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Abstract  
 

Without inquiry into the social construction of security interests, traditional IR Theory 
predetermines security challenges into self-help foreign policy responses by default. 
Today’s most elaborate analytical framework for the social and discursive 
construction of security concerns, securitization theory, does not conceptualise a 
direct linkage between security articulations and foreign policy outcomes. Yet 
seemingly, some securitization scholars stigmatise this process as something 
unwanted. Arguing that securitization dramatises international politics, they see it 
complicating international cooperation. This paper seeks to challenge these views, 
arguing that the mere presence or identification of a security problematique itself does 
lend little reason for a self-help predetermination. It argues that security problems 
may, and that they in fact do lend themselves as well to isolationist as to 
internationalist responses. A central factor here is the deeper knowledge base held by 
national security policymakers. Their deeper understanding about (1) whom security 
problems affect also beyond the self, and (2) by whom these problems have been 
generated, not only pinpoint to the mere presence of a security challenge, they also 
organise states’ very own ‘subject-position’ in their international environment. The 
paper conceptualises this argument, drawing on the evolution of Swiss security policy 
doctrine since the 1960s to show how policymaker’s adoption of non-military threats 
reorganised the Swiss subject-position over time, facilitating the transition to 
international cooperation based on shared and ‘new’ security concerns.  
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Introduction  
 

The central claim of this paper is that the IR security studies literature does not 
sufficiently explore the security knowledge base in which foreign policy decision are 
being grounded: Rationalist IR theories for their side do not deem necessary to inquire 
deeply into the construction of security interests. Treating structures as agents, these 
theories uncritically ascribe causal powers to the international system. Prescribing 
security and survival as the superior interest of states, self-help is thus seen to be the 
sole viable strategy under anarchy (Waltz, 1979; Morgenthau, 1985) – 
notwithstanding the empirical data which puts this claim into doubt (Schroeder, 
1994). In contrast, constructivist and culturalist approaches privilege the roles of 
values of and identity as drivers for international politics (Adler and Barnett, 1998; 
Huntington, 1998; Wendt 1999). But in focusing on the self-understanding of social 
actors, these approaches generally downplay the role and construction of security 
problems. Socially constructed threats are not considered to be constitutive of identity 
and own, held values, but a mere reflection of it. So far, the only school looking more 
deeply into the social construction of threats is the so-called ‘Copenhagen School of 
security studies’.1 This school proposes securitization theory, the discursive framing 
of a security problem as a speech-act (Waever, 1995) as an analytical framework. 
Securitization theory represents the currently most elaborate analytical framework for 
the construction of security problems. Yet, its theorists focus on securitization as a 
prioritization device, a means to break with established rules of normal politics 
(Buzan et al., 1998: 23-26). Stigmatising such prioritization as something ‘unwanted’ 
(Waever, 1999: 335), they do not link it in a more specific ways to foreign policy 
outcomes (Jackson, 2006: 313).  
 This paper argues that a renewed and deeper focus on threat construction helps 
to further the analysis of its linkage to policy outcomes. From the perspective adopted 
here, security concerns or threats are not only understood as a specific problem 
addressing a specific referent object. Rather, they are seen as more complex socially 
crafted representations - or images - of the insecurity world and its workings (also see 
Hansen, 2006: 5-7). Indeed, it is also acknowledged in the more positivist security 
studies circles that security doctrines are no repositories of objectively given security 
problems, but codifications of policymakers’ understanding and knowledge of the 
world’s dangers and challenges. This specialised knowledge is considerably more 
important to international politics and significantly more complex in its constitution 
than dominant IR theorizing suggests, this paper argues.  

(1) Security knowledge in general is indeed crucial to policymaking because it 
makes foreign policy choices possible. In the reflexivist ontology, policymakers do 
act towards objects based on the meanings that these have for them (Wendt, 1992: 
396-397). In security politics, this means that policymakers must possess some 
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knowledge about the nature of the security challenges at hand. Without such 
knowledge, policymakers simply cannot take any policy decision (Schafer, 1988: 32-
34; Doty, 1993: 298; Hansen, 2006: xvi).2  

(2) Knowledge of the insecurity environment is more multifaceted than what 
especially securitization theory is effectively proposing. Whether security concerns 
lead to isolationism or internationalism does not depend on the mere recognition of an 
issue as a matter of security. Even if such ‘security talk’ might help to instil higher 
priorities into political agendas (Wolfers, 1952), and so potentially to allow for the 
breaking of ‘established rules of normal politics’ (Buzan et al., 1998: 23-26) - without 
further specification of the nature of security challenges e.g. their ‘reach’ and their 
‘agency’ we do not know anything about the effective nature of the identified 
problems at hand. As such, securitization/prioritization does not tell us anything about 
the subject-position into which threat discourses are placing states in relation to the 
international environment. This makes it very difficult if not impossible to conceive of 
threats as drivers for or against international cooperation, and seemingly, it explains 
why the few linkages of securitization to international policymaking vary so greatly in 
direction: Abrahamsen (2004) for instance argues that securitization allows for 
illiberal interventions abroad, drawing on the Copenhagen schools’ notion of norm-
breaking. Morozov sees de-securitization as ‘the process whereby interaction becomes 
centred on issues other than security, while security as such is actually enhanced by 
avoiding the language of security’ (2004: 318). As an extreme kind of politicization, 
securitization is here seen as an obstacle to international cooperation. Kelstrup (2006: 
110-111) but also Mutimer (1998, yet not using the term securitization) and especially 
Buzan (2006) argue that securitization justifies international leadership and 
international hierarchy, an unwanted outcome that seemingly privileges unilateralism 
over multilateral cooperation.      

This paper departs from this claim that the neglect of a deeper analysis of 
interest formation in the security domain leads much IR theory, rationalist and 
reflexivist approaches alike to somewhat ‘simplify’ the linkage between threat 
construction and foreign policy making. This linkage is more complicated than 
currently understood: In the constructivist tradition, security concerns are necessary to 
make self-understandings meaningful. They are not givens and they do not 
necessarily favour self-help responses. Yet, they are no ‘undirected’ prioritization 
devices for international politics either. Rather, the social construction of security 
problems has important ordering effects on states’ foreign and security policy. 

The paper then develops the argument that a renewed focus on threat 
construction and its linkage on policy outcomes are warranted. It argues that by 
specifying what kind of problem applies to whom and to whom else, and by what 
entity it is being generated, identified threats pinpoint the ‘subject-position’ of a state 
in its international environment. This is to say that security problems situate and relate 
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referent objects i.e. states in particular ways towards each other and/or towards the 
security problems themselves (Doty, 1993: 305-309; Weldes, 1996: 287). The 
construction of such subject-positions both empowers and constrains foreign policy 
making, providing the discursive material with which foreign policy justifications 
must be crafted: In a subject-position that stipulates non-involvement into the 
international security environment for example, international cooperation is difficult 
to justify as anything other than a charity contribution. In contrast, a subject-position 
representing an implicated stance lends itself more straightforwardly to outreaching, 
liberal internationalist arguments of security policy ‘feasibility’ or ‘efficiency’. 
Central to the foreign policy linkage is thus not whether a security concern has been 
identified as such, but as what kind of security concern: For interstate relations, less 
important is the presence or absence of ‘thematic threat types’ such as global 
warming, gang violence or military dangers, and more so the kind of subject-position 
into which their logic is placing states, organising their standing towards each other.  

The paper is organised into four sections. The first section makes the case for a 
deeper and ‘freer’ analysis of threat images. To do so it, briefly draws on 
poststructuralist discourse analysis. Poststructuralism has in some quarters been, 
sometimes justly but indeed often incorrectly decried as non-science (Walt, 1991: 
223; also see Hansen, 1997). Recent advances on its methodological bases attenuate 
many of these criticisms, if they are not rejecting some of them altogether (see esp. 
Hansen, 2006). More than ever however, poststructuralism provides some 
fundamental philosophical thoughts as to the construction of meaning, which is so 
very central to constructivist security studies. As such, poststructuralism is used here 
to open up analytical space for insecurity analysis. It serves to advocate for a deeper 
analysis of threat construction, suggesting that their establishment is probably as 
prominent a driver foreign and security policymaking as ‘held values’ (e.g. Adler and 
Barnett, 1998).  

The second section looks at the analytical ‘depth’ of policymakers’ knowledge 
about the international security environment, as it has been assessed by the security 
studies literature. Contra much of this literature, this depth is argued to go beyond 
two-dimensional discussions of ‘threat types’ and ‘referent objects’. The 
‘exclusiveness’ and ‘agency’ of threats are here developed as determinants by which 
socially identified threats are organising states’ international security environment. 
The section so broadens the security knowledge base upon which policy action is 
grounded, differentiating this base into ideal-typical subject-positions.  

The third section argues that although these ideal-typical positions coexist in 
contemporary security policy doctrines, there has been a re-weighting of them in the 
historical evolution of, at least, European politics. This point is empirically illustrated 
by the development of Swiss security doctrine since the 1960s, with selected cross-
references to other cases. Drawing on a differentiated understanding of causality for 
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theory and again on the Swiss case for empirical data, the fourth section then shows 
how subject-positions generate structuring effects on policy discourses, shaping the 
way in which specific securitizations affect the meaningful articulation of isolationist 
and internationalist foreign policy justifications.  
 
 
1. Threats as drivers for foreign policy making  
 

‘Reflexivist’ IR understands that actors act towards objects not based on some 
Archimedean objective rationality, but based on the socially constructed and accepted 
meanings that these have for them (Wendt, 2001). Intersubjectivity is the filter 
through which social actors attribute relevance and meaning to what they perceive as 
‘real world’ phenomena, material and/or immaterial ‘facts’. Simplified speaking, the 
focus on shared meanings as drivers for behaviour has opened up two wider directions 
for research in IR: On the one side, inquiries privilege the effects of collectively 
elaborated meanings. This path has been travelled very prominently by culturalist 
research programmes, often by operating highly sedimented, if not outright 
unchangeable notions of group characteristics such as ‘culture’ or ‘identity’ (Viorst, 
1997; Huntington, 1998; Kaplan, 2000). On the other side, constructivist IR has put 
some stronger focus on the construction of meaningful codes of conduct, between 
states and through interaction and learning (Wendt, 1992, 1995 and 1999). The two 
foci on social meaning have been particularly prominently woven together by the 
security community literature, which argues that interaction may lead to habit and 
trust, and that as such, peace may emerge between states (Deutsch et al, 1957; Adler, 
1997; Adler and Barnett, 1998).  

Poststructuralism provides some central thoughts to security analysis.3 It 
shares the constructivist tenets that, first, socially and discursively constructed 
understandings of the world guide the behaviour of actors, i.e. that the understandings 
are not inherent in ‘things’. Second, it also underlines the central role that language 
plays in these identification processes (Doty, 1993; Milliken, 1999). As an 
‘objectified’ repository of meaning and experience, it is the most elaborate and widely 
used tool with which meaning is attributed to objects, reconstituted and transmitted to 
following generations (Berger and Luckmann, 1966: 52). 

Contrary to the constructivist focus on the effects of values and identity or 
processes of inter-state learning, poststructuralism has yet a more philosophical - and 
necessarily a theoretically more complicated - approach to the establishment of a 
system of meaning or signification. Namely, poststructuralist security studies argues 
that threats themselves are effective constituents of state’s own identity (Campbell, 
1990 and 1992). This point derives from the discourse analytical understanding that 
the self is always mirrored in, and in the same time constituted by the ‘other’ (see esp. 
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Laclau, 1996: 37).4 The poststructuralist focus on ‘otherness’ does not yet open the 
analytical space for threat analysis this paper referred to. More important is this 
tradition’s understanding that ‘otherness’ is ‘politically negotiable’ (Laclau and 
Mouffe, 1985: 104-115), i.e. that it can be differently represented depending on who 
has the say. This invites hegemonising discourse-setting in a stratified playing field 
with both discourse-setters and discourse-takers (also see Milliken, 1999: 229-230). 
Powerful agents authoritatively construct discourses about others as being radically 
different from the self, defining their own identity in their opposition (Neumann, 
1999; Durrheim and Dixon, 2001).5 It is not difficult to detect innumerable such 
discourses circulating in contemporary Euro-Atlantic foreign politics: Rogue states, 
failed states, terrorists, fundamentalist cultures, despots, non-state actors, organised 
criminals are all antitheses to our ‘western self’, inversely defining our identity as 
law-abiding, responsible and rational democrats.  

Poststructuralism’s key contribution to security analysis is thus twofold: On 
the one hand, its focus on ‘otherness’ suggests that the impulse for policy action 
resides in the constitutive relationship between the other and the self. This means that 
threats or insecurities are central and indeed necessary to establish foreign policy 
discourses (Campbell, 1990 and 1992). It implies the point that unless threats have 
been identified and attributed to specific values, values do not propose any need for 
proactive policymaking by themselves.6 On the other hand, the relative ‘substantive 
emptiness’ of otherness suggests a wide liberty in the crafting of threat 
representations: Whether otherness refers to states, human nature, international 
anarchy or private actors is not substantively predetermined in the poststructuralist 
perspective, as long as these others establish radical oppositions to the self.  

As of today, these two tenets have been introduced into IR to different degrees 
by what we can simplify as ‘two waves’ of poststructuralist IR writing. The first, 
largely ‘American’ wave (Ashley, 1987; Campbell, 1990 and 1992) focused primarily 
on the constitutive dynamics of foreign politics, retaining rather strong state-
centeredness in othering.7 Arguing that the notion of sovereignty serves to provide 
constitutive inside/outside dynamics, Walker for instance claimed sovereignty to 
make a ‘spatial differentiation [...] between ethical community inside and contingent 
power outside’ (1993: 64). In this contrast, ‘second wave’ scholarly work (Neumann, 
1996 and 1999; Hansen, 2006) focused on more fine graded and methodologically 
clearer-grounded accounts of hegemonising discourses. Borrowing this literature’s 
points of the centrality of threats for policymakers on the one hand, and its substantive 
manipulability on the other hand, the next section now conceptually develops on 
subject-positioning and its causal impacts on foreign and security policy making.  
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2. Broadening the security knowledge base 
 
How do policymakers conceptualise security challenges when designing security 
policy responses - what do they know about it, and how does it structure policy 
outcomes? This section argues that in the wider security studies literature, knowledge 
about the security environment is apprehended in a ‘restricted’ analytical framework. 
Seemingly, this restriction can be traced back to the dominance of cold war strategic 
studies. Based on the claim that military force is the most destructive in the world 
(Morgenthau, 1985: 3-23; Walt, 1991: 212), security was then authoritatively defined 
as military threats to states (see Nye and Lynn-Jones, 1988). Although broader 
understandings had been articulated during that time8, the realist intellectual 
hegemony over the field had successfully marginalized or subordinated them.9 It is a 
general understanding in the security studies field today that the collapse of the Soviet 
Union severely challenged this hegemony (Kolodziej, 1992), opening the way for 
seemingly ‘new’ security norm entrepreneurship (Rothschild, 1995).10 As we know it 
today, with it came the spread of ‘new’ security interpretations such as environmental 
security, societal security or human security.11  

In recent years, this multiplication of security notions had led to a certain 
understanding that much like the notion of ‘national interest’ (Weldes, 1996: 275-
278), ‘security’ had become an essentially contested concept (Buzan, 1991: 16), a 
concept ‘so value-laden that no amount of argument or evidence could ever lead to 
agreement on a single version as the correct or standard use of it’ (Baldwin, 1997: 10). 
For the most, the qualification of ‘security’ as a matter of ontology has yet been a 
misleading characterisation of the debate. With the notable exception of the 
Copenhagen School, few actually looked into the social and discursive i.e. non-
positivist underpinnings of the various notions. Instead, divergent opinions focused 
fairly straightforwardly on differing, often strictly exclusive and largely normative 
fixations of what they saw as appropriate threat types and so-called referent objects, 
the objects of threats. For example, proponents of societal security connect migratory 
pressure from the Global South to European societal identity (Weiner, 1992; Buzan et 
al., 1993), advocates of energy security link electrical power to states’ economic well-
being (Dannreuther, 2003), and ‘narrow’ human security scholars connect physical 
violence to individuals (Liotta, 2002).  

With the focus on seemingly isolatable and exclusive combinations of threat 
types and referent objects, many contributions to the security debate operate different 
security notions as what can be seen as distinguishable security themes or security 
stories. Maybe not surprisingly, this approach echoes the ideal-typical 
compartmentalisation of the security universe into military, political, economic, 
societal and environmental affairs by the influential Copenhagen School (Buzan, 
1991: 19-20; Buzan et al., 1998: 7).12 Even if we can guess it to not have been in the 
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intention of these scholars, this differentiation appears to have directed much 
scholarly attention towards the possible and probable combinations of the various 
security segments. Can economic problems challenge military might and state 
sovereignty (Moran, 1996; Rowe, 1999)? Does environmental degradation lead to 
armed violence, undermining states and societies (Homer-Dixon, 1994)? Or inversely, 
can military deployments mitigate syndromes of environmental change (Deudney, 
1990; Foster, 2001)?  

With such foci, and despite the alleged paradigm change of the 1990s, the 
security knowledge base remains analytically captured by the two categories of threat 
types and referent objects. This understanding has been confirmed to various degrees 
by different reviews of the field (Krause and Williams, 1996; Smith, 1999; also see 
CASE Collective, 2006: 452-453). The qualification of the security literature as a 
‘two-dimensional’ debate is not to challenge the idea that a consequent focus on treat 
types and referent objects, or attention to the possible connections between ideal-
typical security segments may not constitute analytically rewarding strategies for the 
purpose of specific and contextualised policy problems (Goetschel, 2005). Such 
restricted analytical foci do however not provide sufficient conceptual depth to allow 
for an apprehension of how threats organise the position of states (or securitizing 
actors) in the international environment. This makes it difficult if not impossible to 
connect security concerns to policy outcomes with the current analytical tools.  
 
Predication categories  
 

In order to make this connection, it is important to explore security policymakers’ 
deeper knowledge base, and to consider broader conceptual categories that serve to 
‘predicate’ threat discourses in ways that make sense of how (not only whether) 
threats affect the self. This is to say that predication categories are required that 
attribute specific qualities and properties to different threat notions, that do so in ways 
to situate and relate objects of insecurities i.e. states in particular ways towards others 
and/or towards dangers. Knowledge of such subject-positioning (Doty, 1993: 305-
309; Weldes, 1996: 287) has not only important effects on how linkages between 
otherness/threats and selves/the own state can be established, but even more so on 
what can be meaningfully said and done by policymakers in reaction.  

This paper proposes two categories that collaborate in such threat predication 
and subject-positioning beyond the dominant ‘threat type – referent object’ tandem: 
(1) A differentiated understanding of the notion of referent objects that determines the 
number of states other than the self that is affected by a security problem, hence its 
‘exclusiveness’. (2) The threat agent that has been identified as driving the problem in 
question. Threat agency has an impact on the responsibilities for dangers, and as such 
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hampers or facilitates inter-state cooperation. Both of these two categories are here 
understood to be the results of socially mediated assessments. 

(1) Referent objects have been defined in the literature as ‘those entities that 
are made to be secure’ (Buzan, 1991: 16). According to the Copenhagen School, 
‘referent objects are identified by securitizing actors’ (Buzan et al., 1998: 5). As 
securitizing agents, officials may for instance identify the national control of major 
seaports as a matter of security, as it has recently been the case in the US. Yet, the 
roles of referent objects and securitizing actors as objects and subjects of discourse are 
not necessarily exclusive. As securitizing agents, officials may securitize their state as 
a referent object. But in the same vein, they could as well securitize referent objects 
that are securitizing actors of their own right, be it national minorities or different 
social strata. This is recurrently the case. The United Nations Development Program 
(1994) for instance, an intergovernmental body, powerfully established the safety of 
individuals as a key concern of the international state system.  

The implications of this point have not been sufficiently stressed by the 
literature. When framing threats as not only applying to the own state but also to other 
states, discourse setters attribute a non-exclusive characteristic to a threat. Even if 
those other states have not consented to such an understanding - its attribution to other 
states pluralises the referent base in the perspective of the securitizing agent’s polity. 
As a result, ‘universal security concerns’ can be rather easily constructed. Yet 
frequently, pluralisations also proceed via inverse processes. By citing terrorist attacks 
in Egypt and Japan, a 1998 Swiss security doctrine for instance concluded that 
terrorism was now also facing Switzerland (Studienkommission, 1998: 3-4 and 9). In 
so doing, the doctrine imported a threat that at that time was manifestly posed to other 
states and societies, adjudicating non-exclusive effects to the threat of terrorism via 
‘inverse’ pluralisation.13 Pluralisations are indeed commonplace in national security 
doctrines, although they occur more widespread in the post-cold war era and with 
non-military threats, the subsequent empirical section shows. In this period, most 
‘new threats’ such as organized crime, human trafficking or environmental 
degradation are being presented not only as regional, but often as outright universal 
problems. As this paper will argue shortly, this differentiated understanding of the 
referent objects category is important to the empowerment of different policy 
discourses because it identifies the possible solitary or collective nature of a threat. 

(2) As the second predication category, threat agency refers to the actors 
identified as bearing responsibility for the generation of a security challenge. Not 
surprisingly, and probably at the notable exception of the somewhat more sociological 
risk society work of Beck (1992), the dominant view in IR theorizing is that these 
actors are states. This is the case in neo-realism (Waltz, 1979; Mearsheimer, 1990), 
alliance theory (Altfeld, 1984; Walt, 1995), social constructivist accounts of 
international politics (Adler and Barnett, 1998; Wendt, 1999) and even in some 
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poststructuralist works (Walker, 1993). According to the theoretical contributions of 
poststructuralist philosophy discussed above, such an exclusive focus on states is 
possible but not obligatory. Effectively, another look into actual contemporary 
security doctrines suggests that non-state agency does play an increasingly important 
role in many ‘new threats’ discourses of the post-cold era – not by virtue of a shift of 
attention to new referent objects i.e. human security, but by virtue of a re-qualification 
of individuals as actors-of-insecurity: Financial instability for instance is discursively 
tied to private speculators; organized crime is associated with the mafia; terrorism 
stands for religious cells and networks; and political instability in Africa is sometimes 
linked to the presence of private military companies.  

Predication of threats with threat agency singles out those actors responsible 
for the creation of a problem, and as such it matters to subject-positioning. For 
instance, the dislocation of threat agency from states to non-state actors silences 
states’ responsibilities in international insecurity. This facilitates inter-state 
cooperation: Although environmental engineers point to states’ responsibilities in 
producing and reducing pollution for instance, state security doctrines usually do not. 
In a similar vein, the following empirical case study suggests, the dislocation of threat 
agency from states (Morgenthau, 1985; on this specific kind of predication also see 
Wendt, 1992: 395 and 409) ‘upwards’ towards structural determinism (also a non-
state actor in the structuralist perspective) also helps to remove responsibility. When 
the cause for insecurity is being ascribed to structure and not state intentions, 
cooperative solutions i.e. confidence-building measures are seemingly easier to 
construct.14 Both ‘upward’ and ‘downward’ dislocations of threat agency thus 
empower internationalist policy discourses by removing one of its key obstacles, but 
they do so in different ways. While the ‘upward’ dislocation to international structure 
empowers state discourses of ‘limited responsibility’ (“we’re all states inadvertently 
caught up in this anarchical system”) and thus trust-building projects, the ‘downward’ 
dislocation to non-state actors literally negates the very existence of the state-centric 
security dilemma (also see Frederking, 1998, and Knudsen, 2001: 360). In either case, 
discourses for inter-state cooperation are facilitated because states are no longer 
identified as the primary cause of insecurity.15  
 
Ideal-typical subject-positions  
 

The construction of different threats along these broader predication categories serves 
to differently position the self/state both in relation to ulterior targets/other states and 
the security challenges themselves. Simplified, this subject-positioning can be 
summarised as ideal-types (see table 1).  

Among these ideal-types, the upper column depicts ‘private’ problems that 
situate a state or nation into solitary positions. The lower column ideal-types pinpoint 
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‘public bads’, security concerns that are construed as applying to the self and a wider 
collective. The rows differentiate the subject-positioning according to agency, the left-
side row highlighting ‘traditional’, state-sponsored security challenges, and the right-
side row showing ‘novel’, non-state driven challenges.  
 
Table 1: Ideal-typical subject-positions 

 State-sponsored (‘traditional’) Non-state sponsored (‘novel) 

Self-specific 
(‘exclusive’) 

A state-sponsored threat affecting the own 
polity only. Example: Serbia’s fear of a 
secession of Croat-dominated territories 
(the Krajina) from Serbia.  

A non-state sponsored threat affecting the 
own polity only. Example: Sri Lankan 
government fear from rebel attacks on 
government institutions.   

Collective 
('non-
exclusive’) 

A state-sponsored threat affecting the own 
polity but also equally so others. Example: 
Nazi military invasion of Poland in 
September 1939.  

A non-state sponsored threat affecting the 
own polity but also equally so others. 
Example: Western concerns about human 
trafficking, Al-Qaeda terrorism, global 
warming or international organised crime. 

 
 

 Conceived as subject-positions, threats and security notions must thus not 
necessarily be differentiated as security themes or security stories in which one 
security type encounters one referent object. It is clear that challenges such as soil 
erosion and global warming are indeed not the same things as small arms proliferation 
and drug trafficking – but from the perspective of their ‘non-exclusiveness’ and their 
underlying non-state agency, these so-called ‘new threats’ tend to be framed in ways 
that establish highly similar subject-positions. In this perspective, the seemingly 
highly heterogeneous ‘novel’ security challenges are really not so radically different 
from each other at all.  
 
 
3. Shifting subject-positioning in Swiss security politics  
 
Ideal-types are of course purely analytical constructs. In reality, ideal-typical subject-
positions are often intermingled in contemporary security doctrines. The current 
British security doctrine (United Kingdom Ministry of Defence, 2001) for example 
invokes state-centric sponsored challenges - Iran and North Korea - just next to non-
state-sponsored problems such as cyber-terrorism and drug trafficking. Many other 
contemporary western doctrines proceed very similarly (Canadian Government, 2006; 
Deutsches Bundesministerium für Verteidigung, 2006; Österreichische 
Bundesregierung, 2001). Yet even if current views are intermingled, this does not 
preclude a history of re-weighting of ideal-types. In Europe, too instructive are the 
differences between the self- and state-centred German, French, British and Russian 
security doctrines of the early 20th century (see Snyder, 2003) and the strongly 
‘collective new threat’-based European Security Strategy (European Union High 
Commissioner, 2003) roughly one century later.  
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The processes of re-weighting between ideal-typical subject-positions can be 
illustrated in telling detail at the hands of the Swiss case (see subsequent illustration 
1), whose security stance evolved across nine doctrinal revisions since the Conception 
of Military Homeland Defence of 1966.16 Switzerland is an interesting case study, not 
only has it a researchable ‘size’, but even more so because it is characterised by a 
remarkable change of course from its renowned isolationism and towards increasingly 
consistent internationalism. In its very short threat assessment, the 1966 document 
identified open armed conflict between the two blocks as the primary challenge, while 
secondary dangers of subversion and psychological warfare were rather clearly 
attributed to agitation by foreign states. This view has been re-instantiated both by the 
1973 Conception of Comprehensive Defence and the 1975 Mission Statement on 
Military Homeland Defence. Indeed, the latter Mission Statement actually reinforced 
the state-centric logic. Securitizing electronic warfare and long-range air power as 
‘novel dangers’ capable of striking ‘anywhere, anytime’, this document argued that 
either new danger was only expected to be used by foreign states and in the cases of 
interstate war.  

While these doctrines consolidated on the state-centric environment, the 1979 
Intermediary Report on Security Politics stands as a - probably unintended – 
cornerstone for subject-repositioning. Elaborating extensively on a distinction 
between ‘core security politics’ and ‘peripheral comprehensive defence’, the report 
establishes comprehensive defence as ‘a holistic approach to defence concerned with 
so-called wider challenges to the population including food and health safety’, a 
policy which ‘must not be confused with security politics, which is about the 
mitigation and prevention of threats posed to the country’ (Schweizerischer 
Bundesrat, 1979: 4, emphases added). Although the report continued to reinstate the 
traditional, state-centric security dilemma, it had thus recognized certain non-military 
vulnerabilities as security concerns, and the population as a non-state referent object 
of the second order.  

By the 1990 Report on Swiss Security Policy the Swiss insecurity universe had 
become again more complex and ambiguous. On the one hand, security politics was 
argued to be ‘the kind of politics concerned with power politics’, hence aimed at the 
prevention of interstate war against the country. This focus encompassed a fear from a 
‘renationalisation’ of security policymaking in Europe, the disintegration of NATO 
and the reinstitution of the security dilemma among individual European nations in 
particular. It also included an explicit concern with Japanese militarisation. On the 
other hand, the report noted somewhat mystically that ‘violence’ had been ‘spreading 
in indirect and concealed ways, penetrating into civil society and official institutions’ 
(Schweizerischer Bundesrat, 1990: 19). Effectively, the report dealt more intensively 
with a rather broad set of what it saw as global new threats such as HIV/AIDS, drug-
related organised crime, energy shortages, declining birth rates, overuse of 
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environmental resources, natural disasters and food dependency than its purported 
primary concern, the ‘real threats’ of armed interstate conflict. Indeed, it even 
earmarked units of the conscript army, civil protection and civilian services against 
these novel ‘existential problems’, despite their formal exclusion from official 
security policy. At least since 1990 if not earlier therefore there was an unbalanced 
coexistence of traditional, state-centric and ‘new’, universal and non-state actor 
sponsored security challenges, but a coexistence nonetheless.  
 

Illustration 1: Shifting subject-positions in Swiss doctrine (1966-today) 
 Primary concern  Secondary concern Remarks 
1966 
1973 

Conventional war  Psychological warfare and 
subversion by foreign states  

Certainty about threat 
knowledge’s validity 

1975 Conventional war, reinforced by 
electronic warfare and strategic 
airwar  

Psychological warfare and 
subversion by foreign states  

Reinforcement of state-centric 
concerns  

1979 Real threats i.e. conventional war Wider security challenges such as 
public health, food security  

Broadening of threat notion but 
very strong hierarchisation 

1990 Real threats of conventional war, 
disintegration of NATO and 
Japanese militarisation  

Violence: HIV/AIDS, organised 
crime, energy shortages, low birth 
rates, resource overuse, natural 
disasters and food dependency 

Continued but increasingly 
inconsistent hierarchy, 
proliferation of various security 
concerns  

1993 Nationalist policymaking, 
disintegration of NATO, Russia 

Migration, international organised 
crime, nationalism, 
underdevelopment, money 
laundering, drug trafficking, 
overpopulation, resource overuse, 
weapons proliferation, terrorism, 
social inequalities 

Backlash of state-centric 
conceptions despite additional 
universal, sustainable and non-
state actor sponsored threats  

1998 International organised crime, 
trafficking in drugs, weapons and 
human beings, cyber criminality, 
migration, money laundering, 
prostitution, urban gang warfare, 
natural disasters 

Distant conventional wars as 
creating primary security 
concerns  

Inversion of hierarchy: 
Subordination of war, 
qualitative re-evaluation of 
universal, sustainable and non-
state actor sponsored threats  

2000 
-and- 
2001 

All violence of strategic extent: 
Financial speculation, water 
shortage, soil erosion, climate 
change, pollution, toxic waste, low 
birth rates, social tensions, 
xenophobia, racism, international 
organised crime, money laundering, 
trafficking, weapons proliferation 

Distant conventional wars as 
creating primary security 
concerns  

Consolidation of inversed 
hierarchy  

 

In this regard, the 1993 Report on Switzerland’s Foreign Policy in the 1990s is 
a certain backlash of traditional threat conceptions, underlining the competition 
between ideal-typical security views. In the midst of the Balkan crisis, ‘rampant 
nationalism’ was feared as a facilitating factor for the renationalisation of security 
politics, the disintegration of European peace and interstate conflict. While Japan’s 
alleged forced militarization was no longer an issue in the 1993 report, security 
policymakers now pointed to Russia as an instable and highly armed, thus probably 
belligerent problem region. Somewhat en passant, the report yet also further expanded 
the list of ‘global’ threats to now include migration, international organised crime, 
nationalism, underdevelopment, money laundering, drug trafficking, overpopulation, 
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resource overuse, weapons proliferation, terrorism and raising social inequalities, but 
interestingly to no longer include HIV/AIDS.  

The ideal-typical competition ended clearly by 1998 when Switzerland’s last 
historic doctrine, the Report of the Study Commission for Strategic Affairs was 
published. Although drafted by an independent commission composed of elected 
politicians, civil society representatives and government officials and thus semi-
governmental in character, the so-called Brunner Report had significant impact both 
on public opinion and on the current official doctrine. The report’s central threat 
assessment indicates a presence of ‘increasingly more complex security challenges’ in 
the post-cold war period. In this strong focus on global and complex insecurities, the 
report now argued that no danger of conventional war had applied to Switzerland 
since the late 1980s. Indeed, the report consistently silenced all state agency in the 
creation of the manifold contemporary security challenges either by a co-option of 
previously state-sponsored problems into novel logics or by reinforcing the latter 
through an expansion of new threat issues.  

Co-option moves followed two patterns, upward and downward displacement 
of threat agency. First, systemic explanations of power politics were now privileged 
over previously state-centric, Hobbesian explanations of the security dilemma. The 
shift from a classical realist to a neo-realist reading of international politics de-
emphasised the responsibilities of states in the creation of the security dilemma, 
legitimising transparency and confidence-building as a common and cooperative 
endeavour.17 Secondly, the renationalisation of security politics was now tied to 
partisan radicalism at the sub-state level, and no longer to state actors. Thirdly, 
terrorist attacks such as those perpetrated in Egypt and Japan were now treated as 
non-state actor sponsored dangers. This presentation stands in contrast to terrorism’s 
earlier attribution to state agency, the USSR and the Iranian governments respectively. 
Finally yet importantly, threats of armed conflict in Africa were no longer associated 
with a potential for global escalation/interstate war. Instead, they were now deemed 
problematic because of the various negative global spillovers that they were seen 
creating. In the Brunner Report these spillovers included illegal immigration or global 
terrorism, both universal and sustainable (African conflict was deemed endemic) new 
threats of their own kind that were all seen relying on non-state agency. Quantitative 
additions of new threats ran parallel to the appropriation of old logics to new 
consequences: At the time of publication the report included international organised 
crime, trafficking in drugs, weapons and human beings, cyber criminality, migration, 
money laundering, prostitution, urban gang warfare and natural disasters had been 
identified as primary security challenges. In this very process, the adverse effects of 
some of these problems were also re-evaluated at higher levels (1998: 8).   

How does the Swiss threat assessment look today? The current doctrine, the 
1999 Report on Switzerland’s security policy: Security through cooperation portrays 
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defines its object as anything producing ‘violence of strategic extent’. With this 
approach the report reverses its conceptual outlook. Power politics and war are no 
longer the ordering principles of security doctrine but mere reflections of ‘violence’. 
‘Violence’ itself was (not defined but) argued to be ‘an increasingly transnational and 
potent’ thus universal and sustainable phenomenon: The fluidity of international 
financial markets for example has ‘a global reach’ and ‘is capable of destabilizing 
entire regions’, just as are environmental catastrophes, water shortage, soil erosion, 
climate change, pollution and toxic waste (1999: 18, 19 and 25 respectively). Low 
European birth rates are conceptually tied to violence as well - the migratory influx 
required to balance them off is feared to ghettoise the continent and to spur social 
tensions, xenophobia, racism at the communal level in the process, isolationism at the 
national level.  

The most virulent and transnational security problem however is international 
organised crime. With its global reach, it is associated to a host of unwanted criminal 
activities such as money laundering, trafficking or blackmailing, and its very 
dangerousness is reinforced by means of weapon proliferations. Interestingly enough, 
the detailed linkage that is being drawn between criminal networks and the 
availability of strategic, even nuclear, chemical and biological weaponry is not 
presented as the responsibility of weapons exporting countries and governments, but 
as the result of non-state actors’ criminal intentions. Conventional dangers of armed 
conflict are only introduced insofar as they produce new, non-military and non-
governmental threats. Interstate wars and civil conflicts in Africa for instance disturb 
global trade relations, displacing the civilian population. When fleeing to Switzerland, 
some refugees are understood to provide logistical, financial and political support to 
their warring factions back home, resorting to criminal activities for these purposes. 
 At the time of writing, Swiss policymakers’ understanding of the insecurity 
environment lies firmly in the quarters of non-exclusive and non-state sponsored 
challenges. The 2000 foreign policy doctrine, Presence and Cooperation: Safeguard 
of Interests in an Increasingly Interdependent World establishes this view very 
straightforwardly. ‘Globalization does not only characterise economic and cultural 
activities. States’ security problems are becoming increasingly global as well: 
Terrorism, organised crime and criminal sabotage of critical infrastructure, the 
production of, and the trade in narcotics are dangers that increasingly discomfort the 
international community. Also of concern are the financial gains that spring from such 
activities, as they enable corruption and fraud by criminal groups’ (2000: 277). The 
globalising insecurity environment produces what the doctrine calls modern security 
challenges, transnational challenges beyond state agency.  

This short historical analysis identified a re-weighting of subject-positions. In 
so doing, it underlined the complexities of this process: In the early 1970s, novel 
security challenges had been subordinated to the traditional military and state-centric 
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position. Since the early 1990s, there was a clear coexistence between the two wider 
logics. In the mid 1990s, the novel subject-position expanded in importance first 
through quantitative additions of threats, and later by a higher re-evaluation of their 
adverse effects. But this expansion was not uncontested: The transitory securitization 
of Japan and Russia as threats suggests that there were recurrent attempts to re-
instantiate more traditional views. Only in 1998, universal and non-state actors 
sponsored security challenges had fully consumed the traditional position. This 
consumption was not the result of a complete elimination of previous positions 
(although the history of Balkan wars in particular was retroactively erased from 
memory), but largely the consequence of a series of subordination moves. While 
novel threat positions had been elaborated, they thus still had to refer back to older 
ones in order to be recognized as meaningful articulations. This resonates with the 
sociology of knowledge’s thesis that knowledge is conservative (Berger and 
Luckmann, 1966: 140), hence slow to change.  
 
 
4. How subject-positioning meets foreign policy making  
 
There may be a range of reasons for changes in subject-positioning: As agents of their 
own right, some i.e. social and articulate threat actors have a certain ability to shape 
their perception by others (e.g. Gorbachev’s Common European House discourse); 
domestic politicians may be dependent on discourse innovation to legitimise public 
spending (e.g. the military-industrial complex’s demand for new challenges); the 
global media’s transfer of distant events into European living rooms creates a sense of 
universal concern (e.g. pictures of starving children in Darfur); or technical 
improvements may help identify physical causes of certain dangers with increased 
scientific validity (e.g. ice core data establishes human responsibility in IPCC reports 
on global warming). Yet questions as to why representations change are not the 
primary focus of this paper.   

Central to this paper are the processes by which policymakers’ background 
knowledge organises the subject-position of states, so empowering isolationist and/or 
internationalist security policy discourses. (Shifting) Subject-positions have an 
important impact on these discourses. It is true that collective security concerns do not 
necessarily translate into internationalised strategies - collective action problems may 
impede such outcomes (Lepgold, 1998), or policymakers might have institutional or 
ideological reasons to retain ritualised self-help strategies. But within a polity, a 
pluralisation of the referent base and the dislocation of threat responsibility away from 
a possible cooperation partner are required to formulate consequently internationalist 
policy justifications discourses.  
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Effectively, the linkage between the wider security knowledge base and 
foreign policy outcomes is difficult to trace in a consequentialist manner, as it falls 
squarely into the structure-agency problem. In a nutshell, this is to say that knowledge 
(structure) about the security environment is recursively implicated with 
policymaking (agency) (Giddens, 1979 and 1986): Knowledge does influence what 
can be meaningfully said by policymakers, but it is agents who re-instantiate 
knowledge when so doing. This ‘constitutive relationship’ between structure and 
agency requires a more differentiated understanding of causality than what the social 
sciences often profess (Wendt, 1998; Kurki, 2006): Structures cannot be treated as 
independent variables because they have no capacity to incite effects, and so can a 
‘collective concern’ subject-position not impose internationalised strategies onto 
policymakers. Yet structures do cast constraining and generating effects on agents 
(Wendt, 1987; Dessler, 1989; Bieler and Morton, 2001).  

In order to conceive of this seemingly paradox linkage that structures are no 
independent variables but that they do affect outcomes in some ways, it appears more 
useful to refer to Aristotle’ doctrine of the Four Causes as it is increasingly widely 
discussed in the philosophy of science literature (Lewis, 2002: 18). This doctrine is 
frequently illustrated by Aristotle’s history of a sculptor working on a statue (Todd, 
1976: 319). In this illustration, the sculptor’s action of sculpting is considered to be 
the efficient cause (what incites a result); the very shape of the statue is the formal 
cause (what the statue is to be); the final cause (what the result is for) is the purpose 
for which the statue is intended, and the marble block out if which the statue is 
sculpted is the material cause (what the result is to be made of).  

In this expanded notion of causality, ‘structural threat knowledge’ cannot be 
ascribed efficient causality: Structures have no causal primacy since they do not incite 
effects. Following the poststructuralist emphasis on the substantive liberties of how 
otherness is construed, there is no formal cause either: The need for otherness does 
not predetermine the content of threat representations into state or non-state centric 
forms. It is also only in the poststructuralist perspective that such threat knowledge 
casts final effects over policy outcomes: Creating the limits of signification, the 
intrinsic aim of security politics would be to constitute the self, there.  

Most important for the argument developed here, as inherited and pre-
constituted constraints, this paper argues that the broadened security knowledge base 
casts material effects over policy outcomes (Lewis, 2000: 257). Different subject-
positions provide the kind of material with which policymakers must deal when 
constructing their argumentations and when taking their decisions. In this view, the 
subject-positions are images of the ‘insecurity world’ that constitute a particular 
‘reality’, a reality that must be accepted by policymakers in order for their statements 
to make sense. Certain practices are thus being made possible, since they seem 
reasonable in the world instantiated by such policymakers (Doty, 1993: 308). 
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Knowledge structures can thus be linked to foreign policymaking in important causal 
terms, even though this linkage itself is hardly automatic or consequentialist, so 
rejecting the ‘Humean’ (Kurki, 2006) independent variable – dependent variable 
orthodoxy of the field as a not always appropriate, indeed as a sometimes too 
simplistic device.   
 
The material effect of subject-positioning: Evidence from the Swiss case   
 

The detailed workings of this material linkage between subject-positioning and 
foreign policy making can again be nicely illustrated in the Swiss case (see illustration 
2). The differentiation of cold war and post-cold war security policymaking shows 
how subject-positions structured isolationist and internationalist discourses in either 
time period.18  

During the cold war, and while other European nations allied against each 
other as NATO or as Warsaw Pact, Swiss policymakers (re-)constructed a notion of 
neutrality and implemented an essentially isolationist security strategy. Across the 
cold war foreign and security policy doctrines, neutrality was not only presented as a 
means to literally withdraw from the global block tensions, but also increasingly more 
‘ideologically’ so (Thürer, 1995). Both taking a and believing in a non-implicated 
stance, Swiss foreign and security policy saw the threat environment transformed in a 
way that would make power politics affect other countries but not itself (Winkler, 
1995: 29). To ensure this transformation, significant investments were made primarily 
into national armament with a view to preventing any military violation of Swiss 
neutrality, and even nuclear armament was considered for long.  

The construction of neutrality and non-implication in the global and instable 
threat environment was yet difficult to maintain. On the domestic side, it required 
massive human investments and financial resources for the purpose of credibility, a 
burden whose extremeness culminated in praises of the World War II Reduit Strategy 
- the planned withdrawal of the Swiss army to the mountain and the capitulation of all 
major Swiss cities and industrial production sites in the lowlands. It also implied 
consistent disciplining of the few alternative views, most notably of the critics of 
military spending as ‘idealists’ (e.g. Bundesblatt, 1966: 480, 482, 488) or ‘utopians’ 
(e.g. Bundesblatt, 1974: 773; 1979: 626-629). What was more, its maintenance relied 
on the acceptance of Swiss neutrality and hence non-implication in global power 
politics by other nations. This latter necessity motivated a series of rather very limited 
international contributions that Switzerland provided to global security, such as the 
airlift of UNEF personnel to Suez (1956) or the Swissair airlift of MONUC personnel 
and the provision of a medical team to Congo (1960) (Spillmann et al. 2001, 48-57). 
Necessarily, given neutrality’s non-implicated stance in the security environment, 
these efforts were not justified as required reactions to perceived collective military 
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concerns, but as ‘solidarity contributions’. And indeed, solidarity contributions and 
good offices had become a complementary foreign policy doctrine to neutrality since 
the early cold war years (see Petitpierre, 1980: 217).  
 
 

Illustration 2: Subject-positions and policy justifications  

Period Security 
environment Actor Policy orientations  Policy justifications  

Western Europe Cooperation  A necessary alliance for security 
feasibility and efficiency  

Isolation and Neutrality removing country from 
threat environment Cold war  

Essentially state-
sponsored (USSR, 
Iran) and military 
challenges 

Swiss 
policymaking 
establishment19 Sparse cooperation Solidarity contributions to uphold 

recognition of neutrality 
Majority: Swiss 
internationalists Cooperation  For security feasibility, efficiency 

and interdependence Post-cold 
war 

Largely universal 
and non-state actor 
driven security 
challenges 

Minority: Swiss 
isolationists Return to isolationism  Inefficiency of cooperating 

partners such as UN 
 
 

With the end of the cold war, the space for competing isolationist and 
internationalist argumentations opened up in the Swiss polity. As the threat 
environment was gradually re-defined to encompass non-military challenges, 
policymakers gradually adopted both a more implicated and a more non-state driven 
subject-position based on three major argumentative lines.  

(1) Feasibility arguments postulated that contemporary security challenges 
were outright irresolvable without international cooperation (Schweizerischer 
Bundesrat, 1990: 4 and 6; 1993: 9). Over the years these arguments became even 
more pessimistic. By the late 1990, self-help was actually seen reinforcing the 
country’s vulnerability and insecurity. Non-participation in framework agreements 
such as Schengen and Dublin in particular was seen turning the country into a 
‘gateway’ for international organised crime, illegal crime and international terrorism 
(2000: 273).  

(2) Efficiency justifications were primarily based on the understanding that 
security challenges had become increasingly complex at the technical level: Since the 
most efficient way to counter the current complex threats was seen to be in the 
national interest, most efficient problem solving was argued to be only possible in an 
internationally networked approach. In this vein, Swiss absence from major 
multilateral security organisations such as the United Nations (whose efficiency is 
stressed) but not NATO (considered efficient against state-sponsored threats but not 
against contemporary new threats) was seen as major impediments to efficient 
problem-solving (1999: 15).  

(3) Interdependency arguments operated some sort of return of investment 
logic, setting set out a view that a stable and secure European continent would directly 
benefit Switzerland, either by the bias of reciprocal security building (1993: 17) or by 
the consolidation of peaceful and profitable trade relations.  
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(4) Moral solidarity concerns were infrequently invoked as rationales for 
cooperation in the early 1990s, but quickly lost importance as threats became 
considered as being universal, so withdrawing the ‘charitable’ logic underlying 
solidarity.  

Since the 1990s, a significant minority of policymakers and the population yet 
still clings to consequent isolationism based on an orthodox interpretation of 
neutrality. Interestingly however, although these isolationists disagree with the 
majority’s increasingly international policy strategy, they largely share the 
assessment of the threat environment on which this majoritarian strategy is based. 
Isolationists such as the Swiss People’s Party or the influential Action Committee for 
Independent and Neutral Switzerland not only agree that economic migration, 
environmental degradation and international terrorism had become key security 
problems, they also settled that these security problems are primarily driven by non-
state actors. Based on this shared subject-position, isolationist discourses design 
different policy arguments to the common threat assessment: In the early 1990s, they 
challenged the understanding that solidarity contributions would effectively be 
honoured or returned by other nations in an emergency. Since then, they emphasize 
the inefficiency and corruption of international security institutions such as the United 
Nations. Importantly therefore, these reasons for self-help are no longer sketched on 
the same bases as during the cold war, and hence their logic differs.  
 
 
Conclusion  
 
This paper developed two arguments. First, security concerns are not necessarily 
favouring self-help responses. This nuances the ‘unwanted’ characterisation of 
securitization: From an internationalist perspective, the potential role of shared 
security problems as drivers for international cooperation might indeed produce some 
positive effects as/if it reduces the rationales for interstate conflict. Second, the paper 
argued that to conceive of such possibilities, it is important to broaden the analysis 
framework of policymakers’ security knowledge base. In this view, securitization is 
not only to be understood as the identification and linkage of a threats type to a 
referent object. Instead, securitization should be conceived as a more ‘complex’ or 
more multidimensional process that includes the establishment of exclusive (‘private’) 
and non-exclusive (‘public’) or collective concerns on the one hand, and their 
grounding in state and non-state agency on the other hand. As explanations of how 
threats ‘work’, so-established subject-positions cast important structuring effects onto 
foreign and security policy making. They provide the ideational material with which 
policymakers can and must make meaningful policy statements for or against 
internationalism. Through the lens of Aristotelian causality, structuralist IR theory is 
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predetermining security problems into self-help responses too often, and some 
securitization scholars stigmatise the issue probably somewhat too prematurely - the 
emergence of ‘new threats’ does not necessarily reinforce self-help dynamics.  
 The understanding that security problems can be framed as the bases for 
international cooperation has also wider implications. Indeed, it makes it necessary to 
reconsider one dominant understanding in constructivist IR in particular, namely that 
a convergence of values leads to peace. From the perspective of this paper, the 
convergence of threat assessments among policymakers is probably at least as 
important to explanations of peace as a convergence of their values. Effectively, it 
even makes it possible to conceive of a situation in which there is peace without 
shared values – a situation which is probably also easier to empirically prove then 
value-based arguments. Empirical research indeed points to a possible privileged role 
of threat assessments over shared values as explanatory factors for, for instance 
contemporary European security cooperation. At best, security policy doctrines 
namely invoke shared values in the margins to describe the overall environment, but 
not to derive a need for policy from it. The Swiss 1998 Brunner Report even co-opts 
the value argument into the insecurity perspective: Arguing that American supremacy 
stimulates opposition, it sees Switzerland becoming a target of hostile backlashes 
because of the very values that it shares with the US (Studienkommission, 1998: 3).  

This latter understanding directs further research into deeper analyses of the 
socially dispersed construction of policymakers’ security knowledge, and it 
deemphasizes the view that habit and trust alone lead to ‘mutual aid’ i.e. cooperation 
in security affairs (Adler and Barnett, 1998: 3-28). If it is viable to construe of a 
convergent dislocation of threat agency away from state responsibilities and towards 
the securitization of universal, non-state actor-sponsored threats as a key driver for 
inter-state peace and cooperation, then it becomes possible to re-read the security 
community analyses from a different and complementary analytical ‘insecurity 
community’ angle.  Rather than understanding the OSCE battery of seminar 
diplomacy (Adler, 1998) or UN arsenals of peacebuilding activities as efforts to foster 
shared values for instance, they could probably better be understood as efforts to 
dislocate threat thinking away from state-centric conceptions and towards pressing 
sub-state actors problems, so fostering inter-state or inter-group peace efforts through 
a manipulation of the security knowledge base. 
 
 
Notes  
 
I am grateful to Tobias Hagmann, Gunhild Hoogensen, Lene Hansen, Keith Krause 
and Thorsten Wetzling for comments made on earlier versions of this paper.  
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1  The term ‘Copenhagen School’ has been crafted by McSweeney who thinks that former 

Copenhagen Peace Research Institute has produced ‘several publications on the security theme 
sufficiently interrelated to warrant the collective shorthand’ (1996: 81). 

2  Incidentally, this seems to confirm the poststructuralist point that held values themselves do not 
propose specific enough bases for security policy making, but that more specialized knowledge 
about the insecurity environment is required to do so.  

3  Note that poststructuralism is better conceived as an umbrella term for a set of philosophical 
traditions such as deconstruction, practice theory, dialogism, feminism, psychoanalysis, Marxist 
structural or post-colonial critique than as a school by and in itself (Neumann, 1999: 1-37; 
Torfing, 1999: 11-55 and 135-188). 

4  ‘[T]he very possibility of signification is the system, and the very possibility of the system is the 
possibility of its limits… To think of the limits of something is the same as thinking of what is 
beyond the limits. But if what we are talking about are the limits of a signifying system, it is clear 
that those limits cannot be themselves signified, but have to show themselves as the interruption or 
breakdown of the process of signification. Thus we are left with the paradoxical situation that 
what constitutes the condition of possibility of a signifying system – its limits – is also what 
constitutes its condition of impossibility’ (Laclau, 1996: 37). The constitutive aspect of ‘otherness’ 
has been prominently explained at the hands of the ‘Pascalian Zero’, which serves as the 
‘constitutive other’ in the numerical system. In this system, elements i.e. numbers are 
differentiated form each other by additions of the base unit, which is 1. Yet without reference to 
the zero neither the base unit nor the ulterior numbers, hence the entire numerical system cannot 
constitute itself. As constitutive other, ‘the zero is at the same time impossible and necessary. As 
impossible, it is an empty place within the structure. But as necessary, it is a ‘nothing’ which will 
produce structural effects’ (Laclau, 2000: 7). This contradiction is philosophical aporia, a 
necessary and yet impossible situation. See Laclau for the illustration of aporia in the construction 
of God as being both good and almighty: ‘If God is responsible for evil, he cannot be absolute 
Goodness; if he is not responsible for evil, he is not Almighty’ (2001: 3). 

5  In terms of procedure, this construction implies both processes of linking and differentiating. See 
Hansen (2006: 19-23 and 41-46) for an excellent account of poststructuralist theorizing and 
research.  

6  This point paraphrases Waver (1995), who had yet made this point to stress the relational 
construction of security/insecurity, not to develop a poststructuralist research agenda per se. Note 
that also Peace Research defined peace as absence of different forms of violence (i.e. Galtung, 
1985: 145-148).  

7  Also see the International Studies Quarterly special issue ‘Speaking the Language of Exile: 
Dissident Thought in International Studies’, 34:4 (1990).  

8  Most notably by Brown (1977), Ullman (1983), Tuchman Matthews (1989) and Westing (1989).  
9  When marginalised, views were discredited as ‘utopian’ (see the Swiss case for examples). When 

subordinated, non-military issues such as economic or environmental concerns were tied to the 
production and sustainability of military might. See Snyder and Diesing (1977), Ellsworth (1978) 
or Hoffmann (1979) for subordination moves. Also see the Swiss cold war security policy 
doctrines (1979: 4 in particular).  

10  Rothschild joins other scholars who suggest that there had been no security norm entrepreneurship 
before 1989. Seen from today, this is a simplification. Even the realist notion of national security 
was subject to continuous redefinition: In the early 20th century, national security is understood to 
have been concerned with quantitative demographic expansion, a focus that gave way to eugenics 
in the interwar period (Katzenstein, 1996). During the Great Depression, national security had 
been strongly axed on economic affairs (Nye and Jones, 1988). During the same period, national 
security was also seen as having little to do with the nation as such, but that this concept was 
widely construed as serving particular interests (Wolfers, 1952). In this perspective, on American 
politics, national security had become a truly national effort only by the 1940s. Another view 
suggests that national security had been focusing on welfare in the early cold war years, but on a 
narrower notion of warfare thereafter (Baldwin, 1995).  

11  Works addressing such ‘new’ interpretations include Deudney (1990), Buzan et al. (1993), United 
Nations Development Programme (1994), Homer-Dixon (1994), Graeger (1996), Barnett (1997), 
Terriff (1997), Gleditsch (1998), Litfin (1999), Foster (2001), Dalby (2002) or Dannreuther 
(2003). Note that substantial parts of these new agendas have been foreshadowed by Peace 
Research. See for instance Galtung (1985: 145-148). 

12  ‘The military sector is about relationships of forceful coercion; the political sector is about 
relationships of authority, governing status and recognition; the economic sector is about 
relationships of trade, production, and finance; the societal sector is about relationships of 
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collective identity; and the environmental sector is about relationships between human activity and 
the biosphere’ (Buzan et al., 1998: 7). The differentiation is echoed for instance in Barnett (1997) 
or Liotta (2002).  

13  Note that in pushing the logic laid out here, one can also conceive of security problems that are 
only attributed to others but not to the self. Such threat constructions do yet usually not occur in 
national security politics, which always identifies security concerns as affecting the own state at 
the minimum.  

14  Characteristic of this situation at least from the Swiss perspective was the establishment and 
workings of the OSCE. See Fischer (2004), and the governmental security doctrines since the 
1980s i.e. Schweizerischer Bundesrat (1990 and onward). 

15  Effectively, it is the increasing emphasis on non-state actors, and the decreasing focus on states as 
actors of insecurity that fosters the current impression that geographical differentiations between 
international and national security are outdated. 

16  Of these nine documents, the 1975 Mission Statement on Homeland Defence is a military-strategic 
rather than a political grand-strategic doctrinal document. It is included into the analysis to 
underline the military-driven logic of securitizing civilian issue areas. The 1998 Brunner Report is 
a government-mandated expert group report. Marking the turning point of security thinking 
towards a consolidated view on universal and non-state security challenges, it is included because 
of its profound impact on the 1999 official doctrine. The 1966 doctrine is the first detailed post-
war security doctrine published by the government.  

17  Indeed, by arguing that the security of European neighbours also makes Switzerland secure 
(Schweizerischer Bundesrat, 1993: 17), Swiss policymakers negate one fundamental premise of 
the security dilemma i.e. that increased security of one state decreases the security of other states.   

18  This section bases on doctrinal analysis and parliamentary debates thereon, as reprinted in the 
Bundesblatt (1966: 475-496; 1973: 764-803; 1975: 611-822; 1979: 713-734), the proceedings of 
the Swiss lower house of parliament. 

19  Dissenting voices advocated for peace policy rather than security policy, but did not articulate 
more internationalist foreign policy as such.  



Do not cite or quote without permission 

 
 24 

References 
 
Abrahamsen, Rita (2004) ‘A breeding ground for terrorists? Africa & Britain’s war on terrorism’, 

Review of African Political Economy 102 (31): 677-684. 
Adler, Emanuel (1997) ‘Imagined (Security) Communities: Cognitive Regions in International 

Relations’, Millennium: Journal of International Studies 26 (2): 249-277. 
-- Adler, Emanuel (1998) 'Seeds of Peaceful Change: The OSCE’s Security-Community Building 

Model', in Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett (eds) Security Communities: 119-160. 
-- Michael Barnett (1998) Security Communities. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Altfeld, Michael F. (1984) 'The Decision to Ally: A Theory and Test', Western Political Quarterly 37 

(3): 523-544. 
Ashley, Richard K. (1987) ‘The Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space: Toward a Critical Social Theory of 

International Politics’, Alternatives 12 (4): 403-434. 
Baldwin, David (1995) ‘Security Studies and the End of the Cold War’, World Politics 48 (1): 117-141. 
-- (1997) ‘The Concept of Security’, Review of International Studies 23: 10.  
Barnett, Jon (1997) ‘Reclaiming Security’, Peace Review 9 (3): 405-410. 
Beck, Ulrich (1992) Risk Society: Towards a New Modernity. London: Sage Publications. 
Berger, Peter L. and Thomas Luckmann (1966) The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the 

Sociology of Knowledge. Middlesex: Penguin Books. 
Bieler, Andreas and Adam David Morton (2001) 'The Gordian Knot of Agency-Structure in 

International Relations: A Neo-Gramscian Perspective', European Journal of International 
Relations 7 (1): 5-35. 

Brown, Lester R. (1977) 'Redefining National Security', Washington: Worldwatch Institute. 
Bundesblatt (1966) 'Konzeption der Landesverteidigung', proceedings of the National Council, 21 

September 1966, 475-496. 
-- (1974) 'Sicherheitspolitik – Bericht des Bundesrates', proceedings of the National Council, 12-17 

June 1974, 764-803. 
-- (1976) 'Armeeleitbild 1980', proceedings of the National Council, 17-24 June 1976, 611-822. 
-- (1980) 'Sicherheitspolitik Zwischenbericht', proceedings of the National Council, 17-18 June 

1980, 713-734. 
-- (1990) 'Sicherheitspolitik: Report 1990', proceedings of the National Council, 4-5 June 1990, 903-

934. 
-- (1999) 'Sicherheitspolitik der Schweiz', proceedings of the National Council, No. 99.056, available 

at <www.parlament.ch/ab/frameset/d/n/4601/6892/d_n_4601_6892_6912.htm>. 
-- (2000) 'Aussenpolitischer Bericht 2000', proceedings of the National Council, No. 00.091, 

available at <www.parlament.ch/ab/frameset/d/n/4608/32161/d_n_4608_32161_32168.htm >. 
Buzan, Barry (1991) People, States and Fear. Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers. 
-- Ole Weaver, Morton Kelstrup and Pierre Lemaitre (1993) Identity, Migration and the New 

Security Agenda in Europe. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 
-- Ole Waever and Jaap de Wilde (1998) Security: A New Framework for Analysis. Boulder: Lynne 

Rienner. 
-- (2006) 'Will the 'global war on terrorism' be the new Cold War?' International Affairs 82 (6): 

1101-1118. 
Campbell, David (1990) 'Global Inscription: How Foreign Policy Constitutes the United States', 

Alternatives 15 (3): 263-86. 
-- (1992) Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity. Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota Press.  
Canadian Government (2004) ‘Securing an Open Society: Canada’s National Security Policy’, Ottawa: 

Privy Council Office. 
CASE Collective (2006) ‘Critical Approaches to Security in Europe’, Security Dialogue 37 (4): 443-

487. 
Dalby, Simon (2002) Ecology and Security Studies. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 
Dannreuther, Roland (2003) ‘Asian security and China’s energy needs’, International Relations of the 

Asia-Pacific 3: 197-219.  
Dessler, David (1989) ‘What’s at Stake in the Agent-Structure Debate’, International Organization 43 

(3): 441-70.  
Deudney, Daniel (1990) ‘The Case Against Linking Environmental Degradation and National 

Security’, Millennium: Journal of International Studies 19 (3): 461-476. 
Deutsch, Karl W. et al. (1957) Political Community and the North Atlantic Area: International 

Organization in the Light of Historical Experience. Princeton: Princeton University Press.  
Deutsches Bundesministerium für Verteidigung (2006) ‘Sicherheitspolitik’, Berlin. 



Do not cite or quote without permission 

 
 25 

Doty, Roxanne Lynn (1997) ‘Aporia: A Critical Exploration of the Agent–Structure Problematique in 
International Relations Theory’, European Journal of International Relations 3 (3): 365-392. 

-- (1993) 'Foreign policy as social construction: A post-positivist analysis of U.S. counterinsurgency 
policy in the Philippines', International Studies Quarterly 37 297-320. 

Durrheim, Kevin and John Dixon (2001) 'The role of place and metaphor in racial exclusion: South 
Africa's beaches as sites of shifting racialization', Ethnic and Racial Studies 24 (3): 433-450. 

Ellsworth, Robert (1978) ‘New Imperatives for the Old Alliance’, International Security 2 (4): 132-
148.  

European Union High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy (2003) ‘A Secure 
Europe in a Better World: European Security Strategy’, Brussels. 

Fischer, Thomas (2004) Die Grenzen der Neutralität: Schweizerisches KSZE-Engagement und 
gescheiterte UNO-Beitrittspolitik im kalten Krieg 1969-1986. Zürich: Chronos Verlag. 

Forage, Paul C. (2002) 'Bombs for Peace: A Comparative Study of the Use of Air Power in the 
Balkans', Armed Forces & Society 28: 2 (Winter 2002): 211-232. 

Foster, Gregory D (2001) ‘Environmental Security: The Search for Strategic Legitimacy’, Armed 
Forces & Society 27 (3): 373-395.  

Frederking, Brian (1998) 'Resolving security dilemmas: A constructivist explanation of the Cold War', 
International Politics 35 207-232. 

Galtung, Johan (1985) 'Twenty-Five Years of Peace Research: Ten Challenges and Some Responses', 
Journal of Peace Research 22 (2): 141-158.  

Giddens, Anthony (1979) Central Problems in Social Theory. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.  
-- (1986) Constitution of Society: Outline of Theory of Structuration. Berkeley: University of 

California Press. 
Gleditsch, Nils Petter (1998) ‘Armed Conflict and the Environment: A Critique of the Literature’, 

Journal of Peace Research 35 (3): 381-400. 
Goetschel, Laurent (2005) ‘Human Security - The Need for a Contextualized and Transdisciplinary 

Approach’, S+F Security & Peace 23 (1): 26-31. 
Graeger, Nina (1996) ‘Environmental security?’ Journal of Peace Research 33 (1): 109-116. 
Hansen, Lene (1997) 'A case for seduction? Evaluating the poststructuralist conceptualization of 

security', Cooperation and Conflict 32 (4): 369-397. 
-- (2006) Security as Practice: Discourse Analysis and the Bosnian War. London: Taylor & Francis. 
Homer-Dixon, Thomas (1994) ‘Environmental Scarcities and Violent Conflict: Evidence from Cases’, 

International Security 19:1 (Summer 1994): 5-40. 
Hoffmann, Stanley (1979) ‘New Variations on Old Themes’, International Security 4 (1): 88-107.  
Huntington, Samuel (1998) The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order. New York: 

Simon & Schuster.  
Huysmans, Jef (1998) ‘Security! What Do You Mean: From Concept to Thick Signifier’, European 

Journal of International Relations 4 (2): 226-255. 
-- (2000) ‘The European Union and the Securitization of Migration’, Journal of Common Market 

Studies 38:5 (December 2000): 751-777. 
Jackson, Nicole D. (2006) ‘International Organizations, Security Dichotomies and the Trafficking of 

Persons and Narcotics in Post-Soviet Central Asia: A Critique of the Securitization Framework’, 
Security Dialogue 37 (3): 299-317. 

Kaplan, Robert D. (2000) The Coming Anarchy: Shattering the Dreams of the Post Cold War. New 
York: Random House. 

Katzenstein, Peter J. (1996) The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics. 
New York: Columbia University Press. 

Kelstrup, Morton (2004) 'Globalisation and Societal Insecurity: The Securitization of Terrorism and 
Competing Strategies for Global Governance', in Jung, Stefano Guzzini and Dietrich (eds) 
Contemporary Security Analysis and Copenhagen Peace Research, pp. 106-116. London: 
Routledge. 

Knudsen, Olav F. (2001) ‘Post-Copenhagen Security Studies: Desecuritizing Securitization’, Security 
Dialogue 32 (3): 355-368. 

Krause, Keith, and Michael C. Williams (1996) ‘Broadening the Agenda of Security Studies: Politics 
and Methods’, Mershon International Studies Review 40 (2): 229-254.   

Kolodziej, Edward A. (1992) 'What is security and security studies? Lessons from the Cold War', Arms 
Control 13 (1): 1-31. 

Kurki, Milja (2006) ‘Causes of a divided discipline: Rethinking the concept of cause in International 
Relations theory’, Review of International Studies 32 (2): 189-216. 

Laclau, Ernesto and Chantal Mouffe (1985) Hegemony and Socialist Strategy: Towards a Radical 
Democratic Politics. London: Verso.  

-- (1988) 'Metaphor and Social Antagonisms', in C. Nelson, L. Grossberg (eds) Marxism and the 



Do not cite or quote without permission 

 
 26 

Interpretation of Culture, pp. 249-257. University of Illinois Press. 
-- (1996) 'Why do Empty Signifiers Matter to Politics?' in Laclau, Ernesto (eds) Emancipation(s), 

pp. 36-46. London: Verso. 
-- (2000) ‘The Politics of Rhetoric’, Essex University Papers on Government, Colchester: University 

of Essex. 
-- (2001) 'Can immanence explain social struggle?', Diacritics 31 (4): 3-10. 
Lepgold, Joseph (1998) ‘NATO’s Post-Cold War Collective Action Problem’, International Security 

23 (1): 78-106. 
Lewis, Paul (2000) ‘Realism, Causality and the Problem of Social Structure’, Journal for the Theory of 

Social Behaviour 30 (3): 249-268. 
-- (2002) ‘Agency, structure and causality in political science: A comment on Sibeon’, Politics 22 

(1): 17-23.  
Liotta, Peter H. (2002) ‘Boomerang Effect: The convergence of national and human security’, Security 

Dialogue 33 (4): 473-488. 
Litfin, Karen (1999) ‘Constructing Environmental Security and Ecological Interdependence’, Global 

Governance 5: 359-377.  
McSweeney, Bill (1996) 'Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen school', Review of 

International Studies 22 (3): 81-93. 
Milliken, Jennifer (1999) ‘A Study of Discourse in International Relations: A Critique of Research and 

Methods’, European Journal of International Relations 5 (2): 225-254. 
Mitzen, Jennifer (2006) ‘Ontological Security in World Politics: State Identity and the Security 

Dilemma’, European Journal of International Relations 12 (3): 341-370. 
Moran, Theodore H. (1996) ‘Grand Strategy: The pursuit of power and the pursuit of plenty’, 

International Organization 50 (1): 175-205. 
Morgenthau, Hans J. and Kenneth W. Thompson (1985) Politics among Nations: The Struggle for 

Power and Peace. New York: Knopf.  
Morozov, Vatcheslav (2004) ‘Russia in the Baltic Sea Region: Desecuritization or Deregionalization?’ 

Cooperation and Conflict 39 (3): 317-331. 
Mutimer, David (1998) 'Reconstituting security? The practices of proliferation control', European 

Journal of International Relations 4 (1): 99-129. 
Neumann, Iver (1996) ‘Self and Other in International Relations’, European Journal of International 

Relations 2 (2): 139-174. 
-- (1999) Uses of the Other: The East in European Identity Formation. Minneapolis: University of 

Minnesota Press.  
Nye, Joseph S., and Lynn-Jones, Sean M. (1988) ‘A Report of a Conference on the State of the Field’, 

International Security 12 (4): 5-27. 
Österreichische Bundesregierung (2001) ‘Sicherheits- und Verteidigungsdoktrin’, Wien. 
Petitpierre, Max (1980) 'Déclaration sur la position de la Suisse dans le monde et sa politique étrangère, 

16-17 septembre 1947', in Seize ans de neutralité active. Aspects de a politique étrangère de la 
Suisse (1945-1961). Neuchâtel: La Baconnière : 217.  

Rothschild, Emma (1995) ‘What is Security?’ Deadalus 124 (3): 53-98.   
Rowe, David (1999) ‘World Economic Expansion and National Security in Pre-World War I Europe’, 

International Organization 53 (2): 195-232. 
Saussure, Ferdinand de (1974) Course in General Linguistics. London: Fontana. 
Schafer, D. M. (1988) Deadly Paradigms - The Failure of US Counterinsurgency Policy. Princeton: 

Princeton University Press. 
Schroeder, Paul W. (1994) 'Historical Reality versus Neo-Realist Theory', International Studies 

Quarterly 19 (1): 108-148. 
Schweizerischer Bundesrat (1966) ‘Bericht des Bundesrates an die Bundesversammlung über die 

Konzeption der militärischen Landesverteidigung’, Bundesblatt I (24): 853-878. 
-- (1973) ‘Bericht des Bundesrates an die Bundesversammlung über die Sicherheitspolitik der 

Schweiz’, Bundesblatt II. 
-- (1975) ‘Bericht des Bundesrates an die Bundesversammlung über das Leitbild der militärischen 

Landesverteidigung in den achtziger Jahren (Armee Leitbild 80)’, Bundesblatt II (75.073): 1706-
1728 

-- (1979) ‘Zwischenbericht zur Sicherheitspolitik’, Bundesblatt I (79.085).  
-- (1990) ‘Schweizerische Sicherheitspolitik im Wandel: Bericht 90 zur schweizerischen 

Sicherheitspolitik’, Bundesblatt III. 
-- (1993) ‘Bericht über die Aussenpolitik der Schweiz in den 90er Jahren’, Bundesblatt I (93.098). 
-- (1999) ‘Sicherheit durch Kooperation: Bericht des Bundesrates and die Bundesversammlung über 

die Sicherheitspolitik der Schweiz (SIPOL B 2000)’, Bern. 
-- (2000) ‚Aussenpolitischer Bericht 2000: Präsenz und Kooperation: Interessenwahrung in einer 



Do not cite or quote without permission 

 
 27 

Zusammenwachsenden Welt’. 
Smith, Steve (1999) ‘The Increasing Insecurity of Security Studies: Conceptualizing Security in the 

Last Twenty Years’, Contemporary Security Policy 20 (3): 72-101 
Snyder, Jack (2003) 'The Cult of the Offensive in 1914', in Robert Art and Kenneth Waltz (eds) The 

Use of Force, Chapter 9. New York: Rowman & Littlefield. 
Snyder, Glenn and Paul Diesing (1977) Conflict among Nations. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
Spillmann, Kurt R., Andreas Wenger, Christoph Breitenmoser and Marcel Gerber (2001) Schweizer 

Sicherheitspolitik seit 1945: Zwischen Autonomie und Kooperation. Zürich: Verlag Neue Zürcher 
Zeitung. 

Studienkommission für Strategische Fragen (1998) ‘Bericht der Studienkommission für Strategische 
Fragen (Bericht Brunner)’, Bern. 

Terriff, Terry (1997) ‘Environmental Degradation and Security’, in Richard Schultz et al. (eds) Security 
Studies for the 21st Century, pp. 253-287. Washington: Brassey’s.  

Thürer, Daniel (1995) 'Sicherheitspolitik und Neutralität', in René Rhinow (ed) Die schweizerische 
Sicherheitspolitik im internationalen Umfeld. Basel: Helbing & Lichtenhahn: 121-136. 

Todd, Robert B. (1976) 'The Four Causes: Aristotle’s Exposition and the Ancients', Journal of the 
History of Ideas 37 (2): 319-322. 

Tofing, Jacob (1999) New Theories of Discourse: Laclau, Mouffe and Zizek. Oxford: Blackwell. 
Tuchman Matthews, Jessica (1989) ‘Redefining Security’, Foreign Affairs 68: 162-77.  
Ullman, Richard H. (1983) ‘Redefining Security’, International Security 8 (1): 129-153.  
United Nations Development Programme (1994) ‘Human Development Report 1994: New Dimensions 

of Human Security’, New York. 
United Kingdom Ministry of Defence (2001) ‘The Future Strategic Context for Defence’, London. 
Viorst, Milton (1997) ‘The Coming Instability’, The Washington Quarterly 20 (4): 153-167. 
Waever, Ole (1995) ‘Securitization and De-securitization’, in Ronnie Lipschutz (ed) On Security, pp. 

46-86. New York: Columbia University Press. 
Walker, R. B. J. (1993) Inside/Outside: International Relations as Political Theory. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 
Walt, Stephen (1991) ‘The Renaissance of Security Studies’, International Studies Quarterly 35 (2): 

211-239. 
Waltz, Kenneth (1979) Theory of International Politics. Boston: Addison-Wesley  
Weiner, Myron (1992) ‘Security, Stability and International Migration’, International Security 17:3 

(Winter 1992/93): 91-126. 
Weldes, Jutta (1996) 'Constructing national interests', European Journal of International Relations 2 

(3): 275-318. 
Wendt, Alexander (1987) ‘The agent-structure problem in international relations theory’, International 

Organization 41 (3): 335-370. 
-- (1992) 'Anarchy is what States Make of it: The Social Construction of Power Politics', 

International Organization 46 (2): 391-425.  
-- (1998) ‘On Constitution and Causation in International Relations’, Review of International Studies 

24 (special issue): 106. 
-- (1999) Social Theory of International Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
-- (2001) ‘Driving with the Rearview Mirror: On the Rational Science of Institutional Design’, 

International Organization 55 (4): 1019-1049. 
Westing, Arthur H. (1989) ‘The Environmental Component of Comprehensive Security’, Bulletin of 

Peace Proposals 20 (2): 129-134. 
Wight, Colin (1999) ‘They shoot dead horses don’t they? Locating agency in the agent-structure 

problematique’, European Journal of International Relations 5 (1): 109-142. 
Winkler, Theodor H. (1995) 'Zur Geschichte der schweizerischen Sicherheitspolitik seit 1945', in René 

Rhinow (ed) Die schweizerische Sicherheitspolitik im internationalen Umfeld. Basel: Helbing & 
Lichtenhahn: 27-36.  

Wolfers, Arnold (1952) ‘‘National Security’ as an Ambiguous Symbol’, Political Science Quarterly 67 
(4): 481-502. 

 


