical (Se-
curity) Studies together:

1. Principal actors (states and others) are social con-
structs. ' '

2. These actors are constituted through political
practices.

3. The structures of world politics are neither
unchanging nor determining because they too
are socially conseructed.

4. Knowledge of the social world is not objective, as
there is no divide between the social world and
knowledge of that world.

5, Natural-science methodology is not appropriate
for social science, which requires an interpretative
method.

6. The purpose of theory is notexplanation in terms
of generalizable causal claims, but contextual
understanding and practical knowledge.

A pair of books by Alexandra Gheciu illustrate
the approach Krause sets out and demonstrate the
sort of rigorous scholarship that is possible within
the research programme. In NATO in the New Europe
(2005b) Ghecin explores the socialization of former
Eastern Bloc states by NATO in the years after the end
of the Cold War. Sodialization is an important idea in

social construction, because it is the means by which
actors are constructed to become members of a par-
ticular social system or community. Gheciu providesa
detailed account of the way in which NATO socialized
the Czech Republic and Romania to become “Buro-
peans’ in a sense that allied with the liberal democratic
notions of what it meant to be European in the 1990s.
Furthermore, she shows how this socialization wasan
explicit security strategy, which she terms a Kantian
or ‘inside’ approach to security—the formation of the
state as a particular kind of state and thereby produc-
tive of security (Gheciu 2005b: 7-9). In Securing Civili-
zation (2008), Gheciu explores the “inside’ approach to
security further, by looking at the ways in which three
key European security institutions—the EU, NATO,
and the Organization for Security and Cooperation
in Europe (OSCE)—respond to the post-9/11 threat
of international tervorism. At the heart of these re-
sponses is the constitution of members as civilized/
secure and those outside as barbaric/threatening
{Gheciu 2008: 5).

The focus on the social construction of agents and
structures, together with a commitment to interpret-
ative method, contextual understanding, and practi-
cal knowledge, marks Krause’s account of Critical

_ Security Studies as largely rooted within the tradi-

tion of constructivism in International Relations, a
tradition Gheciu (2005b), for example, then explicitly
claims. Constructivism clearly shares homologies
with both post-Marxist Critical Theory and post-
structuralism, but it is not the same as either. Those
following the sign of the gourd are welcome, as are
those hopping around on one foot, but they may feel
that they are then expected to join in following the
sign of the shoe.

=28

i MM O M A wmm Bl wet b s v 1 e e




¥ which
of a par-
ovides a
peialized
e “Euro-
:nocratic
e 1990s,
N was an
Kantian
n of the
produc-
ng Civili-
roach to

three
| NATO,
:peration
!1 threat
hese re-
fwilized/
atening
:BI]tS and
terpret-
1 practi-
‘Critical
:le tradi-
Iiticms, a
xplicitly
! ologies
d post-
. Those

F, 48 are
I

ay feel
F:ng the
|

Everyone’s other: poststructuralism
and security

Ken Booth’s antipathy to poststructural approaches
to International Relations in general and security
studies in particular reflects a commeon, and com-
monly virulent, reaction. I addition to obscurantist,
relativist, and faux radical, approaches Iabelled post-
structural have been called prolix and self-indulgent
(Walt 1991), and accused of having no research pro-
gramme (Keohane 1988), For examples of the kind
of research that is actually conducted by scholars
labelled post-structural, see Think Point 7.2. The
virulence of the rejection of poststructural work re-
flects, I would suggest, its radical promise. It shares
with the rest of the work discussed in this chapter
a pair of key commitments: a rejection of positivist
epistemology and hence methodology, and commit-
ment to social critique. However, unlike any of the
other forms of critical scholarships I have thus far
discussed, it does not stop short of the radical im-
plications of these commitments. Indeed, a crucial
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commitment shared by poststructural scholarship
but not by other forms of critical theory is a rejection
of overarching grand narratives, and thus an accept-
ance that knowledge claims are always unstable and
contingent. As a fairly sympathetic critic has put it; ‘it
is for this reason that most social constructivists and
critical security studies writers are at such pains to
establish the difference between their work and that
of poststructuralists, Put simply, poststructuralists
deny the form of foundations for knowledge claims
that dominate the security studies debate. As can be
imagined, this has led to much hostility toward post-
structuralism . . .’ (8, Smith 2005: 49)

The work that is generally labelled poststructural—
and, as with the other labels we are discussing, is more
commonly applied by others than by a scholar to her
own work—draws on a series of intellectiial traditions
largely having their roots in French philosophy (as op-
posed to the German philosophy that animates the
Welsh School, for example), While the work draws on
an eclectic collection of writing, the most common
points of departure are the work of Jacques Derrida
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and Michel Foucaule.* The rejection of grand narra-
cives— such as those of ‘progress’ and “ernancipation’
that inform the Welsh school—together with the
varied and eclectic theoretical inspirations for post-
structural work, means that there are no simple sum-
cmaries or sets of bullet points that can be adduced, as
with the other approaches. Ultimately, to borrow an
expression, the only way in is through, and many of
the texts called poststructoral demand close and care-
ful reading.’ Therefore, rather than providing such a
summary, | will consider a number of important au-
thors and texts that are routinely cited, and thus form

an important part of the story of the production of -

the Critical Security Studies label—even though few,
if any, of these authors would slap the label on their
own work.

One of the first of these works is Bradley Klein's
1994 book Strategic Studies and World Order. In terms
of the history of Critical Security Studies, the impor-
tance of the text is that it took on one of the central
problems that motivate the later development of the

+ In his attack on poststructural TR, Booth suggests that
most of those in IR who work from Foucault use his work
on psychiatry, and then goes on 10 disrniss the IR work
through criticisms of this early work of Foucault. To my
knowledge, few working in poststructural security studies
draw extensively on Madness and Civilization, an eatly work
Foucault called “archaeology’, but rather on the later genea-
logical work, particutarly Discipline and Punish, The History
of Sexuality, and two incomplete elemnents of a larger pro-
gramme on politics and war, Society must be Defended and
‘GGovernmentality’. See, among others, Campbell (1998a),
Custerson {1998), Edkins (2003), Duffield {2007), Dillon and
Lobo-Guerrero (zoo8), and Graysen (z008).

s One of the concerns with much of the criticist directed
at postsyructural wosk in IR generally is that it is not always
founded on such a reading of the texts it purports to criti-
dze. As David Campbell (1o98a: 210) notes: “What is most in-
teresting about the conventional critics of “postmadernism”
is the unvarnished vehemence ¢hat adorns their attacks. Ac-
cnsed of "sel.f—righteousness” ,lambasted as “evil”, castigated
for being “bad 1R” and “mera-babble”, and considered con-
gepitally itratjonal, “postmodernists” are regarded as licde

becter than unwelcome asylum seckers from a distant war
zone. Of course, had the coitics reached their conclusions
via a considered reading of whatisnowa considerable litera-
ture in International Relatioas, one would repay the thought
wich a careful engagement of their own arguments. Sadly
there is not much thought to repay.

label: what are the political consequences of trad-

. itional security studies—that s, strategic studies. Klein

considered strategic studies as a discourse constitative
of the global state and military system it purports
to study. His approach to that discourse is informed
by Foucault’s work, which Foucault discusses as a
history of the present, or a genealogy. Genealogical
work seeks to reveal the historical trajectory that gave
meaning to particular disconrses and how they then
function in the prescnt. Famously, Foucanlt provided
such genealogies—lor example, of criminal punish-
cment and Western sexuality. Klein turns this form of
investigation on strategic studies, and in the process
makes a compelling case for one of the founding as-
sumptions of Critical Security Studies: that theories
about the world constitute that world, and thus that
theory, including security theory, has political effects.
What Klein shows is that strategic studies is produc-
tive of the very system that makes contemporary
global violence possible.

Simon Dalby’s first book, Creating the Second Cold
War (1990), similarly turns the poststructural gaze on
a central problem of conventional security studies: in
his case, the renewed Cold War confrontation under
the Reagan administration in the United States. Dalby
explores the intellectual underpinnings of US security
policy, or, as he puts it in his subtitle; the discourse of
politics. As a geographer, Dalby (1990) is particularly
concerned with the ways in which geopolitics serves
as a discourse underpinning the militarism of Rea-
gan’s international policy, and itis a concern with geo-
politics as discourse which has then animated much of

’the rest of his work. T 1998 he teamed with Geardid

O Tuathail to edit Rethinking Geopolitics, which sought
‘to radicalize conventional notions of geopolitics
through a series of studies of its proliferating, yet
often unacknowledged and under-theorized, opera-
tion in world politics past, present and furure’ (Dalby
and O Tuathail 1998: 2). More recently Dalby turned
his atiention to security studies more explicitly, and ex-
plored the effects of geopolitical discourse in relation
to attempts to securitize’ the environment, and the
environmental effects of this discourse when it largely
ignored the environment (Dalby 2002).

Perhaps the most widely cited of the scholars work-
ing within these wraditions is David Campbell, and for
good reason. As Steve Smith (2005: 50) noves, ‘David
Campbell has written some of the best empirical work
in poststructaralist security studies.” The first of these
works is Writing Security {1998a), in which Campbell
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explores the manner in which the United States has
been produced in and through discourses of danger.
He asks of US Foreign Policy some of the same ques-
tions, inspired by Foucault, that Klein used to think
about Strategic Studies. In the book, he shows how
Foreign Policy discourse is inseparable from what he
terms foreign policy (the capitalization is the key)—
that is, the production of an American self and a
{dangerous) other, or a (secure) domestic and a (threat-
ening) foreign. As with Klein's work, the contribution
to Critical Security Studies thinking is clear, In the case
of Campbell’s work, both what Critical Security Stud-
ics will call the referent object and the agenr of security
(the state in both instances) is shown to be produced
in its own practices,

The principal objection Ken Booth (2005a: 270}
raised to poststructuralism as part of a broad Criti-
cal Security Studies church was its supposed inability
to inspire a politics, and in particular its inability to
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vée

shape up” to the test of Pascism as a serious paoliti-
cal challenge’. This is, of course, a serious criticism
of any form of critical theory that sees itself in any
sense part of a politics of change, as it is difficalt
to imagine a politics more in need of change than
Fascism. It is also an argument repeatedly raised by
critics of poststructural scholarship, regardless of
how many times it is answered. In Campbell’s case,
his most extended answer came in his 1998 book
National Deconstruction: Violence, Identity, and Justice
in Bosnia (1998b}. The Yugoslav wars of the 1990s
posed exactly the sort of challenge alluded to by
Booth, as it appeared to mark the return to Europe
of the kind of violent Fascism to which all had said
never again’ in 1945. (For a number of responses to
Bosnia, see Think Point 7.3.) In a sophisticated and
compelling rext, Campbell engages directly with the
question Booth demands to be answered: “What is
to be done?’
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Campbell’s answer (1998b: 196) to the question
of politics demands to be read, and read closely, but
centres around fostering the ethos of democracy:
‘Democracy is not a substance, a fixed set of values, a
particular kind of community, or a strict institutional
form. .. what makes democracy democratic, and what
marks democracy as a singular political form, is a par-
ticular attitude or spirit, an ethos, that constantly has
to be fostered.” This is not an answer that many find
comfortable, because it provides no simple blueprint,
no single strategy. Fostering the ethos of democracy
does not mean that when you hold a competitive elec-
tion and anpint a ‘democratic’ government your work
is done, and so the politics that is demanded by Camp-
bell’s accounts of responsibility and democracy are
profoundly more difficult and challenging than those
found in most areas of security studies, even Critical
Security Studies. The difficulty has led, in fact, to a
concerted effort among a number of scholars working
in a poststructural tradition to consider issues of eth-
jcs and responsibility in relation to ‘the worst’. Much
of their work draws its philosophical inspiration, in
part, from the work of Emmanuel Levinas, as did
Campbell in developing his arguments about a politics
in response to Bosnia.

The idea of fostering an ethos is also central to the
notion of critique in much of the writing labelled post-
structural. Both Welsh School critical security theory
and constructivist Critical Security Studies provide
an answer to one of the questions I posed at the out-
set: what is meant by ‘critical’. For the Welsh School,
it involves revealing the interests behind knowledge
claims, with a goal of social change. Similarly for the
constructivists, it is reaching a contextual and pract-
cal understanding to know whom knowledge claims
serve. Both of these are relatively static conceptions
of critique: they can be done in a finite sense. just as
Campbell argues democracy is never reached, but
rather is an ethos ever to be fostered, so too is cri-
tique, Poststructural writing sees its critical purposes
as fostering an ethos of critique, always working to
destabilize “truths’, revealing their contingency and
the nature of their production. It is not a finite pro-
ject, however, but rather a process in which to be con-
stantly engaged. As with its politics, the poststructural
conception of critique is difficult for many to accept,
because again it is not easy. It does not allow for finite
claims and finished projects, and, as students of soci-
ety, we are trained to provide “findings’ and test them
in a settled fashion.

Neither Bradley Klein nor David Campbell—nor
indeed -a number of others often also included in
a poststructural security studies list, such as James
Der Derdan, R. B. J. Walker, Cynthia Weber, or even

Michae] Dillon-—applies the label ‘Critical Security-

Studies’ to his work. They are surely and avowedly en-
gaged in critical scholarship—that is the fosteting of
an ethos of critique—and much of their work is cen-
trally concerned with security. Michael Dillon (1996),
for example, has written an extended political philo-
sophy of security out of the tradition of French social
theory, and his more recent work explores Foucault’s
notions of biopolitics in relation to the post-9/11 se-
curity strategies of the United States and other west-
ern powers (Dillon 2006; Dillon and Lobo-Guerrero
2008; Dillon and Neal 2008}, Similarly, R. B. ]. Walker
is one of the leaders of a large research programme on
‘Liberty and Security’, in relation to the contemporary
practices of the war on terrorism,

While most of these scholars have not entered the
broad church of Critical Security Studies, their work
has inspired some within it to take off a shoe and jump
around on one foot. In doing so, some have hopped
right back outside again, wondering what applying
the label Critical Security Studies to their work adds
to the project in which they are engaged. Indeed,
the ethos of critique that work of this kind aims to
foster demands that we turn our critical gaze on the
very scholarly practices in which we are engaged. It
demands that we ask about the politics of our own
labelling, including the Critical Security Studies label,
one of whose stories [ am telling.
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2pproach a quarter of a century since the Tor-
oaference, what can we say of the state of the
=" Security Studies label, and the divisions into
= it has been broken? It certainly seems well es-
i’ cd within the global security studies commu-
with courses and even whole degrees offered,
el as finding mention in most collections on the
mepe of approaches to security, and even having a
wing number of books dedicated to its introduc-
& ‘see Fierke 2007; Peoples and Vaughan-Williams
20 . There have also been moves to transcend the

Wbt the first by healing the schisms which have riven
e Sroad church of Krause and Williams; the second
T -ecommending that we jettison not only Critical
Jecurity Studies, but security itself!

b 2006, a group of scholars attempted to recon-
scact the broad church of Critical Security Studies
21 had been central to the original Toronto desire.
These scholars met first in Paris, and gathered to-
gether students of security from across Europe who
stared a commitment to some form of critical schol-
arship about security, broadly conceived. Out of this
meeting was produced an article later published in
Security Dialogue as ‘Critical Approaches to Security
=1 Europe: A Networked Manifesto’, with the author
given as "The CASE Collective’. The goal of the col-
Iective was explicit in aiming to overcome precisely
the sorts of divisions 1 have outlined in this chapter:
‘the aim of working and writing as a collective, a net-
work of scholars who do not agree on everything yet
share a' common perspective, is based on a desire to
break with the competitive dynamic of individualist
research agendas and 1o establish a network that not
only facilitates dialogue but is also able to speak with a
collective voice’ (CASE Collective 2006: 444). Specifi-
cally, they sought to bridge the gaps they saw between
the ‘Copenhagen’, “Welslh', and ‘Paris’ schools (with
the latter a largely poststructural position centred
around Didier Bigo at Science Po in Pais).

The near impossibility of constructing a broad
church is clearly demeonstrated in the responses the
CASE Collective generated. In 2 series of rejoinders
published by the journal, Andreas Behnke, Mark
Salter, and Christine Sylvester took the Collective to
task for a series of exclusions they effected even in
their attempts to forge an inclusive network (Behnke
2007; Salter 2007; Sylvester 2007). Behnke and Salter
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take the Collective to task for its "Buropean’ focus,
asking both what is meant by "Europe’ (Behnke 2007:
106), and whar about the critical scholars who are
clearly not Buropean in any sense, but still involved in
the critical security project (Salter 2007: 114). Behnke
{2007: 108) also wonders about the exclusion of theor-
etical positions from this reformed church, as there
seems no room for his interest in Carl Schmitt, for
example. Sylvester makes a simnilar, and even more
damning critique, in asking where the feminists are
in this network—even a poststructural feminist secur-
ity scholar such as Lene Hansen, who actually works
in Copenhagen, but whose work is missing from this
broad network (Sylvester 2007). Salter and Miguel de
Larrinaga then went further to build on the critigue of
the narrow European focus of CASE in 'Cold CASE:
A Manifesto for Canadian Critical Security Studies’,
which appeared as the lead article in a special issue of
Critical Studies on Security exploring Canadian critical
approaches to security (Salter and de Lartinaga 2014:
1-19).

Despite the criticisms, the goal of the CASE collec-
tive is clearly to draw at least some of the fractious
followers of different signs togetherin a common crit-
ical security effort. A more recent intervention which
might reach a similar end through a very different
means was published in Critical Studies on Security in
2013. Anthony Burke notes that ‘Comapolitanism’ has
along history of thinking and practice in international
politics, Tylet it has rarely been applied to questions or
practice of security’ (Burke 2013: 13}. From this start-
ing point, Burke attempts to refound the ontological
and ethical framework within which we can think and
act security in cosmopolitan terms. Starting as it does
from an ethical rather than analytical assumption,
security cosmopolitanism holds out the possibility
of an ecumenical joining across some, though by no
means all, of the divisions 1 have sketched. Burke’s
proposed framework has proven controversial, gen-
erating significant criticism and debate. At one end,
Mary Kaldor commends the attempt to move beyond
‘hurnan security’ while recognizing the transnational
human subject (Kaldor 2013: 42-5). Significantly less
sympathetic are Neil Cooper and Mandy Turner, who
see Burke’s framework as a critical-sounding gloss to
puton the violence of liberal interventionism (Cooper
and Turner 2013: 35-41)!

The attempt to overcome divisions within critical
studies of security is certainly not the project under-
pinning Mark Neocleous' book, despite its title: Critigue

103



104

David Mutimer

of Security (2008). Neocleous comes to his critique not
from security studies, critical or otherwise, but from
the study of the state in general and then ‘police’ in
particular. Indeed, his question is “What if security is
little more than a semantic and semiotic black hole
allowing authority to inscribe itself deeply in human
experience?’ (Neocleous 2008: 4). The answer is sug-
gested by the very form of the question, and ina relent-
less and powerful text, Neocloeus shows how security
functions as ‘a political technology . . . through which
the state shapes our lives and imaginations’ (Neocleons
2008: 4-5). He begins by showing how security, not lib-
erty, is at the heart of liberalism, and so, contra Booth,
emancipation is not the flip side of security, but rather
it is oppression. From there he traces this technology
of government through the practices of the twentieth

Conclusion

This chapter has been unlike many in a textbook of
this kind. I have not provided clear and unproblematic
answers to questions such as "What is Critical Security
Studies?, "What is meant by “critical” and “security”?",
How do you “do” Critical Security Studies?” Rather, T
have tried to turn the ethos of critique that should ani-
mate a critical study of security on the very label I was
asked to discuss. Thave told a story of the short history
of the label and its politics, a story that attempts to
reveal how Critical Security Studies came to be what it
is, and what the effects are of that coming. Questions
of history and politics are the questions—though by
no means the only questions—that an ethos of cri-
tique leads us to ask, and the kind of story told here is
one of the ways—though, again, by no means the only
way—that they can be answered.

Since the conference in 1994 with which I began
this story, the issue of ‘security” has taken on a greatly
renewed significance. During the Cold War, the So-
viet-American rivalry and the ever-present possibil-
ity of nuclear war lent an urgency to questions of
security that seemed to have been lost with the fall of
the Berlin Wall. Such a decline in urgency was surely
to be welcomed, and led, indeed, to the possibility
of an idea like Critical Security Studies taking hold.
Many of the concerns that animated the conference
and the book had been articulated before the end
of the Cold War, but that historical context made it
impossible to follow them through. Critical Security

century, concluding with a sustained critique of the
role played by the “security Fuckers’ (Kelman, quoted
in Neocleous 2008: 1), the professionals who make
their living from security, including the academics who
lay claim to the Critical Security Studies label. His con-
clusion is that we must ‘eschew the logic of security
altogether’, something that ‘could never even begin to
be imagined by the security intellectual’ (Neocleous
2008: 185}, He calls on us to go far further than any
of the adherents of any of the signs I have discussed
to this point, to return the gift’ of security, and not
to seek to put anything in its place (which would sim-
ply be the far easier, and common, task of ‘rethinking’
security). The church can be as broad as it likes, but it
must still be dismantled, for as with any other institu-
tionalized religion, it holds only oppression.

Studies was a label ripe for reception at the moment
it was spoken. With the events of 9/11, security re-
gained its urgency. ;

In the context of a war on terrorism, wars in Iraq
and Syria against a self-styled “Islamic State’, annual
updates of ‘anti-terror’ legistation, the reorganiza-
tion of government to provide ‘homeland security’,
and the growing recognition that supposedly civilized
states are resorting to torture in the name of security,
security studies has never had it better (this thought
alone should give us pause, as it bolsters Neocleous’
case about the close connection of security studies to
such extravagant violence). What is the state of the
label Critical Security Studies in this present context?
It seems the broad church is edging toward institu-
tionalization, and the dangers that entails. There are
now courses taught in universities on Critical Secur-
ity Studies, and departments advertise for special-
ists under this label. As you know from reading this
chapter, textbooks include Critical Security Studies in
their lists of approaches. Journals have refocused their
scope, and even been created, in order to house critical
security work together. Perhaps because of this, the
followers of the sign of the gourd are still squabbling
with those following the sign of the shoe and par-
ticularly with those holding their shoes and hopping
around on one foot. The stakes in this contest over the
labe! are now higher: jobs are at stake, as are author-
ships of chapters.
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Critical Security Studies: A Schismatic History

Nevertheless, in an age in which security is so an ethos of critique. The question that remains, and
important, and some of the practces of security so  the one with which [ will end, is whether such an ethos
troubling to those committed to liberty and justice—  demands Critical Security Studies or, rather, the re-
to the ethos of democracy—security study demands ~ fusal of security altogether.

If you were to become a critical security scholar, which sign would you follow and why?

Why did Krause and Willlams zim to create a ‘broad church’ of Critical Security Studies? What are the advantages
and disadvanitages of such a conception! Who does it favour, and who does it marginalize?

What are the various understandings of the term ‘critical’ that are found in the literature on Critical Security
Studies? Which one do you find the most convincing?

Should the Critical Security Studies label apply to the Copenhagen Schaol!
Do you think that the ‘war on terrorism’ makes the claims of Critical Security Studies more or less convincing?

The Welsh Schoc! suggests that Critical Security Studies should be guided by Critical Theory, which is the theory
developed by the Frankfurt School. This suggestion makes intuitive sense; do you agree with it?

What is the difference between ‘constructivism’ and ‘poststructuralism’ in security studies? Does it make a
differencet

Do an ethos of critique and an ethos of democracy provide sufficient guidance for a progressive politics of security
in the contemperary world?

Shauld we 'return the gift’ of security, and if so what would that mean?

How does the renditicn of a ‘partial history of a label’ differ from other ways of presenting approaches to security
studies? VWhat difference does it make?

Constructing Security

Krause, Keith {1998), ‘Critical Theory and Security Studies: The Research Programme of *'Critical Security Studies™,
Cooperation and Conflict, 33 / 3: 298-L 333. In this article, Krause provides a useful overview of the broad church of
Critical Security Studies and the Iterature to which the label may be applied.

Krause, Keith and Williams, Michael C, {1997), Critical Security Studies: Concepts and Cases, Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press. This edited volume launched the lzbel ‘eritical security studies’ and continues to be a standard

reference.

There are a number of good texds that apply explicitly constructivist theory to important conternporary questions of
security: Alexandra Gheciu (20050}, NATO in the New Europe: The Politics of Sacialization after the Cold War, Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press {a constructivist account of NATO enlargement); Alexandra Gheciu (2008), Securing Cilization:
The EU, NATO, and the OSCE in the Post-2/1 | World, Oxford: Oxford University Press (the re-configuration of European
security to confront the ‘threat’ of terrorismy; Jennifer Milliken {2Q01) The Social Construction of the Korean War: Conflict
and its Possibilities, Manchester: Manchester University Press {(an account of the decision making around the Korean
conflict): Juita Weldes (1999b), Censtructing National interests: The United States and the Cuban Missile Crisis (an account
of the decision making around the Cuban Missile Crisis).
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The Copenhagen School

«  Balzacq, Thierry {ed) {2011}, Securitization Theory: How Security Problems Emerge and Dissalve, London: Routledge.
Balzacq is one of the leading scholars of securitization scholarship that has grown from the early Copenhagen Schaol
work, and this book provides a useful overview of both current theoretical thinking and its use as an analytic approach
to contemporary security problems.

»  Buzan, B, Weever, O, and de Wilde, J. (1998), Security: A New Framewark for Analysis, Boulder, CO: Lynine Rienner. This
wark is the most elaborate statement of the Copenhagen School approach, and clearly distinguishes it from CS5.

The Welsh School

+  Boath, Ken (2005a), Critical Security Studies and Werld Paiitics, Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner; and Booth, Ken (2007},
Theary of World Security, Cambridge: Cambridge Uni\,'rers'rt)r Press. These are the most explicit staterments of 2 Velsh
School of Critical Security Studies, with Booth's own contributions arguing for a speafic critical security theory, rather
than the broad church. :

«  WynJones, Richard {1999), Security, Strategy and Critical Theory, Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner: Wyn Jones's book is the
most philosophically elaborated statement of the Welsh School approach,

For one of the faw avowedly Welsh Schocl treatments of an issue in cortemparary security, see Colurnba Peoples (2010)
Justifying Bailistic Missie Defence: Technology, Security and Culture, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Poststructuralism and Security

+  Dalby, Simon (1990}, Creating the Second Cold War, New York: Guilford Press; and Klein, Bradley (1994), Strategic
Studies and World Order, Cambridge: Carmbridge University Press. These two books are among the first to draw on
poststructural philosophy to think about the areas of conventional security studies, and in particular the politics of
the study of security itself.

»  Campbell, David (! 9%8a), Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Folitics of Identity, rev. edn, Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press. Campbelis first book is a touchstene for virtually all peststructural security studies
literature. The epilogue tothe second edition provides a very useful account of the distinction between poststructural

IR and constructivism.

«  Campbell, David {19980}, Notional Deconstruction: Viclence, Identity, and Justice in Bosnia, Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press. In Nationa! Deconstruction Campbell responds te the standard eriticism of poststructuralism that it
cannot stand up to Fascism.

There are a number of books that use poststructural theery to consider questions of contemporary security: Simon
Dalby {2002), Environmental Security, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (looks at the refationship between the
environment and security and shows how thinking about geopolitics has shaped this discussion); Elizabeth Dauphinée -
(2008), The Ethics of Researching War: Leoking for Bosnia, Manchester: University of Manchester Press {considers the
place of the academic and West more generally in viclert conflict); Kyle Grayson (2008) Chasing Dragons: Security,
Identity, and filicit Drugs in Canoda, Torenta: University of Toranta Press {explores the relationship of drugs and security
in the making of Canadian identity); Benjarmin Muller {2010) Security, Risk and the Biometric State: Governing Borders and
Bodies, London: Routledge (examines the instantiation of security in 'virtual borders' through the institution of biometric

technologies).

+  http:/iwww.libertysecurity.org The Liberty & Security Project is a site at the focus of 2 wide-ranging project
looking at the intersaction of security and liberty in a world characterized by a global war on terror.
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Critical Security Studies: A Schismatic History

« http:/iwww.infopeace.orgfindex2.cfm The Information Technology, War and Peace Project is an online
portal for a project exploring the relaticns among information technology, cantemporary mediz, and global securtty.

» httpiiwww.criticalsecurity.ca The Canadian Critical Security Studies Netwark is a community of scholars
wha identify with the Critical Security Studies label.

i; = Visit the Online Resource Centre that accompanies this boeok for lots of interesting additional macerial:
www.oxfordtexthooks.co.ukforc/collinsde/
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