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Introduction: The Globalization of 
Security?

1

Globalization has been the source of many controversies in contem-
porary thinking about international relations, in terms of its reality, 
its content and its potential impacts. Although these debates have 
mainly been confined to the study of global political economy, there 
has been an increasing analysis of globalization in terms of its impacts 
on national and international security. The present study was borne of 
some dissatisfaction with recent accounts of the relationship between 
globalization and security, finding limitations in terms of narrowly 
conceived notions of globalization, and narrowly conceived notions of 
state power, emanating from all sides of the debates.

The study that follows mainly concerns the interaction of new trans-
national varieties of threat with advanced industrial states’ (mainly in 
the transatlantic region) ability to cope with such threats, both logistic-
ally and existentially. As such, the focus is somewhat broader than just 
cataloguing new threats and looking at their impacts on the environ-
ment of security (or the international system). It entails a fundamental 
rethinking of the state as a security actor, in terms of state power, com-
bining historical and political sociology with International Relations.1 
The work draws especially on Michael Mann’s neo-Weberian account 
of the sources of social power, looking at power as something that is 
organized in socio-spatial networks which shift and change over time.2 
The use of Mann’s framework allows for greater purchase on the histor-
ically contingent nature of state power, but also concerning the con-
ceptualization of globalization and its possible challenge to national 
state power. While the book takes the strong view that there is some 
(at least potential) state transformation due to globalization, it is more 
a working hypothesis that will be tested for plausibility by examining 
a number of cases.



2 The Globalization of Security

The core thesis is that an ideal-typical ‘security state’ exemplified the 
security power of post-Second World War states in the transatlantic 
region, which is potentially undergoing transformation due to increased 
pressure from various transnational networks of power. However, this 
thesis is underpinned by two other proposals: first, that the concep-
tualization of state power in international relations has been under-
developed; and second, that the response of the state to globalization is 
seen best in terms of strategies managing globalization, either through 
retrenchment of old forms of security provision, or through the trans-
formation of security provision. Therefore, a key part of the analysis is 
to better provide a historically adequate account of state power in inter-
national relations, in order to better understand what the globalization 
of security may entail.

The key argument of the book is therefore found in the conceptual-
ization of a historically situated ‘security state’, which better locates the 
kinds of changes which may occur to the state in an environment of 
increased globalization. The security state is characteristic of the state 
of contemporary international relations, possessing a firm demarcation 
between inside and outside, but also developing a strong infrastruc-
tural capacity to provide security: in essence, it has gone beyond the 
nineteenth-century Weberian ‘monopoly of legitimate violence’ and 
provides a monopoly of security. A key aspect of the maintenance of secur-
ity provision is the ability of states to remain legitimate to their citi-
zens. Security provision therefore connects the state with civil society 
in a significant manner: at least part of the compact between state and 
civil society is based upon guarantees that the state will protect soci-
ety from harm. However, key to understanding the development of the 
security state itself was that it was a product of social change, mainly 
found in the interaction of states in global war and global economic 
relations. Thus, the development of a security state was a compromise 
position that allowed for both internationalization and nationalization, 
by protecting citizens at home. The security state therefore delineates an 
important connection between the legitimacy of the state and its ability 
to provide security, which may be challenged and transformed by the 
advent of conditions of intensified globalization.

By situating contemporary globalization in the broader social dynam-
ics that lead to globalization, the book examines the present state of 
globalization as it relates to the security of industrialized states in the 
transatlantic region, in order to better elucidate changes in how secur-
ity is pursued and obtained by these states. In that sense, to understand 
the connections between globalization as a condition and security, we 
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need some idea of what the condition of globalization looks like, what 
precipitates it and what kinds of challenges it holds. The rest of the 
introduction will discuss the core issues concerning globalization and 
security in more detail, and delineate the structure of the argument.

The globalization of security: The problem

On the cusp of the twenty-first century, US President Bill Clinton 
announced that ‘there is no longer a clear dividing line between foreign 
and domestic policy’. He continued on this theme, not only emphasiz-
ing the need for domestic social policy to proceed internationally, but 
also detailing the consequences for international security:

I believe that the biggest problems to our security in the 21st century 
and to this whole modern form of governance will probably come 
not from rogue states or from people with competing views of the 
world in governments, but from the enemies of the nation-state, 
from terrorists and drugrunners and organized criminals who, I pre-
dict, will increasingly work together and increasingly use the same 
things that are fuelling our prosperity: open borders, the Internet, 
the miniaturization of all sophisticated technology ... And we have 
to find ways to cooperate to deal with the enemies of the nation-state 
if we expect progressive governments to succeed.3

This vision details quite readily what has become a major preoccupa-
tion with security threats in the world today: challenges to statehood 
itself, rather than challenges from interstate rivalry. It also outlines a 
need to deal with such threats by an appeal to cooperation in the inter-
national (or global) community.

Although the preoccupation with rogue states has certainly not van-
ished, emphasis on ‘asymmetric’ threats, nuclear proliferation, trans-
national criminal networks and the environment as a source of threat, 
as well as global inequality as a threat to ‘human’ security, have all 
become of increasing relevance to the discourse of security in the 
post-Cold War era, and into the twenty-first century.4 Since 9/11, inter-
national and transnational terrorism has also been of utmost import-
ance in the international security agenda.5 Such concerns are all clearly 
connected with globalization, not just in its ‘economic’ variant, but also 
with the idea of the interconnected nature of social activity, the cir-
culation of goods and people, especially concerning the transnational 
nature of both threat and opportunity.



4 The Globalization of Security

Re-articulations of threats to national security are not uncommon in 
what is increasingly seen as a ‘global age’.6 The globalization of secur-
ity has become more accepted as part of the discourse of globalization. 
However, despite an increasing volume of discussion on the subject, 
globalization and security still seem rather underplayed, as the way in 
which globalization and security are connected is in the traditional 
discourse of security studies: mainly in terms of how globalization 
impacts on the threat environment of nation-states.7 The studies that 
have emerged have primarily looked at the changing nature of threats, 
pointing to the expansion of threats to include the transnational, those 
that impinge on not only the nation-state, but those that go substan-
tially through the state: that is, such threats are not under the control 
of state actors.8 In a broader context, a growing literature has assessed 
the impact of economic globalization on conflict, pointing to a var-
iety of impacts: from the dependence of intrastate war on transnational 
financial networks to the impacts of economic inequality and under-
development on conflict.9 There has also been a further recognition of 
the development of global threats, which threaten not only individual 
states themselves but pose threats to a larger global system.10 This would 
include weapons of mass destruction, and also less conventional areas 
of security such as the environment.

Although an expansion of threat and sources of insecurity provides 
an important starting point, it does not cover all the complexity con-
veyed by the diverse writings on globalization. The broader ways in 
which globalization has been theorized in and out of the discipline of 
International Relations (IR) tend to be overlooked,11 especially in terms 
of the challenge of globalization to the state itself.12 Additionally, many 
IR analyses deal with globalization as an essentially economic phenom-
enon.13 Although economic power has a central place in the study of 
globalization, the concept is not synonymous with economic liber-
alization. This view also tends to marginalize the role of the state in 
globalization by depicting all states as victims of globalization, instead 
of looking at the interaction between the states and globalization. The 
danger here is that other aspects of globalization and the restructuring 
of power on a global level are overlooked. Much of the literature on glo-
balization has shown a trend towards the transformation (especially) 
of the industrialized states of the North, and such trends are not well 
engaged with in the literature on security and globalization.

As such, there is a need for developing a better conceptualization of 
the globalization of security. The relationship between globalization 
and security needs to be rethought, in line with both the burgeoning 
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literature on the phenomenon of globalization, and with the changing 
debate in security studies about the nature of security. Overall, the glo-
balization of security needs to be seen as occurring in a number of 
spheres – economic, military and political – and as intimately connected 
with changes in the structure and purposes of contemporary states. 
Furthermore, the globalization of security needs to be coupled with a 
historical analysis of the changing nature of both state and security to 
understand contemporary changes in the international system.

To the extent to which security is becoming globalized, we should 
see the development of substantial global networks of security pro-
vision that draw states together in ever-increasing interdependency; 
in reality the institutionalization of transnational security provision. 
Such a provision need not be modelled as a top-down hierarchy as in 
traditional state forms, but such networks would conform more and 
more with the global governance of security, increasingly blurring the 
borders of traditional nation-states. As such, the fears of new threats 
posed by networks of globalization may also be realized as potentially 
transforming the pursuit of security.

The focus in what follows is mainly on the states that make up the 
industrialized North – mainly Western and Northern Europe and North 
America – partially because of the importance of those states in pursu-
ing globalization strategies. The narrowing of the focus is to provide 
analytic clarity, and not to minimize the importance of the connec-
tion between globalization and security elsewhere in the world. In fact, 
as mentioned above, there is a burgeoning literature on the impact of 
globalization on conflict in the developing world that is in many ways 
in line with what is being argued here. However, such studies tend to 
ignore the possibly less obvious impacts on security in the developed 
world, and this is the main justification for focusing attention in this 
area.14 Despite this, the argument still proceeds on the basis of making 
a point from a global perspective: the ‘industrialised North’ is not seen 
in isolation from the rest of the world.15

Despite all of these issues with conceptualization, a further examin-
ation of globalization is crucial. As the concept becomes evermore pre-
sent and meaningful in describing the contemporary world, it becomes 
more important to generate conceptualizations that chime with a var-
iety of changing social conditions. Importantly, globalization also needs 
to be seen as a condition, not a cause (or process) in its own right, and 
one that is not of necessity historically novel.16 Despite what more rad-
ical proponents of globalization may claim, globalization is best seen as 
manifesting a propensity towards time–space compression, of increased 
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interconnectedness, and trends towards global governance. The cause 
of these conditions is underpinned by changes in social relations more 
generally, not the other way around. Globalization requires, in Justin 
Rosenberg’s words, ‘a theory of globalization and not Globalization 
Theory’.17 This means that we need to see the globalization of security 
in broader trends of changes in social relations: the globalization of 
security is not a discrete social phenomenon.

Rethinking the state

Though the book is mainly about globalization and security, the key 
theoretical and conceptual concern is with rethinking state power in 
international relations. At the centre of the argument is the role of the 
state in both globalization and the process of providing security. A com-
mon theme in the literature on globalization has been a questioning 
of the future of the state, and it remains an important theme which 
deserves further investigation. The problem with the common concep-
tualization of globalization is often seen in terms of its supposed effects 
on the state: that economic liberalization is effectively hollowing out 
the powers of nation-states, leaving them prey to global market forces.18 
Many have put this debate in stark terms – either globalization threatens 
the end of the state or globalization is meaningless.19 This is a narrow 
view of the possibilities and problems of globalization, as the either/or 
characterization of the impacts of globalization is too clear-cut.

The all-or-nothing view on the state and globalization has dissipated, 
especially as the predictions of radical globalizers in the 1990s have not 
come to fruition, but also due to the seeming re-articulation of state power 
that has been seen in international relations after the terrorist attacks of 
9/11. In this context, as Ripsman and Paul have rightly noted, ‘the key 
question to be addressed by scholars of globalization and national secur-
ity is not whether the new challenges of globalization will overwhelm the 
state but in what ways they alter the state and what mechanisms the state 
will use to adapt to global social forces while retaining its centrality’.20 
However, even in their analysis the state remains a fairly static container 
with traditional goals, and methods to achieve them. The need to rethink 
the state is paramount, as most studies of globalization and security take 
the state very much for granted as a unit of analysis.

A more dynamic view of the state needs to be taken, drawing on 
state theory and historical analysis, in order to form a historical soci-
ology of security and the state that is better capable of viewing the 
interconnections and impact of the globalization of security. Such a 
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perspective is inherent in Kaldor’s articulations of ‘new wars’, which 
highlight the historical changes in the dual institutions of war and 
the state, and the link between war, state breakdown and economic 
globalization.21 However, as stated previously, the literature on new 
wars is limited geographically, failing to make a thorough analysis 
of the connections between globalization and security in developed 
states. Furthermore, despite the historical logic involved in the work, 
the literature suffers from a presentism that overstates stark changes 
between periods.22

In order to better deal with state power, the analysis draws on the 
historical sociological literature on state power, in order to better elu-
cidate the development of state power in time.23 Such a view compli-
cates the ‘newness’ of globalization and the challenge to the state. The 
basic premise of the argument is that there has been a global system for 
some time, and one of the main sources of changing configurations of 
state power is through linkages in this system. Some of the sources may 
be broadly domestic, but many are international (or inter-societal), the 
paramount example being inter-societal interactions and transactions 
found in war and economy. Such a view complicates the idea of state 
power as well. Instead of a transhistorical conception of what states are 
(e.g. power-maximizers, or followers of the ‘national interest’), this view 
looks at states as being formed through their relationship with extant 
networks of power. As Randall Collins describes this view: ‘the problem 
isn’t to explain the global networks so much as to explain the conditions 
which determine the kinds of local units crystallizing within them’.24 
As Mann conceives it, the institutionalization of various strands of 
social power is what makes up social reality at any given time. These 
constellations may be enduring, but they also change throughout his-
tory, mainly through successfully competing arrangements.

As such, the book aims to contribute to the growing literature of 
international historical sociology by putting both globalization and 
security in the context of state power. What follows should not be read 
as a normative injunction that state power should shift as a response to 
globalization, but as an analytic perspective on the historical bases of 
state power.

Plan of the book

Chapter 1 develops the historical sociology of security and state that 
is so important for the rest of the study. The chapter starts by examin-
ing ideas about change in IR, analysing the lack of a development of a 
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theory of the state in IR. The chapter then examines the neo-Weberian 
state, taking a historical perspective on the structure of the state, par-
ticularly in terms of the security relationship between state and soci-
ety. The core argument, as stated previously, is the post-Second World 
War period saw the advent of the ‘security state’ in Western Europe and 
North America, the main features of which were the development of a 
much broader remit of security, a continued stark contrast between out-
side and inside, but a stronger concession to internationalism than pre-
viously conceived. A core part of the argument is that the security state 
was a compromise between the forces of internationalism and nation-
alism, a need for states to become more integrated internationally as 
a means of maintaining national power. The compromise entailed a 
stronger remit for security provision between state and society as well. 
As such, the chapter challenges much of the present literature on the 
globalization of security in terms of developing a historically situated 
understanding of the relationship between state, society and security.

Chapter 2 looks in more detail at the link between globalization and 
security. The chapter starts off by defining globalization in terms of 
the condition of social power being organized at the global level: for 
example, in political terms through the institutionalization of power 
from states to other scales of political organization (e.g. global gov-
ernance). It then delves broadly into how far this has been achieved 
today. The chapter argues that globalization is presently very unevenly 
achieved; such impacts need to be placed in historical context in order 
to better understand current happenings. For example, the economic 
power of the North is increasingly integrated and most clearly glo-
balized in terms of finance; however, political and military power are 
still much wedded to the state, despite some moves towards the global.

The chapter then examines the specific elements of a globalization of 
security, by looking at how various aspects of globalization have poten-
tially impacted the way national states provide security. This is done 
through conceptualizing three facets of the globalization of security. 
First, the expansion of the scope of threat describes the extent to which 
threats are no longer solely the purview of international relations: for 
example the development of global environmental degradation, trans-
national terrorism, the impacts of migration and the impacts of global 
financial instability are all transnationally mediated. The development 
of networks of social power that provide new sources of threat are the 
crucial causal factor in the potential development of security globaliza-
tion. Second, the growth of thinking about security in ‘global’ terms 
identifies the development of an ideology of globalism, which begins 
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to conceive global solutions to global security problems. Such ideology 
is mainly conceived as a reaction to transnationalization, but can also 
facilitate transnationalism by supporting it. To the extent to which it 
is ‘transcendent’ (or transformative) there is a real potential to broadly 
shift how states conceive of security. Finally, a third facet represents 
the development of ways of institutionalizing transnational networks 
of power and can be seen in the development of substantially inte-
grated security provision, from effectively transnational alliances such 
as NATO to the privatization of military power.

The development of these three facets is the core of the theory of 
security globalization proposed in the book. To the extent to which the 
interactions of these facets result in institutionalizing new networks 
of political power, we will start to see a transformation of state power. 
However, such a transformation is not assumed. Chapter 2 firms up the 
theory by describing two potential outcomes that are reactions to trans-
national sources of threat: either the retrenchment of state power or the 
transformation of state power.

The focus of the study is therefore centred on questions of how the 
security state – where aspects of military, political and economic power 
were concentrated in the state itself – has possibly been untangled. At 
the centre of the security state arrangement is the role of infrastruc-
tural power defining security relationships. The question remaining is 
in what sense the functional transformation of modern nation-states 
affects their ability to ‘bind’ societies when aspects of security provi-
sion are being renegotiated. The extent to which security as a legitim-
ating function of contemporary states is being parcelled off is of crucial 
importance, both in terms of how security will be provided, and also in 
terms of how this affects other states in the international system.

The second part of the book features the examination of three case 
studies, in order to judge the potential scale and scope of the transform-
ation of security as part of globalization. This is accomplished through 
the examination of the transnationalization activities, development of 
global ideological factors, security provision and legitimacy in three 
areas: nuclear weapons and the globalization of threat; arms industry 
globalization; and globalization and migration.

The approach to cases taken in the book demonstrates a compromise. 
Using the three facets developed above as a framework of analysis, the 
cases represent an application of the analytic framework to issues that 
are important to security as whole, and that may be seen as contributing 
to a globalization of security. Looking at issue areas instead of individ-
ual states allows the analysis of differential impacts of globalization, and 
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therefore presents a wider view than looking at the impacts on single 
states. It also follows more clearly from the account of state power used 
throughout the study: that states historically should not be conceived as 
‘bordered power containers’, and as such, examining the potential glo-
balization of security on a national basis would misconceive the spirit 
of the project.

Chapter 3 examines the role nuclear weapons have played in desta-
bilizing the traditional model of the territorial state. Looking back at 
the work of the early nuclear strategists, and the ways in which nuclear 
weapons and strategy were seen to impact on state structures (especially 
in terms of military preparedness and the creation of ‘nuclear inter-
dependencies’ through the doctrine of extended deterrence), nuclear 
weapons are understood as a military technology which produced a 
truly global threat, which should have complications for security pro-
vision and state legitimacy. The history of nuclear weapons and nuclear 
strategy, however, leaves several paradoxes. Nuclear weapons make the 
territorial state more ‘permeable’, and as such, challenge the traditional 
‘hardness’ of state boundaries. This would seem to make the state’s 
claim to secure its population tenuous, especially if deterrence is used 
as a strategy. On the other hand, nuclear weapons have also come to be 
seen as status weapons that affect legitimacy in terms of state strength 
and additionally ways of providing security and national power. Despite 
such paradoxes, nuclear weapons have certainly become part of the dis-
course of a globalized sense of security and have important impacts on 
security policymaking and the provision of security itself.

Chapter 4 focuses on the privatization of security, through an inves-
tigation of the contemporary arms industry. Such a focus represents 
a merging of traditional military issues with those of international 
political economy. The increasingly transnationalized production of 
armaments has meant that states can no longer be effectively or aspi-
rationally autarkic in their provision of military technology, and are 
therefore becoming increasingly interdependent in the provision of this 
fundamental aspect of military security. Such changes are further rein-
forced by the existence of an ideology of economic liberalization, which 
has played an important role in supporting claims for arms industry 
globalization. The chapter argues that the globalization of arms pro-
duction has helped reinforce the sense of a security community in the 
transatlantic region and is therefore part of a broader global provision 
of security. The effects on legitimacy are here again uncertain, mainly 
due to the fundamentally ambiguous nature of arms production: sitting 
on the divide between economic and military power, it is often hard 



Introduction: The Globalization of Security 11

for a state (much less citizens) to make claims about the necessity of 
its nationality. Even in cases where this is done, it often rests more on 
the perceived economic need rather than security needs. As such, until 
there is a real legitimacy crisis, the existence of a security community 
helps to mitigate any potential legitimacy problems.

Chapter 5 examines the impacts of a globalization of migration on 
state security. The chapter first looks at how globalization has impacted 
on migration patterns, then delving into the politics of migration. The 
study of migration as a security issue in IR has mainly focused on the 
societal impacts, especially in terms of threats to established national 
identities. Although the impact on national identities is an important 
aspect, the globalized nature of migration also threatens to shatter old 
bonds of citizenship, through the development of transnational and 
global forms of citizenship. These are seen in a positive sense, by the 
gaining of universal rights, but they also potentially devalue state-
bound notions of citizenship, and destabilize the benefits of citizenship 
in Western states. This connects to security in that citizenship is the 
signifying security pact between state and society, and as it is disrupted, 
it raises questions concerning where security will come from. The chapter 
argues overall that states have been quite robust in maintaining a semb-
lance of control over migration, and as such here we see the greatest 
sense of state retrenchment against security globalization. Despite the 
strong state retrenchment, the chapter argues that there are the poten-
tial foundations for state transformation in the future.

The book overall provides an examination of the changing nature 
of security issues, with the background of state transformation under 
conditions of globalization. As such, it provides an important corrective 
to studies which see global security issues only in terms of an adverse 
effect on the state. The globalization of security challenges not only 
the range of security issues states are confronted with, but also the 
nature of security provision itself. The possibility of state transform-
ation under conditions of globalization therefore not only represents 
an important change to the contemporary international system, but 
also to how states provide security. The intention of the study is not 
only to theorize (or conceptualize) state power and globalization, but 
also to examine various trends to illustrate the practical ways in which 
the globalization of security impacts upon states, which involves ask-
ing questions surrounding the manifestations of the globalization of 
security discussed above. The cases will provide some answers to the 
important questions surrounding the globalization of security: What 
kinds of risks are mediated on a global level? What kinds of alternative 
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forms of security provision exist? What are the effects of globalization 
on the security state’s monopoly of security? How is security provision 
being reorganized? This questioning will help to get to the heart of the 
matter: the degree to which security has become globalized in the con-
temporary world.



1
The ‘Security State’ and the 
Evolution of Security Provision

13

Security is at the very heart of contemporary political life. In the devel-
oped states of the North, most individuals’ security is provided by the 
state – from protection from the internal and external threat of violence 
to the provision of basic needs – and is therefore contingent on political 
relationships, mainly found in the link between citizen and state. The 
potential impacts of globalization, while not necessarily threatening 
the life of the state itself, are bound to have an influence on this vital 
area. However, the state itself is a historically constituted entity that 
has undergone changes throughout its history. The importance of this 
recognition is that the development of a theory of the globalization of 
security cannot be properly analysed without some idea of the inter-
action between state change and security in international relations.

The debates that the critical agenda for security studies have devel-
oped – such as where security resides, and who the ‘subject’ of security 
is – are important. However, there remains a crucial question concern-
ing how the provision of security has historically changed with the 
development of the state. A historical sociological analysis of the devel-
opment of linkages between state and citizen will assist in this pro-
cess, by supplying a historical analysis of the state, in order to better 
articulate its continuing relevance to political life and security, its rela-
tionship with individuals and society, and the complexities of contem-
porary citizenship. Such an approach also helps to centre security as 
a political practice, where the provision of security itself is the focal 
point of state–society relations, profoundly connected to ideas about 
state legitimacy.

During the period of total war at the beginning of the twentieth 
century, a particular configuration of state–society security relation-
ships developed in Northern states where the state increased its power 



14 The Globalization of Security

over society, but also in return gave a bundle of social goods to its citi-
zens as a means of providing security. This model is here referred to as 
the ‘security state’. The increase in domestic security provision was a 
compromise for a greater internationalization of the state, and provided 
a distinctive separation of external and internal security. As such, secur-
ity became more than just the external–internal divide: security was 
broadened out to include economic hardship and other forms of social 
protection. Though this is often divorced from discussions of security, 
as ‘domestic’ concerns have been relegated by definition to the margins 
of international security studies, this development indicated a particular 
change in state–society relations. However, the processes which created 
the security state were a combination of national and international, 
domestic compromises that were mainly caused by war and economic 
dislocation. Seen in the context of the emergence of states from the 
impacts of two World Wars and the Great Depression, the security 
state was about greater internationalization for national autonomy. The 
interaction between these two factors was in many ways the defining 
dynamic of twentieth-century international relations.1

In order to accomplish this analysis, five steps will be taken. First, 
the role of change and the state in security studies and International 
Relations (IR) more generally will be examined to highlight some of the 
deficiencies in analysing state power. Second, an introduction to the 
potential contribution of neo-Weberian historical sociology to secur-
ity studies will be given, in order to show how security provision is 
embedded in the state–society complex, through the concept of citizen-
ship. Third, an overview of the development of a security relationship 
between state and society in the European state-building process will 
be developed, demonstrating the increasing intensity of state–society 
bonds that were partly maintained by the granting of protective rights 
to citizens. Fourth, an analysis of the development of the security state 
in the twentieth century will provide the background for a historic-
ally constituted state–society security complex, with the possibility to 
incorporate change. Finally, the development of the security state will 
be put in the context of its post-war environment, where forms of inter-
nationalism buttressed the national autonomy of the security state.

Security, the state and change

International political change has become one of the most important 
concerns of International Relations. The long-standing debate con-
cerning the role of historical study in the development of theories of 
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international relations progressed steadily since discussion in the early 
1980s.2 However, that growth has not had much of an impact on the 
debates in security studies.3 The end of the Cold War sensitized theorists 
and practitioners of security to the existence of a diversity of threats, 
and much attention has been paid to the expansion of the issue areas 
of security studies and the deepening of the conception of referents of 
security.4 The major changes that have impacted the international sys-
tem as a result of the end of the superpower conflict, and the increasing 
recognition of the importance of globalization in international politics, 
provide an opportunity for a re-examination of the basis of post-Second 
World War security, especially in terms of the major security actor: the 
sovereign state.

Though much notice has recently been paid to notions concerning a 
changing environment of security, less has been connected to changes 
in the structure of contemporary states. This omission can be explained 
by the relative inattention those studying security (and International 
Relations more generally) have spent dealing with theories of the state 
and its historicization.5 The state is given an implicit definition that is 
used transhistorically. The problem with the avoidance of state theory 
manifests itself in the inability to incorporate changes in state configur-
ations, and the conceptualization of the state takes on an isomorphic 
character. When the state is seen as a static, transhistorical institution, 
change is either ignored or only postulated in terms of a radical break 
from normal practices. This can be seen, for example, in the often-
 polarized debates concerning the impacts of globalization on the state, 
between those who deny change, and those who claim radical trans-
formation.6 The possibility of a change in the state and its functions 
becomes difficult to hypothesize, and the only possibility for states 
faced with change is the ‘end of the state’.7

The problem of transhistoricism is most apparent in the way the state 
is utilized in International Relations (and, by extension, security stud-
ies), where the contemporary state is seen as unchanged from its ‘emer-
gence’ in 1648 (or, perhaps better put, the early modern state is seen 
as equivalent to the contemporary state).8 This tendency overestimates 
the coherence and capacity of early modern European states, as well as 
ignoring the tendency for the state to transform.9 The idea of ‘equiva-
lence’ is a symptom of the general reluctance of scholars of international 
relations to devote much effort in analysing the state itself. The state 
has generally been viewed as a national-territorial totality, where, as 
Halliday notes, ‘the state provides in conceptual form what is denoted 
visually on a map’.10 The state in international relations is, due to this, 



16 The Globalization of Security

often under-theorized, and often conceptualized in a static manner. 
The static state is especially clear in the debates about the impacts of 
globalization on the state which posit the end of the state: it is clear that 
the state being discussed is highly particular, and ignores the develop-
ment of the state over time.

Contrasting a new ‘age of globalization’ with the ‘Westphalian era’ 
makes the present look more novel than it necessarily is. Although the 
importance of the sovereign nation-state is not questioned, the lack of 
historical perspective on the origins and development of the sovereign 
state make comparisons with the past difficult. As Hobson has noted, 
the mainstream of International Relations theorizing, especially that of 
neo-realism and neo-liberalism, has been susceptible to an ahistorical 
attitude: that history only exists inasmuch as it reflects present condi-
tions, and as such denies novelty and change.11 This is not to deny the 
reality of the Westphalian paradigm (though certainly suggesting that 
it was not born at the Peace of Westphalia), but to highlight the con-
tingent origins of particular constellations of state power, and to argue 
that such constellations change over time. Due to an increasing recog-
nition of both the durability of the state and the possibility of changes 
within the state, the long sterile debate between those who saw the ‘end 
of the state’ under the onslaught of globalization against those who 
minimized or dismissed the importance of globalization entirely, has 
been rather muted of late.

Security studies has suffered from similar problems with regard to the 
state and historical change. In the traditional realist approach to secur-
ity studies, the state has been unquestioned in its historical structure.12 
The traditional model of security is primarily based on the idea that 
security should be, first and foremost, defined as national security. This 
can be seen, for example, in Herz’s attempt to situate security and the 
state in the context of territoriality: that the security and legitimacy of 
the state has been based primarily on its impenetrability, the creation 
of a ‘hard shell’ around the state.13 National security is provided by the 
protection of the nation-state from threat.

Symptomatic of this, security studies has mainly focused on changes 
in emphases caused by globalization and the end of the Cold War, 
ignoring possible changes to the state and security provision itself.14 
Meanwhile, critical scholars have done much to interrogate the assump-
tions of traditional approaches to security, but their views on the state 
have mainly questioned its role as the object of security (i.e. a criti-
cism of the national focus of security studies) and the state as a security 
provider (i.e. against the assumption that states act in their citizens’ 
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best interests).15 This questioning has been valuable in denaturalizing 
the state as the provider of security, but has ignored to some extent 
the formation and historical role of states in the security process, and 
the historical mutability of particular forms (or crystallizations) of state 
power.16

In security studies, the state has primarily been discussed, if at all, in 
terms of its relevance as an actor in the security process.17 Though these 
debates are important, the terms of the debate encompass the security 
provision by Western states in the latter half of the twentieth century. 
There is little sense that states have developed particular security rela-
tionships with their constituent societies over time, other than those 
that embrace notions of the state and a liberal social contract. The result 
of this is a situation where the arguments have mainly hinged around 
the promotion or dismissal of states as security actors.18 Though this is 
not a problem in the sense that the questions that these debates have 
raised are indeed important, it does seem to limit the possibilities of 
examining the future of both the state and security provision. As such, 
it is necessary to more clearly articulate the historical development of 
state power through a theory of the state.

Security and the neo-Weberian state

A dynamic model of the state is crucial in the analysis of globaliza-
tion, as it assists in getting past the narrow and problematic view of the 
relationship between the state and globalization as a zero-sum game, 
and shows important ways that the two can be and must be entangled. 
‘Dynamic’ primarily means a view of the state as a mutable institutional 
form, a political entity that can and has changed over time. The man-
ner in which the state has changed has primarily been to do with the 
relations between the state and the society it governs, and is ostensibly 
supposed to protect. The means by which security studies has char-
acterized the state–society relationship have generally been guilty of 
having a rather poor model of the state–society relationship, which has 
hindered the possibility of analysing the importance of globalization.

The international context of security must presume some kind of 
relationship between states and their domestic societies, as states have a 
domestic (societal) role in addition to their international commitments. 
This could, theoretically, go along a continuum from the idea that states 
themselves act completely in their own interests, without regard to their 
domestic constituencies, to the idea that national security is primarily 
determined by domestic constituencies, at least in the abstract sense 
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that the ‘national interest’ embodies the collective interests of domes-
tic society. As McSweeney points out, ‘it is implicit in most studies of 
national and international security ... that the ultimate reference is 
people ... It is from the human need to protect human values that the 
term “security” derives its meaning.’19 Not developing a firmer relation-
ship between state and society causes a problem for examining change 
that occurs on a societal level, which does not just involve whether 
or not states are ‘strong’ or ‘weak’ according to the level of political 
cohesion.20 Buzan’s ‘maximal’ state model of security, for example, 
contains such problems as a consequence of theorizing society as an 
adjunct of the state, giving it the same bounded characteristics of the 
state.21 As Shaw notes, ‘it refuses to acknowledge autonomous social 
relations as a factor in international relations distinct from the state, 
and incorporates society into international theory only as an adjunct 
of the state’.22 State–society relations can affect a state’s international 
role, just as much as international relations can impact on the state 
and society itself. For example, the development of more intensified 
state–society relations in the period coinciding with the development 
of nationalism and capitalism (in the eighteenth to nineteenth centur-
ies) certainly helped to put to an end to the primarily dynastic forms 
of international relations seen in the era of European absolutism, and 
as a result an alternative emphasis on an abstract conception of the 
‘national interest’.23 As much was the key argument for a historical soci-
ology of international relations: states, societies and international rela-
tions are in a dynamic, causal relationship.24

Those working within historical sociology have contended with 
the problems of studying the state historically, the relevance of state– 
society relations and developing various models of how changes in state 
structures, international relations and state–society relations occur.25 
As such, they have done much to help clarify the state as an institu-
tion, separating the state (as a socio-political institution) and society 
(as social relations in general), for the purpose of examining the con-
text of relationships between the two. The merits of this approach are 
that it helps to clarify state–society relations, and importantly, allows 
for and substantively examines the state as a historically constituted 
and dynamic institution, providing for the possibility of change in the 
institutional framework of the state itself. The position here develops 
the neo-Weberian view on the state in order to better conceptualize 
the state in international relations and its relationship to security. 
There are of course competing approaches to the state found in what 
Collins refers to as the ‘conflict school’ of sociology – the approaches 
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of Marx and Weber – both of which have their merits for what is being 
attempted here.26 The neo-Weberian position is preferred for one main 
reason: it better incorporates military power into the purview of state 
power without it becoming a mere extension of state (or more reduc-
tively, economic) power.27 Additionally, neo-Weberian approaches have 
incorporated an international dimension to their theorizing from the 
outset, exemplified in the work of Giddens, Mann, Skocpol and Tilly.28

The definition of the state by Weber, as ‘that human community 
which (successfully) lays claim to the monopoly of legitimate physical 
violence within a certain territory’,29 provides the starting point for 
these theories and an implicit theoretical basis for many International 
Relations scholars.30 Neo-Weberians have updated this definition to 
more clearly delineate states in historical context, analytically dividing 
the definition into discrete components. In this perspective, Mann pro-
vides an excellent neo-Weberian institutional definition of the state:

i) the state is a differentiated set of personnel ii) embodying central-
ity, in the sense that political relations radiate to and from a centre, 
to cover a iii) territorially demarcated area over which it exercises 
iv) some degree of authoritative, binding rule making, backed up by 
some organised physical force.31

Mann’s definition is important as it emphasizes a whole array of factors, 
pointing to the state as a broad institutional arrangement, more than 
just government.

The crucial idea that derives from such an approach is the concept of 
state autonomy. Though in realist IR thought autonomy has generally 
been placed in the context of the international realm, in that states are 
autonomous from one another, in this context it also refers to the way 
the state relates to society (or societies). The state should be seen, as Poggi 
notes, ‘as itself constituting a distinctive social force, vested with inter-
ests of its own, which affect autonomously, and sometimes decisively, 
the state’s own arrangements and policy’.32 This is important because 
it describes a relationship between states and societies that goes beyond 
the liberal, social contract fiction of the state as a mere outgrowth of 
individual desires. However, the autonomy of the state from society is 
never total, as states often rely on their constituent societies for certain 
types of social action, exemplified by the role played by resource extrac-
tion.33 Additionally, such accounts more generally would see the sources 
of change impacting on particular configurations of state–society rela-
tions over time. In Mann’s terms, it would be wrong to specify a singular 
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‘society’, rather than discussing socio-spatial networks of power in par-
ticular historical contexts. As such, nationalized state–society complexes 
are particularly modern institutions, the development of which will be 
discussed in more detail in the next section.34

In the modern state, the concept of citizenship should be seen as spe-
cifying a type of compact between state and society, as a part of increas-
ing infrastructural power: seen as the ability of the state to penetrate 
society and organize social relations.35 Citizenship is both relational 
and reciprocal, and it therefore is not simply the case of a beneficent 
state giving rights to citizens. It also outlines the obligations of the 
individual within civil society to the state, and individuals’ legitimate 
claims and expectations of the state: ‘infrastructural power is a two-
way street’.36 As the state increases infrastructural power, the possibil-
ities and potentiality of civil society rise, and is expressed through the 
duties and benefits of citizenship. Giddens’ account of the relationship 
between the development of surveillance as a form of administration 
and struggles concerning citizenship reflects this dynamic relationship 
between infrastructural power and the rights of citizenship.37 This is 
not to say that the state–society relationship is benign, but that it is 
inherently conflictual: citizenship rights and duties represent a com-
promise between state and society.

Citizenship, therefore, is the key to examining security relationships 
between state and society, in that citizenship rights and duties describe 
the necessary functions of the state in order for it to remain legitim-
ate. However, the relationship between security and citizenship can 
be further related to the concept of legitimacy. In Weber’s definition, 
the state must hold a monopoly on legitimate violence to be a state. 
Though legitimacy in this sense refers to force itself being legitim-
ate, the existence of such a monopoly also serves to further legitimize 
states’ claims to provide forms of protection to their citizens. As Tilly 
states, ‘a tendency to monopolize the means of violence makes a gov-
ernment’s claim to provide protection ... more credible and more diffi-
cult to resist’.38 As such, the development of a state security apparatus 
reinforces legitimacy to the extent to which it citizens are protected, 
or even feel secure.

Weber saw his institutional definition of the state being drawn 
from the contemporary state, as it represented the ‘full development’ 
of statehood.39 As he stated, ‘the monopolization of legitimate vio-
lence by the political-territorial association and its rational consoci-
ation into an institutional order is nothing primordial, but a product 
of evolution’.40 As seen in the definition above, Mann (along with 
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Giddens) has questioned Weber’s position on organized violence as 
part of the state, who both point out that it is only the modern state 
that has been actually able to claim a monopoly on legitimate vio-
lence.41 As such, they question the inevitability of the contemporary 
nation-state, which is a crucial modification. The state should be seen 
as a flexible institution, whose relationship with the means of violence 
is open to change. More broadly, the idea of what security provision is, 
and how it is provided, is open to development and modification.

The analysis of the connections between infrastructural power and 
the development of citizenship give theoretical background to looking 
at the building of a security state in practice. However, it also needs to 
be complemented with the development of a juridical notion of state-
hood in international society, which has existed in tandem with the 
development of the state de facto, and is crucial in understanding con-
temporary debates about state and change, especially in the debates over 
globalization. At the centre of the ‘idea of the state’ is the international 
recognition of juridical sovereignty, a concept which is at the heart of 
the theory and practice of contemporary international relations. This is 
particularly clear in English School accounts of IR, where sovereignty 
in legal terms is put at the centre of international society.42 The jurid-
ical notion of sovereignty also contains within it a normative vision of 
the state itself, one that gives significant prominence to the security 
state: that sovereign states are ones that are also able to provide security 
for their citizens. As much is clear in contemporary debates about the 
rights of sovereignty, particularly found in issues surrounding humani-
tarian intervention, and the rights of states against the duties of states.43 
As such, there remains a tension between this idea of the state and any 
social forces which modify aspects of state power: the overall tension 
between the continued importance of the ideology of statehood and 
the ideology of globalization.44

As such, the development of changed state–society relations goes 
beyond mere domestic politics. International relations is constitutive of 
statehood, in terms of how broad social changes influence the content 
of international relations, and how inter-societal interactions change 
state–society relations and configurations of state power. Giddens’ 
account of the development of nation-states through the reflexive 
practices of international relations is one argument along these lines.45 
Similarly, Justin Rosenberg’s recent invocation of ‘combined and uneven 
development’ as a core historical theory of the international also points 
to the development of particular forms of state power through inter-
national relations themselves.46 Overall, the changing compacts of the 
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state tend to be part of broader sets of inter-societal interactions, found 
especially in war and economy.47

Taking the ‘security state’ for granted creates a difficulty in analysing 
the possibility of change in the state, both because the state is taken 
as a static institution, and because the array of contemporary security 
functions and relationships are also taken for granted. The slow devel-
opment of citizenship rights and duties is an important part of the 
growth of security compacts between state and society, demonstrating 
the dynamic nature of the state itself, and also pointing to the possible 
further evolution of the state and its relationship with broader inter-
national processes. The benefit of a historical sociological approach to 
the state is found in the recognition of the functional autonomy of 
the state itself, manifested in the concept of infrastructural power. The 
development of infrastructural power goes along with the development 
of citizenship and the binding relationship between state and society, 
and therefore provides a crucial corrective to the analysis of the state in 
both security studies and International Relations.

The evolution of security provision

The history of the development of the state is one that has been told 
a number of times from various angles, but primarily in the context 
of how elite war-making eventually led to the development of states, 
both for the advancement of socio-political order and the need for 
the formation of an infrastructure for extraction to finance the ever-
more costly means of warfare.48 The development of the state, there-
fore, was as a means to power – it was not an end in itself.49 In the 
context of citizenship and infrastructural power, there had to be the 
arrival of the state as an end in itself, something that was not properly 
seen until the late eighteenth century and the French and American 
revolutions,50 in order for the kind of security provision associated with 
the contemporary state to develop. At this point, citizenship and the 
state became intimately connected, and the infrastructural power of 
the state increased enormously, through a slow process of development 
of material infrastructure.

Along with the eventual development of the rights of citizenship, 
we see a gradual change in what those rights and duties consist of, that 
moves from the relative disinterest early states and rulers saw in their 
subjects (except as sources of revenue), to the relatively compassionate 
governance seen in contemporary states. This goes along with a change 
in state security provision itself – from the early emphasis on social 
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order and lack of violence (at least against the state) to the contemporary 
welfare state. Although this story can be told in developmental terms – 
that is, a switch from mere state despotism to enlightened democratic 
forms of governance – it is essential to examine this through the con-
text of infrastructural power, where benefits were trade-offs in some 
sense for the further penetration of state into society.51 It is essential 
because such trade-offs between state and society inform the content of 
security compacts, and as such, are still vital to understanding security 
provision in the present. The current section provides an overview of 
the beginnings of the state–society security relationship, followed by a 
more detailed analysis of the contemporary situation.

The security relationship between states and society has undergone 
a rather gradual development. Tilly provides an example of an early 
variant on the development of security relations between states and 
at least one class actor in civil society, the new bourgeoisie, and the 
role it played in the development of the state in Western Europe. Tilly 
describes the growth of the state as a consequence of the development 
of a ‘protection racket’, where the pursuit of power and control caused 
elites to monopolize the control over violence within their territories, 
while, furthermore, the pursuit of war caused rulers to set up systems of 
extraction in order to raise capital for these endeavours.

The extraction process, though not excluding outright pillage, import-
antly included taxation, through the making of promises of protection 
(of a particular social class). This led to the entrenchment of substan-
tial bureaucracies to regulate taxation, police forces, courts and account 
keepers, therefore solidifying the existence of exclusive territorial 
states.52 Therefore, one of the factors in the consolidation of states was 
the unintended consequence of the rulers’ search for power – that the 
need for capital to invest in war-making inadvertently led to the elim-
ination of rivals within a given territory, in order to have a greater cap-
acity to extract resources.53 Overall, a cycle in European state-building 
centred around the ability of states to extract wealth from their subjects, 
which further created and reinforced the development of the substan-
tial bureaucratic manifestations of the state, allowing even more inter-
vention in and control over their constituent societies.54 Importantly 
this is an international process as well, as the interaction between early 
state forms – that is, through military competition and war – was a cru-
cial link in the cycle.

The development of such a relationship is borne out by the two major 
watersheds in the state described by Mann: its increase in size in the 
eighteenth century, and the increasing extent of its civil functions in the 
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nineteenth century.55 This can be seen in a number of areas, but one of 
the most important was the increasing level of bureaucratic management 
of the state, which increasingly came to be seen as the actual location 
of rule in the state.56 This was also accompanied by the development of 
infrastructures, both material and symbolic, exemplified by the develop-
ment of roads, railways, postal services, telegraphy and mass education; 
civilian functions that increased the prosperity of society but further 
politicized society in the sense that it could not ignore the state.57

In terms of civilian expenditures, the average increase over the 
course of the nineteenth century was about 50 per cent in spend-
ing on civilian functions. At the beginning of the twentieth century 
about 75 per cent of state expenditure was channelled towards civil-
ian purposes.58 In the nineteenth century, the state’s commitment 
to educating its subjects became an important aspect of its increased 
civil role. This, of course, was connected to the economic needs of 
states, and also to the rise of nationalism, and receiving the ‘correct’ 
education; education was a product of further democratization, but 
also contained a strong element of ‘parading, flag-saluting, anthem-
singing, and hero-worshipping’.59 Over the course of the nineteenth 
century, states also started to focus on the conditions of the poor and 
the sick, and of workers. In Britain, this can be seen through a number 
of developments, such as the Factory Acts and the eventual establish-
ment of the Ministry of Health in 1919.60

The state’s control over organized violence also proceeded over 
this time period. The state became increasingly in control over vio-
lence within its territory, which was accompanied by a shift in the 
status of the military, from a situation where the military was essen-
tially ‘embedded’ within society, to where the military itself became 
a bureaucratized arm of the state.61 It was in the eighteenth century 
where the distinction between civilians and soldiers became common-
place.62 By the nineteenth century, national armies and navies had in 
the main displaced the use of mercenaries and privateers.63 Along with 
these changes came a switch in the purpose of armed force, where it 
became more an instrument of an abstract state, and less an instrument 
of the rulers. However, the change in the purpose of armed force also 
accompanied the increased presence of force internally, though eventu-
ally through the establishment of police forces as distinct from the mili-
tary, as the needs of the internal maintenance of order (e.g. controlling 
mobs) required different techniques to external conflicts.64

These watersheds of the state were accompanied by the increased pol-
iticization of society in the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 
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As Mann notes, ‘as states transformed into national states, then into 
nation-states, classes became caged, unintentionally “naturalized” and 
politicized’.65 The word ‘caging’ is of importance, as it describes how the 
development of nation-states in the period was part of a process of the 
state bounding social relations within its political territory. The rise of 
infrastructural power developed the boundedness of the state so taken 
for granted in traditional accounts of international relations; as Hobden 
points out, ‘traditional international relations theory has portrayed bor-
ders as hard shells. A socio-historical construct has become reified into 
a physical attribute of social relations.’66

This boundedness also contributed to the expansion of citizenship, 
as the combination of nationalism (the result of the process of ‘caging’) 
and sovereignty led to the demand for greater national rights for the 
subjects of the state.67 As societies were clamped ever tighter within 
states, the state politicized societies through nationalism and sover-
eignty. Modern societies therefore reinvented democracy because the 
state could not be escaped; as Mann puts it, ‘in the early modern period 
people became trapped within national cages and so sought to change 
the conditions within those cages’.68 This insight is echoed by Giddens, 
in his account of the connections between nationalism and the state. 
As he states,

nationalism helps naturalize the recency and contingency of the 
nation-state through providing its myths of origin. But, at the same 
time, the discourse of national solidarity helps block off other pos-
sible discursive articulations of interest. The discursive arena of the 
modern polity treats what ‘politics’ is as inherently to do with the 
bounded sphere of the state.69

This tendency can also be seen in conjunction with the changing nature 
of armed force. The shift from armed force as principally an instrument 
of the ruling elite to being an instrument of the abstract state was noted 
above, but with the rise of nationalism, this connection became even 
stronger. As Howard notes, ‘War was no longer considered a matter for 
a feudal ruling class or a small group of professionals, but one for the 
people as a whole. The armed forces were regarded, not as a part of the 
royal household, but as the embodiment of the Nation.’70

The overall increase in civilian expenditure and the changing nature 
of armed force, combined with the increased politicization of society 
through the development of citizenship rights, point to the develop-
ment of more advanced forms of security provision. The combination of 
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nationalism and warfare meant that, to a large extent, war was becom-
ing sold in terms of the national interest of the whole population, and 
therefore could be expressed as providing a form of security. Regarding 
civilian expenditure, the development of mass infrastructures was all 
part of increased living standards as part and parcel of citizenship, 
which should be seen as another aspect of security provision. These 
two dimensions provide the basis for putting the state at the centre 
of an internal and external divide that has pervaded the literature on 
security ever since.

Though this is obviously a highly generalized model of the process, 
it still provides important insights as an ideal-typical model. The rise 
of European states was thus founded not only on the development of 
a powerful state elite and governing apparatus, but also through the 
development of infrastructural power and through international social 
interactions such as war. The increased intensity of interaction between 
state and society was put in the context of protection, which can be 
seen as a precursor to the more advanced kind of security provision 
seen through the increased involvement of the state in civil activities. 
As Hobden points out, ‘states did not emerge in terms of contractual 
arrangement with society, but because of their effectiveness in extract-
ing resources from society, to protect the state as an institution and the 
population under its jurisdiction. State survival was very closely linked 
to the protection of a local population.’71 The end of the nineteenth and 
beginning of the twentieth centuries heralded a more intensive rela-
tionship between state and society regarding security provision. The 
infrastructural powers of the contemporary state became enormous. 
The huge rise in infrastructural power has culminated in the post-war 
security state, which tightened state–society relations much beyond the 
point of these early state formations.

The security state

The ‘security state’ therefore represents a situation where the increased 
penetration of the state into civil society provided the basis for not only 
more coordination of society by the state, but the reciprocal effect of 
increased rights and expectations of the citizens of states. Though this 
is often left aside as irrelevant by international security analysts, as it 
is seen as a ‘domestic’ development, associated with the rise of the wel-
fare state, it is in fact an important change in the structure of states, 
and also requires a transformation in the conceptualization of security. 
The security state is, basically, a relationship between state and society 
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where the state provides insurance against contingency.72 In the case 
of the security state, the contingency is the impact of increasing inter-
nationalization, where states were involved in international relations 
broadly speaking in more and more intensive ways. While the protection 
from external threat remained a mainstay of state security provision, 
the development of large degrees of state intervention within states, in 
order to provide security for its citizens, was a somewhat newer devel-
opment. The development of a security state also points to the massive 
increase in intervention in society by the state, in many senses part of 
an increasing centralization of political (not to mention economic and 
military) power. This increase in infrastructural power goes in some 
way beyond the Weberian ‘monopoly of legitimacy violence’ held by 
nineteenth-century European states, towards a ‘monopoly of security’, 
where the protection from external threat gets bundled together with a 
variety of other forms of security provision.

The increase in infrastructural power and rights in twentieth-century 
states had much to do with the rise of industrialized total wars and 
the increased interpenetration of international economic power, and 
this context can demonstrate the importance of changing state–society 
relationships through changes in the rights of citizenship.73 As stated 
earlier, the key to understanding the security relationship between 
state and society is through the lens of citizenship. The need for mas-
sive penetration into civil society in order to organize the total wars 
of the twentieth century had a major impact on the structure of the 
state, which continued after the end of the Second World War. The First 
World War of course provides the precedent, where states managed to 
organize a vast array of market forces in the domestic economy for their 
own purposes. As McNeill states, ‘innumerable bureaucratic structures 
that had previously acted more or less independently of one another in 
a context of market relationships coalesced into what amounted to a 
single national firm for waging war’.74

During the Second World War, all of the industrialized nations 
involved had to organize their economies around mobilization for the 
war effort.75 This was usually done through the use of specialized state 
bureaucracies which organized their economies.76 In Nazi Germany, 
economic planning had been divided among the three branches of the 
armed services and the Schutzstaffel, but under Armaments Minister 
Albert Speer was centralized to a large degree.77 The centralization was 
further recognized in 1943 when the title was changed to the Ministry 
of War Production.78 In Britain, a greatly successful war economy was 
achieved under the auspices of Sir John Anderson, the head of the 
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Lord President’s Committee, responsible for coordination of the war-
time economic effort. Measures were also implemented to deal with 
wartime manpower shortages.79 The planning introduced many com-
promises in terms of civil liberties, and in terms of oversight: though 
ostensibly overseen by the House of Commons, the ability to control 
the committee was actually quite small in practice, as was its aware-
ness of what went on in the committee.80 In the US, though in many 
ways a special case due to its relative isolation from the conflict, war-
time production was coordinated through a number of organizations, 
including the War Production Board, the Manpower Commission, and 
the Office of War Mobilization. These organizations, facilitated by 
President Roosevelt’s leadership, proved an outstanding success, so that 
over the period of 1941–1943 the US was significantly out-producing 
all of the other belligerents in the war.81 The centralization inherent 
in this wartime planning inaugurated unprecedented intrusion of the 
state into society, especially anathema to the long-standing tradition 
of American anti-statism.82

The very immensity of the undertaking of total wars necessitated an 
increased attention to the needs of people. As the organization of war 
developed a massive increase in state intervention and discipline, such 
intervention needed to be complemented with new forms of social 
compromise.83 The extensive mobilization of society in the war effort 
led to a post-war situation where society demanded more from the 
state, and there was an opportunity for states to meet such demand.84 
As Mazower states, ‘it seems as though the war had created – or inten-
sified – a demand for social solidarity, while the economic upswing 
created the resources to support this change’.85 However, the total wars 
not only affected the structure of post-war states, they also affected the 
relationship between state and society in terms of citizenship.

The post-war arrangements also followed a number of different paths, 
from the more conservative Catholic policies of West Germany, Italy and 
France, to the more radical departure of Sweden.86 In the case of Britain, 
the 1942 Beveridge report, outlining Britain’s post-war social welfare 
provision, was received with great enthusiasm, and became the best-
selling bureaucratic document in British history, selling over 500,000 
copies. As Hay points out, ‘the fervour with which it was received clearly 
reflected a deep social appetite for wholesale social reform’.87 The types 
of social rights developed in post-war Britain included: full employ-
ment, a universal national insurance scheme, a comprehensive National 
Health Service, free and compulsory education, and an extended state-
housing sector.88
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The US evolved into a more minimalist welfare state compared to the 
European states, but, despite this, the experience of the Second World 
War still had an immense impact on both social welfarism and the con-
ception of security overall.89 During the war, the National Resources 
Planning Board noted that ‘to be worth dying for, a political system 
must be worth living in’.90 As Sherry notes, ‘in that light, social welfare 
programs were not “sentimental humanitarianism” but the “first line 
of national defense” ’.91 In the US example, because of the linkage made 
between military spending and overall prosperity, the welfare state 
became folded into the concern with national security.92 As President 
Roosevelt pursued an economic bill of rights to be a counterpart to the 
sacrifice of war, he also stated that the one supreme objective for the 
future is ‘security. And that means not only physical security ... from 
attacks by aggressors. It means also economic security, social security, 
moral security – in a family of Nations.’93 The move towards welfarism 
also represented a rise in statism: the centralizing tendencies that wel-
farism required were reflected in other areas of national policy, against 
the traditional anti-statism of American political culture. Nowhere was 
this clearer than in the area of national security, with the passage of 
the 1947 National Security Act, and furthermore, through the vast cen-
tralization of control needed to oversee the development of nuclear 
weapons.94

It should be stressed that many of the rights that were developed after 
the war were general continuations of previous policies designed to pro-
mote general welfare, and therefore it would not be accurate to equate 
the rise of welfarism with the rise or ‘rebirth’ of liberal democracy in 
the post-war period: the policies were directly related to the increas-
ing infrastructural power of states. For example, Britain had started 
much of its domestic reforms in the nineteenth century. The post-war 
social provision provided by West Germany and Italy was founded on 
concepts and bureaucratic frameworks developed before the war. The 
West German ‘life ensuring state’, as developed by Ernst Forsthoff, was 
originally approvingly employed in 1938 in the context of the Third 
Reich.95

Despite the recognition that welfarism was not necessarily novel to 
war or liberal democracy, there was a definite change in the purpose of 
welfarism. In the nineteenth century, social welfare existed primarily 
to mollify the lower classes; as Marshall put it, ‘the common purpose 
of statutory and voluntary effort was to abate the nuisance of poverty 
without disrupting the pattern of inequality of which poverty was the 
most obviously unpleasant consequence’.96 After the period of total war, 
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and at least partially as a consequence of it, welfarism took on much 
more extensive role that, while not necessarily emancipatory, was cer-
tainly aimed at relieving an extensive range of social problems. What 
is particularly notable in this light, is that welfarism took aim at entire 
populations, not just at ‘the poor’, or soldiers who had fought in war.97 
Even in the US, where the development of a European-style welfare 
state was hindered by an anti-statist tradition, there were gains in over-
all social enfranchisement, as racial and gender barriers began to be 
broken because of the involvement of women and African-Americans 
in the war effort.98

The various rights that had been consolidated by the period follow-
ing the Second World War – rights of full employment, unemployment 
insurance, health care, housing benefits and the like – developed at 
least partially out of the war effort itself, and the increased pressures 
put on societies by the war, as well as a number of compromises made 
by political parties after the war.99 As such, the provision of such rights 
were not benign, they were very much a part of state strategies for war-
fighting, and were a compromise for the increasing reach of the state 
into the lives of its people, for the purpose of war mobilization. The 
provision of rights themselves, however, also led to increasing levels of 
state intervention in social policy and the economy, all in all an illustra-
tion of the tension between state and society indicated earlier.

The development of the security state hinges on this elaboration of 
citizenship and rights which were seen as part of the trade-off in the 
increased penetration of the state into civil society. The rise of infra-
structural power over the past two centuries not only increased the 
state’s involvement in civil society, but increased the expectations of 
civil society through its politicization, and the recognition of such 
expectations can be seen in the expansion of citizenship rights.100 The 
‘security’ that states provide has changed dramatically in the twentieth 
century, through extended ideas of citizenship in the beginning of the 
century, to the post-Second World War development of the welfare state 
and social (or economic) citizenship rights.101

Crucially, just as the war effort had shaped domestic society through 
increasing infrastructural power and through compromises in welfare 
provision, the war had also fundamentally changed international rela-
tions as well. Though the effects of the new nuclear technology have 
been much commented upon,102 the internationalized nature of war-
time planning had a profound effect on the organization of the inter-
national system. The internationalism in the war was most strongly 
seen in the case of the joint US and British mobilization for the war 
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effort.103 As McNeill notes, ‘thanks to the increasing complexity of arms 
production, a single nation had become too small to conduct an effi-
cient war. This was, perhaps, the main innovation of World War II.’104 
The legacy of such organization can be seen in the promotion of eco-
nomic internationalism and integration in the post-war period, and also 
in the development of more robust institutionalization of international 
and global security.105

The extension of social rights and provision was in part a recognition 
that the state would have to extend its benefits to citizens in order to par-
ticipate more intensely in a new international and global environment. 
The development of more extensive forms of security after the Second 
World War was part of the post-war consensus of embedded liberalism, 
the compact giving citizens more security for the trade-off of the state 
being more integrated into the world economy and military-security sys-
tem.106 In the context of the end of a period of total war, which involved 
the mobilization of society on an unprecedented level, the importance 
of post-war bargaining as a state strategy becomes clearer. The security 
state was at least partially the product of the war and the need to par-
ticipate more intensely on a global and international scale, both by the 
provision for domestic intervention and the protection from external 
threat.

The internal–external divide is emphasized in the way that the term 
‘national security’ came to prominence in the period following the 
Second World War. As Dalby states, ‘it was only in the middle of this 
century that security became the architectonic impulse of the American 
security polity, and, subsequently, of its allies’.107 The state had become 
the prime focus of security, with the US taking the lead in this develop-
ment: as McSweeney puts it, ‘the concept of “national security” serves to 
focus on the autarky of the state’.108 Though the stress in these accounts 
concerns the peculiarity of the state being at the centre of security,109 
at that historical moment, the state did become the centre of secur-
ity: the expansion of infrastructural power and its reciprocal effects 
had seen both the caging of civil society into the bounded territory 
of the state and the development of the state as the main security pro-
vider, an insurance policy against internal and external contingency. 
The security state was a way of shoring up the legitimacy of states an 
era of increasing internationalization. The combination of the highly 
militarized and centralized state as a form of external protection, and 
the extension of rights through further enfranchisement and the devel-
opment of social rights led to the situation where the state was at the 
centre of security. Protector against external threat and provider of 
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domestic well-being, the state became the prime guarantor and pro-
vider of security.

International dimensions of the security state

The development of the security state as the mediator between two 
realms, as a protector from external military threats and as insurer 
against domestic malaise, came at a cost. Another transformation 
accompanied the development of the security state as part of the total 
war era: the need to amalgamate more fully into the international (and 
global) realm. The post-war period saw the development of a more 
interdependent international system, especially between the Western 
allies.110 Interdependence and integration were not only the result of 
the European allies’ position at the end of the war, where they were 
in need of American financial assistance to overcome the hardships 
incurred in conflict, but also the recognition of the importance of an 
open international economy. Free trade and enmeshment in a series 
of international institutional relationships became the essence of the 
post-war compromise: social welfare itself provided the ground for the 
increased internationalization of the state.111 The post-war international 
order therefore set the scene for the contemporary discussion of secur-
ity and globalization, and possible challenges to the security state. The 
tensions between internationalizing tendencies and nationalizing ten-
dencies were crucial to understanding power in the twentieth century. 
The overall success of the security state was its ability to remain autono-
mous by becoming internationalized. The rest of the section addresses 
the increasing internationalization in the Cold War period, and pro-
vides some lessons for understanding the state of globalization.

While the state was always situated at the centre of a national– 
international nexus, this nexus was most important and solidified in 
the age of nationalism and total war, as described in the previous sec-
tions. Transnational and global forces had always been important, but 
the Second World War heralded a new era of global relations, much 
more extensive, in terms of reach, than the age of empires.112 As such, 
globalization is not something that is necessarily new, or necessarily 
dangerous to states themselves. Reconnecting the post-war order with 
the ‘security state’ will enable a re-evaluation of the state and security 
in an increasingly globalized era. A recognition that forms of globaliza-
tion were the outcome of the creation of the system means that many 
of the security challenges that were seen to arise or arrive in the wake 
of the Cold War also have links back to the Cold War itself. The aim, 
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however, is not to merely point to continuities, but to show how the 
potential institutionalization of security on the global scale was always 
a possibility in a system of increased internationalization.

A number of commentators have noted that the multilateral liberal 
international order, promoted by the United States as a grand strategy 
beside containment policy at the outset of the Cold War, has had a 
remarkable durability, and remains intact in the post-Cold War period.113 
The recognition of such an order was mitigated by the development of 
superpower confrontation, but the Cold War itself was hardly based on 
such ideas: two competing ideological-political blocs, with a powerful 
state at the centre of each, squared off against one another. The onset 
of the Cold War made this system exist in the context of inter-systemic 
struggle between two competing social systems: two ideas or visions 
of the structure of the international order.114 However, this should not 
obscure the growth of a liberal international order during the Cold War 
period, as it remained the broad outlook of US policymakers through-
out the Cold War, and continues to shape the international order in the 
post-Cold War period. Though the durability of international institu-
tions has been much debated in International Relations, the evidence 
points to problems with theories which stress the fragility of institu-
tions.115 The continued durability of the post-war liberal international 
order is manifested in two important institutional facets which will be 
discussed here, both based on multilateralism: the economic order and 
security order.

The post-war economic order devised at Bretton Woods in 1944 estab-
lished the US demand for a multilateral trading order to replace the bilat-
eral trading order of the interwar period. This was in order to counter 
the nationalist-mercantilist tendencies that US State Department offi-
cials believed were one of the main causes of the Second World War.116 
The intention was to abolish the colonial system and its preferential 
trading in favour of an open economic order. Thus the pursuit of free 
trade characterized in the Bretton Woods agreement was for the main-
tenance of a more peaceful, less militarist world order, enshrined in the 
principle of national self-determination.117

The purpose and principles of the institutions of Bretton Woods 
shifted (rather radically) over the course of the Cold War, as did the 
overall economic arrangements of the liberal international order itself, 
these institutional arrangements, and the principles that underlie them, 
still guide the international system after the Cold War. The desire for 
an open international economy, backed up by international financial 
institutions and trade regimes, provided the background necessary for 



34 The Globalization of Security

the development of an increasingly internationalized and globalized 
economic system.118 The end of the Cold War allowed for the expansion 
of this system to the rest of the world, and its further institutionaliza-
tion, for better or worse.

The military-security dimension of the post-war order was also of 
great importance. President Roosevelt’s insistence for the develop-
ment of some type of collective security (in the first instance in the 
‘four policeman’ concept) that eventually developed into the United 
Nations was one part of the institutionalization of security in a global 
liberal framework.119 The principles of the UN were very much along 
these lines, as spelled out clearly in the UN Charter, with the outlawing 
of aggression and the protection of the rights of sovereign states and 
national self-determination.120

Although the rivalry of the Cold War made the potential for col-
lective security through the UN rather diminished, a more appropri-
ately Cold War security organization was created through the North 
Atlantic Alliance: NATO. NATO was of course organized against the 
threat of external aggression, but it gradually developed into a binding 
institutional arrangement that went beyond a typical alliance. NATO 
institutionalized a large degree of international cooperation between 
its members, which bound them to obligations through institutional 
mechanisms that were much more extensive than the obligations found 
in other historic alliances.121 The end of the Cold War demonstrated 
this durability, as NATO remained intact despite the end of its intended 
purpose, and also showed the importance of the alliance beyond just 
the military aspects: the eventual expansion of this Cold War security 
arrangement to Eastern and Central Europe reflected (and continues to 
reflect) the importance placed on institutions in providing not only for 
a strong liberal international order, but for an institutionalization of 
state power internationally.122

Military relationships between the Western allies became multilateral 
in character through the development of security organizations, based on 
a variety of principles, from the collective defence based NATO to the col-
lective security of the UN. At their most intense, ‘security communities’ 
helped to provide a framework for security among the Western allies. All 
of these relationships were based on degrees of internationalization and 
globalization, in much the same manner as the global political economy, 
described above. The UN, although ineffective in its prescribed security 
role, provided the basis for a collective approach to security. However, it 
was the Cold War context that solidified such trends, as organizations 
such as NATO created truly internationalized security provision.
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The end of the Cold War strengthened the global appeal of the United 
Nations, and after the success of the 1991 Gulf War, there was much 
hope for a new era of collective security. Although this hope was cer-
tainly challenged by the varying success of interventions under UN 
auspices in the 1990s, and the continued politics of the UN Security 
Council, the principles that the UN stands for are very much the centre-
piece of international order.123 NATO also, surprisingly, still plays an 
important role in the international system. Though many saw (and 
some wished) for its demise with the end of the Cold War, seeing its 
raison d’être being destroyed, it has in fact changed into a more political 
organization: still a military organization, but one whose existence as 
a security community is more and more pronounced.124 The expansion 
programme to members of Eastern and Central Europe is one part of 
this new reality, as is the improving relationship with Russia, and its 
recent ‘out of area’ activities in Afghanistan.125

Much of the appeal of the institutions of the liberal post-war order 
derives from what Ikenberry has described as their ‘constitutional’ 
nature. Crucially, the post-war order was based on the ability of the US 
to engage in ‘strategic restraint’, to convince allies that it would cred-
ibly keep up its commitments to the rules of post-war order and limit 
its expressions of power.126 Gaddis and Maier have both noted how this 
was accomplished not through the ‘direct’ approach of the Soviet Union 
in Eastern Europe, but through a form of informal rule: by structuring 
the autonomy given to new centres of authority.127 As Lundestad points 
out, ‘the American influence was more pronounced in shaping over-
all structure ... than in forcing individual policy choices they would 
not otherwise have made’.128 What is perhaps the most crucial point to 
emerge from this discussion is that American leadership is of a special 
kind, in that it forms a ‘liberal hegemony’, ‘an extended system that 
blurred domestic and international politics as it created an elaborate 
transnational and transgovernmental political system with the United 
States at its centre’.129 Different American administrations will have had 
different ways of working within this framework, but it is what made 
the American-led system so appealing overall.130

Although this post-war order is generally portrayed in liberal terms, it 
also has been described by many as a form of empire, or, at the very least, 
quasi-imperial. With the US the preponderant power after the Second 
World War, the decline of Britain as a leading power and the relatively 
weak post-war position of the Soviet Union (given the costs of the war 
itself), such a possibility was unsurprising. The use of the term ‘empire’ 
had its origins in the revisionist school of Cold War historiography, 
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redressing the balance of scholarship on the origins of the Cold War, 
by showing the exploitative and expansionist tendencies of US foreign 
policy.131 Although these radical approaches were eventually subsumed 
by the neo-revisionist position,132 the term ‘empire’ has regained prom-
inence, not only with Cold War historians, but with more mainstream 
analysts of contemporary US foreign policy.133 Though some are critical 
of America’s imperial role, most use the term to signify the enormous 
guiding role of US power in the international system, while also noting 
the ways in which it formed a consensual, liberal empire.

Independence in the periphery also provided a crucial basis for the 
post-war order by providing an alternate outlet for armed conflict which 
was the result of major changes in the constitution of armed force. As 
Halliday has pointed out, ‘if conflict has been “cold”, in the sense of 
bloodless, in the European theatre, it has cost millions of lives in Asia, 
Africa and Latin America’.134 As the borders of violence in the Western 
core of industrialized states shifted to its edges, conflict tended to 
become localized through clients in the periphery. Although there have 
obviously been observers who have noted the importance of conflict in 
the periphery by Western (and particularly US) clients,135 the ways in 
which this constitutes a change has not been much commented upon. 
However, as Barkawi and Laffey note, ‘what is at stake here is not merely 
the deployment of force but more fundamentally the constitution of it’.136

The development and deployment of transnational military planning 
was at least in part a reaction to the large scale nature of total war that 
characterized the World Wars of the twentieth century. Industrial total 
war necessitates alliances in order to mesh together the economic and 
social capacities of societies, which gave obvious salience to the devel-
opment of the large military alliances in the early Cold War period. 
Nuclear weapons also changed the possibilities for total war, and there-
fore changed the character of war in the post-war era.137 As Barkawi and 
Laffey note, ‘the enforced nuclear peace meant that the local forces of 
clients and proxies became more important instruments for conducting 
superpower competition. The periphery took on a central importance 
of the site of armed conflict. The nature of war changed – policy-makers 
found other ways to use force as an instrument of policy.’138 In instances 
where relationships were more asymmetrical, as in the relationship with 
the periphery, it took on characteristics of transnationalism, where direct 
control of armed force was replaced with varieties of indirect control.

The structure of the post-war international system therefore contained 
a fundamental contradiction: that while it enshrined sovereignty and 
self-determination as the most important principles of international 
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order, over the space of the latter half of the twentieth century, these 
ideas coexisted with increasing state trends towards globalization and 
integration. In the present international system, as Watson has noted, 
‘external and internal independence no longer seems to be a mono-
lithic whole’, and this has important effects on the structure of the 
system itself and of the functions of states.139

The combination of the open international economy and increas-
ingly internationalized (if not integrated) security institutions provided 
the backbone for both the post-war order and the further development 
of internationalized and globalized forms of governance. Both were 
intended to provide further protection for the security state: the inter-
nationalized economy providing global wealth creation and the pre-
vention of economic nationalism that could lead to war and economic 
depression, and security institutions to provide better foundations for 
peace. The economic and military orders should not be easily divorced, 
as both broad trends towards internationalism and globalization were 
intended to provide security. As Latham points out, the post-war mili-
tary institutions were all part of the rise of ‘embedded militarism’ that 
came at the end of the Second World War, a situation where ‘militariza-
tion unfolded within and in response to the broader social and political 
fabric of an international liberal order’.140

Overall, the binding institutions of the Cold War period – and after – 
went some way towards creating a more globalized system. The blur-
ring of the boundaries of statehood, be it through alliance structures 
or the transnational constitution of force, changed the overall con-
text of international relations and security. In more moderate terms, 
this meant an increasing interdependence in the security sphere, an 
increasing conceptualizing of security in global terms, and the develop-
ment of international security governance structures, as evidenced by 
global/international institutions such as NATO and the UN. However, 
there were also the seeds of a potentially more radical political trans-
formation in this institutionalization, a challenge to the nation-state 
model – and the security state as well. As indicated earlier, the security 
state was a direct outcome of earlier pushes in this direction, as exem-
plified in two World Wars and the Great Depression. As such, greater 
internationalization in the Cold War period does not necessitate an end 
to the state, or necessitate the advent of increased globalization. It does 
demonstrate the increased salience of internationalization, but to the 
extent to which state power is crystallized in ways that combine inter-
nationalism with national power, then state transformation is actually 
resisted (or better put, the security state model is reproduced).
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Conclusion

The limitations of post-war security studies manifested themselves in 
their understandings of the state and its role in security provision. The 
lack of conceptualization of state power has meant a continued evasion 
of the evolution of security provision, as well as the overall dynamics 
of change in international relations. An engagement with state theory, 
particularly that provided by proponents of neo-Weberian historical 
sociology, proved useful in elaborating the state as an institution, and a 
historically constituted actor. The incorporation of a more complex idea 
of state–society relations demonstrated that the security relationships 
between state and society have developed over the course of several 
centuries as the result of a rise in the infrastructural power of the state. 
In the twentieth century, a further rise in infrastructural power was 
obtained by the involvement of Western states in two total wars, which 
led to the development of the ‘security state’. This represented a situ-
ation where the trade-off for further penetration into civil society was 
compensated for through increased citizenship rights, which encom-
passed a large gamut of the provision of social goods, in which should 
be included not only basic welfare provision, but the whole range of 
security provision, both ‘internal’ and ‘external’: overall, a state mon-
opoly on the provision of security.

The increasing trends for intensified interdependence and inter-
nationalism supplied the catalyst for the development of the security 
state, in terms of the necessity of states to be a part of interdepend-
ence as a means to secure state autonomy and capacity. The increased 
involvement of the state in the international realm also provided the 
potential seeds for the destruction of the post-war compromise, as it 
allowed for the further imbrication of transnational social power in the 
international system. The effect of the total wars of the first half of 
the twentieth century has given, therefore, the impetus for globaliza-
tion and for the post-war reorganization of the state. The international 
aspect of the compromise is thus of crucial importance.

The state cannot be seen as an eternal normative model of political 
organization, as it is one that has undergone many transformations 
throughout history in terms of its power capacities. The impacts on 
the present study are three-fold. First, it challenges overall the way 
in which international relations itself is examined: ‘domestic’ forces, 
transnational challenges and ideas are all crucial in examining the 
international system as a whole. Second, the very discourse of secur-
ity itself needs to be substantially expanded to include the domestic 
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compromise, and conceptualizations of state power. Security provision 
in the nation-state was premised on the idea of the protection of citi-
zenry for the purpose of the retrenchment of state power in a world 
of intensified internationalism. If we only look at the relationship 
between the state and the external realm, a crucial part of this compact 
is overlooked: that contingencies home and abroad are to be protected 
against. The military component of national security is a crucial com-
ponent of security provision, but is not the only kind of provision con-
temporary states are expected to make. Finally, it challenges us to look 
afresh at the problems and possibilities of a globalization of security. 
Examining the structure of the state as historically contingent solidi-
fies the case for state transformation: the transformation of the con-
temporary state is possible because the state has historically adapted to 
new circumstances.
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The previous chapter made a case for a historicized conception of state 
power, based on a neo-Weberian conception of the state. The security 
state provides an idealized model of the post-war transatlantic state, 
which provides a more robust model to examine in the context of increas-
ing globalization. While the previous chapter laid the foundation for a 
historical understanding of the relationship between state and security, 
as well as the state and internationalism in the twentieth century, in 
the main it left out an account of the process of state change in terms of 
social power. The main argument about change in the previous chapter 
came from the reaction of domestic social forces to international inter-
actions, found mainly in increasing intensified interstate wars, and an 
increasingly interdependent international economy.

The present chapter furthers the exposition of the relationship between 
globalization and security by giving a socio-spatial account of power 
based on the work of Michael Mann that can inform a theory of global-
ization and provide a better way of conceptualizing its interaction with 
the security state described in the previous chapter. The main thesis is 
two-fold. First, globalization is best seen as an intensification of the insti-
tutionalization of social power on the global scale, to the extent to which 
we begin to see a transformation in the institutionalization of the main 
networks of social power, away from nation-states. This means that glo-
balization mainly concerns the level of organization of social power, and 
not necessarily its geographical scope. Second, the linkage with security 
is in terms of the development of networks of social power that are threat-
ening to the security state, in terms of directly threatening its physical 
constitution or in terms of the existential threat to the populace. Both of 
these have in common that the security state begins to have trouble pro-
viding security, thus threatening the post-war compromise.
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The argument is made that the globalization of security is best seen 
as having three different facets. The first, providing the main causal 
power, is the transnationalization of threat. These transnational threats 
are discrete, but derive their power from broader globalizations of social 
power. Second, ideas about the nature of the pursuit of security impact 
on plausible social action. The development of ‘ideologies’ of global 
security begin to see such threats in a new light that has the potential to 
overcome the ideology of the national security state. Finally, the devel-
opment of global security institutions solidifies the challenge to the 
security state: however, the development of such institutions needs to 
be linked robustly with the other two facets, in order to show that such 
developments are clearly related to changes in state power. The overall 
theory that is given regards the reaction of states (or state agents) to 
the development of transnational threats. State agents have two main 
choices: state retrenchment or the development of global institutions 
transforming state power. To the extent to which transnational threats 
are serious, new thinking becomes consolidated and global institutions 
are developed, we can see the development of a real globalization of 
security. The chapter pursues the argument by first outlining a con-
ceptualization of globalization in international relations. It then links 
globalization robustly to Mann’s model of social power. Finally, it thor-
oughly outlines the connections between globalization and security, 
and the potential transformation of state power.

Globalization and international relations

Globalization provides social scientists with a problem: it is a concept 
that has become commonplace and is useful to some degree for describ-
ing changes in the social and political conditions of the contemporary 
era, but divides those who use it on many grounds. It has been utilized 
in various normative fashions, in a prophetic manner, as a form of 
technological determinism, and, most popularly, as a shorthand for 
economic liberalization.1 This is especially clear with respect to popular 
discourse, which often manifests itself as a debate between traditional 
(and neo-) liberals extolling the positive aspects of the international 
or global economy, sceptics questioning its scope and salience, and 
critics who point out the problems it creates for governance and eco-
nomic justice.2 Scholte has described the problem succinctly: ‘much 
discussion of globalisation is steeped in oversimplification, exagger-
ation and wishful thinking. In spite of the deluge of publications on 
the subject, our analyses of globalisation tend to remain conceptually 
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inexact, empirically thin, historically and culturally illiterate, norma-
tively shallow and politically naïve’.3 As such it is necessary to give a 
critical analysis of the concept before we can adequately understand 
the connections with security.4

Despite conceptual problems, globalization is still a profound descrip-
tion of the present era, and as such it continues to be taken quite serious-
ly.5 The conceptual (and other) baggage associated with globalization 
does not minimize its importance. Increasing demonstrations of the 
impacts of globalization have led to modified claims about its scope, but 
also increasing study of the variety of the realms of impacts.6 The basic 
idea of the development of a condition of globalization, where social 
relations are increasingly organized at a global level, as opposed to the 
international, national or local, has had much resonance in the con-
temporary era. Much of this has been captured in the concept of ‘supra-
territoriality’. As Scholte states, ‘whereas international circumstances 
involve crossing considerable distance over more or less extended time 
intervals, global conditions are situated in a space beyond geometry, 
where distance is covered effectively in no time’.7 What this involves is 
a new way of conceptualizing space in international relations, or at least 
making an allowance for the existence of what Ruggie has referred to 
as ‘non-territorial’ regions.8 While identifying globalization with such 
transformations in the organization of social space provides a good 
starting point, it also overstates the kinds of changes associated with 
the condition of globalization: if globalization is just supraterritoriality, 
it is difficult to find much of it around.

An associated problem present in trying to form definitions and more 
general analyses of globalization has been confusion between what is 
to be explained and the explanation.9 Many analysts of globalization 
tend to conflate the two, by expounding a process of globalization that 
actually causes a condition of globalization. The issue comes down to 
whether or not we need a new social theory to elucidate the condition 
of globalization, or if classical social theory (say of capitalism and mod-
ernity) contains more than enough to understand the development of 
such a condition. While the issue of a ‘new’ social theory has not been 
resolved, the force of the argument is coming down on the side of the 
classical theorists of modernity, to whom globalization as a condition 
would not be that surprising.10 Even the most ardent globalizers have 
had the forces of modernity at the heart of contemporary changes.11

Drawing on these insights, we can start off with a definition: glo-
balization (as explanandum) is a condition of the move towards the 
global spatial scale for the organization of social relations, not a process 
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or force in its own right. It can mainly be explained by a two-fold set 
of processes: the global spread of the institutions of modernity (par-
ticularly the state and capitalism), and the development of systems of 
thought that both produce and reproduce this spread. As such global-
ization is not necessarily something new, but a condition that can come 
about due to a combination of social forces, which begin to organize 
social power on a transnational and global level. To the extent to which 
the global organization of social relations becomes dominant, we can 
say that a condition of globalization has been achieved.

The first aspect, the spread of the institutions of modernity, is one that 
is at the heart of a number of theories of globalization, particularly that 
of Giddens. As he bluntly states, ‘modernity is inherently globalising’.12 
For Giddens modernity is a juggernaut, ‘a runaway engine of enormous 
power’, inexorably moving forward, but often in directions one could 
not imagine beforehand. As he states, ‘the juggernaut crushes those 
who resist it, and while [it] sometimes has a steady path, there are times 
when it veers away erratically in directions we can just not foresee’.13 
Such a contention is necessary in order to move away from the idea 
that globalization is entirely destructive of modernity, or concerns 
some new era. While there is certainly some overstatement here, and 
an under-specification of the causal factors driving such expansion, the 
overall tenor of Giddens’ explanation of globalization is correct, and 
provides a good start to specifying what globalization looks like. If we 
take the driving force to be the interrelation between three trends in 
modernity – the global spread of the nation-state (political power), the 
global expansion of capitalism (economic power), and the extension of 
systems of coercive force (military power) – there is a rich array of causal 
forces to draw from to understand the condition of globalization.14

The second aspect of globalization described above concerns the 
development of systems of thought connected to the rise of new forms 
of social relations. This ideational aspect is important, as it can not only 
help to underpin the globalization of social relations; it also can, when 
it gains enough power, drive such changes itself.15 Ideational descrip-
tions of globalization are quite common in the literature, usually 
revolving around the role of human consciousness in perceiving the 
global as a social space. For example, Robertson defines globalization as 
the ‘compression of the world and the intensification of consciousness 
of the world as a whole’.16 Scholte directly links consciousness to the 
chain of causality: ‘globality is evident in social activity through global 
consciousness. In other words, people often think globally.’17 Beck also 
refers to ‘globality’, as a recognition of the existence of a ‘world society’ 
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where ‘the totality of social relationships which are not integrated into 
or determined (or determinable) by national-state politics’.18

However, for Shaw, this emergent global society has at its heart a 
reorganization of the spatial dimensions of power, which differentiates 
his view from those that focus more intently on the constitution of a 
global culture, or on the development of global norms.19 As such, the 
development of an awareness of the global scope of social relations is 
also linked to the development of dimensions of power, which gives 
content to ‘global consciousness’. Indeed, if the dimension of idea-
tional or cultural power is moved beyond just a consciousness of the 
world, and is about the development of thinking globally, it can easily 
be described as a form of ideological power. As argued above the prime 
drivers of any globalization are the three-fold (or four-fold if the ideo-
logical component is included) forces of modernity, which will now be 
discussed in more detail.

As such, social power is at the heart of globalization, and needs to be 
a prominent part of any analysis. This is recognized by Held et al. when 
they state, ‘globalisation concerns the expanding scale on which power 
is organized and exercised, that is, the extensive spatial reach of net-
works and circuits of power’.20 However, power is rather under-specified 
in their model, and a more comprehensive account can be found in 
the work of Michael Mann. Mann’s IEMP model of social power – ideo-
logical, economic, military and political – provides a powerful way of 
conceptualizing the socio-spatial organization of power, and can illu-
minate the ways in which different network of social relations are push-
ing towards a global condition.21

Mann conceives of power in terms of socio-spatial networks of power, 
which are the basis of the constitution of societies. The four sources of 
social power that he describes are both ‘overlapping networks of social 
interaction’ and ‘organizations, institutional means of attaining human 
goals’.22 As such, societies are not unitary, and the form of societies 
will change over time due to the interactions of the sources of power. 
Key to understanding these forms of power is that they are embodied 
in networks of people, and particularly through institutions: ‘the four 
sources of social power offer alternative organizational means of social 
control’.23 Power comes in three dimensions: distributive and collective; 
extensive and intensive; authoritative and diffused. Distributive power 
involves the ability to get ‘a’ to do ‘b’, a zero-sum relation of power, while 
collective power involves cooperation to achieve joint power. Extensive 
power is the ability to organize large numbers over distance, intensive 
the ability to organize tightly and achieve high levels of commitment. 
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Finally, authoritative power is that willed by groups and institutions, 
while diffused power is spontaneous and decentred.24

As stated above, Mann conceives of four ideal typical types of social 
power: ideological, economic, military and political.25 Ideological 
power derives from the organization and control of meaning, which can 
include both sources of ‘ultimate meaning’ such as religion, or norms 
of social interaction. The organizational forms come in two: transcend-
ent and immanent. Transcendent forms are those that are autonomous 
of other forms of organization; ‘human beings belonging to different 
states, classes, and so forth face similar problems to which an ideol-
ogy offers plausible solutions’.26 Immanent forms of ideological power 
reinforce and enhance existing institutionalized sources of power. 
Economic power ‘comprises the circuits of production, distribution, 
exchange, and consumption’27 – as such, it combines intensive power 
(labour) with extensive power (exchange) and is therefore particularly 
powerful. Military power concerns the organization of violence for 
whatever ends (e.g. for the usefulness of aggression or defence and pro-
tection of life). Military power exists both intensively (in terms of mili-
tary organizations) and extensively (in the ability to organize people 
over extensive areas).28 Finally, political power ‘derives from usefulness 
of centralized, institutionalized, territorialized regulations of many 
aspects of social relations’.29 Political power is therefore organized in 
the state, but what states actually entail varies in terms of function and 
the relationship with other networks of power.

It is crucial to understanding Mann’s theory that the four sources are 
seen as ideal types: in the concrete examination of social power, the four 
sources intertwine, and are, as Mann describes, ‘promiscuous’. He gives 
the example of the capitalist state, which is both a political and economic 
actor. The two forms of power are intimately intertwined in this particu-
lar constellation of economic and political power. In this intertwining, 
Mann’s IEMP model can clarify how different networks of power interact 
and cause change.30 For Mann, the four sources of social power ‘entwine’ 
and interact and change each other’s shape.31 As Mann states: ‘in major 
transitions the fundamental interrelations, and very identities, of organ-
izations such as “economies” or “states” became metamorphosed. Even 
the very definition of “society” may change.’32 The different institutions 
embodying them can undergo changes through the various interrela-
tions of the different sources. As Mann states: ‘the sources of social power 
and the organizations embodying them are impure and “promiscuous”. 
They weave in and out of one another in a complex interplay between 
institutionalized and emergent, interstitial forces.’33
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The crucial concept for understanding change is in terms of how 
power can also undergo transformation through organizational chal-
lenges through what Mann refers to as ‘interstitial emergence’. As Mann 
describes it, interstitial emergence is,

the outcome of the translation of human goals into organized 
means, ... most important of these networks form relatively stably 
around the four power sources in any given social space. But under-
neath, human beings are tunnelling ahead to achieve their goals, 
forming new networks, extending old ones, and emerging most 
clearly into our view with rival configurations of one or more of the 
principal power networks.34

The socio-spatial organization of power is therefore never entirely fixed: 
for example, particular crystallizations of state power may have some 
durability, but they are always up for grabs in terms of the develop-
ment of new forms of power that may seek to overturn them or sub-
vert them.35 However, the development of interstitial groupings may 
never achieve the level of collective power needed to overcome existing 
institutions. The ‘organizational outflanking’ of emergent (and extant) 
groups is therefore an important part of understanding the stability (or 
reproduction) of particular configurations of power.

Overall, examining the historical development of the various strands 
of social power can help to better historicize and conceptualize condi-
tions of globalization, and also has much in common with attempts to 
look at globalization as a network.36 First, we can examine the differ-
ent scales on which socio-spatial networks of power develop. The most 
important here are the national, international and transnational net-
works. The national networks are those that have maintained stability 
and institutionalization at the national level, mainly through entwin-
ing power within the state. The inter-national networks of power are 
those that are developed between states. Finally, transnational power is 
that which effectively ignores the state in its relations.

Additionally, a socio-spatial approach to networks of power takes for 
granted the idea that power has always been entwined at multiple levels 
of interaction, and the present fixation with a dichotomy between 
national and global not only misreads the present, but discounts 
the importance of global interactions in the past. As Collins points 
out, ‘globalization or world-system has always been a central process 
throughout history, in the sense that local units of social organiza-
tion are typically structured “from the outside in” by their relationship 
with long-distance networks of one kind or another’.37 Indeed, Mann 
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recognizes that, since the industrial revolution, ‘we live in a global soci-
ety. It is not a unitary society, nor is it an ideological community or a 
state, but it is a single power network. Shock waves reverberate around 
it, casting down empires, transporting massive quantities of people, 
materials and messages, and, finally, threatening the ecosystem and 
atmosphere of the planet.’38 As such, claims that the globalization 
of political or economic power have ‘transcended’ the state, in terms 
of their location in international institutions or non-state networks of 
power, have to be put back into historical context.

As the previous chapter argued, the security state was in many ways a 
creation of intensified globalization, and remains an immensely strong 
centre of social power. The supraterritoriality described above sounds 
much like what others describe as transnational relations, and it is ques-
tionable how novel or noteworthy such linkages are, and how much of 
an impact they have on states more generally.39 As Mann has noted, 
international and national networks have always developed alongside 
transnational ones (the main examples being the economic sources of 
power like industrial capitalism, and also many ideological sources), and 
it is not necessarily a novelty having the existence of multiple networks 
of interaction.40 For example, it is important to recognize that capital-
ism may form a global network of interaction, but many of its functions 
are still mediated internationally and nationally. As Mann states, ‘what 
adds up to the global is a very complex mix of the local, the national, 
the inter-national ... and the truly transnational’.41

However, that stated, we can still conceive of globalization within a 
global system. To the extent to which the transnational scale becomes 
increasingly important for the organization of social power, then glo-
balization is becoming increasingly entrenched. However, the devel-
opment of ‘global’ institutional forms will also never be unchallenged. 
One way of looking at this is terms of Mann’s discussion of the tension 
between transnational economic power found in classes and the polit-
ical power of nation-states, which was such an important dynamic in 
the nineteenth century.42 That the state was victorious in dominating 
(and ‘caging’) classes is indicative of the overall power of the state in the 
period. However, seeing that the security state unbundled some of this 
power, both in the economic and military (and the political, in some 
forms), the increasing globalization can be seen in the ability of trans-
national social forms to push against the nation-state as the dominat-
ing organizer of social power.

If we utilize the IEMP model to look at the extent to which the vari-
ous power sources have been pushing towards a global condition, or 
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towards the international and global spatial scales, it will begin to lead 
us to a conceptualization of the impact of globalization on the state and 
security.43 A ‘pure’ condition of globalization could only exist when all 
of these forms of power intertwined at the global level. However, the 
current state of globalization is much more mixed, and indeed fragmen-
tary and uneven.

Economic power has been to a great extent globalized, especially 
through global financial systems.44 It is mainly in this area that we 
can talk about globalization, which is very much tied to an ideology 
of neo-liberalism that underpins it.45 However, economic power as a 
whole is divided between the national and global, and also highly dif-
ferentiated between North and South. The national intersects the glo-
bal in various ways: by ways in which nation-states continue to place 
barriers on internationalization, but also through the continued dom-
inance of national economies.46 The unevenness of globalization in the 
North and South has been equated with a form of imperialism, and 
the unequal economic relations between these two ‘regions’ is crucial 
for understanding economic power.47 Overall, the intensification of the 
global economy is really at the heart of the problem: while other forms 
of social power remain (seemingly) wedded to the national arena, eco-
nomic power has become increasingly transnational.48

If economic power is pushing towards the global level, the main ques-
tion is the constitution of political and military power. Political power 
also remains rather resolutely tied to the national level, although the 
development of global governance has had some impact on the develop-
ment of a globalized political power.49 Overall political power is mixed: 
in the North strong states have also pooled some sovereignty in other 
institutions; in the South weak states lack autonomy. Military power 
has stayed fairly resolutely tied to the state level, and has remained 
intertwined with political power to a large degree. However, this seem-
ingly nation-state-based nature of military power is also deceptive: the 
reliance on a global alliance system, the extent to which major powers 
such as the US actually extend their military power transnationally, the 
overall development of a Western ‘zone of peace’ reliant on US military 
power, and the development of non-state forms of organized violence, 
are all factors that mitigate against viewing the military as purely state-
based.50 Overall, both these areas are transformed from the nineteenth-
century heyday of the nation-state.

And what of ideological power? The prime contender in the nineteenth 
century would have been nationalism, though mainly on the state 
level (so ideological and political power would have been fused on a 
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national level), and to some forms of religious belief, though hardly 
as unifying as it had been.51 In the present era, there are really only a 
few strong sources of global ideological power: a transcendent global-
ism (mainly manifested in neo-liberalism)52 competing with two other 
ideologies: transnational religion and the particularism of the nation-
state.53 Globalism and religion are more obviously global, and certainly 
exist transnationally, though the former does not necessarily challenge 
political power as it stands (in fact it in some ways reinforces it).54 The 
competition with the nation-state as an ideology is still of great import-
ance, and is one of the reasons why it is too early to talk of a ‘demise’ of 
the nation-state.55

As such, globalization is hardly as entrenched as its strongest pro-
ponents would have it, though there are certainly enough indications 
of the potential for change. The benefit of examining globalization 
through the IEMP model is that it does not make dubious claims about 
the timeless nature of how the strands of power are organized (or how 
political power itself crystallizes), allowing for historical differentiation 
and evolution. The description of a differentiated and uneven global-
ization also provides the background for narrowing the study to the 
realm of security.

The globalization of security

The overall discussion of globalization theory, social power and the 
state allows for a move into the substantive area of discussion: the rela-
tionship between globalization and security. Globalization has primar-
ily been utilized to analyse and describe a form of (sometimes radical) 
change in international relations. The relationship between change, 
security and the state is something that has been under-analysed in IR, 
and needs further elaboration. The move towards a condition of global-
ization has the potential to transform the nation-state, but it needs to 
be better specified how.

As stated in the previous chapter, security provision is a crucial aspect 
of contemporary state power, and with the security state, tied intimately 
to states’ ability to remain legitimate to their citizens. Therefore, secur-
ity and its connections to transformations in the structure and purpose 
of states is a vital feature that has been much overlooked in analyses 
of globalization. The continued popular understanding of security as 
primarily, or at its core, a military concept, is one important reason 
why the links between globalization, security and the state have not 
been better articulated. With military power being the most apparently 



50 The Globalization of Security

state-bound dimension of social power in the contemporary world, as 
national military establishments still remain a paramount part of sover-
eign statehood, it is hard to envisage this element being globalized.56

The view that security is mainly associated with military matters is 
a narrow one that must be abandoned. As was shown in the previous 
chapter, the whole rationale of expanding security after the Second 
World War assumed this expanded conception of what protection 
entails. So even the development of a ‘critical security studies’57 argu-
ing for the normative expansion of the study of security beyond mili-
tary force has analytic purchase in the historical development of state 
power. With the development of the security state, national military 
security needs to be seen as part of a greater whole, a part of the ability 
of nation-states to provide security to citizens.58 Security in this sense 
becomes about the security of citizens (and collectivities of people more 
generally), and not necessarily exclusively about the security of states. It 
is the case that the security of individuals, the ‘pursuit of freedom from 
threat’, as Buzan describes it, is intimately tied up with the state itself.59 
As Buzan states, ‘the state becomes the mechanism by which people 
seek to achieve adequate levels of security against societal threats’.60 
From this it does follow that transformations in social power are pos-
sibly having an impact on this relationship between state and society 
found in the security state.61 As such, globalization has to be seen as a 
political problem with security at its heart. Such an idea about security 
is important for the study of globalization and security: linking security 
squarely with the security of collectivities of individuals gives a better 
scope for the analysis of globalization and security, by allowing for the 
possibility that globalization is transforming the relationship between 
states and the provision of security to citizens.

If globalization truly has impacted upon security, it should be seen 
in an increasing transformation in the manner in which states provide 
security to their citizens, as issues, ideas and power structures are insti-
tutionalized more diffusely and transnationally. For example, through 
the development of internationalized (or transnationalized) forms of 
military power framed as security provision, or in terms of the develop-
ment of forms of global citizenship. Additionally, this reconfiguration 
of security provision will have important impacts on state legitimacy, 
as traditional compacts between state and society are transformed. The 
analysis of the globalization of security, therefore, provides an oppor-
tunity to examine the continuing legacy of the nation-state. As such, 
the emphasis here concerns the ability of the nation-state to provide 
security. Although this may not please those who see the state as being 



Globalization and Security 51

an inadequate provider of security under the best of conditions, it does 
have the benefit of looking at the political organization which is in the 
North traditionally most individuals’ focus for the provision of security. 
The majority of contemporary states pursue a mixture of the protec-
tion of the polity and its ideals, which includes the protection of indi-
vidual citizens. Military power is at the core of such security, but also 
other forms of protection that have developed over time. The focus on 
the relationship between security provision, the state and its citizens 
allows for a better analysis of the potential for state transformation: in 
what ways is globalization in the realm of security transforming the 
state? This ‘ideal’ state and the vision of security contained within it 
may change, as it has in the past, if global forms of social relations 
become predominant. Therefore globalization provides a challenge to 
the idea and reality of the nation-state as a political community, where 
the social compact between citizens and the state is transformed.

Drawing on the discussion above, and the rather immense literature 
on globalization, a number of important phenomena can be established 
as being crucial to globalization. First, globalization has been conceptu-
alized mainly in terms of a spatial transformation: that socio-political 
relations are becoming more prevalent at a transnational level that tends 
to undermine or displace (or possibly even complement) the importance 
of national-territorially bound social relations.62 Second, globalization 
also has a complementary idea of what can be termed ‘globalism’: the 
tendency to think of the world as one place.63 This will be referred to 
as the ideology of globalization. Finally, there is a complementary idea 
that institutional transformations are also occurring: the development 
of substantial networks of power and authority beyond the level of the 
state.64 These three dimensions map easily on to Mann’s conception 
of power outlined above. The transnationalization of social relations 
involves the organization of particular (or potentially entwined) net-
works of power across the transnational scale. The development of glo-
balism as way of seeing the world is a form of transcendent ideological 
power. Finally, the development of institutions ‘hardens’ these forma-
tions of power vis-à-vis extant institutions (and especially the nation-
state). Overall, transnational spatial networks are seen as impacting on 
social life as a whole. Such networks can be seen to both complement 
and challenge the state, and in the context of this book, the relation-
ship between the state and the provision of security.

Reflecting on these three dimensions, we can see three important 
facets to a conceptualization of the globalization of security, which are 
outlined in Table 2.1. First, the increasing intensity of transnational 
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sources of social power leads to the expansion of the scope of threat. 
Here forms of transnational social power provide ‘threats’ to the secur-
ity state in a variety of issue areas. Second, an overall sense of these 
interconnections contributing to an increasing social reflexivity, seeing 
the world as one place, leads to considering the pursuit of security as 
a global concern. To the extent to which these new modes of thought 
emphasizing globality are transcendent, they impact crucially on the 
ways state agents react to globalized threats. Finally, changes in the 
structuring of provision of security or the structuring of state power 
leads to the increasing institutionalization of the provision of security 
at the global level.

The main agent of causation in this account is the development of 
transnational forms of social power that provide a threat to the security 
state. The causal relationship will be discussed further below, but it should 
be highlighted here that the outcome of the interactions between these 
three facets is basically two-fold: state retrenchment or state transform-
ation. That is to say that despite the development of transnational security 
threats, they do not necessarily lead to state transformation, as states can 
also effectively react through attempts to retrench state power. In what 
follows, each of the three facets will be discussed in more historical detail, 
before moving on to the potential transformation of the security state.

The expansion of the scope of threat

The first facet is an expansion of the environment of risk and insecurity 
which has created truly global security concerns that the nation-state 
has difficulty in managing. In security terms, the key aspect here is 
the change from the major threats to state security coming from inter-
national relations (i.e. military threats from other states) to the increas-
ing threat from transnational sources of power (however, this does not 
necessitate the demise of inter-national threats). The increased interest 

Table 2.1 Analytic Components of the Globalization of Security

Facet of globalization Security impact

Transnationalism Expansion of the scope of threat: threats no 
longer exclusively international

Globalism Global systems of security; thinking of 
security in global terms

Institutionalization Global institutionalization of the governance 
of security matters; decline of state-centred 
security provision
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in global environmental threats and the threat from an international-
ized and transnationalized terrorism are clear examples of the transna-
tionalization of threat: the former pointing to global threats that are 
the products of expanded networks of risk, where the actions of particu-
lar societies can impact on the entire globe; the latter to threats from 
actors other than states.

Such new threats have often been put in the context of the end of the 
Cold War. However, the structural context of the Cold War also served 
as a mask for disguising salient issues that are now becoming clearer: the 
proliferation of arms and weapons of mass destruction, environmen-
tal degradation and inequality.65 While it is not to say that these were 
ignored during the Cold War, or that they should have necessarily been 
taken more seriously, the Cold War context affected the way such issues 
were viewed.66 As such, many of the important issues that dominate 
this new agenda had earlier been seen in the interest with interdepend-
ence which developed in the 1970s, as the period of détente brought an 
array of new concerns to the agenda of statecraft, perhaps made most 
clear during the period of economic crisis in the early 1970s.67 Economic 
issues were brought back to the forefront, as economic linkages between 
states made the use of force less likely, but also provided for new kinds 
of costs and insecurities.68 The debate over the expansion of security 
threats was not just to do with the narrow focus of security studies and 
policy, but interdependence also suggested that states could face other 
kinds of threats and crises, problematizing the simple notion of the state 
as primarily a military-security actor, suggesting that security could also 
involve other issues.69 This was borne out especially through the prob-
lems the United States had as a backer of the post-war financial system 
with the abolition of gold convertibility, as well as the Organization of 
Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) crisis, not to mention the contin-
ued problems of its intervention in Vietnam. Such crises demonstrated 
some of the fragility that even leading states could have while involved 
in a more internationalized and globalized international system.70

With the end of the Cold War, the need to re-evaluate the global secur-
ity situation became apparent. Although the ‘big ideas’ of Huntington 
and Fukuyama – a ‘clash of civilizations’ and the ‘end of history’ – domi-
nated the discourse at the time, a diverse array of alternative threats 
were found.71 The environment, nationalism, nuclear weapons prolifer-
ation, ‘rogue states’, all became a part of the national security agenda. 
However, a number of new threats were also more connected with a 
globalization of social relations, and increasingly these threats were 
identified as being part of the problem of globalization. Writers who see 
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these kinds of risks or threats as important usually point to a number of 
specific challenges.72 The continuing debates concerning the threat of 
nuclear weapons is a prime example, as the impacts of nuclear weapons 
go far beyond that of nation-states themselves, and can be seen as a type 
of global threat.73 This is also reflected in the problems seen in contem-
porary patterns of migration, which have causes and effects that eman-
ate from a variety of sources that do not coincide well with national 
boundaries.74 Another example of these kinds of global risks is found 
in the difficulties surrounding environmental degradation and related 
problems, as they spill over national jurisdictions and require inter-
national and global solutions.75 Other important issues would include 
terrorism, disease, organized crime and global inequalities in wealth. 
This clearly represents not only a new environment of security, but also 
the expansion of the national security agenda from military security to 
other kinds of threats. The extent to which such issues are also linked 
to the expansion of institutions of modernity, and as such a part of the 
extension of the state system is also of importance, in that such threats 
are part of an overall expansion of a global environment of risk.76

Globalism and the expansion of the community of security

The development of ideologies of global security has a long pedigree, 
from Kant’s proposal for a ‘perpetual peace’ to Wilsonian internation-
alism that was core to the ideological understanding of world peace 
in the twentieth century. All such proposals make reference to widen-
ing the scope of how security is thought of, and often involves seeing 
a wider global context for the organization of power. Such an expan-
sion links with the idea of a widening context of human social rela-
tions or consciousness, but also the political community itself. If part 
of globalization is recognized as, in Waters’ phrase, ‘a social process 
in which the constraints of geography on social and cultural arrange-
ments recede and in which people become increasingly aware that they 
are receding’,77 then we also need to envisage the way in which security 
is impacted by this awareness.

Buzan’s distinction between state and international security strat-
egy provides a good way into the idea of a global security community. 
Buzan differentiates between two policy options: state security strategy 
and international security strategy.78 The former is the more traditional 
approach to state security, with policymakers focusing on minimizing 
state vulnerabilities. The second refers to attempts to address the causes 
of insecurity at their core, through making changes in the structure of 
the international system. While Buzan would emphasize the difficulty 
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of both positions, Held et al. would take globalization to demonstrate 
a recognition that practices which privilege national security are not 
adequate to the post-Cold War environment: ‘national and international 
security are considered in some degree indivisible’.79 For the promotion 
of a global security ideology, conceiving of a more holistic security strat-
egy is necessary.80

The growth of examining ‘security communities’ of states has not 
been connected to globalization to any great extent, but has import-
ance to the debate, especially in how it restructures the thinking of 
policymakers.81 In a security community, ‘a stable peace is tied to the 
existence of a transnational community’.82 The transatlantic region 
clearly takes on these characteristics, especially regarding the depend-
able expectations of peaceful change. Such communities can also be 
connected with the idea of the Western alliance forming a ‘zone of 
peace’ where the likelihood of armed conflict between these states has 
almost vanished.83 Such logic is also a key factor in Wendt’s account of 
international state formation: where collective identities form between 
states, and are institutionalized at the international level.84 For Wendt, 
the formation of collective identities provides a way of solving trad-
itional collective action problems.

The development of a global ideology of security also finds reson-
ance in debates about the ‘expansion’ of political community.85 The 
long-standing debate between communitarians and cosmopolitans is 
an important facet of the debate, with the cosmopolitans coming out 
in favour of expanded ideas about what constitutes the boundaries of 
a political community.86 The link to the globalization of security con-
cerns the scope of the provision of security: if more insular notions 
of statehood mainly deal with the provision of security to nationals 
(though some external ‘free riders’ may exist), the cosmopolitan ethic 
would expand the notion to a more global responsibility for security.87

Such an approach is found at a more practical, normative level in a 
number of writers who have tried to visualize a rethinking of security 
policy in global terms. For example, Paul Rogers looks more broadly 
at the threats to security – economic divisions, environmental degrad-
ation, nuclear and conventional proliferation – and also subscribes to 
a more globally oriented approach to security policy.88 A further inter-
vention along these lines is found in the analysis of Michael MccGwire, 
who believes that the current policymaking paradigm is based on a his-
torical and attitudinal disposition for what he describes as the ‘national 
security paradigm’, focusing on an adversarial and exclusive version of 
security.89 Prime Minister Tony Blair’s 1999 speech to the Economic 
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Club of Chicago, ‘The Doctrine of the International Community’, can 
also be seen as a paramount example of thinking in global terms.90

The development of a global ideology of security provides an import-
ant complement to the other facets. To the extent to which it relates 
to solving ‘new’ security problems and is transcendent, it will help to 
mobilize the development of new institutional forms. Additionally, to 
the extent to which it reinforces extant organizational forms (e.g. inter-
national institutions such as the UN) it also performs an immanent 
function, by helping to reproduce these institutions. The overall idea-
tional impact of globalization on security, therefore, is not just a nor-
mative rethinking of addressing security issues (or an ideology of global 
security), but also necessitates security to be seen as part of a broader 
context than just ‘national’ security.

The globalization of security provision

The ideology of globalism provides the background conditions for the 
development of socio-political transformation, but in terms of the way 
power and authority is organized. The globalization of security pro-
vision can be seen as the reshaping of political and military power 
through the development of internationalized and globalized networks 
of power and authority that effectively change the way security is 
governed. Such networks can be found in increasingly institutional-
ized aspects of the global governance of security, in terms of both for-
mal and informal institutions. The structures of international security 
institutions have begun to mirror other governance structures created 
under conditions of globalization. The traditional state-centred security 
provision is increasingly complemented by other diverse networks of 
security governance, on a variety of levels: international, transnational, 
intergovernmental and local.91 The switch from ‘government’ to ‘gov-
ernance’ has been less analysed in the security sphere, but is becoming 
more and more pronounced in contemporary security practice.92

The possible changes in the organization of security governance and 
provision can be seen at two main levels. First, through the develop-
ment of a nascent globalism through international organizations which 
begin to centralize political power, the substantial ‘internationalizing’ 
of security provision, as is mediated through military alliances and 
organizations such as the United Nations.93 The development of inter-
nationalized systems of security is an important factor underpinning 
any potential globalization, where security is moderated and legiti-
mated on an international level. Though such internationalization is 
complicated by the existence of unequal relations within the structure 
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of the UN (e.g. legitimate use of force is mediated through the Security 
Council), and that leading, powerful states can violate the rules of the 
system (for a variety of reasons), organized violence is still no longer 
entirely controlled, monopolized or legitimated within the authority 
of the nation-state. As Clark notes, ‘in so far that this is the case, we are 
witnessing a diminution of the “go-it-alone” mentality that has been 
the distinctive hallmark of national security in the recent historical 
epoch, and a corresponding shift towards what has been called the 
“transnationalization of legitimate violence” ’.94 The development of 
international and transnational alliance systems, which substantially 
internationalize (and transnationalize) the use of organized force, also 
push the provision of security away from the nation-state, and towards 
a more globalized framework.95 Furthermore, there is an increasingly 
prominent international normative environment where international 
actions need to be legitimated.96 This is not to say that states can no 
longer act alone, or are always forced to work in a collective manner. 
But it is to say that there are ever greater costs, both in the economics of 
security provision and international legitimacy, for opting out of inter-
nationalized and globalized security networks.

Second, there is the true transnationalization of security, mainly 
through the organization of networks of power at the transnational 
level. This aspect is best seen through the substantial ‘privatization’ of 
violence, although not just in the sense of being put on the market, but 
also in the sense of being outsourced from the nation-state.97 With the 
transnationalization of security, not only are the networks of power 
and authority undergoing transformation, but the actual providers of 
security are potentially changing. The transnationalization of military 
power is also a way in which empires extend coercive control over per-
ipheral polities. As such, transnational forms of military power have 
existed throughout the history of the nation-state system. The example 
of counter-insurgency and civil war is of particular importance, as dur-
ing the Cold War a variety of civil wars played out the conflicts of the 
superpowers, as seen in the various interventionary practices in the 
periphery: in South East Asia, Africa and Latin America.98 In the post-
Cold War international system, this tendency has been overtaken by 
the push for the international community to promote intervention-
ism for other reasons. This can be illustrated by the interventions in 
the Bosnian war, and in the NATO intervention in Kosovo, which were 
nominally undertaken in the name of international justice, instead of 
power politics.99 In the main, these restrictions on state power have 
been the hallmark of states in the periphery, and are the consequence 
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of a variety of tendencies in the power configurations of leading states 
in the international system.

However, the international institutionalization of security is not 
necessarily something that effectively transforms the state. Such 
arrangements have been predominantly international, and have the 
benefit of enhancing the power and security of nation-states. As such, 
these reconfigurations of power do not necessarily impinge negatively 
on extant political power, as found in the security state. Indeed, Waters 
has noted that globalization has, in some respects, had little effect on 
the organization of political life: ‘the state remains highly resilient, 
largely sovereign and a critical arena for problem solving. A possible 
explanation is that politics is a highly territorialized activity and that 
the organised nation-state is the most effective means for establishing 
sovereignty over territory that human beings have yet devised.’100 It is 
quite difficult to point to areas of organized political life which have 
been made truly global, especially in the sense of supraterritoriality, an 
important part of conceptualizing globality.

The institutionalization of the globalization of security can therefore 
be represented by a variety of impacts in the international system. These 
vary from formal institutions that shift responsibilities for the provision 
of security, to the creation of private security, shifting responsibility 
away from the public sphere, and seeing the development of substantial 
transnational networks of security provision. As with the other facets 
of the globalization of security, many of these trends have their roots 
in the Cold War, and have been strengthened afterwards. The develop-
ment of more diffused (though sometimes still authoritative) power and 
governance accompanied the development of the security state. The 
further entrenchment of international organizations, and the develop-
ment of increasingly transnational means to organize military power, 
are quite important correctives to conceiving state transformation.

The globalization of security and 
the transformation of the state

The detailed discussion of the three facets leaves one major issue 
remaining: a greater specification of the potential transformation of 
the state and the globalization of security. It should be made clear that 
in terms of causal power, the main drive comes from the transnation-
alization of social power. The other two facets are essentially reactions 
to such threats, mediated through states. These threats can either be 
wholly devastating in terms of the ‘ontological security’ of the state, or 
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about the ability to provide security against the particular threats (here 
being more about sensitivity to influence). The three facets are also not 
discrete from broader dimensions of globalization, and the extent to 
which other areas impinge on security varies by issue area. For example, 
in terms of the case studies, the globalization of the arms industry is 
related to broader trends in global capitalism (e.g. the transnationaliza-
tion of production and distribution), which cannot be reduced to the 
security sphere. Ideology and institutions are ways of coping with these 
changes, and are thus outcomes of causal processes. Globalism provides 
a means to better understanding transnational forces, while institution-
alization provides organizationally a means to coping with threats. At 
the centre of these is the state itself, and attempts by states to act in 
ways consistent with the security state, or to respond through changed 
behaviours are integral to understanding the outcomes.

All of the manifestations of the ‘globalization of threat’ are embedded 
in concrete social transformations, manifested in the networks theo-
rized in Mann’s formulation. For example, global environmental threat 
is clearly manifested through the expansion of economic power (in 
terms of the capacity to transform the environment through industry 
and labour), which also connects robustly with other changes, includ-
ing migration and the arms industry. The entwining of these sources 
of power have the potential to burst free from their present institution-
alized forms, be they national economies, national polities, national 
militaries, etc., if challenged by other formations. The current institu-
tional features can create tensions when confronted with expanding 
networks: for example, economic power moving beyond the state can 
rub up against state-bound political power. Mann refers to this as ‘inter-
stitial emergence’, and it is a key source of change over time, and is pri-
marily what the study is an examination into.101

The potential consequences for the state arising from the process 
of globalization (the process being the combination of interactions 
between three facets)102 transnationalization of threat can be seen 
as two-fold. First, the development of transnational forms of threat 
points to the development of interdependence in the security sphere. 
In Keohane and Nye’s language, the interdependence of security can 
be seen in increased sensitivity and vulnerability to the actions of 
other actors.103 This interpretation implies that states do not always 
benefit from increased ties with other states. This is clearly the case 
with the development of nuclear weapons, where the actions taken by 
one state in terms of nuclear posture would have direct consequences 
for another. Interdependence can also be seen in the variety of other 



60 The Globalization of Security

transnational threats described above: all impact on states’ ability to 
maintain an entirely autonomous security policy.

Second, transnationalism and interdependence also have an impact 
on state capacity to deal with threats. Although this can be overstated, 
in terms of ‘decline of sovereignty’, the issue of state capacity becomes 
important. The overall impact, as Shaw has noted, is that states become 
‘one sort of specialized bureaucracy monitoring and attempting to 
regulate risk; ... they become (but not uniquely: only alongside other 
institutions) “providers” of security to groups and individuals within 
society’.104 This is of course of crucial importance, showing that ‘risk 
management’ and provision of security may come through other out-
lets. To the extent that such risk and insecurity becomes increasingly 
prevalent, it undercuts the state’s central role in security provision, in 
that it is no longer able to provide against contingency in the way that 
it had maintained, thus making the state as a security provider much 
more tenuous.

However, the challenge to the security state is not all or nothing. The 
security state was developed as an ideal typification of the particular 
state of the transatlantic area after the Second World War. The security 
state developed as a means to harness internationalization (and a nas-
cent globalization) in the first place, so to discuss the future of the state 
in terms of the ‘end of the state’ is inaccurate. What is really at stake is 
the potential transformation of the security state, in its relations with 
transnational social forces. In order to clarify, I distinguish two possible 
outcomes of the globalization of security: state retrenchment or ‘scale 
shift’, outlined in Table 2.2.

State retrenchment represents strategies which resist new under-
standings and new institutionalizations in favour of reproducing the 
security state. It has much in common with Mann’s notion of ‘organ-
izational outflanking’, where potential power configurations lack the 
power to overcome extant ones either because they lack effective col-
lective power, or because the collective power that exists is embedded 

Table 2.2 Summary of Outcomes

 Reproductive logic Transformative logic

State response to 
 transnational 
 security threats

State retrenchment Scale shift

Key processes Organizational 
outflanking

Diffusion of governance; 
development of international state
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in already extant institutions.105 The content of state retrenchment as 
a reactionary strategy should be quite obvious, in terms of developing 
strengthened national and international level institutions for coping 
with increased transnationalism. Elements of these forms of retrench-
ment are seen in a variety of state strategies; for example, Weiss’s idea 
of differential state capacity, where states do undergo changes, not in 
terms of a decline of strength, but in terms of their capacity for trans-
formation. States have differential responses to the effects of the pres-
sures of economic globalization.106 A similar notion is found in Cerny’s 
postulation of the rise of a ‘competition’ state, replacing the welfare 
state model, providing a switch from the state protecting society from 
change, to one where society is made more competitive.107

‘Scale shift’ represents a response to changes in social power, and 
involves a shift in governance strategies to other institutional config-
urations.108 Essentially, there are two interrelated outcomes. The first 
is a greater diffusion of governance, where institutions embedded in 
transnational networks of social power do more in terms of organizing 
collective power. Those analysing the development of global govern-
ance in various forms are essentially taking this standpoint, whether 
analysing the informal and formal governance of global economic 
relations109 or the substantial transnational networks formed through 
transnational civil society,110 and to some extent historical materialists 
who conceive of an ‘internationalizing of the state’.111

The second outcome involves an increasing global centralization of 
political power, though one which involves multiple power centres, 
pushing towards what can be described as a ‘global’ or ‘world’ state.112 
Wendt has discussed this in the institutionalization of collective iden-
tity formation, which is also contingent on a reorganization of the 
spatial reach of state power.113 In this vein of thinking, Shaw modifies 
Mann’s definition of the state, in order to get a better sense of what 
such a transformation looks like. He argues: ‘that to be considered a 
state, a particular power centre must be to a significant degree inclusive 
and constitutive of other forms or layers of state power.’114 This modifi-
cation demonstrates how the dominance of other power centres may 
become inclusive and constitutive of nation-states themselves. It also 
accounts for how different layers of political rule exist within states 
themselves, particularly obvious in nation-states with a federal struc-
ture, or in states that are substantially decentralized. As Shaw describes 
it, the international state is ‘an integrated authoritative organization of 
violence which includes a large number of juridically defined states and 
international interstate organizations’.115 The potential of scale shift is 
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best seen as a two-fold process of the diffusion of authority over govern-
ance, combined with a centralization of political power.

Finally, any possible re-articulation of the nation-state’s role as a secur-
ity provider should be seen to have important implications for the legitim-
acy of the state. This is best seen at a very basic level, in changes regarding 
the nation-state’s overall monopoly over security. As Held et al. have 
noted, ‘the independent capacity to defend national territorial space by 
military means is at the heart of the modern conception of the institution 
of modern statehood’.116 Although security, especially in the contempor-
ary world, concerns much more than military force, it can still be taken as 
the bottom line in security. The idea of protection inherent in the concept 
of security can be seen in essence as the protection from violence, and as 
such, the monopoly on legitimate force plays a large role in the traditional 
relationship between state and society in providing security. As Cooper 
has pointed out, both armies and laws are behind the legitimacy of state: 
‘the first duty of the state is to protect its citizens from foreign attack’.117

In the context of the globalization of security, it is not necessarily 
that legitimacy is being negatively impacted by the changing nature of 
organized violence. It is perhaps that states themselves are changing, 
and in this context, legitimacy is being reconfigured on a number of 
different lines. As Clark has noted,

the new security agenda is not entailed simply by the declining 
capacity of states to produce security of the traditional variety. It is 
instead revealing of the changing social contracts within states and 
these are, at the same time, part of the changing social logic of state 
functionality in a globalized setting. Neither can be explained in 
isolation from the other.118

If the legitimacy of the modern nation-state has been intimately con-
nected to the monopolization of the legitimate means of violence 
within its territory, the globalization of aspects of political and military 
power should be seen to impact upon on the traditional structure of 
security compacts between state and society in contemporary states.119 
The restructuring of security compacts further raises questions about 
the continued efficacy of state legitimacy.

Conclusion

The overview of globalization provided has demonstrated that glo-
balization needs to be seen in a number of distinct (but not discrete) 
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socio-spatial networks of power, intimately related to the expansion 
of the institutions of modernity. As such, globalization mainly con-
cerns the spatial organization of power, seeing an increasing tran-
snationalization of power, that has the potential to transform extant 
nation-state-based networks of power. Therefore trends towards inter-
nationalization, to the extent to which they move power beyond a 
strictly state-bound geography, are intimately tied up with globaliza-
tion itself. The use of Michael Mann’s IEMP model provided a way to 
better analyse both globalization and the potential globalization of 
security.

The globalization of security was broken down into three analytic 
components. First, globalization entails the development of trans-
national threats: threats which do not just come clearly from other 
states in the international system, but are derived from a variety of other 
transnational networks, and have potential effects that go far beyond 
conventional interstate relations. Second, the globalization of security 
entails the development of a global ideology of security, which reflects 
a changing environment of security. The ideology mainly concerns 
how global threats are dealt with, in that traditional notions of national 
security will not be effective in a global environment. This sense of glo-
balism can, however, change with issue areas, as not all global threats 
are threatening in the same manner, as will be seen in the case studies 
that follow. The development of global networks of security provision 
that move beyond the state provides a final facet. In some ways, these 
are the mirror image of the ideology of globalism; however, the causal 
relationship is not straightforward. Rather, both the ideology and devel-
opment of global networks tend to flow out of the problems of dealing 
with a more globalized security environment. Postulating these three 
interlinked facets provides a more comprehensive way of analysing the 
contemporary globalization of security, without focusing too intently 
on one causal source: for example, discussing the globalization of secur-
ity primarily in economic terms.

What remains is to apply the theory to more concrete cases, before 
finally passing judgement on the potential state transformation indi-
cated above. The three cases that follow focus on ‘issue areas’ that 
impact fairly consistently over the whole range of states in the trans-
atlantic area. A more detailed analysis would look for drivers within 
specific states, but as this study is meant to look at the overall model of 
the security state, the selection of issues is more appropriate. The issues 
were selected to exemplify a number of different globalized security 
trends: a straightforward security threat in nuclear weapons; a threat 
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from interdependence in political economy that straddles the econom-
ics and military, found in the globalization of the arms industry; and 
finally, a ‘non-traditional’ threat from migration. The cases are all simi-
lar in terms of the starting point: a security issue raised by the trans-
nationalization of power. In the case of nuclear weapons the threat 
emanates from a combination of the interaction between technological 
change and military power, the increasing relation between destructive 
power and the extensive reach of power (effectively global in terms of 
scope). With the arms industry there is a dual entwining of military 
and economic, as the structure of the arms industry itself is impacted 
by transnationalizing movements in economic organization, while the 
military side is also challenged by these developments. Here the sense 
of threat is derived from the nature of interdependence. Finally, migra-
tion is transnationalized through macroeconomic networks of labour 
mobility (along with micro-networks of support facilitated by technol-
ogy), and threatens in terms of a variety of issues to do with the move-
ment of large numbers of people into industrialized states. In the end, 
what brings all of these together is the way that various ‘threats’ to the 
security state are derived from changes in the strength and/or constitu-
tion of socio-spatial networks of power. The reaction of state agents in 
terms of thinking and institutions is what is crucial in the outcomes of 
these threats. Each of the cases will discuss these matters in more detail, 
looking in turn at the transnationalization of threat, ‘global thinking’ 
and institutionalization. Each case will also reflect on the implications 
for the legitimacy of the security state.

Overall, the three cases that follow are meant as a means of roughly 
testing the plausibility of the core thesis: that globalization is impacting 
on the ability of the security state to provide security. The cases help 
to probe its plausibility in terms of how states respond to challenges 
of globalization, and also will help to demonstrate the plausibility of 
this ideal type security state. However, the main causal mechanisms are 
highly generalized, and for further evidence would need examination 
in terms of how exactly change has happened.120 Despite this caveat, 
the cases will give a sense of the overall future of the security state, 
as exemplified by the two main plausible outcomes: retrenchment or 
scale shift – the conclusion will reflect further on the salience of both 
of these outcomes.
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A common theme in the globalization literature concerns the role of 
the state in the globalization process – specifically that it is undergoing 
profound changes due to the effects of globalization. Although much of 
the literature has focused on the dimension of economic power, there 
is a growing literature which examines how the social relations of mili-
tary force have possibly been globalized.1 Transformations in military 
technology provide an interesting starting point for the globalization 
of security, as globalization often has an underlying technological 
aspect. In this sense, nuclear weapons, through the development of 
vast destructive capacity with increased speed and reach, have the hall-
marks of a globalization of security.

An argument concerning the negative impacts of nuclear weapons on 
the future of the state does have an early predecessor. In his 1957 article, 
John Herz declared the end of the territorial state due to the advent of 
nuclear weapons, a recognition that the destructiveness and reach of such 
weapons destroyed the previously inviolate boundary between inside 
and outside the state upon which its legitimacy was founded.2 As Herz 
stated, rather extravagantly, ‘and as the system of physics so conceived 
has given way to relativity and what nuclear science has uncovered, so 
the impenetrability of the political atom, the nation-state, is giving way 
to a permeability which tends to obliterate the very meaning of unit and 
unity, power and power relations, sovereignty and independence’.3 This 
assertion, made before the analysis of globalization became ubiquitous, 
was quite novel, if not taken very seriously (indeed Herz retracted much 
of what he said in a later piece).4 However, this line of argument is now 
quite familiar in other areas of social life, and Herz has in fact been 
revived as someone with profound things to say about nuclear weapons, 
their effects on the state, and the connection with globalization.5 This is 
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not to say that Herz was right in every detail, but just to point out that 
his work was not only extraordinarily prescient in terms of the overall 
tenor of the globalization debates, but also took the idea of a ‘nuclear 
revolution’ out of the realm of strategy and international politics to far 
deeper social and political transformations.

Although it would be hard to deny the revolutionary aspect of nuclear 
weapons, in terms of their destructive capacity and global reach, it is 
characteristic of their paradoxical nature that the claims of Herz and 
those that have followed him seem overstated. The main problem with 
Herz’s interpretation of the revolutionary argument is that he sees states 
as a ‘hard shell’, and that the violation of this shell is somehow indi-
cative of a decline of territoriality. Contrary to this, and as was argued 
in the previous chapters, the maintenance of the ‘hard shell’ vision of 
national security has much to do with the specific development of the 
post-war security state. For other theorists of the nuclear revolution, 
their claims have more to do with the nature of strategy than with the 
focus on the state.6 This is indicative of the main problem with the 
Herzian argument: the real possibility is that nuclear weapons simply 
provided a new way of maintaining the status quo.7

Early strategists of nuclear weapons, and those who have continued 
their legacy, also saw nuclear weapons as revolutionary, albeit on a nar-
rower scale than that hypothesized by Herz. For these theorists, it was 
primarily the scale of destructive power and speed and scope of delivery 
which created a contradiction in the purpose of the weapons them-
selves. In the famous words of Bernard Brodie: ‘thus far the chief pur-
pose of our military establishment has been to win wars. From now on 
its chief purpose must be to avert them. It can have almost no other 
useful purpose.’8 This paradoxical maxim was mitigated somewhat by 
later developments in nuclear strategy, particularly in the attempt of 
strat egists to ‘conventionalize’ nuclear weapons, so as to integrate them 
with the broader elements of strategy. However, the original ‘revolu-
tionary’ approach, associated with not only Herz, but with the ‘Golden 
Age’ of strategic thought, has never quite gone away. Even during the 
1970s and 1980s when policy was a mixture of deterrence by retaliation 
and denial, there were calls to return to the old strategy, where nuclear 
weapons were seen as ‘special’. As much is clear in work advocating 
‘existential deterrence’, as well as calls for a policy of ‘no-first use’.9 
The end of the Cold War brought much attention away from nuclear 
strategy.10 However, recent concerns about proliferation, US pursuit of 
national missile defence, and the Bush Administration’s possible push 
towards preponderance have all brought the difficulties of nuclear 
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weapons in world politics back to the fore.11 Despite the move to con-
ventionalize aspects of nuclear weaponry (be it through limited nuclear 
war or tactical nuclear weapons), the practical consequences of the stra-
tegic deterrent have always had broader, revolutionary impacts.

As such, it is important to consider the connection between theories 
of the ‘nuclear revolution’ and globalization in more detail. The revolu-
tionary aspects of the weaponry demonstrate that the main feature of 
nuclear weapons is that they become a part of a global threat that goes 
beyond the particular borders of nation-states. Although the effects 
on the state are perhaps less than Herz originally imagined, there do 
appear to be important consequences for the make-up of states, which 
are played out in the broader context of post-war ‘security state’, and its 
future. The theme of legitimacy, prominent in Herz’s work, also plays a 
crucial role in the relationship between nuclear weapons and the state. 
The early ruminations of Herz are important to theories of globalization 
and security, if only to point out an important connection between 
nuclear weapons and state change.

Overall, the link between nuclear weapons, security and globalization 
can be examined through the three-fold schema developed in Chapter 2. 
The following chapter will go into more detail about these three elements, 
pointing to the profound ways in which nuclear weapons and especially 
nuclear strategy can be seen as part of a globalization of security. The 
question remains of the impact on the state, of which Herz was so critical 
and pessimistic. Nuclear weapons do provide weighty issues surrounding 
the penetrability of the state due to the difficulties of effective defence, 
and, as such, the legitimacy of the state as a security provider is pro-
foundly challenged. However, like much to do with nuclear weapons, the 
impacts on legitimacy have been paradoxical, as states find other ways 
to shore up legitimacy, and many states have gained legitimacy through 
the acquisition of nuclear weapons, as a means of becoming great powers 
in the eyes of their people and the international community.12 As such, 
the impact on the state is rather more subtle than imagined by Herz, and 
deserves further comment in its own right. Overall, the impact of nuclear 
weapons on the provision of security has had a revolutionary impact on 
states, though nowhere near leading to their demise.

The nuclear revolution: Global threats and 
the problem of defence

The explosion of two atomic weapons on Hiroshima and Nagasaki as 
part of the closing moments of the Second World War led to much 



68 The Globalization of Security

speculation about the transformative potential of nuclear energy 
more broadly, and nuclear weapons more specifically.13 The possibil-
ity of radical changes in international relations and strategy due to 
the advent of nuclear weapons was noted early on, as a generation 
of strategists identified the revolutionary aspects of the new weap-
onry.14 Bernard Brodie’s edited volume The Absolute Weapon provided 
one of the definitive early statements, and many of the ideas brought 
out in those early days were remarkably prescient.15 The revolutionary 
aspects most pointed to by the ‘revolution’ theorists have to do with 
the possibilities of destructive capability and speed and scope of deliv-
ery. The importance of time was made explicit by Brodie, who noted 
that ‘the essential change introduced by the atomic bomb is not pri-
marily that it will make war more violent ... but that it will concentrate 
the violence in terms of time’.16 As Jervis further states, ‘the possibility 
that all cities could be destroyed within a period of hours, without any 
room for negotiations or second thoughts, can deter where the danger 
of total destruction would not if it had to be carried out a little bit at 
a time’.17

The decisive point of the revolution is that the combination of destruc-
tiveness and delivery systems that are far-reaching and fast lead to a 
situation of mutual vulnerability, or what Jervis describes as ‘mutual 
kill’. Mutual vulnerability affects the possibility of military victory: 
Brodie’s view that military strategy in the atomic age can only serve 
to prevent wars is an articulation of this new logic. The impossibility 
of military victory is the key effect of the nuclear revolution, and all of 
the other presumptions follow from it. When war is potentially nuclear 
war, the ‘conflict of interest’ between warring states, as Jervis describes 
it, becomes irresolvable, as both parties can come out in the end as 
badly off as each other.18

Nuclear weapons can be seen, in Clausewitzian terms, as a lubri-
cant that removes the ‘friction of war’, the inertia that in normal cir-
cumstances keeps the tendency towards total war in check.19 With the 
possible use of nuclear weapons, such friction is greatly reduced. As 
Clausewitz somewhat prophetically noted,

if war consisted of one decisive act, or a set of simultaneous deci-
sions, preparations would tend towards totality, because no omission 
could ever be rectified. The sole criterion for preparations which the 
world of reality could provide would be the measures taken by the 
adversary, so far as they are known; the rest would once more be 
reduced to abstract calculations.20
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This describes nuclear weapons and deterrence theory quite well, and 
as Howard indicates, the onus falls on the owners of nuclear weapons 
not to use them. Nuclear weapons are in some sense the final stage of 
removing the friction that prevented the drive to total war.

The prominence of two revolutionary aspects – destructive power and 
delivery systems – in the nuclear revolution also needs to be further 
teased out, as they have contributed in some ways to the paradoxical 
nature of nuclear weapons.21 The first revolution, which occurred with 
the development of atomic weapons, was the increase in destructive cap-
acity. Despite talk of nuclear revolution, nuclear weapons really were the 
endpoint of an earlier trend: total war and the obsession with destruc-
tive capabilities of weapons. For example, the similarities between the 
bomber-based delivery of nuclear weapons and general theories about 
air power (especially the debates in the inter-war period) are strikingly 
similar, viewing strategic airpower as the predominant instrument of 
war.22 Total war, in terms of military technology, was primarily focused 
on the development of greater destructive power. With the develop-
ment of nuclear bombs, total war reached its endpoint, the ability to 
inflict almost complete destruction, and in this sense, nuclear weapons 
were the quintessential weapon of total war.23

As missile technology replaced and complemented bomber-delivered 
weapons, nuclear weapons themselves became part of another revolu-
tion, the development of speed and precision found in ballistic missile 
technology. The development of long-range intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, effectively reaching anywhere in the globe, also combined 
with an increasing accuracy of missile technology. All the discussion 
of the development of a ‘missile age’ demonstrates the salience of this 
second revolution: it is no accident Brodie’s book was entitled Strategy in 
the Missile Age.24 If the ‘first’ revolution had much to do with total war, 
the ‘second’ revolution created the possibility for an even larger revolu-
tion in strategy, as it enabled the possibility of mutual kill. Both of these 
aspects combined to bring a real sense of a globalization of security, in 
terms of the transnationalization of threat.

However, the dramatic augmentation of the precision of nuclear 
weapons increased the importance of a first-strike, in that just a few 
missiles could effectively destroy a great deal more targets. The possibil-
ity of an effective first-strike capability created problems for deterrence 
based on a secure second-strike capability (i.e. deterrence by punish-
ment), and began the forthright advocacy of doctrines of war-fighting 
and denial-based deterrence strategies.25 Paradoxically, the effect of the 
second nuclear revolution was to conventionalize nuclear weapons, and 
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bring them into a traditional strategic framework. Though there has 
been a continuous debate about the revolutionary nature of nuclear 
weapons, oscillating between a position that conceives of them as just 
another weapons system, and those who believe that they have radic-
ally altered warfare, the logic of the latter position is hard to deny. In 
fact, many attempts to avoid the logic of Mutually Assured Destruction 
(MAD) have been primarily on normative grounds: that to concede 
MAD is morally wrong (as President Reagan argued). However, the con-
ventionalization thesis has always been flawed, in that it not only keeps 
the logic of the ends of nuclear war out of the realm of politics, it also is 
rather rosy about the prospects for escalation. Kissinger long ago noted 
this problem, despite being an advocate for developing limited nuclear 
war strategies: ‘any war will be nuclear, whether or not nuclear weapons 
are used, in the sense that deployment – even of conventional forces – 
will have to take place against the backdrop of tactical nuclear weapons, 
and the risk of escalation, even under conditions of mutual vulnerabil-
ity, can never be wholly removed’.26

The distinction between two revolutions is made in order to tease out 
the legacies of these revolutions. We should not be surprised that these 
create paradoxes in the broader impacts of the weapons themselves: such 
paradoxes have long been noted by commentators on nuclear strategy.27 
However, in terms of the globalization of security, we need not overstate 
the distinction between the two revolutions. Even if the era of the strat-
egies of total war seem anathema to those of the era of globalization, it 
must be remembered that total war also created many of the prominent 
hallmarks of the global age, as argued in Chapter 1. The lack of a clear 
distinction is also part of the problem of defining total war, which can 
be understood in two different senses: the Clausewitzian sense, where 
total war is warfare without regard to limits; and the sense in which 
total war represents the mobilization of entire societies.28 Arguments 
about a nuclear revolution rarely examine these deeper issues of social 
organization or draw parallels with other military revolutions. Because 
of such oversights, many of the analyses are rather overstated in the 
scope of a ‘revolution’, having more to do with the problems nuclear 
weapons create for a more narrowly defined military strategy.29

The focus on mutual vulnerability, fostered by the scale of destruc-
tion and speed and reach of the weapons has important parallels with 
globalization theory. As much of the emphasis surrounding global-
ization is on the creation of supraterritorial spaces, interconnections 
and intensified interdependence (both in terms of vulnerability and 
sensitivity), often underpinned by technological change, the nuclear 
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revolution can easily be linked with such ideas. The speed of delivery 
systems and the scale of destructiveness have made nuclear weapons 
effective on a global scale. Herz’s description of the impact of nuclear 
weapons – ‘the decisive change is from “distinctness” and “separate-
ness” to “pervasion”, to the absolute permeability of each unit by each 
of the others, so that the power of everyone is present everywhere sim-
ultaneously’ – is one that resonates in contemporary descriptions of 
globalization, and should be taken quite seriously.30

However, nuclear weapons are obviously different from much of the 
rubric of globalization. First, in an obvious but important sense, as tools 
of violence, they provide a much more negative spin on globalization. 
More importantly, their globalizing qualities come from a dual sense of 
potential threat and menace that provides interconnection, as well as 
the actuality of their potential impact. The abstract nature of nuclear 
strategy tends to reflect this potentiality of threat (and obviously pro-
vides a blueprint for use), something that was never lost on nuclear 
strategists.

What does this mean for the theses of the early theorists? The lasting 
contribution is the thesis of mutual vulnerability, which is at the heart 
of any conception of nuclear weapons as a global threat that has the 
possibility to transcend the borders of national. The speed and destruc-
tive capacity of the weapons themselves defy the space of the nation-
state, and therefore are a part of a global risk environment.31 Although 
nuclear weapons provide rather severe paradoxes for security, the com-
bination of the scope and scale of destruction, and the speed which this 
can be brought about is a component of the globalization of security. 
The very idea of threat has been key in understanding the role and 
broader impact of nuclear weapons in international relations, which is 
also behind attempts to alter the provision of security.

The discourse of nuclear interdependence: 
A global community of fate

As was noted above, the abstract nature of discussions about nuclear 
weapons led to a rich discourse on nuclear weapons. The discussions of 
strategy, of the impacts on alliances and the impacts of politics, all took 
place at a very high level at times: as Kissinger pointed out, ‘the novelty 
of modern weapons systems gives the disputes a metaphysical, almost 
theological, cast’.32 The broad discourse was often focused on very spe-
cific problems: how to organize the Atlantic alliance, or specific ideas 
about weapons systems. However, a discourse also existed concerning 
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the nature of changes in contemporary international politics, pointing 
to increased interdependence. The development of an ideology of glo-
balism surrounding nuclear weapons can therefore be seen at a number 
of levels. First, in the development of global strategies, that saw the 
world as a single strategic space: the ability to do so was technologically 
provided by a number of factors, but the global reach of nuclear weapons 
was an important part. Second, in the discourse of interdependence 
surrounding nuclear weapons, that preceded to some extent the idea of 
economic interdependence made prominent in the 1970s. And finally, 
the first two aspects were fed by a consciousness of interconnection 
that ‘mutual kill’ fed into: a global community of shared fate.

That nuclear weapons provided a shift towards global strategic plan-
ning is difficult to dispute, at least in the sense that those states which 
had arsenals of nuclear weapons that could inflict the mutual kill indi-
cated above had to think about nuclear weapons in a global setting. In 
the US, the realization of a new strategic reality was seen early on by rep-
resentatives of the Army and Navy, but also most profoundly, as Gaddis 
notes, by the Army Air Force, which realized the possible impacts of the 
confluence between global air power and nuclear weapons.33 America 
would be permanently vulnerable, because, as General Henry H. Arnold 
reported, nuclear weapons could, ‘without warning, pass over all for-
merly visualized barriers or “lines of defense” and ... deliver devastating 
blows at our population centers and our industrial, economic or govern-
mental heart’.34 However, such global planning was not just conceived 
in terms of effects (although these are of paramount importance), but 
in force structures, in weapons placement and, even more broadly, in 
the global balance of power that impacted even on seemingly marginal 
areas to the protagonists in the Cold War. Such global thinking is easily 
seen in US strategic planning starting with NSC 68, but also in how the 
nature of MAD, and the need for a secure second strike capability led US 
military planners towards strategic options that had global implications: 
the development of the Triad, for example.35

The global nature of strategy was further reinforced by the notion 
of interdependence. Although the nature of interdependence should 
not be seen as a new phenomenon, especially in the sense that link-
ages between states can potentially increase vulnerability, the view that 
nuclear weapons have created new forms of interdependence has much 
salience in the globalization of security. Such interdependence was 
noted from the outset by nuclear strategists, and continues to play a role 
in debates about globalization and nuclear weapons. The sense of inter-
dependence can primarily be seen in the extreme vulnerability which 
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reflects the destructive capacity of nuclear weapons. The impact of vul-
nerability in broader terms is often reflected implicitly in the writing of 
many nuclear theorists when they point out the problems of defence for 
independent national policies.

Writers such as Herz and Kissinger were advocates of such positions.36 
Herz’s contention about the domestic influences of nuclear weapons 
explicitly suggests relationships of interdependence. As he states, in 
the context of the impact of deterrence and nuclear weapons upon 
leaders, ‘nuclear facts affect domestic affairs; in turn, domestic affairs, 
so affected, react on the nuclear world situation’.37 Developing this, 
Herz quotes Whitehead’s description of the new physics behind the 
atomic bomb, to draw an analogy to the present political situation. As 
Whitehead states: ‘the traditional doctrine of the distinct independ-
ence of each bit of matter should be replaced by an emphasis on the 
pervasive presence of everything everywhere’.38 These perspectives all 
point to an important fact about nuclear weapons: that their existence 
as an abstract global threat does lead to a kind of ‘nuclear interdepend-
ence’, where the political actions of those with nuclear weapons greatly 
impinge on other national states.

Such views have been revived by contemporary analysts. For example, 
Harknett’s comments about deterrence are suggestive of relationships of 
increased interdependence: ‘continued survival depends not only on 
one’s own actions, but on the continued sanity of one’s opponents. The 
protective structure of the state no longer rests in the set of state strategies 
and organizations dedicated to protection’.39 Both of these perspectives 
acknowledge that nuclear weapons had an effect on the importance of 
territoriality in international politics, where the bounded territoriality 
of national states was somewhat compromised by the very existence of 
such weapons.40 They also attest to the importance of domestic impacts 
on international relations as a whole.

However, a distinction needs to be made between two types of inter-
dependence that are played out in the context of nuclear weapons. The 
first is the relationship of interdependence between the superpowers 
in the framework of deterrence. In this instance there is a straight-
forward increased vulnerability on both states through the domestic 
possession of nuclear weapons, and the defence policies surrounding 
them. The second sense of interdependence is between the super-
powers and nuclear dependants. In this case, there is a threat of global 
annihilation that is to be mitigated through the dependence on states 
that utilize nuclear weapons to maintain restraint, or through outright 
protection.
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Furthermore, the importance of interdependence is possibly over-
played. It is in many ways a banal truism that domestic events have 
impacts on international relations. What is more important is if these 
impacts are in some way novel, or have unforeseen outcomes on the 
context of international relations. However, mutual deterrence is essen-
tially a doctrine that was intended to maintain current international 
political stability.41 Additionally, nuclear weapons have also been used 
to legitimate existing nation-states as independent. As such, states have 
primarily used nuclear weapons to maintain the status quo, and as a 
consequence novel impacts on international relations as a whole are 
debatable. This overall problem was realized by Herz himself, later argu-
ing that his earlier article not only overstated the amount of change the 
problem of vulnerability created, but also failed to realize the import-
ance of state adaptation to such problems. The mutual vulnerability 
created by nuclear weapons was indeed a major problem of the nuclear 
era, but one that was ‘solved’ and stabilized through the theory of deter-
rence. The ‘new territoriality’ that Herz spoke of described a retrench-
ment of forms of territoriality, where traditional states adapted to the 
new environment of permeability created by nuclear weapons.42

Despite such shortcomings, a key novelty in the international envir-
onment was the sense of a shared community of fate between Western 
states, that further helped solidify a security interdependence. More 
generally, the reality of mutual kill ties nuclear weapons into the devel-
opment of global consciousness, a fact not lost on globalization theor-
ists.43 For example, Giddens notes that ‘nuclear war is plainly the most 
potentially immediate and catastrophic of all current global dangers ... 
[I]n such a context, there are no longer “others”: the combatants and 
those uninvolved would all suffer.’44 Additionally, Held et al. explicitly 
tie the threat of nuclear destruction into the development of a global 
consciousness: ‘with the arrival of the nuclear age the ever-present pos-
sibility that superpower military confrontation could result in the anni-
hilation of the entire planet reinforced the notion of humanity as a 
single, global community of fate’.45

The current recognition of shared fate by globalization theorists attests 
to the importance of the idea. However, shared fate was not lost on the 
nuclear strategists either: indeed the main premise of mutual vulner-
ability relied on a notion of shared fate.46 Wohlstetter’s arguments for 
the strengthening of the Atlantic alliance were specifically premised on 
the idea. As he stated, ‘the alliance is viable, because neither our allies or 
the United States in the long run can survive without it. This is the rea-
son for deliberately entangling our forces and their dependents in the 
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lot of Europe. We identify our short-term fate with Europe’s because we 
think our long-term fate cannot be extricated from theirs.’47 Kenneth 
Waltz, in a review of a book by Jervis, provides a definitive statement 
of the shaping of community: ‘Although nuclear weapons sharpen con-
flict, they also promote cooperation. In a nuclear world our fate is the 
fate of the adversary, and the adversary’s fate is ours.’48

Overall, a number of shared ideas about nuclear weapons provided 
a key part of globalism, reinforcing ideas about the need for security 
cooperation, either in terms of the development of collective defence 
and a Western community of fate; or sometimes a more broad idea 
of cooperative security that began to develop at the end of the Cold 
War.49 However, this discourse of globalism also provided a cause for 
the increasing institutionalization of interdependence.

International restraint, nuclear interdependence and 
extended deterrence: Problems in security provision

The discourse of globalism surrounding nuclear weapons set the con-
text for two key impacts, one concerning the context of international 
relations, the other about institutionalization. The first was about 
the impacts of interdependence: the community of fate was seen as 
leading to an international environment of restraint and caution. The 
second pointed to the problems of alliance politics, particularly over 
the role of nuclear weapons in Europe, and especially around extended 
deterrence.

The early nuclear theorists again provide some important insights into 
political relationships in the nuclear era. Gray notes that the theorists of 
the nuclear revolution saw the development of nuclear revolution chan-
ging the contexts of the possibility of strategy, which had important 
implications for politics.50 If, as Brodie pointed out early on, the only use 
for nuclear weapons was for the prevention of war, they would seem to 
have little strategic value in the Clausewitzian sense. As Rapoport com-
ments, ‘Clausewitz’s view is in almost direct opposition to those who 
see in perpetual readiness and willingness (but not “eagerness”) to wage 
war a pre-condition for ensuring peace’.51 The implication for politics 
at an international level, stressed by Brodie, Mandelbaum and Jervis, is 
primarily seen in the development of an environment of caution and 
restraint between the superpowers.52 Gaddis’ argument that the Cold 
War was essentially an era of a ‘long peace’ is characteristic of this view-
point, firmly establishing that nuclear deterrence did much to preserve 
the international status quo of the post-Second World War period.53 At 
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the very least, the impact of nuclear weapons on international relations 
made the stakes much higher between nuclear powers, making security 
much more desirable; however, it also created major problems between 
nuclear and non-nuclear powers, from that of the nuclear stalemate 
providing a direct cause of proxy wars throughout the Third World,54 
through to the issues of alliance politics.

Alliance politics is of course crucial to understanding the element of 
transatlantic interdependence in the Cold War period. The discourse 
of globalism surrounding the missile age had a huge impact on the 
changing organizational environment of alliance politics. While the 
abstract nature of the debates left much room for manoeuvre in imple-
mentation, there was still a basic reality that needed to be dealt with: 
the provision of deterrence (and security) in the Atlantic community.55

All of the arguments above constantly impinged on the implementa-
tion of Atlantic strategy, and led, unsurprisingly, to numerous paradoxes, 
mainly surrounding the problem national sovereignty in the missile age. 
What was particularly interesting was that despite a continued recogni-
tion of the realities of interdependence, independent national strategies 
played an important role, not just in terms of a symbolic independ-
ence, but because of the very leverage that interdependence granted. As 
Kissinger described it, ‘our frequent insistence that in the nuclear age an 
isolated strategy is no longer possible misses the central point: for this 
precise reason allies have unprecedented scope for the pursuit of their 
own objectives’.56 There was a real tension between the acknowledge-
ment that allies needed each other for protection, and the desire and 
ability to work autonomously within such strictures.

However, the political context of nuclear weapons in the post-war 
period does make clear the importance of nuclear interdependence 
in forming credible threats.57 The need for credibility is most appar-
ent in the case of extended nuclear deterrence – the extension of the 
American ‘nuclear umbrella’ over Western Europe – an important 
part of a larger strategy of state change. Extended deterrence therefore 
was the main early manifestation of the globalizing trend associated 
with nuclear weapons. That the American allies in Western Europe 
depended on a transnationalization of military force, primarily based 
on nuclear strategy, attests to the importance of seeing this as a part 
of a broader trend towards political restructuring. The NATO alliance 
therefore forms a crucial part of the political restructuring involved with 
nuclear weapons.58 However, this is not to say that interdependence was 
merely American hegemony. As Wohlstetter summarized: ‘the need for 
the American guarantee to deter massive nuclear attack on Europe is a 
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token of the limits of American, as much as European, independence. 
In fact, the principal implication of my argument is that the much used 
notion of interdependence has to be taken seriously.’59 The US needed 
Europe to be able to defend itself, in order to better provide American 
security: their fate was inseparable.

Extended deterrence was a doctrine itself fraught with problems, as 
nuclear interdependence was difficult to maintain in an environment 
that still maintained the importance of state sovereignty. As Buzan 
summarizes the problem: ‘the logic of MAD led to a convincing paraly-
sis in the use of force by the superpowers directly against each other’s 
homelands, but it left considerable ambiguity as to how far and how 
effectively this paralysis extended to the protection of secondary secur-
ity interests’.60 Therefore the problem of extended deterrence in this 
context was that deterrence worked theoretically in terms of relations 
between the US and Soviet Union, but when it came to the US protect-
ing NATO allies through deterrence, the possibilities of conveying cred-
ible threats became more problematic.

Despite the vagaries of extended deterrence, nuclear weapons became 
a major part of American strategy in Europe due to their relative cost-
effectiveness compared to building up conventional forces in Europe 
equivalent to the Soviet Union.61 The continued commitment of the 
US to the deployment of nuclear weapons as part of its European strat-
egy locked the US into Europe. As Trachtenberg points out, ‘nucleari-
zation ... helped to transform the American presence in Europe from 
temporary expedient to permanent fact of life’.62 Furthermore, issues 
of command and control remained a problematic but important part 
of the interdependent relationship between the Atlantic alliance. Even 
though the ultimate authority over nuclear weapons in the alliance 
remained with the leaders of the United States and Great Britain, as 
Gregory points out, ‘operational nuclear control in NATO was compli-
cated by the multinational nature of the alliance and by the complexity 
of arrangements for sharing nuclear forces’.63 NATO effectively changed 
the way security was provided, by institutionalizing the relationship of 
interdependence, despite all of the paradoxes and crises that plagued 
discussions of nuclear weapons in the US and Europe.

Extended deterrence was therefore a hugely important element of 
political restructuring and the reorganization of military power that 
came out of the nuclear revolution. It embodied nuclear interdepend-
ence in an organizational form: a type of nuclear integration, based 
on the transnationalization of military force.64 It was a response to the 
issue of vulnerability, while also reflecting the political and strategic 
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realities of the period. It effectively tied together nuclear polices for 
the NATO countries, and as such was part of the post-war American 
‘empire’.65 Herz describes how deterrence policies caused a ‘dialectic of 
dependence and counterdependence’ within the context of NATO, and 
the ambiguities involved with extended deterrence.66 It created depend-
ence in the sense that those powers that did not have nuclear weapons 
or, later on, an adequate nuclear deterrent, were dependent on the US to 
supply a credible deterrent; it fostered counter-dependence in that those 
countries were involved in grave risks and therefore were in a position 
to sway superpower opinion.67

Though moves towards nuclear interdependence paralleled other 
forms of international integration that were emerging in the post- Second 
World War period, the desire of many states for independent nuclear 
forces – for whatever reason – shows a paradox: that interdependence 
can easily foster countermoves and forms of resistance. Kissinger cites 
the example of General Gallois, the prominent French nuclear strategist, 
who argued that ‘faced with the risk of total destruction, no nation will 
jeopardize its survival for another’. Hence, he maintains, ‘each country 
must have its own nuclear arsenal to defend itself against direct attack, 
while leaving other countries to their fate’.68 For some, this simply came 
down to national independence, but can also be seen to reflect a real 
concern with the nature of nuclear weapons: in a shared community 
of fate, nuclear monopolies may seem untenable, but an independent 
deterrent may still be a means to having more control over one’s fate.69

A further contradiction derives from the fact that nuclear weapons 
themselves provided both an increased permeability of the state and a 
means of legitimating states in the nuclear era. That is, those that had 
an independent deterrent were still independent, despite the demise of 
‘hard shell’ territoriality. The French and British acquisition of nuclear 
weapons was a way of maintaining independence, and thereby counter-
ing some of the effects of nuclear interdependence.70 On the other hand, 
the superiority of American and Soviet nuclear forces meant that inde-
pendent voices were drowned out not only by strategic superiority in 
weaponry, but by the political context of the post-war world. Although 
Britain and France tried to maintain an independent deterrent they 
were still constrained (less so in the French case) by the American dom-
ination of NATO, its overall military superiority, the US technical assist-
ance required to create and preserve the ‘independent’ deterrent, and 
by the need for American involvement in the continent.71

Moves towards nationalism were also further fostered by the strength-
ening of state structures, through the increasing cohesion and power of 



Nuclear Weapons and Globalization 79

Western states internally, some of which was a direct response to the 
nuclear threat. As stated in Chapter 1, the end of the Second World War 
saw a situation of increased infrastructural power of the state, but an 
increasing internationalization. The creation of large domestic infra-
structures for counter-intelligence programmes, as well as domestic sur-
veillance, could only increase the power of the state.

The situation of the US has been well documented, with domestic 
intelligence agencies being one part of the creation of a ‘national secur-
ity state’.72 While the existence of the Cold War is a decisive factor in 
the increasing power of the state in the US, it was also determined by 
the impacts of the new military technology. Greater intelligence was 
needed to avoid a ‘nuclear Pearl Harbor’. The broad security apparatus, 
inaugurated by the 1947 National Security Act, involved an unprece-
dented intensifying of the institutions of the US state for the purposes 
of security. As Sherry summarizes:

It embodied the conviction that in an age of instant and total war-
fare, the vigilant nation must be constantly prepared by harnessing 
all its resources and linking its civilian and military institutions – 
indeed, obliterating the boundary between those institutions, just as 
the line between war and peace was disappearing.73

Such changes were also reflected in smaller powers, such as Britain. 
Aldrich notes that one of the main reasons of the steady increase 
of British intelligence services was due to the fear of nuclear threat, 
referred to in an Air Ministry document as the ‘nuclear Pearl Harbor’.74 
Furthermore, the building of a large ‘secret’ state apparatus, in order to 
provide a response to the Cold War nuclear threat was also developed, 
along with the British deterrent.75

Overall, the development of nuclear weapons impacted on the core 
Western states in a number of ways. For those states who acquired 
nuclear weapons, they helped in some ways to buttress the idea of a 
security state, through the development of centralized institutions 
dealing with nuclear strategy, and by using nuclear weapons to inde-
pendently provide security. Such approaches indicated forms of state 
retrenchment in the face of the globalization of threat. However, 
because of their global nature, and because not all states desired nuclear 
weapons and the minor players who did develop them could not be 
completely independent of the US, the doctrine of extended deterrence 
and the role of nuclear weapons in NATO planning led to a much more 
transnationalized provision of security. Overall, the latter trend is part 
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of the increased integration which formed part of the transnationaliza-
tion of military power between Western states in the post-war period, 
and as such indicated a degree of scale shift in the provision of security. 
However unstable this particular institutionalization was, it was part of 
the forces that bound these states together. The connection of nuclear 
weapons with technologies of globalization and the development and 
implementation of tactical uses of nuclear weapons only increased the 
sense of their global threat, underlining the important insights of the 
theorists of the nuclear revolution: the ‘specialness’ of nuclear weapons. 
The question remaining is how the continued importance of the aspects 
of vulnerability and nuclear interdependence have actually affected the 
legitimacy of states in the nuclear era.

Nuclear weapons and state legitimation

The recognition of nuclear weapons as a global threat, and their role in 
the transnational organization of military power in the post-war period 
contributed to their impact on state–society relations. This was the rea-
son for Herz’s initial dramatic pronouncements on the future of the 
state in the nuclear era. The contention that nuclear weapons would 
lead to the demise of the territorial state was based on the idea that 
the existence of such a global threat of permeability endangered the 
legitimacy of states. As Herz stated, ‘the power of protection, on which 
political authority was based in the past, seems to be in jeopardy for 
any imaginable entity’.76 The ability of states to protect themselves from 
infringement by other states was a foundation of state security, and the 
inability to provide such security was indicative of the end of the state.

Others, such as Mandelbaum, were more cautious regarding the pol-
itical and social implications of nuclear weapons, noting that they cre-
ated an environment of political restraint between the superpowers. The 
main problem in this is that it ignores the ‘domestic’ side of the prob-
lem, part of the endemic problem of only looking at the ‘international’ 
aspect of such revolutions. Mandelbaum addresses the legitimacy prob-
lem obliquely, by interestingly (but rather unconvincingly) engaging in 
the psychological effects of the weapons, a common approach of those 
dealing with domestic impacts of nuclear weapons. He does believe 
they are revolutionary in certain social aspects, particularly in terms of 
the way they put familiar moral categories in doubt; and also ‘because 
cultural mechanisms for coping with death do not work for the scale 
of death and destruction that nuclear weapons make possible’.77 This 
existential aspect is echoed in a statement by Jervis, that ‘because they 
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can destroy civilization but may never be used, nuclear weapons cast a 
shadow that is simultaneously ephemeral and full of menace’.78

The Herzian view on the threat to the legitimacy of the state is 
reflected in a number of recent discussions on the problems of nuclear 
weapons and the maintenance of security. For example, Tickner com-
ments that with nuclear weapons, ‘the state could no longer assure the 
security of citizens within its own boundaries’. She further adds that 
‘the military security of the state seemed synonymous with the inse-
curity of individuals held hostage to nuclear deterrence’.79 The hostage 
analogy is also present in Buzan’s work, who writes that ‘deterrence 
policy displays the divorce between individual and national security 
at the highest and most visible level. The apparent end of a long trad-
ition of national defence is a situation in which states seek to preserve 
themselves by offering up each other their citizens as hostages.’80 That 
the relationship between nuclear weapons and security leads to a novel 
‘hostage’ situation not only indicates the changes in the idea of national 
state territoriality brought about through the nuclear revolution, but a 
change in how states provide security to their citizens.

The recent revival of Herz by a number of writers has brought legit-
imacy itself back into focus.81 Deudney in particular has explicitly 
addressed the issue of the problem nuclear weapons create for the idea 
of legitimacy. As he states, ‘the basic fact of life in the nuclear world 
is simple: The state apparatus can no longer relate to civil society as 
the effective protector of civil society from destruction.’82 He attempts 
to demonstrate this through examining the role of the disarmament 
movement in dealing with the ‘legitimacy deficit’ which nuclear weapons 
incurred: ‘nuclear weapons deform civil-society relations, and the con-
sequent challenges to legitimacy provide the political energy or impetus 
to challenge core state principles and institutions’.83 The potential of 
powerful social movements seeking to abolish nuclear weapons which 
have an influence on policy may be an indication that there was a prob-
lem with legitimacy on such a level.84

It is in the context of legitimacy of states that nuclear weapons are 
at their most paradoxical. It seems quite obvious that Herz was right in 
the abstract, in that nuclear weapons should lead to problems in main-
taining old notions of territoriality due to the imminent possibility of 
permeability. The very existence of nuclear weapons seems to under-
mine the notion of security provision upon which the post-war secur-
ity state was based. However, this does not seem to have been a major 
problem for states. Although there is something important in the role of 
anti- nuclear movements in many nuclear powers expressing a general 
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sense of fear and lack of security, there is also a powerful sense in which 
nuclear weapons helped maintain the legitimacy of states.

Furthermore, two different types of nuclear interdependence contain 
the possibilities for differing impacts on the legitimacy of states. In the 
first instance, the impacts on legitimacy are connected to the ability of 
the US and USSR to maintain the security of their populations, and are 
therefore intimately tied up with perceptions that citizens have of the 
weapons themselves: are nuclear weapons actually seen as providing 
security? The second type of interdependent relationship includes the 
perception that states can secure their citizens against nuclear attack, 
but also contains the additional problem of states providing this pro-
tection independently, and their reliance on outside powers makes this 
problematic. As such, the distinction points to two issues surround-
ing legitimacy: whether a state can continue to provide security in the 
nuclear era, and whether or not states who rely on others’ nuclear guar-
antees are effectively independent.

In terms of the latter issue, the possession of nuclear weapons has, 
throughout the Cold War and beyond, been seen by many states as 
enhancing sovereignty and independence, acting not only as a status 
symbol, but as away of avoiding reliance on either superpower. The 
development of independent nuclear forces by Britain and France pro-
vides a telling example.85 In the French case, the rationale of independ-
ence was even more pronounced, as the French withdrawal from the 
NATO integrated command structure in 1966 demonstrated the reluc-
tance to be dependent on or influenced by the American domination of 
NATO. The French were responding to the lack of control over nuclear 
forces in Europe, and saw their own deterrent as a way to regain inde-
pendence.86 The British pursued an independent deterrent for similar 
reasons – the desire to remain a great power – but saw the development 
of an interdependent relationship with the US as a way of procuring the 
technology for the deterrent, and as a means to keep the US involved 
in Europe.87

The development of nuclear weapons is also meant to enhance legit-
imacy on a domestic level, by making the state appear as a provider of 
security. Indeed, even in the official nuclear powers, despite problems 
with legitimation that may be implied by the existence of anti-nuclear 
social movements, there is also a sense that having nuclear weapons is 
a guarantor of security, despite their nature. The security-enhancing 
aspect of nuclear weapons is maintained through the policy of deter-
rence, and, as Deudney points out, ‘as long as deterrence does not 
fail, the gap that exists between security promise and performance is 
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potential rather than actual’.88 As such, it is important for states with 
nuclear weapons to demonstrate ways in which nuclear weapons pro-
vide security against threats, and do not lead to greater insecurity as a 
whole. Demonstrations of security enhancement provide a number of 
legitimation strategies states can take.

The ways in which nuclear weapons were legitimated domestically 
can be shown in several examples. One way is seen in how the state goes 
about developing rhetorical strategies to ease tensions about nuclear 
weapons. This can be done, for example, through promoting policies 
of ‘declaratory anti-nuclearism’.89 Such policies show the state’s intent 
to deal with the problems of nuclear weapons; for example, through 
arms control initiatives, or through rhetorically advocating the aboli-
tion of nuclear weapons. Further strategies can be achieved through 
what Deudney describes as ‘reclusion’: the attempts by the state to hide 
away or minimize society’s knowledge of the weapons, to keep them 
out of sight and out of mind.90 The reclusion strategy can be further 
demonstrated in Lawrence’s contention that ‘atomic weapons raised the 
spectre of global destruction, and were likely to frighten the domes-
tic population. Thus ... reassurance was a vital component of nuclear 
deterrence.’91 Lawrence provides numerous examples of how nuclear 
weapons were legitimated through the development of a nuclear cul-
ture (e.g. through the medium of film, especially in the 1950s, and 
through the larger discourse of security intelligentsia).92 Another strat-
egy was to minimize the potential impact of deterrence failure thorugh 
the promotion of a robust civil defence.93 Deterrence then, comes to 
provide a rather shaky middle ground between providing security and 
creating insecurity. The problem of legitimacy can therefore be seen in 
the context of how states try to re-legitimate themselves in the face of 
this globalization of security, through both the renegotiation of social 
compacts regarding security in the nuclear age and through strategies 
of reclusion.

Legitimation strategies are also seen in attempts by the state to avoid 
the consequences of the nuclear revolution more broadly. The attempt 
by US policymakers to escape the ‘citizens as hostages’ formula of MAD 
by using approaches that targeted military and state apparatus and 
avoided collateral damage is a clear example of this strategy.94 The initial 
doctrines of nuclear strategy relied on the idea of total destruction of 
the enemy’s society, as envisaged in the doctrine of Massive Retaliation. 
The first treaty of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT I), which 
put a freeze on offensive weapon force levels and limited the use of anti-
ballistic missile (ABM) systems, could even be seen as formalizing this 
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position. As Clark points out, ‘the treaty appeared to sanction the hos-
tage relationship whereby the populations of both superpowers would 
be held in permanent vulnerability as hostages for the good behaviour 
of their respective governments’.95

The development of alternatives to this point of view went along with 
the desire to create a more flexible nuclear strategy, and specifically the 
ability to engage in limited nuclear war.96 An example of this type of 
approach can be found in arguments that focused on targeting the state 
apparatus of the Soviet Union instead of the civilian population.97 The 
strategy relied on the idea that the Soviets valued state power over civil-
ian lives, and therefore it was better to target the sinews of Soviet power, 
on both moral and practical levels. Ball notes that in the mid-1970s US 
policymakers became explicit about not targeting populations, as such 
strategies contravened treaties which the US was party to.98 Population 
avoidance became a key aspect of President Carter’s ‘countervailing’ 
strategy, which relied on a number of different responses to Soviet 
aggression, but focused on a nuclear level mainly on counterforce tar-
gets – those associated with the enemy’s military.99

Although these approaches are in many ways flawed, the attempt to 
move away from the complete destruction approach to strategic think-
ing shows a genuine concern with the morality of targeting entire popu-
lations as part of nuclear strategy.100 The development of the Strategic 
Defence Initiative (SDI) by the Reagan administration can be viewed as 
a prime example of this, an attempt to return to a form of ‘hard shell’ 
territoriality.101 The defensive missile shield would provide protection 
against ‘penetrability’, therefore mitigating the effects of the nuclear 
revolution. Overall, the logic behind SDI stemmed from Reagan’s moral 
critique of the logic of MAD: as he stated, ‘to lock down an endless 
future with both of us sitting here with these horrible missiles aimed 
at each other, and the only thing preventing a holocaust is just so long 
as no one pulls the trigger, this is unthinkable’.102 Such perspectives 
should be seen as important ways of moving away from the implica-
tions of nuclear strategies which have the ‘civilian as hostage’ at their 
heart.

Nuclear weapons also played a role in a larger societal shift, a decline 
in citizen involvement in militarism. As Walter Lipmann argued, 
nuclear weapons appeared as ‘the perfect fulfilment of all wishful think-
ing on military matters: here is war that requires no national effort, 
no draft, no training, no discipline, but only money and engineering 
know-how’.103 The development of a post-military society, with increas-
ingly professionalized armed forces, as distinct from the large conscript 
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forces of the previous total wars, became of great import.104 Although 
this development evolved over the Cold War period, the acceptance of 
nuclear weapons as part of the defence of the nation certainly played a 
role in the decline of the mass army.

Mann’s notion of the transformation of militarism in this period 
is also of relevance. The officially sanctioned and private militarism 
between the superpower elites, that of ‘deterrence science’, was one that 
was sanctioned by the public, even if they did not participate in it. 
Coinciding with this in Western states was the development of ‘specta-
tor sport’ militarism, where citizens gladly observed the participation of 
their professional military forces abroad, as long as there were not great 
losses.105 The development of nuclear weapons led to the need for limits 
to be placed on war – with deterrence science, nuclear weapons were 
placed beyond the pale, and limited wars could be fought in different 
contexts. All in all, the development of different forms of militarism 
was another way of shoring up the legitimacy of the state.

The prospects for state legitimacy have not necessarily been adversely 
affected by the development of nuclear weapons. There is certainly a 
sense that fears of the destructiveness of nuclear weapons have fuelled 
some concerns in citizens, but have not threatened the legitimacy of 
the state as a whole. The example provided by the US has shown that 
there are a variety of strategies that can be adopted to alleviate fears 
regarding nuclear weapons, which were implemented with varieties of 
success. The end of the Cold War has pushed nuclear strategy out of the 
limelight, and thus the possibly delegitimating effects of the weapons 
are alleviated even more.106 Nuclear weapons have impacted on states 
in terms of their approaches to organized violence, part of the broader 
societal change in approaches to warfare. This, in the end, may be the 
lasting legacy of nuclear weapons, especially in the West, with a decline 
of conscription and societal militarism.

Conclusion

Herz declared the demise of the territorial state prematurely, but his ana-
lysis provides a fascinating early recognition of the possibilities of glo-
balization, even if it is not described as such. Ruggie once noted that 
Herz was one of the few International Relations scholars to actually con-
nect issues of territoriality and security, and in this way we can see him 
as an early entrant into the debate on globalization.107 His views of the 
enormous shift brought by nuclear weapons were not highly influential 
at the time, but did reflect more specific concerns with how nuclear 
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weapons transformed presumptions about strategy, which left the possi-
bilities of political change in the margins.

In the context of the broader argument of this book, nuclear weapons 
clearly fit into the framework of a globalization of security. First, nuclear 
weapons can clearly be seen as part of the transnationalization of threat, 
in terms of their potential impact if they are used. The destructive capacity 
and fallout effects of nuclear weapons have potentially global impacts. 
Additionally, the speed and distance that can be achieved by delivery sys-
tems also combines with the destructive power to make these truly glo-
bal weapons. However, such features are more to do with the potential 
impacts of the weapons: the actual use is still very much in the hands of 
states, which somewhat mitigates their transnational nature.

The second facet, the globalism of security, is inherent in many dis-
cussions of nuclear weapons during the Cold War, both in terms of the 
potential impact and the planning of nuclear strategy: the world was 
clearly seen as a single space, and thinking about security followed; this 
aspect has also been a common if superficial theme in discussions about 
globalization and nuclear weapons. Particularly important here was the 
subjective understanding of nuclear weapons as tying the world into 
a single ‘community of fate’, due to the potential for an all-out global 
nuclear war. Furthermore, the very discursive nature of nuclear strategy 
also played its part in reinforcing the idea of global community (or at 
least a Western community) in two ways: first, by constantly reinfor-
cing the interlinked nuclear strategy of the allies in the North Atlantic 
community; and second, by continually demonstrating the danger of 
nuclear war. The globalism of nuclear strategy is crucially important 
in terms of its discourse: as nuclear weapons and nuclear strategy were 
always dealt with in the realm of discourse and speculation – for obvi-
ous reasons – the ideas about nuclear weapons became to some extent 
more important than their actual military effects.

Finally, the third facet – institutionalization – is represented in terms 
of how the major holders of such weapons relate to other states, both 
nuclear and non-nuclear. One reaction to the global threat of nuclear 
weapons was to deal with it by gaining an independent nuclear capacity. 
These reactions represented forms of state retrenchment in the face of 
global threats. However, such attempts were also accompanied by forms 
of transnationalism, which represented a type of scale shift. The prob-
lems of organization and governance had a complementary role to play 
along with the discourse of nuclear strategy during the Cold War. The 
nuclear threat, despite any independent provision of a nuclear deterrent, 
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represented a profound form of interdependence – ‘nuclear interdepend-
ence’ – where the impacts of strategic choice went far beyond national 
defence. There were further impacts of nuclear weapons on security pro-
vision, which related both to the revolutionary nature of the weapons, 
and the profound costs of their acquisition and maintenance: this was 
the effective structure of a real nuclear interdependence in the Atlantic 
alliance, found in the abstract in the doctrine of extended deterrence, 
and more practically in the difficulties of forming NATO command 
structures to deal with nuclear strategy.

Nuclear weapons therefore existed in a paradoxical relationship to 
states. They most certainly undermined any thought of the ‘impene-
trability’ of the state, which intimately threatens the security state. 
The paradox is that in terms of legitimacy, there has not been a huge 
impact on states with regard to nuclear weapons. There have certainly 
been direct confrontations with civil society actors concerning nuclear 
weapons, especially regarding their destructive capability and the idea 
of keeping citizens as ‘hostages’. However, to the extent to which states 
have been able to legitimate such weapons in terms of providing secur-
ity, they have been able to marginalize these positions. As much as 
they were able to do so, and additionally link the possession of nuclear 
weapons with great power status, nuclear weapons have continued to be 
important legitimators of states. This, of course, cannot be considered a 
universal position, as there are many states that have remained nuclear-
free or nuclear-dependents, which exist in a complex relationship with 
the nuclear powers.

Nuclear weapons are part of the globalization of security, represent-
ing the first unequivocally global threat. In this sense, nuclear weapons 
played a part in developing an expanded network of risk, challenging 
the boundaries of the security state. Their existence made possible speed 
and levels of destruction never before thought imaginable. Additionally, 
they played a role in the restructuring of states in the transatlantic 
region. Although they continue to remain a means of individual states 
gaining a symbolic legitimacy, it is one that is looked on by many with 
disdain, part of a continued recognition of the global threat of nuclear 
weapons.
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The Security State and the 
Globalization of the Arms Industry
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The previous chapter indicated the importance of the connection 
between globalization and security, highlighting the growing sense of 
global threat inherent in the discourse surrounding nuclear weapons. 
However, it also pointed to the paradoxical impact of global threats, 
highlighting the ways in which states have sought to mitigate global 
challenges through forms of state retrenchment. Additionally, this 
retrenchment demonstrates the continued importance of both global-
ization and nationalism (or fragmentation), which have both been cru-
cial in understanding the dynamics of the security state. The focus of the 
present chapter is the contemporary predicament of the globalization of 
the arms industry, which provides another excellent starting point for 
an analysis of the relationship between security and globalization.

The arms industry has been under-examined as an important elem-
ent of international relations.1 The organization and function of arms 
industries can be very important for gauging state power in the inter-
national system, sitting at the heart of the intersection of states, markets 
and the organization of military power.2 The globalization of economic 
activity has had a delayed impact on the arms industry, which has trad-
itionally stayed under the (at least partial) guidance of national govern-
ments for reasons of national security. However, in the 1980s, and more 
extensively in the post-Cold War environment of the 1990s, there has 
been a trend in the arms industry to embrace a globalized model of 
industrial production leading to the development of an industry-led 
and globalized arms industry.

More and more of what was seen as crucial to the nation state’s provi-
sion of security has been privatized, globalized and/or civilianized. Such 
changes can be seen in the development of an increasingly globalized 
arms industry, and also to some degree in the development of private 
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security firms, and a broader privatization of security.3 Therefore, to 
some degree, both the ‘inputs’ and ‘outputs’ of national security are 
being affected by shifting authority.4 Security, however, sits in an awk-
ward position between states and markets. Markets for military services 
are not as public as other industries, as states still try to keep some hold 
of what is seen as vital to national security. In the case of the arms 
industry, this is particularly pronounced, as even in states most keen on 
pursuing economic globalization, exemplified by the United Kingdom, 
provisions are still made for militarily sensitive sectors, or research and 
design.5 Despite this caveat, there is a growing sense that globalization 
trends do have an impact on broader structures of the political econ-
omy of defence.

The broad globalization of security must be seen as a larger part of the 
gradual development of a global arms dynamic and military security 
system over the latter half of the twentieth century. Although not neces-
sarily unprecedented, this development does challenge the notion of a 
traditional nation-state that is a discrete ‘bordered power container’,6 or 
has a Weberian monopoly on legitimate violence. Leading states in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries stressed the importance of main-
taining indigenous defence industries to keep ahead technologically 
and to survive wars of attrition: ‘in short, defence industries became 
an element of national sovereignty’.7 There is a crucial link between 
modern statehood and independent military means, and it is this ideal 
of the modern nation-state that is undergoing transformation through 
globalization. As such, the ‘security state’ described in Chapter 1 may 
be seen as undergoing a transformation. However, such a transform-
ation should not be prejudged. As seen in the previous chapter, glo-
balization is often unevenly developed, and its impacts are varied and 
contradictory. Additionally, to the extent to which Northern states 
are forgoing defence production autonomy to further their individ-
ual security may rather point to the continued salience of the security 
state. The contemporary developments in the security industries reflect 
broader changes in international political economy and in the shifting 
structure of states and their relationship to the politics and production 
of armed force. The main benefactors of globalization activities have 
been in Northern states themselves, seen in an increasing integration 
of security policies, the gradual development of a transnational (and 
transatlantic) defence-industrial base, and the continued dominance of 
transatlantic-based firms that participate in the arms production sys-
tem. The consequences of this for the rest of the world has been an 
increasing reliance on Western technology, and, with the end of the 
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Cold War, an increased commercialization and corporate influence dic-
tating arms procurement.

The present chapter will pursue these arguments through a more 
thorough analysis of the globalization and privatization of security 
industries, through the framework of the three facets of globalization 
outlined in Chapter 2. First, the chapter analyses the contemporary 
transnationalization of the arms industry, with a focus on how this has 
been interpreted as a threat. Mainly the threat has been conceived of in 
two ways: threats that arise from the diffusion of military technology 
globally; and threats that arise from increased interdependence. The 
second section will focus on the development of a discourse of global-
ism surrounding arms industries. The discourse is strongly evident in 
arguments and justifications for the need to pursue globalization strat-
egies to provide better defence, rather than as direct responses to global 
threats. The third section provides an examination of the institution-
alization of a global arms industry, mainly in terms of a transatlantic 
security community. Finally, impacts on legitimacy will be examined, 
by looking into the impact of globalization and privatization activities 
on the security state.

The transnationalization of the arms industry

The modern state has long had as its goal an overall self-sufficiency 
in terms of its security and survival. From the origins in policies of 
mercantilism pursued by early-modern European states, to the more 
complicated arrangements that developed with the rise of liberal eco-
nomics, there has long been a focus on states pursuing military auton-
omy. Although the primary way this has manifested itself is in terms 
of the monopoly of violence within states through a process of internal 
pacification,8 there has also been a continued interest in being able to 
provide military technology autonomously as well. The arms industry 
has long been a protected sector that has had a different relationship 
with the state than with civil industry due to its obvious importance 
to national security. The dominance of a mercantilist doctrine in early-
modern Europe also contributed to this, emphasizing the importance 
of having a self-sufficient industrial base, which tended towards the 
pursuit of autonomous arms industries.9 However, even Adam Smith 
promoted the idea that states should have indigenous arms produc-
tion, in order to maintain national security.10 Trends towards autarkic 
defence-industrial policy also combined with the decline of the use of 
mercenary armies, and the emphasis on national armies.11
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However, despite the reasoning that arms production should be 
domestically based, and ideally autarkic, an international arms trade has 
existed since the development of states in Europe in the early-modern 
period, in order to bypass many of the efficiency problems with home 
production.12 The industrial revolution caused a shift in how arms were 
produced, and how technological innovation proceeded, as the private 
sector drove change in the military, and even led technological change 
in civilian industry.13 There was also an underlying change in the ideol-
ogy of economics, as free trade displaced the dominance of mercantil-
ism, and capitalism became a driving force of armaments production.14 
While private industry continued the international trade in arma-
ments, there was still emphasis on leading states to have indigenous 
arms industries, even if they were not state controlled, or completely 
autarkic. Free trade did not necessarily put an end to the idea of domes-
tic industries as an element of national sovereignty. The importance 
of having indigenous defence industries (if not complete autarky) was 
also emphasized in terms of gaining access to the technological leading 
edge.15 Overall, nineteenth-century arms industries played an import-
ant role in statehood, but also sat on the edge between the state and 
market, between their economic role and security role.

During the early part of the nineteenth century, there was a focus on 
how the development of extensive national armouries placed attention 
on domestic production. Here states tended to take the lead in dictating 
production, in addition to organizing production itself. The system was 
breaking down by the late nineteenth century due to the acceleration in 
technological development, much coming from the more dynamic pri-
vate enterprise.16 The dynamism of nineteenth-century private indus-
try in developing arms technology led to a gradual shift towards its 
integration into a state-led arms industry, where the state would iden-
tify research priorities that it was interested in. Such an arrangement 
reflected the character of much of the twentieth-century arms produc-
tion system.17

In the post-Cold War world, the ideals and reality of an independ-
ent defence-industrial base and a ‘public’ military have become more 
and more challenged. Arms industries pursue globalization strategies, 
in terms of both production and marketing, and a plethora of private 
firms providing a broad range of military services have been created 
and are flourishing. As such, there has been a broad change in the pro-
vision of both the inputs and outputs of national military security, 
impacted by the globalization and transnationalization of firms, and 
overall trends towards ‘civilianization’ in these ‘security’ industries. 
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These trends can be described very broadly as the privatization of secur-
ity, in the sense that some aspects of the provision of security seem to be 
more and more connected to the private sphere of commerce, and less 
to a broader public good. As such, they are connected to broader trends 
in the globalization of economic power, and clearly provide some threat 
to the security state.

With the increasing power of economic globalization, the possibility 
of maintaining or pursuing autonomy or autarky in arms production 
has become increasingly difficult. The trends of economic globalization 
have had a belated impact on the arms industry, which during the Cold 
War period had not been open to market forces to the same extent as 
civilian industries. As noted above, there has long been thinking that 
autarkic arms production is crucial to national security, as not to suc-
cumb to the problems of foreign dependence, or give important tech-
nologies to potential enemies. As Bitzinger states, ‘arms production was 
usually placed outside the bounds of free-market economics, and the 
typical free-market standards of open competition, efficiency, and even 
profitability were secondary to guaranteeing that a nation could intern-
ally mobilize the resources it needed for national defense’.18 In the past 
three decades, there has been a gradual rethinking of the strategies of 
arms manufacturers, as they seek to remain competitive and improve 
the efficiency of the industry. The end of the Cold War shrank most 
defence budgets, and arms industries faced a downturn in business and 
a severe problem with overcapacity. Globalization became a solution, 
much as it had in the civilian sector.19 Such trends have seen a sharp 
decline in the number of states that are truly, or even largely, independ-
ent in their provision of defence equipment.

The internationalization and globalization of the arms industry in 
the transatlantic region has followed along two main paths: the con-
solidation of firms on a national level (e.g. the development of ‘national 
champions’ in Europe, national level mergers in the US), and the 
increase in internationalization activities.20 A shift towards a more glo-
balized model of production in the defence industry can be identified 
in developments such as the consolidation of many of the major arms 
manufacturers through mergers and acquisitions, and the increasing 
number of collaboratory projects, such as licensed production, strategic 
alliances and joint venture companies.21 Other types of globalization 
can be seen in armaments collaboration in the areas of subcontracting, 
offsets, dual-use technologies, data transfers and basic research. Due 
to a number of factors, perhaps most importantly the geographic con-
text of the US firms’ consolidation (i.e. within a national context), the 
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strategies of European companies has been much more geared towards 
strategic alliances.22 The aerospace industry provides a solid example, 
as there has been much cross-border collaboration, though few outright 
mergers or acquisitions.

While the socio-spatial changes in the organization of arms industries 
is the most visible aspect of globalization, shifts in production strategies 
are also impacting on the relationships between states and industry. 
Whereas previously the arms industries were much more state-led in 
terms of the kinds of products being provided, there is a definite switch 
towards an increased civilianization and ‘privatization’ of the indus-
try overall. This is not to say that arms industries are going to sell to 
non-state groups, but that the production and distribution of arms is 
becoming further entangled with the globalization of economic power, 
leading states to become mere buyers of products, rather than having 
the industry as something special, and necessarily protected.23

The arms industry is becoming increasingly led by firms instead of 
governments, reversing the major change of the early twentieth century. 
As Bitzinger states, ‘the contraction of defense markets and the collapse of 
many government-sponsored codevelopment projects during the 1980s 
has pressured defense firms to take the lead in consolidating and ration-
alizing armaments production, including globalizing operations’.24

The increased civilianization has been exacerbated by the pace of 
technological change, and the fact that civilian industry is outstripping 
the defence industry in cutting-edge technology. There has always been 
interaction between the two, but the defence industry had generally 
been at the technological forefront, as developments in the armaments 
sector ‘spun-off’ into the civilian. The present switch to a civilian-led 
industry is exemplified by the increasing importance of ‘spin-on’ tech-
nology; that is, military technologies that emerge directly from the 
civilian sectors. Because dual-use technologies and spin-ons are heavily 
traded on the world market, it is easy for these technologies to become 
diffused in the international system.25 Hayward further points out that 
globalization is much more apparent below the ‘surface’ of the indus-
try – that is outside of the sphere of prime contractors – because leading-
edge commercial technology is a necessary part of advanced military 
technology, and plays a large role in the development of globalization 
activities.26

Civilianization is also reflected in the continued blurring of the civilian 
and military sectors through the development of dual-use technologies. 
The two sectors have become less and less distinct in the contemporary 
system as the current revolution in technologies affects the process of 
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innovation in armaments technologies. An excellent example of this 
can be seen in the way Boeing restructured itself in its 1997 merger with 
McDonnell Douglas, which saw a mainly civilian company merge with 
a defence firm. Although the merged firm was eventually restructured 
around servicing its different clients, at the heart is a shared R&D centre 
that serves to integrate the group as well as act as a technology gen-
erator.27 The bringing in of production techniques to the armaments 
sector that had been part of the civilian sector for some twenty years is 
another consequence of this technological shift. For example, the use of 
‘agile manufacturing’ has been pursued in the US for a number a years 
as a means to overcome the problems of the costs of producing advanced 
military technology, where it is difficult to achieve the large production 
runs needed to achieve economies of scale.28

A number of commentators have compared the current round of inter-
nationalization and globalization to the past. Lovering, for example, 
makes the point that the future is looking more like the past, especially 
to the late nineteenth century, where firms such as Vickers and Krupp 
did almost whatever they wished, without regard to their home state.29 
Moravcsik hints at the problem with the US example in this pronounce-
ment on its future: ‘US attitudes towards autarky in the procurements 
to military products have been shaped by attributes that could have 
described some European countries a century ago: its relative size, its 
technological and financial preeminence, and its capacity for political 
leadership.’30 Although this is most certainly partially true, there is a 
major difference. Companies in Europe a century ago were essentially 
dealing in an unregulated international market, but they were still pro-
ducing nationally. The main element of qualitative change can be seen 
in the gradual development of transnational production, and the move 
away from the export of nationally produced finished weapons, to a 
variety of new ways of producing and distributing arms. The contem-
porary scene is therefore somewhat different from the free trade in arms 
in that it involves an internationalized and globalized production sys-
tem.31 The change in production further obscures what truly ‘national’ 
industry is, therefore, in one sense, connecting arms industries more 
clearly with the private sector more generally. The distinctive nature of 
the industry – that is, the sale of arms – is of course still a crucial dimen-
sion, as the spread of arms and arms technology is a vital part of the 
globalization of the industry.

Although by no means amounting to complete integration, all of 
these developments point towards the development of an increas-
ingly globalized and transnationalized arms industry. As Lovering 
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summarizes, ‘the result is a complex and rapidly developing juxtapos-
ition of nation[al], international, and global circuits of arms-related 
production’.32 Overall, a rethink needs to be made concerning defence 
as a ‘national’ industry. As Taylor states, ‘to think of defence corpor-
ations as national entities under the dominant influence of their home 
governments is less and less appropriate. The development and pro-
duction of defence equipment is increasingly being organised on an 
international basis.’33 Although the US may provide an exception to 
this development, US firms themselves can also be seen at the heart 
of globalization process, whatever restraints are placed on them in the 
national context.

While much of this has been accepted as a necessity (this will be 
returned to in the next section), the transnationalization moves have 
not gone without comment on their impact on security. The most 
often-cited security concern with globalization trends in the arms 
industries concerns the problems of dependence and interdependence. 
An important security problem has been identified in the reliance on 
foreign technologies and companies, which is thrown up by the possi-
bilities of the globalization of arms production. The touch point here 
is Keohane and Nye’s work on interdependence. In essence, the debate 
is concerned with how dependence on foreign industry – especially 
the penetration of multinational corporations – could pose problems 
to state sovereignty. Under conditions of interdependence, the authors 
maintain, states do not always benefit from increased ties with other 
states, as interdependence will always involve costs, ‘since interdepend-
ence restricts autonomy’.34 The connection between arms industry 
restructuring and interdependence is quite clear; as Held et al. point 
out, ‘since they make the acquisition and crucially the use of arms and 
weapons systems (not to mention defence-industrial policy) potentially 
subject to the decisions and actions of other authorities or corporations 
beyond the scope of national jurisdiction’.35

The consequences for security here are perhaps greater than those 
initially indicated in the case of the standard interdependence model, 
as they pose a threat to the very foundation of the modern nation-state, 
its ability to effectively provide independent military security, through 
the dismantling (or transformation) of the national military-industrial 
base. The argument is that the globalization of the arms industry leads 
to a threat of foreign dependence in key sectors, which could lead to 
security threats if suppliers decided to suspend trade, and additionally, 
creates problems for the diffusion of military technology, which would 
have been previously controlled through state-based industry.36
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In this literature, this position has largely been discussed in terms of 
the American example, seen as facing a crucial challenge to its auton-
omy in defence-industrial maters. As Moran pointed out in 1990,

the Defense Science Board, the undersecretary of defense for 
acquisition, the Office of Technology Assessment, and a variety of 
congressional committees join in warning that U.S. defense increas-
ingly relies on foreign technologies, foreign-sourced products, or 
domestic-sourced products purchased from local subsidiaries of for-
eign corporations.37

Borrus and Zysman also point to this change in American security prob-
lems, noting that resources no longer need to be controlled through 
armed force, they can be controlled through markets, and therefore, 
‘market structure and functioning must become a matter of direct 
security concern’.38 For Borrus and Zysman, the security problem for 
America is not primarily the lack of autonomy in terms of arms produc-
tion, but also a general decline in the industrial base, which will create 
problems in the future.39 America has begun to slide from this position 
of dominance, ‘risking dependence in industry, finance, and critical 
segments of technology’.40

Crawford describes the problem as the new ‘economic security 
dilemma’.41 The dilemma is quite simply the choice between the desire 
to maintain state control over the defence industry, thus moving away 
from problems of vulnerability (such as foreign dependence on crucial 
defence technologies, and the diffusion of defence technologies to pos-
sible enemies), or to take advantage of the fruits of globalization. As 
Crawford states, ‘autarky and a narrow focus on military R&D in the 
face of globalization of commercial high technology production and 
exchange severs the state from the fruits of technological innovation’.42 
To stay ahead of, or even in line with, other states seems to require an 
acquiescence to globalizing tendencies in the defence industries so as to 
remain competitive. The problem is that this may leave the state open 
to problems of foreign influence and control.43

There will always be some reluctance to pursue transnationalization, 
especially in first-tier arms-producing states that have near autarky in 
production. In this light the US has had some of the greatest reluctance 
in promoting transnational links, especially in the area of prime con-
tractors, but also in restrictions on technology transfers.44 This is one 
reason why the future may be more in the strategic alliance concept, as 
outlined above. However, with the promotion of a radical privatization 
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of all things defence, even the recent Bush Administration promoted 
transnational links up to a point.45 Such linkages seem to make sense 
both in terms of making the industry more productive and efficient and 
also in producing the cutting-edge technology desired by US defence 
planners. Additionally, politics can also play an important role in pro-
moting transnational ties. For example, despite huge differences in other 
areas, Boeing and European Aeronautic, Defence and Space Company 
(EADS) agreed to promote alliances to produce missiles for the US mis-
sile defence program: surely a political move.46

A final issue surrounding interdependence and civilianization con-
cerns the impact of globalization on the loss of national firms and the 
overall ‘loyalty’ they engender. As Bitzinger argues, ‘as Western defence 
firms become more transnational, their domestic identities and loyal-
ties could begin to blur, making it more difficult to expect them to 
regulate their potential proliferation activities’.47 This was a common 
complaint about the use of mercenaries, one that Machiavelli honed in 
on in the Art of War: the unreliability of hired warriors with no sense of 
political loyalty to the state they are working for.48

While the problems with interdependence are often seen as the most 
pressing, especially from the US perspective, a final problem is often 
cited as a potential security issue. The globalization of the arms indus-
try is seen as facilitating a wide spread of technology transfer and pro-
liferation, as industries straddle national boundaries and the flow and 
diffusion of technology becomes increasingly unhindered.49 Part of 
the problem with proliferation is the lack of transparency and account-
ability in the trade in international armaments, which is compounded 
by the globalization process, adding unseen technological transfers to 
this process.50 As spin-ons become more important, and innovations 
from civilian sectors become crucial to military technology, the poten-
tial transfer of military technology becomes more and more likely, 
and less and less controllable. Such transfers and proliferation have 
the obvious consequences of creating security issues for leading states, 
though likely to spread commonly used technology, it would still not 
be possible for anything but leading states to produce capital-intensive 
military technology.

Overall, transnational economic power has had a late but import-
ant impact on the organization of arms industries in the transatlantic 
region, increasingly delinking them from the state. The civilianization 
process has led to the situation where firms now lead production and 
marketing, and are increasingly separating themselves from the national 
context. There have been indications of concern about the threatening 
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nature of such activities, mainly in terms of the problems of depend-
ence and of technological diffusion. However, the former concern espe-
cially has mainly been the concern of the US, who really has the most 
to lose, as the majority of other states have never been independent in 
arms production. As such, much of the discourse framing arms indus-
try globalization has been in terms of support for various strands of 
globalism, as we shall see in the next section.

Globalism and the arms industry

The existence of an ideology of globalism has rarely been couched in 
terms of an answer to the threats from diffusion and interdependence, 
but more in terms of the necessity of globalization strategies to make 
Western states more secure. The ideology of globalism here latches on 
to broader perspectives that extol the virtues of economic liberalism. 
To the extent to which such an ideology is in place, it has significantly 
impacted on the ways in which governments approach defence indus-
tries, and additionally in terms of how defence industries act within 
the broader global political economy.51 To the extent to which the logic 
of integration is accepted in these broader terms, it tends to influence 
the entire political economy of security, especially as seen in the organ-
ization of the production system, but also in terms of the enmeshment 
of all states into a transatlantic security community (to be discussed 
further in the next section). The ideology comprises both perspectives 
within industry promoting the virtues of globalization, and those of 
governments who concede such claims.

The main factor that has kept the arms industry from following the 
lead of civilian industries has been government involvement, through 
legislative activities that prohibit internationalization, and through eco-
nomic factors, such as government contracts, procurement policies and 
degrees of state ownership.52 Political influence is still quite obviously 
in the hands of states, as both the European and American examples dem-
onstrate, but this does not mean that there is not a significant move 
towards globalization and civilianization of such industries. Some gov-
ernments do worry about guarding technology, but it is clear that ‘if 
the industry’s bosses were left to themselves, they would be stitching 
together transatlantic alliances at an accelerating pace’.53

Within the US, the 1990s saw a spate of mergers and acquisitions, 
resulting in the domination of three major producers: Boeing, Lockheed 
Martin, and Raytheon.54 The end of the Cold War and the consequent 
downturn in defence spending led many companies to shed their 
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defence components, and smaller firms sold their businesses out-
right.55 These measures have also gained much acceptance in Europe, as 
national governments have slowly conceded that in order for European 
industries to remain competitive with the US, they will need to pur-
sue similar strategies to US companies, increasingly on a transnational 
level. Europe’s arms industry has a severe overcapacity problem, and 
eventually its firms are going to have to work more with US companies, 
and transatlantic links are likely going to become commonplace.56 As 
Pierre Chao of Credit Suisse First Boston states, ‘economic realities will 
grind away, and over time a transatlantic defence industry will become 
inevitable’.57

Moves towards globalization activities can be seen in the realization 
of the French government, traditionally the most protective of its state-
run arms industry, that it can no longer attempt to be autonomous in 
defence procurement.58 The October 1999 merger of the German firm 
DaimlerChrysler Aerospace (DASA) with the French firm Lagardere 
Matra to form the EADS is also an important example, creating Europe’s 
largest aerospace group.59 The British-based BAE Systems can also be 
seen as a leader in this regard, both in its sizeable US assets and in cur-
rent collaborative projects with US companies, epitomized by the Joint 
Strike Fighter (JSF) project with Lockheed Martin.60

Although European states have moved towards a common aerospace 
firm in EADS, it negotiates in a complex web of still existent national 
firms, with partial stakes in many other companies.61 There is some rec-
ognition that this may be the future direction of US firms as well. Both 
academic analysts and the US Department of Defense have noted prob-
lems with the massive consolidation of the industry in the 1990s, espe-
cially pointing to the lack of competition and the continued problems 
of overcapacity.62 The DoD especially has promoted greater initiative in 
the private sector, focusing on technological innovation in secondary 
industry, in the form of spin-ons from the private sector.63

Overcapacity is not just a transatlantic problem. States which form 
the ‘second’ tier64 of the arms industry, that aspire towards autarky for 
a variety of reasons, have also run into major problems with the end 
of the Cold War. Mainly developing or newly industrialized, many of 
these countries are failing to keep up with technological advances in 
the first tier, while continuing to overproduce indigenous products that 
are more expensive to make and less sound than products that could be 
imported. Though there are a number of options for restructuring the 
arms industries in these countries, many have chosen the route of glo-
balization, mainly in terms of no longer aiming towards autarky, and 
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focusing on a combination of importing equipment and technological 
transfer, and allowing transnational takeovers of indigenous defence 
firms.65

Consequently, it has been defence firms themselves that have been 
taking the initiative to create such arrangements, where previously it 
involved coordination between member countries and their defence 
industries. Lovering provides an example: ‘as a director in one lead-
ing European defence company put it, “industry isn’t waiting for these 
things ... the restructuring of the defence industry will be determined 
by/led by the industry itself rather than the politicians” ’.66 Though 
defence planning through NATO has had much support from national 
governments, they have had little impact on corporate planning: ‘They 
are said to be dominated by “military kinds of people” who don’t under-
stand business.’67

However, it is interesting that states are often encouraging the 
increased civilianization of such industries, though aware of some of 
the problems that they may be creating.68 Civilianization is also con-
nected with the ideological trends towards privatization and liberal-
ization (economic globalization), and the defence industries are often 
put into this overall context. For example, Jacques Gansler had recom-
mended such a shift to the Clinton Administration in his capacity as 
Undersecretary for Defense for Acquisition and Technology, promoting 
both the development of a transatlantic defence-industrial base, and the 
integration of the defence industry into the civilian.69 As Gansler stated 
in the late-1990s, ‘because of the continuation of outmoded export con-
trol policies and practices, defense industries in both the United States 
and allied European and Asian countries have attempted to remain aut-
arkic – a self sufficiency that is counter to the needs and realities in a 
world of coalition warfare and industrial globalization’.70 The promo-
tion of a transnationalized defence-industrial base seems to have cooled 
off somewhat in the Bush Administration, but there is still a significant 
push towards increased civilianization and privatization.71

Britain provides a remarkable example for the extent to which its 
defence industries became civilianized in the 1980s, as the Thatcher 
government did away with any lingering state involvement in the arms 
industry.72 In the 1990s, under the Blair government, Britain has taken 
the lead in both the privatization of industry and the promotion of 
transnational linkages.73 Globalization activities in the defence sector 
are to be promoted, in as much as technologies with direct impacts on 
national security are not affected.74 The overall national security picture 
is similar, with the British government having done much to reshape 
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the Ministry of Defence (MoD) towards a more commercial model: 
almost everything outside a core of direct combat functions are run by 
a variety of private commercial companies. The MoD outsources much 
of its logistics and service support: the Defence Procurement Agency 
is a quasi-governmental organization, outside the MoD itself; there is 
much work done by the Territorial Army (such as medical, etc.); and the 
Defence Evaluation and Research Agency (DERA), the main research 
agency, has become a private commercial firm QinetiQ (while dstl 
remained part of the MoD, to handle the most sensitive research).75

Such trends are also gaining salience in the US more broadly. The 
2001 Quadrennial Defense Review called for a stripping down of the 
Department of Defense: ‘any function that can be provided by the pri-
vate sector is not a core government function’.76 The report identifies 
three broad categories of functions: functions directly related to warf-
ighting and best served by federal government; functions indirectly 
related to warfighting, and best served by Private Public Partnerships; 
and functions not linked to warfighting, best provided by the private 
sector.77

In many ways it is not entirely surprising that the globalizing ideology 
has become broadly supported, as the states in the transatlantic region 
have all been accepting the globalizing logic for decades, albeit with 
varying degrees of enthusiasm.78 Though states such as France with a 
long tradition of nationalized defence industries have been reluctant to 
join the trend, the evidence above has shown that like other elements 
of economic globalization, arms industry globalization is increasingly 
seen in terms of ‘there is no alternative’. State leaders tend to put this 
into both a commercial logic (for their own companies to remain com-
petitive) and a best-practice military logic (that civilianization is better 
for military power, and transnationalization for coalition warfare and 
collective defence). All in all, these trends are reflected in an increasing 
institutionalization of arms production and procurement on a trans-
national level.

Globalization and the transatlantic security community

The existence of a strong globalism reflects (and obviously impacts 
upon) an increasingly institutionalized transnational defence-industrial 
base across the transatlantic area. The meshing of the ideology of glo-
balization in a broad sense with security integration is clearly part of the 
globalization of the arms industry, as the need for further globalization 
is often predicated on the needs of defence cooperation, particularly 
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through security organizations like NATO. However, the development 
of transatlantic linkages, and a potential transatlantic defence-industrial 
base is predicated on the broader development of a transatlantic secur-
ity community, involving the close relationship between Western states 
and how they have evolved into a ‘zone of peace’.79

There have been several important attempts to deal with this evolu-
tion, for example through the notion of a ‘democratic peace’, but also 
through the description of a development of a ‘security community’. 
This notion, derived from Karl Deutsch’s study of the Atlantic com-
munity, describes a situation where states no longer see each other as 
a threat, and have commonalities in their security thinking.80 This is 
crucial for the development of arms industry globalization, where the 
industry is no longer seen as a special case. As Buzan and Herring have 
pointed out, ‘as long as the leading powers continue to form a secur-
ity community, and to perceive a low risk of world war, they are likely 
to follow the logic of economic efficiency to continue eroding their 
national capacities for independent arms production’.81

The security community is backed up institutionally by the develop-
ment of the increasing integration of Western state structures, through a 
number of overlapping institutions, the core of which is NATO, but also 
including the WEU, the EU (through the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy) and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe 
(OSCE). These institutions developed from the internationalizing and 
globalizing aspects of total war and Cold War, and the development of 
internationalized bloc states in the Cold War period had a large impact 
on the structure of these states involved. The Western bloc, led by the 
US, moved towards a security community not only to avoid the possibil-
ity of another World War, but to oppose the Soviet Union. Undoubtedly 
this slowly evolved into a greater recognition of a security community 
cognitively, but it was also reflected in the increasing institutionalization 
of the relationship, through a variety of overlapping intergovernmental 
organizations.82 This has increasingly formed a series of interlocking, 
integrated and reinforcing institutions and relationships.83

The development of a transnational defence-industrial base in 
Europe, and increasingly transatlantically, is the institutionalization 
of transnational economic power that is also intertwined with mili-
tary power. The need for transnational defence planning in NATO, 
the pursuit of Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) in the 
EU and other transatlantic projects have made the possibilities for 
globalization of defence industries within the transatlantic region 
much easier, especially within the EU.84 As these security states find 
it necessary (and plausible) to allow defence industries to become 



The Globalization of the Arms Industry 103

competitive and integrated into global markets, states are also pur-
suing security goals in an increasingly internationalized and glo-
balized level.

It would be simplistic to say that this relationship was entirely 
cooperative, or that there is no possibility of its reversal. For example 
the development of European arms cooperation has been primarily to 
counter the dominance of US producers.85 However, the fact that this 
competition is almost exclusively on an economic level says something 
important about its relevance to security in the region. There is still a 
large degree of national autonomy, and different perspectives on the 
ways to accomplish security goals – however, the ends of security are 
fairly consistent, and primarily concern actors outside of the transatlan-
tic area. As was shown in the previous chapter, globalizing tendencies 
are often fraught with contradictions: the increased globalization may 
be, paradoxically, a means to promoting national autonomy; or possibly 
a comprise position between the financial and political costs of autarky 
and the security costs of free trade.86 In the case of arms industries, 
the nature of contemporary advanced military technology necessitates 
internationalization; but internationalization and globalization can be 
seen as a means to maintain national autonomy.87 A good example can 
be found in the JSF project. Here the US government has allowed unpre-
cedented international collaboration at all stages of the creation of the 
aircraft. Though much of the argument behind the collaboration is eco-
nomic – that is, sharing the financial burdens of production, allowing 
allies in so they will also purchase the final product, in order to secure 
unique technology – but a key argument was also the desire for inter-
operability with NATO and other allies.88

The question that remains concerns the impact on the security 
state of the institutionalization of both transatlantic economic power 
and military power. Where the traditional nation-state would see the 
autonomous provision of defence and security as an essential ideal, the 
increasing integration of the transatlantic states has permitted a pro-
gressive and steady unbundling of this aspect, to the point where the 
economics of the defence industry have taken precedence within the 
community. As Taylor has pointed out ‘developments on the defence-
industrial front seem to undermine the contribution of Power Politics 
thinking to our understanding of defence policy, a broad area where 
such thinking has traditionally been dominant’.89

While interdependence certainly does not herald the end of states 
themselves, it does perhaps mean the beginning of the unravelling of 
the security state. There needs to be some questioning of how the global-
ization of the arms industry affects the traditional relationship between 
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organized violence and the security state. The tension between inter-
nationalization and nationalization was inherent in the development 
of the security state, so as such, economic transnationalization does 
not necessitate the end of the security state. However, if there is some 
recognition of a decline in security competitiveness and increasing 
integration of many formerly national factors within the transatlantic 
area, the traditional motive forces that have shaped the production and 
transfer system can be seen to be declining, allowing for a redefinition 
of the state’s role in the provision of arms, and more broadly, in defence 
autonomy itself. While it would be too early to outline precise changes, 
one can already see growing concerns about how the shift in govern-
ment industry relations has affected the power of arms producers. As 
Markusen points out, ‘a global defence industry will mean a few, large 
transnational contractors facing a wider array of buyers. Market power 
will shift from governments to the private sector’.90

If there exists a significant security community, reflected in the 
continued integration of even defence industries within the core, how 
do these relate to those outside the transatlantic region? The increas-
ing integration of defence production and security provision in the 
Western core points to the region as a whole constituting a first-tier pro-
ducer, and it sets the lead for the rest of the world. It is notable that the 
internationalization and transnationalization of production has been 
most prevalent in the US and Western Europe. Many countries outside 
the core have tried to develop degrees of autarky for both security and 
domestic economic reasons, but there has been little real success, as 
many of the firms are already heavily indebted to those in the core for 
technological diffusion and sales. Some can be considered reasonably 
major manufacturers (e.g. Israel, China, Russia), but for the most part, 
investment is concentrated in the US and Europe.91

At the level of prime contractors – epitomized by Boeing, Lockheed 
Martin, Raytheon, and BAE Systems – there is not a great deal of collab-
oration outside of the West. However, at the level of semi-primes and sub-
contracting, there is a great deal more, much of which goes unnoticed. 
The increasing importance of embedded technology in weaponry means 
that much subcontracting goes towards high-technology components 
that are not necessarily just weapons technology. This ‘dual-use’ technol-
ogy is therefore often subcontracted to civilian industries.92 The trans-
mission of notions of ‘appropriate’ military technology (i.e. Western 
military technology) has also had a major influence on the emergence 
of the new defence and industrial capabilities of the Asia-Pacific. In some 
cases, governments have specifically chosen Western technologies in 
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order to influence the supplier country to become more deeply involved 
in that country’s national defence.93

However, taken as a whole, the international production of weaponry 
has also been transformed into a more thoroughly integrated system. 
Buzan and Herring have noted that the traditional descriptions of the 
arms production hierarchy have been increasingly complicated. It is 
no longer the case that there is a simple dichotomy between producer/ 
suppliers and non-producer/recipients. Indeed everywhere this has 
become more complex, as there are an increasing number of part-
producers globally.94 Indeed many producers outside the transatlantic 
region are attempting to cope with globalization through a number of 
strategies, but mainly by recognizing the autarky is no longer possible.95 
However, the category of non-producers is little changed, as those states 
remain consumers of weaponry, and often account for the weakest 
states in the international system.

All of the above points to the development of an increasingly undif-
ferentiated (in terms of types of technology) global military order 
among contemporary states, amounting to an increasingly globalized 
and internationalized system for providing the means of violence. 
The broader ideological trends of economic globalization, combined 
with the development of a substantial Western ‘security community’ 
have very much facilitated the integration of the defence industry in 
the West, and cannot be separated from these broader trends. Overall, 
this integration, while possibly serving the needs of the Western core 
of states that strongly profit from it, both financially and in terms of 
their own perceived security needs, could be something that over time 
impacts on the structure of states as they become more institutionally 
integrated into a global security system.

The key to all of this is in understanding the decisive change in the 
nature of threat, and the development of a more integrated security 
community. The main areas of threat discussed in the first section have 
not diminished the promotion of globalism as an ideology, which is 
increasingly not transcendent, but imminent in terms of reproducing 
existing institutional arrangements. The shifts towards arms industry 
globalization need to be seen in a broader context of changing dimen-
sions of military power, and the development of a transatlantic security 
community overall necessitates a change from the more ‘autonomous’ 
ideal of the security state. The security state was intended as a means of 
protecting national autonomy through internationalization. Economic 
transnationalism in the military sphere does not seem any more to be 
just a means to protect national autonomy, but is a means to protecting 
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the transatlantic region as a whole. While it is far too early to say that 
there is a new security compact developing, this case fairly clearly dem-
onstrates the salience of the globalization of security, and a clear sense of 
scale shift in terms of the circuits of defence production and (to a lesser 
degree) military power itself in the transatlantic region. State retrench-
ment has barely figured as a response, except possibly in the US, which 
seemingly has the most to lose in terms of allowing further denation-
alization of its own firms.96 However, the US is also the heart of global-
ization, in terms of promoting globalism and through the transnational 
power of its own arms industry, so complete retrenchment, outside of 
debates over foreign ownership, is improbable in the near future. So 
here, unlike in the case of nuclear weapons, there is some degree of scale 
shift away from the security state, and towards more diffused modes of 
global authority in the circuits of arms production.

Arms industry globalization, security and 
state legitimacy

The development of transnationalism in defence production and the 
strength of the transatlantic security community, like other forms of 
emergent globalization, do raise issues concerning the legitimacy of 
nation-states. To the extent that transnationalism is becoming more 
prevalent, and more diffused forms of authority over the inputs (and 
possibly outputs) of security exist, then the traditional roles of national 
governments in the security sector are transformed. As argued above, 
while a fully developed transnational defence-industrial base does not 
exist, transnationalism has been accepted and implemented in varying 
degrees: through attempts to streamline defence structures, to provide 
economies of scale in defence production, and to provide interoperabil-
ity between national military establishments. However, as with other 
forms of private authority, questions of accountability and overall legit-
imacy begin to come to the forefront. There is a serious issue between 
the pursuit of profit and the pursuit of public good, and also between 
transnational authority and power in the provision of armaments.

The globalization and privatization of the arms industries are there-
fore complex but important in terms of the impacts on state legitimacy 
seen in the globalization of security. As stated at the outset, arms indus-
tries have always sat on the edge of the public–private divide because 
of their relationship with the economy and civil society, but have also 
been seen by states as necessary for security. As such, the issue of state 
legitimacy is robustly connected to the impacts that globalization and 
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privatization have for the provision of security: do globalizing trends 
make providing security more difficult for nation-states? The concern 
with globalization leads directly to a problem with state–society rela-
tions. This arises from the fact that leaving arms provision to trans-
national networks deprives the state, to a certain degree, of its absolute 
monopoly over security in its territory. If security states have tradition-
ally had a monopoly over security, the privatization and globalization 
of such means indicates a shift in this dimension of state power.

While security privatization has had major impacts on states in the 
developing world (particularly through the use of Private Military 
Companies (PMCs)), legitimacy problems in the transatlantic region 
are perhaps more subtle and sometimes more technical than in other 
regions. The main concerns of pol icymakers were outlined above, in 
terms of the problems of autonomy that transnationalization can pro-
vide for states. The issue of autonomy creates potential legitimacy prob-
lems only in terms of the ability of states to provide security to their 
citizens. However, as mentioned in the previous section, the concerns 
with security are also in the broader background of globalization that 
has facilitated the changes in the industry, which mitigates security con-
cerns. Additionally, the pursuit of integration has always been to pursue 
greater security in a changed environment, and (as with nuclear weapons) 
to the extent to which states succeed in providing security, the impact of 
globalization on legitimacy will in fact be positive.

While it is clear that the nation-states in the transatlantic region have 
pursued globalization strategies in the arms industries in order to pro-
vide better security (i.e. internationalism for national autonomy), poten-
tial changes are inherent in the new arrangements, which could pose 
legitimacy problems in the future. These legitimacy problems come in 
two varieties.

First, to the extent to which a transatlantic security community 
remains robust, and transnationalism in the arms industry continues, 
multiple centres of authority will exist in the realm of security pro-
vision for the region. As such, the diffusion of authority potentially 
undermines the security compact on which the security state is based, 
by having a monopoly on the security provision to society. The more 
intensely that security becomes governed transnationally, there is a 
sense that the provision of the inputs of security is being outsourced, 
and not easily brought back into the security state.97 If the security state 
maintained legitimacy by promoting internationalism for national 
autonomy, the breakdown in the compromise will be seen in a sys-
tem where internationalism and globalization will take priority over 
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national autonomy, or impinge on autonomy in a significant manner. 
As such, a real shift in legitimacy will be facilitated in the unintended 
consequences of such changes, as they often are. The potential scale 
shift borne out through security privatization may best be seen in the 
development of modes of private authority, similarly to other areas of 
global governance in the global political economy.98

A second scenario would involve a retrenchment of national power 
over security, which would reflect a variety of potential failures of 
the transatlantic security community. While this has not yet hap-
pened, the senses in which arms industry globalization becomes seen 
as threatening can provide states with incentives to retrench power 
in this area, however difficult it might be. The most obvious area of 
importance concerns the global diffusion of weapons technology. The 
spread of technology that globalization allows for could be seen to 
threaten openness, even potentially through the transatlantic security 
community itself (to the extent to which shared technology spreads 
outside of the community). Threats to states that occur through such 
diffusion may come to be seen as so threatening to overall legitimacy 
that the best solution is to retrench power, and ‘de-globalize’ arms 
industries to some extent. While such an approach looks unlikely at 
present, and poses huge opportunity costs for most states in the trans-
atlantic region, it certainly is one solution to a potential legitimacy 
problem.

An additional issue is more attached to privatization trends within 
the industry, which are fairly robustly connected to globalization, but 
analytically separate. The mediation of an arms industry through net-
works of private authority may not seem as serious as an outsourcing 
of actual combat forces seen in the use of private military companies 
(PMCs).99 However, in the long run, it could lead to some of the legitim-
acy problems already seen in that sector. With PMCs, the largest sector 
in economic terms is not from firms providing direct combat functions, 
but from those providing logistics and training, and the similarities 
between these kinds of firms and those in the arms industry is more 
apparent. Here a number of issues have impacted on legitimacy and 
accountability,100 but the main problem is in term of the relationship 
between consumers and providers. Singer has described this in terms of 
‘contractual dilemmas’, being the problem of the goals of the ‘principal’ 
versus those of the ‘agent’ – or, substantively, the difference between 
the public good of security and the private profit motives.101 To the 
extent to which these principal–agent problems become an issue, this 
could have further legitimacy problems for national states, especially as 
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many of these firms become more interlinked to global circuits of arms 
production and industry.

The implications of privatization also go much deeper than just the 
relationship between arms industries and states. Shaw has noted the 
rise of ‘post-military’ societies, where the link between democratic 
rights obtained in a trade-off for universal military service have been 
eroded. As changes in the way wars are fought are combined with a 
changing perception of armed conflict, there is a move away from 
conscription, therefore raising a problem in the foundations of liberal 
democratic states.102 There is an important connection between this 
and the trend towards the privatization of security, even that found in 
the arms industry, in that privatization goes along with the increasing 
professionalization and commercialization of the armed forces – a move 
away from citizen armies.103 The demilitarization of citizenship goes 
along with the decline of the nation-state as a sole provider of many 
kinds of security, as security functions are privatized and outsourced. 
These broader changes may just indicate a changing nation-state, but 
the long-term consequences are hard to predict, and much depends on 
the robustness of the national project, as well as the robustness of a 
transnational security community.

The privatization of security provision, of which the defence indus-
try is a part, can be seen as a consequence, at least on some level, as 
one of the problems globalization creates for maintaining traditional 
relationships between the state and organized violence. Although the 
arms industry provides a difficult example to fit into this context, as it 
is about the production of weapons and not their use, the need for states 
to allow industry to take the lead over state concerns indicates some dis-
connection from the process of security provision. The main problem 
is that it at least partially erodes one of the foundations of the security 
state, its monopoly over the provision of security. When combined with 
Shaw’s argument about the disconnection between citizenship and the 
professionalization of the armed forces, it is apparent that the privatiza-
tion and marketization of security may impact more crucially on this 
fundamental institution of state legitimacy.

Placing the arms industries in the broader context of international 
social change certainly helps to more clearly analyse the larger trends, 
and possibilities for the future of the legitimacy of the security state. 
In this light, the increased marketization and globalization of the arms 
industry does not necessitate a wholesale erosion of the security state, 
but it does lead to a rethinking of the state’s ability to provide security 
when such provision is mediated globally and transnationally.
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Conclusion

The globalization of the arms industry within the transatlantic region 
can be seen as part of the rise of the security state as a particular form of 
state–society relations. Arms industry globalization occurred in a con-
text where states began to pursue internationalization activities in a 
usually protected industry, as a means of maintaining national auton-
omy. While certainly done at a time where the security environment 
was favourable for transnationalism in the region (both during the 
Cold War and after), the beginnings of internationalism were certainly 
not premised on a desire to form a transnational industrial base, much 
less a globalization of security provision, but as a means of providing 
better national defence. That such changes have unpredictable futures 
is not entirely surprising.

The evidence above demonstrated that while globalization activities 
in the arms industry have had some security implications, they have 
mainly been seen in the context of a broader globalism in economy: 
that national autonomy is fostered through economic openness, des-
pite some risks. The discourse of globalism has been most clear at the 
level of industry, which sees globalization and transnationalism as both 
desirable and inevitable. At the level of government, such trends have 
been slowly embraced, though with differing levels of enthusiasm. 
Those governments most keen to privatize industries have also been 
reasonably keen to promote forms of transnationalism in industry more 
broadly. Such drives are not only seen as part of a broader strategy of 
improving military effectiveness; they are also wrapped up in debates 
about the relationship between national economic power and military 
power. The UK and US support of globalization has certainly been par-
tially due to their own leading role in the international arms trade, and 
Europe’s slow embrace of globalization activities has been partially a 
response to the domination of American firms.

However, the development of a globalized arms industry in the 
region is also played out against the backdrop of a fairly well-developed 
transatlantic security community, which has been a prime reason why 
globalization has been possible at all. The development of forms of trans-
national security governance within the region has made arms industry 
globalization plausible by taking away many of the security issues usu-
ally involved with the sector. That the competition above is couched 
almost entirely in economic terms (about jobs and marketshare) attests 
to the significance of the security community itself. The combination 
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of these elements has made a significant potential for the development 
of a transnational industrial base, a diffused transnational circuit of 
arms production and provision, within the transatlantic region.

We therefore see the beginnings of a globalization of security in the 
region, to the extent to which the development of the transnationaliza-
tion of defence production is considered a means of providing security 
to the region as a whole. Consequently, there is a possibility that the 
future of the security state, and its attendant monopoly on the provi-
sion of security, is potentially at risk, to be replaced by a more transna-
tionalized arrangement of state (and regional) power.

It is important not to overestimate changes to the contemporary state 
system, but it is also crucial to recognize the possibility of trends toward 
the restructuring of security. The restructuring of the arms industry 
itself is indicative of a shift to a more privatized and globalized pro-
vision of the means of violence. This is part of a larger trend towards 
political restructuring that has been accelerating since the end of the 
Cold War, and is likely to continue. What is apparent is that the trends 
of post-war restructuring of the international system have continued to 
be entrenched through processes of globalization. It needs to be recog-
nized that there is an important political side to globalization, which 
affects the structure of states in the international system, which can be 
described as a globalization of security. This is not in terms of homo-
geneity of security relationships worldwide, but the entrenchment of a 
global system of security relations with the Western core at its centre. 
The larger social and political transformation that is a part of global-
ization, regardless of its cause, should be seen as a part of the chan-
ging nature of the relationship between state and industry, indicating 
a deeper change in social organization than is implied by those who 
discuss security primarily in terms of interdependence.

Although the changes in the political structure of the security state 
have had a positive impact on the security relations between the states 
in the transatlantic region, the motive forces that drive the arms indus-
try are still present in the global military system, in various forms of 
militarism that have driven Western armaments policy for decades. It 
must be stressed that this is part of a restructuring of the state’s ability 
to control the means of violence, and should not be seen necessarily as 
a shift towards demilitarization. As Lovering has pointed out, ‘the half 
decade since the end of the Cold War has seen not a purging of organ-
ized violence from the international state system, but a restructuring of 
the ways in which it is organized and supplied. Not demilitarisation but 
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remilitarisation.’104 However, this is not to say that this development 
is necessarily entirely problematic. It is another demonstration of how 
the globalization of security is changing the relationship between states 
and organized violence, and what is of most importance is how power 
is reorganized.
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The migration of peoples to different areas of the world has been 
important in the development of civilizations throughout history. 
Movements of people were not only crucial to survival, but also led 
to the development of new societies, and the dispersion of technolo-
gies and cultures.1 Since the development of the nation-states system, 
migration has taken on new significance. From the forced labour migra-
tion of slavery and colonialism to non-coercive labour migrations, the 
movement of populations as a result of war, and so on, migration has 
gone hand in hand with the development of contemporary nation-
states. As Weiner describes it, the most distinctive feature of the vari-
ous waves of migration of previous centuries ‘is that they changed 
the social structures, and especially the ethnic compositions, of both 
sending and receiving countries’.2 The movement of new peoples and 
cultures not only added to the productivity of states, it also led to new 
cultural dynamics, and resulting social structures; ‘in short, migrants 
create states, and states create migrants’.3

Contemporary patterns of migration have become globalized, in 
a number of ways. First, migration itself has become a global phe-
nomenon. All states are now involved in the system of international 
migration, though they are affected in different, uneven ways.4 
Second, much of contemporary migration patterns have been affected 
by the globalization of economic relations, and the development of 
faster and cheaper forms of communication and transport. This has 
profoundly affected the shape of migration. There has been a major 
reversal in flows of migration from the North–South movement of the 
previous boom of migration in the nineteenth century, and changes 
in the types of migrants. As such, the states of the transatlantic core 
have been subject to much migration in the contemporary period, and 
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have begun to see a number of ways such migration may impact on 
their security.

Accompanying the change in direction of flows and the shift in the 
kinds of migrants, there is an increased tension in contemporary states 
over the status of migrants. Much of the tension is seen in the increased 
politicization of migration, in the sense that there is a struggle over the 
status and future of migration. Such tensions can be characterized as 
the pressure which comes out of the patterns of inclusivity and exclu-
sivity provided by the modern nation-states system. As Held et al. point 
out, ‘the integrity of territorial borders and the distinction between citi-
zens and foreigners is constitutive of the modern nation-state’.5 The 
ability of ‘foreigners’ to integrate and adapt has been crucial to the 
maintenance of states. Migration has always been a political issue, in 
that the state has always been involved in challenges over what types 
of migrants to allow in, and what types to exclude. Changes in the 
structures shaping migration and resulting shifts in the composition 
of migrant flows have also challenged states in terms of their abilities 
to deal with migrants. The migration boom in the nineteenth century 
was a welcome one – there were explicitly racist forms of exclusion, but 
on the whole there was a need for migrants and they were not neces-
sarily seen as unsettling. Migration was seen as beneficial, as it could 
bring people into states to fill labour shortages, and generally help the 
maintenance of the economy and polity, as long as states retained con-
trol over entry. It has only been in the past few decades that the debate 
over migration has intensified. The contemporary reversal of flows sees 
a bigger threat to established social orders. This can be seen especially 
in terms of migrants’ integration into new states and societies, and the 
consequent strains this puts on the security state. These issues are at the 
centre of problems concerning migration and security.

The increased politicization of migration is reflected by the recent 
‘securitizing’ of migration.6 The recognition of migration as a secur-
ity issue is a rather recent one, perhaps first gaining prominence in 
the discussion within the United States of Mexican economic migrants 
in the 1970s, and now has a place in the literature on security within 
International Relations. The numerous ways in which migrants are 
seen as a security issue will be surveyed later in the chapter. What are 
consistent with all of the ideas about threat are the challenges that 
are posed against the security state. There has been a clear conflict or 
contest between the state and transnational networks of migration. As 
Hollifield notes, this is in many ways is a ‘liberal paradox’, the conse-
quence of promoting economic openness within a states system based 
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on territorial exclusivity.7 In this context, the politics of migration is 
what makes it an important social process, and the meeting of the glo-
bal and state levels is where this contest is played out. While this recog-
nition has been articulated in a number of recent analyses of security 
and migration, much of the emphasis has been on state responses 
rather than the overall potential challenge of state transformation.8 
The globalization of migration also represents a challenge to the secur-
ity state in terms of how it renegotiates its powers and roles with its 
constituent society in a globalized environment.

Therefore the globalization of migration may have a profound effect 
on state–society relations, particularly in terms of citizenship.9 The 
extent to which the problem of integration is further tested by proc-
esses of globalization will impact on the possibilities and prospects of 
national citizenship. Security is primarily based on particular relation-
ships between state and society – states provide security to citizens – so 
if the conception of citizenship is being changed by the globalization 
of migration, then it stands to reason that there is the possibility of 
a change in state–society relations concerning security. Changes in 
migration have always impacted upon the social structures of states, 
and this is also the case under conditions of globalization, where new 
compacts between state and societies are being developed through the 
renegotiation of citizenship and security provision. To the extent to 
which we see an unbundling of the security state in terms of migration, 
it would be mainly in terms of the provision of core rights of citizenship 
occurring at other spatial levels.

The chapter, as with the previous two, develops in four stages. First, 
transnational aspects of migration are analysed in order to see the glo-
bal dimensions of migration. Such transnational migration networks tie 
in with the first facet of the globalization of security, the development 
of transnational threat. Second, moves to discuss the issue of migration 
in global terms are apparent, though mainly seen in terms of the pro-
tection of migrants from the capriciousness of states. The existence of 
global norms regarding the treatment of migrants also mitigates against 
their securitization to a certain degree, especially to the extent that cer-
tain rights entail a global provision of security for migrants. Third, des-
pite such attempts at global thinking, and also despite the difficulties of 
policing migration in a global system, states have fairly effectively put 
a block on the global institutionalization of migration, through politi-
cization and securitization moves. As such, states have tried to main-
tain traditional hard borders in this area, despite globalizing trends. 
All in all, there is a tension between the idea of migration as a security 
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problem, states’ attempts retrench their power and the existence of glo-
bal human rights norms. As such, migration and security is a continued 
problem for the security state, where the provision of rights to citizens 
is complicated by the need for migrants, and the rights of migrants that 
go beyond the provision of rights nationally.

Transnational migration networks and security

Migration has been in some senses always ‘global’, in that the networks 
propelling it have always existed ‘beyond’ the national level in some 
manner. As Cohen has pointed out, ‘international migrants are the 
very embodiment of an extended sense of space, penetrating beyond, 
between, and underneath such conventional categories of international 
history as the nation-state, kingdoms, regions, and empires’.10 Flows of 
people should be considered a transnational phenomenon, and the net-
works and structures which cause such flows, such as the movement 
and sites of the accumulation of capital, are part of global networks 
associated with capitalism. In the contemporary world, however, there 
is a qualitative and quantitative change in these networks. There are a 
number of social processes that have been transformed in the context 
of globalization, particularly in terms of the structure of labour markets 
associated with the development of a global economy, and the devel-
opment of new cheaper means of transportation and communication. 
These aspects of globalization have changed profoundly the structures 
of migration networks, in terms of push–pull factors, and in terms of 
their composition.

Contemporary migration theory breaks down the networks of migra-
tion into two categories: macro and micro.11 Macro-networks refer to 
large-scale institutional factors, which would include the structure of 
the world economy, interstate relationships and the laws, structures and 
practices that sending and receiving states have developed to deal with 
migration.12 Micro-networks refer to networks of the migrants them-
selves, informal social networks which help migrants to deal with the 
problems of migration and settlement.13 As Gurak and Caces state, ‘net-
works link populations in sending and receiving countries in a dynamic 
manner. They serve as mechanisms for interpreting data and feeding 
information and other resources in both directions. They are simple 
structures with the potential to evolve into more complex mechanisms 
as migration systems evolve.’14

The importance of such networks is how they have changed under 
conditions of globalization. Both sets of networks are important for the 
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globalization of migration, in that they structure and reinforce migra-
tion patterns on different levels. Macro-networks are often seen as the 
most important aspect (especially in the discussion of globalization), 
but micro-networks play an important role in the maintenance and 
reproduction of established patterns of migration, and as such are a cru-
cial part of the migration process. Both types of structures have existed 
at the global scale for some time, and there is a need to demonstrate 
how they qualitatively change under conditions of globalization.

The prime motivation of early modern migrations was through 
(forced or otherwise) labour migration, starting with the slave trade, 
through the ‘coolie’ system, and ending, during the industrial revolu-
tion, with labour recruitment.15 The twentieth century has continued 
this trend of labour migration, primarily through the advent of bilat-
eral agreements between states for the purpose of providing temporary 
contract migration. This can be seen particularly clearly in the post-
Second World War economic boom, where bilateral agreements, such 
as the Bracero program initiated between the United States and Mexico, 
and the German–Turkish guest-worker program in the 1950s, were the 
norm in advanced capitalist countries.16 During this period, migrations 
were primarily economically motivated, and were characterized by an 
increasing diversity of countries of origin, and also the major rever-
sal of migrant flows from North–South to South–North.17 Figure 5.1 
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Figure 5.1 Estimated Number of Migrants at Mid-year in MDRs and LDRs, 
1960–2005.18

Data Source: Population Division of the Department of Economic and Social Affairs of the 
United Nations Secretariat, Trends in Total Migrant Stock: The 2005 Revision, Monday, 25 
August 2008, accessed from http://esa.un.org/migration
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shows the change in numbers of migrants from the developed and less 
developed world from 1960 to 2005, demonstrating a significant rise 
in migration to the developed world. Additionally, when examined in 
terms of the percentage of migrants living within each region, shown in 
Figure 5.2, the numbers become even greater, due to demographic shifts 
within the developed states.

With the expansion of the global economy and the processes of 
industry restructuring that have accompanied it, especially in the early 
1970s, there have been major changes in the development of these glo-
bal networks. The first major shift can be seen in the development of 
global labour markets. Labour markets have increasingly moved beyond 
the confines of the nation-state, with employers and governments look-
ing abroad to find skilled workers.19 The change in labour markets has 
developed due to the restructuring of industry that began in the 1970s. 
This is well documented by a report from the US Department of Labor, 
published in 1989:

Just as a firm expands from production for a local market to sell over-
seas in an international market, local labor markets are transformed 
through economic development into regional and international 
labor exchanges ... Flows of labor occur within an international div-
ision of labor with increasingly integrated production, exchange and 
consumption processes that extend beyond national boundaries.20

While such global labour markets differ from the rather freer flow of 
other factors of production (e.g. capital and goods) due to continued 
state control of migration, the movement of economic migrants has 
increased in the post-war period, and especially since the early 1970s. 
Table 5.1 shows a steady increase in foreign workers in a number of 
industrial economies over a twelve-year period, illustrating the trend 
towards the development of global labour markets; Figure 5.3 shows the 
aggregate and mean of the data, again illustrating the upward trend.21

Economic globalization has profoundly affected the structure of 
international labour markets, signalling a change in this particular 
macro-network.22

The prime qualitative effect this has had is not in terms of the number 
of migrants, which have been on the increase throughout the latter part 
of the twentieth century (for a variety of reasons), but in shifts in the 
types of migrants and their employment prospects. Increasing numbers 
of migrants now go into service industries and domestic ser vices, whereas 
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Figure 5.2 International Migrants as a Percentage of the Population in MDRs 
and LDRs, 1960–2005.

Data Source: Population Division of the Department of Economic and Social Affairs of the 
United Nations Secretariat, Trends in Total Migrant Stock: The 2005 Revision, Monday, 25 
August 2008, accessed from http://esa.un.org/migration

Table 5.1 Entries of Temporary Workers in Selected OECD Countries (in Thousands)

 1992 2002 2004

France 18.1 23.4 25.7
Italy 1.7 68.0 77.0
Korea 8.3 137.7
US 47.8 280.3 321.0
UK 27.6 62.3 106.4
New Zealand 64.5 67.0 75.2
Germany 332.6 348.4 358.2

Aggregate 500.6 987.1 963.5
Average 71.5 141.0 160.6

Data Source: OECD, International Migration Outlook (Paris: Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development, 2006).

formerly the prime employment opportunities were in the public service 
sector, or ‘dirty’ jobs in the manufacturing sector, reflecting a shift in 
advanced capitalist democracies to forms of ‘post-industrialization’.23

There has also been a rise in skilled labour migration, described as 
‘executive nomads’ by King, which provides a good expression of the 



120 The Globalization of Security

globalization of economic life.24 These ‘skilled transients’ (as they are 
also described in the literature) are quantitatively less important than 
past labour migrations, but have enormous influence over the func-
tioning of the global economy. One of the interesting things about the 
development of skilled transients is that they are often referred to as a 
form of ‘invisible’ migration, because it is not noticed by the population 
at large, as it does not pose a perceived social and economic threat to 
the countries involved.25 As Findlay describes them, ‘these invisible 
migration streams are made up of highly skilled persons moving inter-
nationally on relatively short-term assignments before returning to 
their place of origin or transferring to another international location’.26 
The movement of skilled transients has been further facilitated through 
recruitment policies in industrialized states. Often special visas, or fast-
tracking through immigration services are used. Some countries, such 
as Finland, are waiving work permit regulations for some categories 
of highly skilled migrants.27 The increasing salience of such workers 
is illustrated through the rise of intra-company transfers within the 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).28

Another effect of the new structure of labour markets can be found 
in a more visible form of migration, which Castles and Miller refer to 
as the ‘feminisation of migration’.29 This includes the large increase of 
female migration as a part of the global labour market, particularly in 
the secondary services market (but also in some types of industry), and 
also the newer phenomenon of increased family reunion migration, 
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replacing single-male migration as the primary form after the Second 
World War. As Campani points out, ‘new migratory flows are no longer 
male dominated; there is a growing demand for female labour and new 
social needs have created a demand for services in which only migrant 
women are prepared to work’.30

Modern transport is also an important network facilitating contem-
porary migration. The increasing ease of mobility through transpor-
tation networks, and especially through air transport, has helped to 
revolutionize the ways in which migrants get around. These networks 
have always been important in migration, and have had an obvious 
influence on the development of certain places which were nodes in 
these networks.31 Airports are the hubs of immigration in the contem-
porary world, creating new kinds of links between states; for example, 
between the airports of increasingly global cities. Though these revolu-
tions in transport, reflecting the increasing speed and shrinking cost 
of transport, make the movement of people easier, they also have the 
effect of concentrating the arrival points of people, thus increasing the 
ability of states to police migration. As Held et al. point out, ‘as a conse-
quence, migratory flows to the West now encounter a more formidable 
and institutionalized set of border and entry controls than was ever 
possible on long, unpoliced land borders in an era when citizenship 
documents were rare and thinly spread’.32

Though macro-networks have accounted for important, and perhaps 
the most visible changes, micro-networks have also played an import-
ant role in the globalization process, by creating conditions that main-
tain and sustain migration. Micro-networks include such things as 
kinship networks, personal relationships, family ties and community 
ties. These networks link migrants to communities in their countries 
of origin, which helps to solidify particular patterns of migration. They 
are of great importance in both starting and maintaining particular 
migration flows. As Boyd states,

Once begun, migration flows often become self-sustaining, reflect-
ing the establishment of networks of information, assistance and 
obligations which develop between migrants in the host society and 
friends and relatives in the sending area. These networks link popu-
lations in origin and receiving countries and ensure that movements 
are not necessarily limited in time, unidirectional or permanent.33

Such networks are often transnational and deterritorialized in nature, 
thus again pointing to the global nature of migration.
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Pellerin has described this aspect of migration as ‘socialisation’, not-
ing how it reflects a form of resistance to being treated as a dispos-
able factor of production.34 As Pellerin states, ‘the existence of social 
networks reduces both migrants’ potential mobility and the extent 
to which they are affected by the economic and political processes 
in receiving countries’.35 The adjustment in settler countries is often 
assisted by the establishment of or integration into networks of kin-
ship ties, often provided by membership in ethnic associations or com-
munities.36 These networks do not only provide support in this social 
manner, they also form the basis of remittances which flow back into 
countries of origin.37

The communications revolution has made the establishment and 
maintenance of personal networks much easier. Media such as tele-
phone and email have made communication cost-effective and quick, 
thus enabling the easy transmission of information through kinship 
networks. They reinforce such micro-networks, by increasing the ease of 
communicating vital information about life in host countries, and also 
by providing a support network for ethnic minority communities. The 
developments in both the communications and transportation fields 
have helped to deterritorialize certain aspects of migration structures, 
in the sense that they have shrunk the distances between the points of 
contact in such networks through the improved speed and reduced cost 
of such technologies.

Micro-networks, once established, help to continue migration pat-
terns even after changes in the structural conditions which prompted 
them in the first place.38 Kritz and Zlotnik have pointed out that dem-
ocracies, by giving close attention to personal and family ties, have 
created a situation where chain migration is the dominant pattern; 
migrants themselves have much influence on maintaining and increas-
ing migration flows, and developing micro-networks.39 Micro-networks 
are important in the globalization of migration in this sense; they assist 
in maintaining migration, and also are characterized by deterritoriali-
zation themselves.

Migration, though ostensibly always a transnational phenomenon, 
has become substantially more so due to changes in the networks of 
migration, which have become highly globalized. With macro-networks, 
this can be primarily seen in terms of the change in types of migrants, 
and how networks have shifted to accommodate them. There has also 
been a move to a more globalized environment of policymaking for 
states, indicating an important qualitative shift in the area of interstate 
relations. With regard to micro-networks, their main importance is in 
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the maintenance of migration patterns, and that they are characterized 
by degrees of deterritorialization, pointing to globalized structures of 
migration.

Overall, it is clear that contemporary migration is part of the transna-
tionalizing of economic power in the contemporary world. Like other 
areas where there has been an increased transnationalization, migration 
has also been come to perceived as a security issue, in a variety of ways. 
First, there is the straightforward category of migrants as direct military-
security problems. An example is the existence of immigrant and refugee 
communities who use their host nation as a base for opposition to their 
home regime, which could become a security problem for both home 
and host state, especially if the host state politically supports the immi-
grant or refugee community.40 Additional problems could manifest in 
host countries, especially if armed migrant communities feel somehow 
slighted by the host state.41 This category of security problem covers a 
broad range from the creation of difficulties in relations between states, 
to actual military support for immigrant communities (as, for example, 
in the case of US–Cuba relations), to problems with migrants living in 
the host state. More recently, concerns with terrorism have placed an 
increasing emphasis on the connections between migration and terror-
ism, and the broader issues of integration.42

A second category envisages the possibility of migrants being a threat 
to the capacity of states to control entry, primarily in terms of illegal 
entry. Illegal immigration is seen to be on the rise, despite increasing 
state control over migration.43 Such perceptions also fuel the politi-
cization of migration, as the control of illegal entry becomes part of 
everyday debate. This is seen as a challenge to states’ control over their 
borders, an obvious threat to the security of states, as traditionally 
conceived.44 Such concerns pose an obvious challenge to the ability of 
security states to maintain autonomy, if they are perceived as unable to 
keep out unwanted movements of people.

A third category includes the broad range of problems associated with 
migrants being perceived as burden both economically and socially. 
This obviously reflects a broadening of the security agenda to include 
economic factors, and mainly involves the ability of states to cope eco-
nomically with large number of migrants who will be using its social 
programmes, and will also be involved in national labour markets.45 
As security states are meant to provide quite a broad array of security 
functions including the provision of economic security, the impact of 
migrants on economic security is an important aspect of the future of 
the security state. However, such impacts are difficult to calculate, and 
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can also not be entirely divorced from broader problems in the decline 
of economic welfare provision.

A final category, often intertwined with the third, involves the inte-
gration of ethnic minorities into national communities. This is essen-
tially about the identity of national communities, which can seem to be 
under threat from influxes of ethnically distinct immigrants with obvi-
ously different systems of values.46 Waever, Buzan and their colleagues 
have specifically singled this out as a problem for ‘societal security’, 
or the integrity of the identity of particular societies.47 This is also the 
most common way that a security analysis can be interpreted in the 
majority of research done on international migration from scholars out-
side the field of International Relations. The concern in the literature 
with the problems of ethnic minorities in host countries, and problems 
with multicultural citizenship fit into this category.48

Overall, migration has been profoundly impacted by transnational 
economic power to the extent that we can talk of a globalization of 
migration. The networks that facilitate and push and pull migration are 
substantially transnationalized, if still utilized by core states to draw 
migrants in for economic reasons. All of the perceived security impli-
cations of globalized migration, outlined above, demonstrate a real 
tension between globalizing and nationalizing dynamics. The ways in 
which the security state manages migration as a fundamental social 
process are therefore very important for understanding the relation-
ship between globalization and security. At its most fundamental, the 
problem is seen in terms of the management of citizenship rights. To 
the extent to which transatlantic states unbundle citizenship rights, as 
facilitated by global thinking and institutionalization, we should see 
a globalization of security provision in this area. However, as will be 
argued below, in this area, states have been the most adept, despite 
increasing difficulty at retrenching state power.

Migrants and the changing nature of citizenship

The perceived threats from migration have been subject to a highly 
powerful (and emotional) discourse concerning the desirability of ‘for-
eigners’ within national contexts, and a powerful politics has devel-
oped in all of the transatlantic states (and the developed world as a 
whole) around issues of immigration.49 All of this discourse is premised 
around issues of the security state: direct military threats from terror-
ism, threats to the integrity of national communities, threats to the 
provision of economic welfare. As such, the main conception of threat 
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is one that demands not a global response, but a more heavily national 
one. However, despite the strength of this discourse, there has been the 
development of a reasonably strong globalism that does not so much 
outsource the provision of security, rather than reshape the discourse 
of threat itself. A broad discourse of globalism, which is directly related 
to the economic globalism of the previous chapter, focuses on the free 
movement of labour. Related to this is the focus on transnational rights 
of migrants as citizens have become the most important aspect of this 
globalism, and the state response to such trends is of crucial importance 
to understanding the response to the globalization of migration.

The politicization of migration has been on the increase in the past 
few decades, primarily due to the influx and character of many new 
migrants, and this has led to much of the ‘security talk’ surrounding 
migration. Migration has always been politicized in the sense that 
states and societies contest who should be allowed in. The reason one 
speaks of ‘international’ migration at all is because of the existence 
and importance of states and borders. Migrations contain an irredu-
cible political element, entailing a change not just in physical location, 
but in membership and jurisdiction. As Zolberg states, ‘one important 
theoretical development over the past quarter of a century is recogni-
tion that it is precisely the control which states exercise over borders 
that defines international migration as a distinctive social process’.50 
As such, international migration has become debated more heatedly as 
both the environment of migration has become increasingly globalized, 
and greater numbers of more diverse categories of peoples migrate.

Much of the debate concerning migration and nation-states is essen-
tially about the role of citizenship in a globalized world. The focus of 
the debate can be better seen in the way that citizenship has changed 
in nature over the past two centuries, in terms of what being a citizen 
means, and how this conception is being scrutinized under conditions 
of globalization. The politicization and securitization of migration 
comes through the renegotiation of bonds between state and society, 
a contestation over the provision of security, in this case demonstrated 
by the changing capacity of states to distribute social goods in the glo-
bal era.

T. H. Marshall described three facets of citizenship that have developed 
with the rise of nation-states: the first is the civil rights of citizenship, 
rights which guarantee individual freedom, and are exemplified by such 
things as the rights to property and justice; second is the group of pol-
itical rights, developed in the nineteenth century, comprising rights to 
participate in the political process; third are social rights to citizenship, 
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which have been cultivated mainly in the twentieth century, concerning 
elements of social welfare and security.51

The gradual development of different bundles of rights associated 
with citizenship has also been accompanied by varying notions of what 
it means to be a citizen, or how one actually becomes a member of a 
particular political community. These conceptions generally fall into 
two broad categories. The first is the citizen as member of the political 
community, where, essentially, one must only meet the condition of 
being a full participant in the political community. This contrasts with 
notions of citizenship which are based on ‘natural’ ties, where the suffi-
cient condition for membership relies on cultural particularities. These 
two models can respectively be referred to as the political and national 
approaches to membership.52

Many of the problems with citizenship come from this very idea of 
inclusion and exclusion, which concerns the coming together of citi-
zenship and statehood. The tension is essentially between the idea of 
group solidarity and the claims of sovereign power, which is part of the 
modern nation-state.53 This problem has regained significance, as van 
Steenbergen notes, ‘with the emergence of a new underclass, the eman-
cipation of minority groups, the attacks on the welfare state and the 
questions surrounding participation and marginalization’.54 The debate 
should also include the debates over citizenship that have been securi-
tized in the case of migration.

The issue of citizenship primarily leads to the problem of integra-
tion, the resistance by newcomers to becoming incorporated into the 
national and political culture of their host state, creating a variety of 
tensions.55 Migration breaks cultural criteria for belonging in the state, 
and therefore fosters some problems. For example, most post-Second 
World War immigrants were not considered to be a part of their new 
societies, as they were seen as not being a part of the building of such 
societies, or descended from its inhabitants.56

The problems of integration have been fruitfully analysed by Waever, 
Buzan and their colleagues, who, using Europe as an example, have 
looked at how migration can cause threats to ‘societal security’, causing 
existential problems concerning identities.57 Though this is of interest, it 
does not say much about how this provides a challenge to the state, only 
about how migration may be seen as a specific security problem. There 
is some indication of what it may mean to states in the long term; as 
Heisler and Layton-Henry suggest, migration may affect ‘the stability of 
society and therefore the ability of receiving states to govern. Over time, 
it may affect the legitimacy of their regimes and the self-conception of 
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the nation.’58 Part of the problem is that this approach tends to assume 
that there is not a dynamic relationship between contemporary trends 
such as the globalization of migration and the contemporary state, which 
allows for the possibility of change in ideas concerning legitimacy and 
citizenship.

What is interesting about contemporary problems with citizenship is 
not only how the tensions in its relationship to statehood are put under 
increased pressure under conditions of globalization, but additionally 
how new forms of citizenship are possibly emerging. Citizenship, as an 
ideal, involves group solidarity around the deliberation of rights, and 
not necessarily belonging to a nation, or obedience to sovereign power. 
This points to the possibility of moving ideas about citizenship beyond 
the linkage with the nation-state. Citizenship is not necessarily moving 
beyond territorial boundaries, but can in some ways seem to be trans-
forming into a hybrid form.

Urry has noted that since the transformations in the international 
system of 1989, claims to citizenship have become ubiquitous. However, 
these claims have come in an environment that is making citizenship 
itself problematic. As Urry states, ‘just as everyone is seeking to be a 
citizen of society, so global processes appear to undermine what it is 
to be a national citizen’.59 Similar developments have been noted by 
Held, who claims that conditions of globalization have made most of 
the traditional conceptions of citizenship, and the rights that go with 
it, problematic. As Held states,

the implications of this are profound, not only for the categories 
of consent and legitimacy but for all the key ideas of democratic 
thought: the nature of a constituency, the meaning of accountabil-
ity, the proper form and scope of political participation, and the rele-
vance of the nation-state, faced with unsettling patterns of national 
and international relations and processes, as the guarantor of the 
rights and duties of subjects.60

The sociology of citizenship had taken the idea of a bounded society as 
central, and when the most important types of social transactions and 
‘flows’ are seen as occurring within a bounded territory, this has pro-
found implications for how citizenship is conceived.

Commentators have noted that citizenship is becoming a more uni-
versal notion of membership, leading to an increasingly deterritori-
alized notion, which can be linked with the rise of global rules and 
conceptions of universal human rights. For example, Soysal describes 
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this as the development of ‘postnational’ citizenship, where ‘what were 
previously defined as national rights become entitlements legitimized 
on the basis of personhood’.61 Some of these new types of citizenship 
are outlined by Urry: cultural citizenship, right to full cultural partici-
pation within a society; minority citizenship; ecological citizenship; 
cosmopolitan citizenship; consumer citizenship; mobility citizenship.62 
These alternatives to Marshall’s civil-political-social conception of citi-
zenship are in opposition to the citizenship of stasis: they are ‘citizen-
ships of flow’: ‘citizenship of flow de-differentiates civil, political and 
social rights and responsibilities’.63

Refugees and immigrants have gained considerable rights which 
devalue national citizenship as a means of accessing rights. As Sassen 
states, ‘human rights are not dependent on nationality, unlike polit-
ical, social, and civil rights, which are predicated on the distinction 
between national and alien. Human rights override such distinctions 
and hence can be seen as potentially contesting state sovereignty and 
devaluing citizenship.’64 Human rights conventions, while not legally 
binding, have taken on more and more significance as greater numbers 
of people utilize them to make claims on governments. States have rec-
ognized this, and human rights conventions, especially the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights (1948), are now considered to be custom-
ary international law. Soysal has described the ways in which this has 
complicated policymaking, by developing pressures on states to act in 
accordance with such norms.65

For example, one of the largest new categories of migrants is that of 
refugees, which have increased from approximately 9 million in 1980 
(9.1 per cent of all migrants) to 13.5 million in 2005 (7.1 per cent of all 
migrants), with a peak of almost 12 million from 1985 to 1990.66 The 
Universal Declaration makes specific reference to rights for migrants 
in Articles 13 and 14.67 These rights deal with freedom of movement, 
and the right to asylum, though not conflicting with the principle of 
state sovereignty. The status of refugees and their right to not be for-
cibly returned are established in international law, but there is no corre-
sponding right to asylum, which is up to the discretion of the receiving 
state. These provisions are a starting point for the development of glo-
bal notions of rights that are akin to some of the rights of citizenship. 
The allowing of refugees into developed states is one of many political 
processes that are now governed by international human rights regimes 
and therefore points to the importance of globalized or transnational 
norms concerning migration, which has certainly contributed to the 
possibility of refugee migration to Western industrialized states.
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Other important institutionalizations can be found in the International 
Labour Organization decisions on the rights of migrant workers (espe-
cially in the 1949 Migration for Employment Convention and the 1974 
Migrant Workers Convention), and the considerably more comprehen-
sive UN Convention for the Protection of The Rights of All Migrant 
Workers and Their Families (1990). The latter was adopted the General 
Assembly of the United Nations on 18 December 1990. The purpose of 
the UN convention was to codify a number of rights for migrant workers 
and their families. Rights which the treaty protects include: due process 
of law in criminal proceedings; free expression and religious tolerance; 
domestic privacy; equality with nationals before the courts; emergency 
medical care; education for children; respect for cultural identity; and 
process rights in the detention and deportation context.68 All of these 
conventions have sought to give labour migrants the same rights in their 
host country as given to all other workers, and as such have helped not 
only to give rights to migrant workers, but when combined with other 
general human rights treaties, also to allow for the potentiality of other 
kinds of migration to accompany it, such as family reunification.69

The European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights 
and Freedoms (1950) has proved important in this regard as well, as 
it took steps to collectively enforce certain rights of the UN charter. 
For example, European citizens can now directly petition against their 
own governments to the European Commission of Human Rights.70 
This example has gone much farther than anything that the UN has 
been able to establish, as it has codified certain aspects of human rights 
into a supranational legal framework of human rights, which has had 
an important impact on states. For example, Sassen notes that several 
states have codified decisions made by the European Court into their 
domestic law (for example, Germany, the Netherlands, France, Spain, 
Switzerland and Turkey), thus showing the extent of its impact.71

The discussion of the development of global human rights regimes 
has yielded two important insights. First, they are leading to the medi-
ation of certain aspects of citizenship at the global level, thus conflict-
ing with some of the claims of national citizens. Second, the process of 
the creation of such regimes indicates an important role for the state, 
where conditions of globalization do not necessitate the ‘diminishing’ 
of sovereignty as such, but a situation where compromises and trade-offs 
are made between the state and global levels. Therefore, the globaliza-
tion of migration has led to, at the very least, the beginnings of changes 
in security states, in terms of the rights provided by citizenship. This 
has also been compounded by the restructuring of states themselves, in 
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that the states of the Western core are being internationalized in ways 
in which enable them to pursue non-national forms of citizenship.

Global citizenship and its attendant institutionalization therefore 
demonstrates a form of globalism that moves away from nation-state 
exclusivity which would effectively remove one of the prime sources 
of security threat. However, the main issue with the globalization of 
migration is whether states are making policies that effectively attempt 
to retrench state power, despite such a discourse. States have always 
tried to control immigration on some level, whether this was in terms 
of encouraging certain types of migrants, or allowing a ‘laissez-faire’ 
entry policy on migrants. Despite such attempts, states have often had 
difficulties controlling the consequences of their immigration polices. 
As Sassen notes, ‘immigration can be seen as a strategic research site for 
the examination of the relation – the distance, the tension – between 
the idea of sovereignty as control over who enters and the constraints 
states encounter in making actual policy on the matter’.72 In fact, it is 
more a case that migration serves an example of the tension between the 
realities of state power (in terms of the globalization of economic power) 
and its interaction with various international legal regimes dealing with 
migrants. As we shall see, while states have certainly internationalized 
aspects of universalized human rights, they have been very reluctant to 
give up the prerogatives of state power over the entry of people.

State strategies in a global context

The importance of the development of globalism for global migration 
is in terms of how deeply it institutionalizes new types of citizenship 
which challenge traditional notions of ‘national’ citizenship. Are we 
seeing a real ‘scale shift’ in terms of the governance of migration, espe-
cially in terms of the rights and duties migrants are able to claim? If so, 
such a change would find a true challenge to the security state, as if the 
rights of citizenship are effectively unpackaged to different scales, the 
security state would lose its exclusivity as a security provider. An ana-
lysis of the development of global human rights regimes surrounding 
migrants suggests that there is a potential scale shift, but in this case, 
more so than any other, states have repeatedly tried to mitigate the 
effects of such institutions through retrenching patterns of exclusiv-
ity. There are three main ways in which this is demonstrated. First, the 
international legal conventions discussed above have all been resolutely 
negotiated as international means of maintaining state power. As such 
they are resolutely in line with the idea of the security state. Second, 
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much of the context of entry and exit policy are determined by inter-
national dynamics, and not transnational. Finally, the politicization of 
migration has been a paramount part of the strategy of state retrench-
ment, and the state control over economic migrants has been a prime 
demonstration of this. However, there are still issues with what states 
actually have the capacity to do.

Although the development of international institutions dealing with 
the rights of migrants has been a strong aspect of globalism concern-
ing migration and citizenship, this development has not been in a 
zero-sum relationship with the security state. The role of the state in 
this process is crucial, in that it demonstrates a real tension between 
global networks of migration, and the renegotiation of state power. As 
Sassen states, ‘the tension between state sovereignty and international 
human rights should not be seen as involving an internal and an out-
side base: the international human rights regime operates partly inside 
the national state’.73 The space of the state in providing a base for glo-
balization is crucial.

The two migration conventions discussed in the previous section pro-
vide important examples of this. For example, the UN convention is 
not without some ambiguity as it is repeatedly stressed that the provi-
sions to be granted to migrants (with greater emphasis on documented 
migrants) are by no means an infringement on sovereignty, and par-
ticularly with regard to the state’s power to regulate entry.74 This should 
be seen as an example of how the state plays an important role in the 
negotiation of the process of globalization of human rights. As Bosniak 
notes, ‘the ultimate result is a hybrid instrument, at once a ringing dec-
laration of individual rights and a staunch manifesto in support of state 
territorial sovereignty’.75 The conflict between the global and the state 
arises in two domains: the control of admissions and expulsions, and 
the treatment of aliens within states’ territories. The former has been, 
for the most part, resolved in favour of the state. However, the second 
is where the interplay between the two principles is more complicated, 
and the Convention should be seen as an effort to come to terms with 
this.76 The ways in which states (and especially the security state) have 
used such treaties as ways of maintaining autonomy while maintaining 
the importance citizenship rights should be seen not as a giving up of 
power, but a means of shoring up power.

Additionally, international processes are still of crucial importance 
for migration patterns: they are not merely a result of economic trans-
nationalization and its attendant support networks. International con-
texts therefore become important in understanding the ability of states 
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to control and politicize migration. The restructuring of the macro-
networks of interstate relationships has also been quite important in 
terms of a changing context of international migration, as a number 
of commentators have pointed out.77 This is primarily because inter-
national relations and foreign policy decisions help to shape the flows 
of international migration (which can be seen clearly in the example 
of US–Cuba relations).78 International migration policies affect a state’s 
international relations, in that the particular policies a state pursues 
can possibly affect the way it is perceived and treated internationally. 
Political links between states may allow for some lenience over migra-
tion (e.g. France admitting African migrants compared to the risk of los-
ing African markets, or Germany allowing for the continued presence 
of Turkish migrants for strategic reasons).79 It could also be argued that 
there are structural economic reasons for the continuation of illegal 
migration, as illegal labour is still of vital importance to certain sectors 
of the economy (e.g. farming in the US); as Zolberg points out, with the 
cancellation of the Bracero program, the loss in legal migrant labour was 
made up by substantial illegal labour migration, which posed no risk at 
all to employers.80

Furthermore, the context in which laws of entry and exit are created 
indicates the importance of interstate relations. As Weiner has pointed 
out, ‘states increasingly recognize that under some circumstances (both 
when rules are incompatible and when they are compatible), it is in 
their interests to negotiate migration policies with other states, for they 
can no longer regard their own exit and entry rules as strictly internal 
matters’.81 As such emigration and immigration policies are not solely a 
domestic issue, and are increasingly influenced by the decisions of other 
countries.82 This can be seen, for example, in the importance of imperial 
connections and obligations, which helped to structure a major portion 
of post-1945 migration.83 Colonial ties have been especially important in 
influencing the source of migration to various countries, and such links 
have continued into the post-colonial era. This can be seen, for example, 
in the continued links between France and Algeria, Britain and the West 
Indies, and the Netherlands and Surinam, among others.84 While this 
certainly suggests an increased interdependence in terms of setting pol-
icy, it also demonstrates that interstate or international relations are still 
quite important for determining flows of migration, and while ‘keeping 
the gates closed’ is increasingly difficult (and subject to high opportun-
ity costs), states have managed to maintain powers over migration.

Finally, the politicization of migration is a primary way that the 
security state attempts to maintain its power, through the continued 
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legitimation of its powers to create immigration policies.85 There is a 
two-fold process about how boundary maintenance (in a broad sense) 
helps to secure the state as a holder of particular identity, and it can 
be implemented through the development of legal codes concerning 
migration and organizations that implement them.86 International 
boundaries are relatively new, a phenomenon which accompanied the 
development of the nation-state; the caging of national societies into 
distinct states through the strengthening of central infrastructural 
power went hand in hand with the development (and possibility) of 
stronger controls over migration.

The forms of border control associated with the modern state were 
pioneered in the US in the nineteenth century to deal with the period’s 
huge waves of immigration. The concentration of migration through 
key centres (e.g. Ellis Island in New York), made control cost-effective. 
The development of reception centres, passport control and immi-
gration criteria were, ironically, part of an era of relative openness of 
migration.87 The US has always controlled immigration in some man-
ner, despite its reliance on migration in its creation. The manner of 
control usually concerned identifying various types of migrants that 
were allowed entry. The 1880s saw the beginning of the development 
of an ever lengthening list of ‘undesirables’, which included ‘prosti-
tutes, convicts, Chinese, lunatics, idiots, and contract labourers’ (1885). 
These were followed by quantitative (1907) and national origins (1921) 
restrictions.88

One important example of early attempts to control migration was 
the development of contract labour migration, movements which have 
been significant since the nineteenth century, and related to other 
forms of coercive labour mobilization.89 Contract labour migration 
became prevalent in the late twentieth century, increasing in volume 
after the Second World War. This kind of migration was meant to sort 
out temporary labour shortages and not entitle migrants to the possibil-
ity of citizenship or other rights accorded to permanent migrants. Such 
schemes were originally used in Europe and the US, but have expanded 
to newly developed countries and oil-producing countries in the past 
three decades.

In the US, the best example of contract labour migration was the 
Bracero (Spanish for ‘day-labourer’) program developed after the Second 
World War. The US and Mexico had initiated bilateral agreements over 
temporary labourers at the end of the First World War, until 1921, when 
the recruitment of legal Mexican workers was stopped.90 The Bracero 
program was an extension of such bilateral agreements, created during 
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the Second World War, renewed during the Korean war, and contin-
ued under pressure from farmers until it was abolished in 1964. The 
program gave Mexican workers extensive rights and protections, such 
as regulations for transportation, wage protection, medical care and 
other benefits, but these were laxly regulated.91 The terms of the agree-
ment were difficult to enforce, however, and employers tended to turn 
towards illegal immigrants for labour purposes.92

Though the program was ended in 1964, it created migration patterns 
to the region (primarily the south-west), which continued through 
illegal migration.93 Concern over this illegal immigration became quite 
important during Nixon’s presidency. General Chapman (head of INS) 
and Charles Colby (CIA) ‘regarded the US–Mexican border as “the great-
est threat posed to national security” ’.94 President Carter developed a 
number of proposals to deal with this problem, including the increased 
surveillance of the border, limited amnesty for undocumented aliens, 
and aid programmes. These were overturned by a combination of agri-
business interests and minority communities (who were against the 
second-class citizenship implied by the amnesty proposals).95

The example of the US was repeated throughout the transatlantic 
region: for example, the German–Turkish guest-worker programme of 
the 1950s–70s; and the agreement between France and Algeria.96 In the 
European example, as with the American, guest workers were initially 
just seen as an external labour force, necessitated by internal labour 
shortages. However, as in the US, the 1970s and 80s saw an increas-
ing societal concern with migration. The linkage between illegal immi-
gration and asylum was one way that such concerns were reinforced, 
despite the two things being entirely different.97 As Huysmans has 
demonstrated, the development of differential policies concerning the 
movement of EU nationals and those from outside the EU not only 
helped develop the concept of ‘fortress Europe’, but went some way 
towards presenting external migration as a security threat, through 
emphasizing concerns about social order and cultural composition, 
and additionally connecting immigration and asylum to border control 
security issues such as terrorism and crime.98 The move from seeing 
contract labourers as economically useful to a security threat provides a 
way in which states have tried to maintain control over migration, and 
in fact retrench state power.

Overall, these three strategies have all been ways of shoring up state 
power. Regardless of the pervasiveness of transnational networks push-
ing and pulling migration, states have shored up power by increasingly 
rigorously defining who is a citizen and who is not, and who has right 
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of entry and who does not: as Huysmans states, ‘security policy is a spe-
cific policy of mediating belonging’.99 While many critics focus on the 
actual power of states to keep people out in terms of the effectiveness of 
border control in a global system, in some ways this misses the point.100 
As Rudolph has effectively argued, states merely need to assuage the fear 
that control is being lost as a means to providing societal stability (or 
reproducing national identity).101 As has been demonstrated, state power 
in the transatlantic area has long been internationalized in the security 
state model, and the interaction between states and international law 
seems robustly part of this kind of arrangement: global integration for 
maintenance of national power.

Additionally, the rhetorical anti-immigration policies are not primar-
ily about actually keeping people in or out, but are part of broader securi-
tization strategies. The playing up of ‘illegal immigrants’, for example, 
needs to be seen as a broader discursive strategy to shore up state power 
in terms of defining who belongs and who does not.102 The start of the 
regulation of migration in the mid-nineteenth century created the pos-
sibility for unauthorized entry, employment and residence by aliens; 
before this time, there was really no such thing as an ‘illegal’.103 Kritz 
and Zlotnik point out that with the enormous increase in migration in 
the past two decades, combined with the increase of ‘grand strategies’ 
initiated by states aiming at further restrictions on migration, it is easy 
to see that there would be an increase of non-traditional forms of migra-
tion.104 As a politicized issue, it is often overlooked that there are a large 
number of illegal migrants between developed states; as a 1993 survey 
in New York demonstrated, the largest number of illegals living in New 
York were Italian in origin.105 In addition to this, there are increasing 
numbers of illegals who are students and tourists who have overstayed 
their visas, in addition to other categories of migrants who have entered 
countries legally, but have remained illegally.

In some respects, these types of illegals are ‘invisible’, in that they rarely 
play a role in the politicization of migration. They are akin in some ways 
to the ‘skilled transients’, described above, in that their presence is not 
noted in the way other types of migrants, illegal or legal are. As Findlay 
states, ‘the fact that most states welcome skilled transients in an era when 
other forms of migration engender such hostility is in itself interest-
ing, and attests the economic benefits if not necessity perceived to be 
attached to this form of highly skilled migration’.106 Though this is not in 
itself surprising, since migrants who fit in well with the established social 
order are not as readily pointed to by critics of immigration, it does high-
light some of the problems with the politicization of migration.
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Overall, states have managed to retrench power through various 
strategies. However, there still exists the potentiality for scale shift that 
is inherent in the global dynamics of migration. Here the critics are 
on firmer ground. A two-fold problem can be seen in contemporary 
migration policy that may well lead over time to further scale shift. 
First, the politicization of migration still goes hand in hand with eco-
nomic liberalization, and to the extent to which security states require 
labour migration, the politicization will be challenged.107 The ‘liberal 
paradox’ that Hollifield has rightly noted is the paramount issue in 
the transatlantic security states. A firm example of this is the way in 
which there is uneasy tension in approaches migration policy in the 
United States. On the one hand, it is politically difficult for politicians 
to argue for amnesty for illegal economic migrants, both for reasons of 
security (especially after 9/11) and the usual reasons of social stability. 
On the other, the desire of economic interests in maintaining flows of 
labour from abroad, and the increasing significance of ethnic minor-
ities (both legal citizens and illegal migrants) politically and socially 
has meant that politicians can no longer easily put illegal migration in 
politicized or securitized terms. Core examples of this tension can be 
seen in the following examples: New York governor Eliot Spitzer’s aim 
to grant illegal migrants driving licences; 2008 Republican Presidential 
primary candidate Mike Huckabee’s proposal for granting the chil-
dren of illegal immigrants tuition breaks; and the huge Congressional 
debate over President Bush’s ‘amnesty’ proposal for resident illegal 
immigrants.108

Second, to the extent to which security states of the transatlantic 
region still promote economic liberalism, the key sources of migration 
will remain transnational, giving further potential backing for scale 
shift in the future. The problems for state control are further compli-
cated with the enmeshment of global migration and the global polit-
ical economy, where the globalized economic structures and networks 
influence the flow of migration. As Papademetriou states, ‘the flow of 
labour is neither temporary nor limited to a specific region. Rather it is 
a structural component of the contemporary world economy and signi-
fies the sending country’s penetration by, and incorporation into, the 
world economy.’109 The late twentieth century has certainly witnessed 
an unprecedented attempt by Western states to control their borders in 
terms of migration. Although the security state may maintain powerful 
legal capacities over immigration, its actual ability to maintain con-
trol is becoming rather diminished. The question of control should not 
be seen in terms of the ability to regulate the borders, but in terms of 
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control over the networks that actually influence migration, both in 
causing and maintaining it. As Sassen states, ‘a national state may have 
the power to write the text of an immigration policy, but it is likely 
to be dealing with complex, transnational processes that it can only 
partly address or regulate through immigration policy as convention-
ally understood’.110

To the extent to which states in the transatlantic core begin to accept 
this logic, what Hollifield describes as the ‘migration state’ may become 
more pronounced, where the solution to the liberal paradox is found 
in states that promote migration for the purpose of ‘global competi-
tiveness’, and forgo problems concerning exclusivity.111 Moves in this 
direction are already seen within the European Union, where labour 
migration is unregulated for European Union nationals.112 Transatlantic 
links are not as developed, especially when it comes to more general 
economic migration, but there are few barriers to ‘skilled’ labour migra-
tion, which is even promoted in cases where there are key shortages.113 
Furthermore, the potential of NAFTA becoming an area of free migra-
tion is not entirely implausible.114

As such, there are difficulties and complexities in looking at the 
future of the security state in terms of the globalization of migration. 
While it is clear that a global discourse of human rights and rights 
of migrant workers does exist, the discourse and legal regimes work 
in a complex relationship with national state power. Though the EU 
provides one clear example of scale shift in terms of the provision 
of basic rights and free movement, such rights are still limited to EU 
citizens, and state power over the provision of broader benefits of citi-
zenship still dominates. However, in the end, the need for temporary 
migrant workers, the international politics of migration and the devel-
opment of international and global norms for migrants all impact on 
the ability of states to control migration, and therefore may in the 
future impact further on the ability of the security state to effectively 
deal with migration itself. Overall, the globalization of migration net-
works has changed the policymaking environment of the state, lead-
ing to a situation where the state still retains control over the ability 
of migrants to enter, but the structural causes for these movements 
is mediated globally. Despite this, whatever the complexities of pre-
sent arrangements, except for privileged transnational elites, citizen-
ship remains fairly resolutely national, and state control, despite the 
difficulties of making policy under globalizing conditions, is still 
dominated by the security state model: internationalization to protect 
domestic autonomy.
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Conclusion: Migration, security and legitimacy

The contemporary globalization of migration provides a challenge for 
analysing changes in the security state. While migration does provide 
some obvious military-security threats (seen especially in contemporary 
concerns about the movement of terrorists), the threats to the security 
state are more elusive, and tend to go beyond the mere issue of migra-
tion. The nature of migration has meant that it has always had global 
dimension, and what is of primary interest here is not in terms of its dir-
ect military threat, but how the enmeshment of migration with global 
economic integration conflicts with the exclusivity of national power. 
The security state has historically allowed international migration in 
order to benefit economically from the international movement of 
labour. With the clear transnationalization of economic power within 
the transatlantic region, migration networks have begun to reflect the 
free movement of goods and capital.

However, such movements not only challenge the capacity of states 
to control movements over their borders, but also their capacity to be 
the exclusive regulators of belonging within national communities. 
The focus on citizenship is therefore justified by showing not only a 
tangible marker of belonging, but also in the way in which citizen-
ship confers rights that are clearly part of the security relationship in 
security states. To the extent to which there is a scale shift of both the 
control of migration and the provision of social goods facilitated by 
citizenship, there would be a fundamental challenge to the security 
state compact.

The argument above showed there to be some ambiguity in the extent 
to which the provision of security in this instance can be said to be glo-
balized. On the one hand, the development of a global human rights 
regime, and the development of international treaties concerning the 
rights of migrant workers and human rights more broadly clearly points 
to the beginnings of a globalized citizenship that does not focus on the 
exclusivity of particular national domains in providing fundamental 
rights. On the other hand, states have resolutely attempted to retrench 
power over borders, a clear means of increasing and maintaining this 
fundamental aspect of state power. Additionally, such border controls 
also have the effect of states reinforcing the exclusivity of citizenship, 
both in terms of states themselves being the ones who determine who 
belongs to a specific national context, but also in terms of mediating 
international agreements about rights by reinforcing state power to 
control entry and exit.



Global Migration, Security and Citizenship 139

The prime arena of contestation has been over citizenship. The devel-
opment of global universal human rights regimes conflicts with the 
provision of such rights as a condition of national citizenship. This can 
be better understood through Marshall’s ‘bundles of rights’ that make 
up modern citizenship, especially through the development of social 
rights, which have an important connection to security. As Rose states, 
‘codifiers such as Bevridge and Marshall constructed a vision in which 
security against hardship, like hardship itself, was social and to be pro-
vided by measures of benefit and insurance that, in name at least, were 
to be termed “universal”, including all within a unified “social citizen-
ship” ’.115 Such rights are a crucial part of the contemporary security 
state, a part of the security provision providing legitimation between 
state and society. If migrants are able to claim such rights without citi-
zenship, traditional relationships between state and society are put in 
to question on some level.116 To the extent that non-national citizens 
do acquire rights that are part of traditional compacts of security provi-
sion, the state may eventually become one ‘agency’ providing security 
among others.

The idea of the state representing one agency in security provision 
also provides the ground for the intersection of other trends associ-
ated with globalization, particularly the connection of the global econ-
omy with issues surrounding social security. The development of more 
extensive forms of security after the Second World War was part of the 
post-war consensus of embedded liberalism, the compact giving citi-
zens more security for the trade-off of the state being more integrated 
into the world economy.117 As the state has become increasingly inte-
grated into the global economy, the compact between state and soci-
ety has become frayed as problems with the tension between national 
states and economic globalization have increased. Rodrik points out 
that international trade creates the possibility for arbitrage in the mar-
kets for goods, services, labour and capital, and, as he states, ‘this form 
of arbitrage results, indirectly, as the costs of maintaining divergent 
social arrangements go up. As a consequence, open trade can conflict 
with long-standing social contracts that protect certain activities from 
the relentlessness of the free market. This is a key tension generated 
by globalization.’118 As a consequence, the state and its independent 
social arrangements are becoming more and more problematic with the 
increasing globalization of the economy.

The deepening of the security state in a globalized environment is 
a major reason why migration has become a security issue in the past 
two decades, as Western states see themselves as being threatened by 
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increasing social costs related to large influxes of migrants. There is 
a growing sense that states can no longer continue to expand their 
security functions, as they become more costly, and as citizens become 
increasingly resistant to taxation. There is also a sense among policy-
makers that social aspects of security are a part of the problem, in that 
they have become disincentives.119 This issue is tangled up with the 
conceptions of citizenship discussed above, as it shows the intersection 
between the problems the state faces with the globalization of the eco-
nomic networks within which migration is located, and the consequent 
compromise of mediating certain rights at the global level. The main 
problem to be addressed is how the liberal post-war consensus can be 
maintained under conditions of increased globalization. The renegoti-
ation of citizenship at a global level is one form of compromise.

However, migration as a globalized security problem is challenging 
the state–society compact. It contains a tension between the way that 
it has led to new notions of global citizenship and globally mediated 
rights, and the way in which global networks have also made some of 
the social security functions of the state more problematic. The global-
ization of migration has pushed the concept of citizenship towards a 
transformation that may lead to its debasement, as the state becomes 
a more ‘minimalist’ security provider. As nation-states move towards 
more expansive notions of citizenship, their role as a provider of secur-
ity may actually diminish. One solution to this is found in the actual 
restructuring of states themselves that is part of the globalization pro-
cess. The restructuring of states in the Western core has demonstrated 
to some extent that there needs to be specific global aspects of political 
power to make the rights of citizenship enforceable. Another response is 
in the increased resistance to global migration, though border controls, 
nationalism and other localized responses to globalization. Such ten-
sions between the global and national should not be surprising, as they 
have been seen in the previous two cases, and do point to the central 
paradoxes of recent international and global history.
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The goal of this book has been to chart the relationship between glo-
balization and security, in order to assess the potential impacts on the 
‘security state’. Globalization has had an important impact on security 
in terms of shifting the organization of state power beyond the national 
level. However, the argument and evidence consistently showed that 
such shifts were the product of a tension between state power and the 
transnationalization of power, and as such, a constant strand through-
out has been to emphasize the continuing political power of the state: 
not necessarily the continuation of the nation-state, but in terms of the 
transformation of the spatial reach of state power. If the development of 
nation-states was largely about the bounding of social power within the 
territorial borders of the state, globalization has primarily concerned 
the expansion of social power beyond and through the borders of the 
state. The study has indicated that such changes do not necessitate an 
end to the state as the institutional source of political power, but does 
have important impacts on the organization of states, pointing to the 
development of an increasingly integrated transatlantic region, and a 
potential scale shift of the governance of security functions. A restruc-
turing of state power rather than the end of the state.

The key to the examination has been the recognition that multiple 
strands of power play a crucial role in globalization. Although those 
who emphasize the economic aspects of globalization have been quick 
to recognize the impacts of economic power, there has been insufficient 
examination of other arguably equally important features, especially 
that of ideological, political and military power. These power networks 
are sometimes recognized as being the effects of the globalization of 
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economic power, but need instead to be examined as aspects of global-
ization in their own right. The emphasis on security was a part of this 
attempt to change the focus of the study of globalization. Security has 
been examined in a broad manner, incorporating a number of features, 
including military, political, economic and societal. The stress has been 
on the security provision of states for their citizens. While it is clear that 
this may not be the only way that people obtain security, highlighting 
the role of the state as a security provider is important for the insights it 
draws for globalization. The state has been the target of many analyses 
of globalization, and it is clear that any globalization of security must 
impact on the ability of states to provide security. The issue of provi-
sion is especially important in the context of the transatlantic region, 
as it was argued in Chapter 1 that states in the post-Second World War 
period came to possess a monopoly of security provision, beyond just 
the narrow realm of military security and military power. The remain-
der of the conclusion will explain how this argument impacts on the 
three main concepts utilized in this study: security, globalization and 
the future of state legitimacy.

Security and the security state

It was argued that security can be seen to be globalizing in three dif-
ferent, but connected, ways. First, there is the development of security 
issues that transcend the national borders of the state and become global 
problems. These affect the ability of the security state to provide secur-
ity against contingency, as the environment of security encompasses 
threats that are not easily located inside or outside the state. Second, the 
development of a global ideology of security that goes against the ‘go 
it alone’ mentality of national security measures reflects an increasing 
recognition of the development of global security challenges. Finally, 
the reaction of nation-states towards the globalization of security can be 
seen in terms of two options: attempts to retrench current state power; 
or ‘scale shift’, where power begins to be organized on different levels. 
The potential development of institutionalized security provision at 
other spatial levels impacts upon the security state’s monopoly of secur-
ity provision, potentially making it only one provider among others, or 
at the very least, a non-exclusive provider of security. The three facets 
and their impacts in the cases are summarized in Table 6.1.

The first aspect has been described in Chapter 2 as the expansion 
of conditions of risk and insecurity. This was best demonstrated in 
the case of the development of nuclear weapons, which has led to an 
increased sense of global risk and insecurity, one that expands beyond 
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the boundaries of nation-states. In arms industry restructuring we saw 
the development of transnational armament firms which created a glo-
bal market for armaments. The possibility of a more market-driven sys-
tem of armament production causes some concern for the proliferation 
of weapons, especially when an accompanying shift in technology has 
made the difference between weapons technology and that of the civil-
ian sector less clear. The possible threats to state autonomy due to the 
globalization of production have also been seen as highly problematic 
for security (but often outweighed by the economics of globalization, 
which are seen as providing better security than autarky). In the glo-
balization of migration there has been a clear problem with the ability 
of nation-states to impact on the structures pushing migration itself, as 
they exist more and more outside the boundaries of the state. However, 
this has been somewhat mitigated by the continued power of states to 
set policy over the entry of migrants, particularly as states continue to 
see many threats emanating from migration, from the direct military 
threat of terrorism to more diffuse but important threats to national 
identity.

Table 6.1 Summary of Cases

Example Facet 1 Facet 2 Facet 3 Overall impact

Nuclear 
weapons

Expanded 
notion 
of threat: 
challenges 
discrete 
boundaries of 
state

Global 
strategy; 
community 
of danger

Nuclear 
interdependence

Mixed: nuclear 
interdependence, 
but limited 
emphasis 
on nuclear 
independence as 
well

Security 
privatization

International 
and 
increasingly 
transnational 
production 
and provision 
of armaments 
and military 
security

Market 
ideology; 
global 
business 
environment; 
security 
communities

Tied up in 
politics of 
alliances; 
development 
of transatlantic 
defence 
industrial base

Scale shift: 
diffused modes 
of global 
authority in the 
circuits of arms 
production

Migration Transnational 
networks of 
migration: 
dual source of 
‘threat’

Global 
citizenship

Legal networks; 
international 
norms

State 
retrenchment 
over migrants, 
but with real 
potential for 
scale shift
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In these examples, there is scope for a negative impact on the abil-
ity of the security state to provide security in a traditional manner. 
Despite the continued importance of nation-state power in all of these 
examples, they demonstrate that certain security concerns are being 
entwined with a transnational level. As nuclear weapons can effectively 
destroy states at a distance, as networks for the provision of weaponry 
are organized globally instead of nationally, as networks of migration 
continue to be driven by global networks of economic power, the scope 
for nation-state control over these issues is increasingly at risk.

The second aspect concerns the development of globalism in secur-
ity matters. The ideology of global security has manifested itself in a 
number of ways in the cases. The discourse of strategy and thinking 
surrounding nuclear weapons demonstrated not only an increased 
thinking of security in a global space as part of the grand strategy 
of the Cold War, but also a firm recognition of nuclear weapons as a 
global danger that created a global community of fate. Responses to 
both of these articulations of course varied, but they played a large 
role in expressing security as a manifestly global concern. In the case 
of the arms industry, globalism is expressed in two ways: first as part 
of a broader ideology of liberalism or market liberalization that went 
along with the globalization of the industry; and second in terms of 
the increasing development of a transatlantic security community that 
gave space for such liberalization to occur. In this case, the changes in 
the arms industry were more linked to broader changes in the transat-
lantic community. Finally, migration demonstrated the development of 
global norms concerning rights of migrants that were linked to a pos-
sible and potential global citizenship.

The third aspect of the globalization of security has been examined 
at a very basic level – the nation-state’s monopoly over the provision 
of security. Traditionally modern nation-states have held this as an 
important principle and practice of security provision, that the state 
was the sole legitimate holder of the means of violence. This was seen as 
a major part of the security state’s ability to provide security. However, 
this aspect has been challenged by the expansion of risk and insecurity, 
and with the restructuring of state power, especially in the develop-
ment of the international state of the core.

This is most clearly demonstrated in the development of NATO as a 
transnational organization of military power. NATO has gone beyond 
the structure of a typical military alliance, as it has effectively integrated 
military planning within the alliance.1 As argued in Chapter 3, nuclear 
planning within the NATO alliance provided a powerful example of 
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this tendency. Although the overall technological dominance was 
American, there was still a need for the other alliance partners to share 
responsibilities in training and planning. This effectively put the pro-
vision of security, in terms of the control over the means of violence, 
at a different spatial scale. Although nation-states were still a crucial 
part of this arrangement, as the dominant role of the US, and the desire 
for independence by the French and British demonstrates, there was 
a definite move towards transnational defence planning and nuclear 
interdependence.

The case of arms industry restructuring also illustrates the trend 
towards a renegotiation of the monopoly of security provision. Autarky 
in arms provision was a hallmark of the nation-state, and the develop-
ment of transnational defence firms muddies this relationship between 
states and armaments. While not indicating a complete break in the 
control over legitimate violence, it does reduce the state’s role in the 
provision of arms. The trend towards the marketization of arms pro-
vision makes this point clearer. It is in this respect, whereby arms pro-
vision becomes part of a global marketplace, that nation-states have 
lost a complete monopoly over the provision of the means of legitimate 
violence and monopoly of security. This is also indicative of another 
strand of the renegotiation of security provision: the privatization and 
marketization of security.

Under conditions of globalization, the traditional focus of security 
and the nation-state begins to become problematic: the security state 
is no longer at the centre of security concerns, as it loses the ability to 
exclusively provide insurance against contingency, as both the scope 
of security issues change (from the strictly national level to include 
the global and local), and the functions of the state are integrated into 
institutions at other levels. The consequences of this for the structure 
of international or world order are important, as functional aspects 
of states are further integrated on the international and global scale. 
The transatlantic states form an ever-closer integrated region, which 
is potentially becoming a kind of ‘state conglomerate’ in its own right. 
Globalization has therefore potentially undercut the security state con-
figuration through a process of restructuring, where power networks 
are constituted on multiple scales.

Security provision has by no means been abandoned by the nation-
state completely, and in fact it is still nation-states that provide the bulk 
of what can broadly be referred to as security. But as a result of state 
renegotiation of the security they provide, combined with an increas-
ing marketization and privatization of security, stability of the security 
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state has been challenged. Nation-states remain important centres of 
power and security providers, but increasingly their role becomes tied 
up with other institutionalized levels of security provision. The case of 
global migration presents a clear example of this, where the develop-
ment of global norms for social security is diminishing the state’s role 
as a provider of security for its citizens. As the connection between citi-
zenship and nationalism is eroded, the security relationship between 
states and societies is potentially called into question.

Globalization and the security state

At the outset of the book, it was indicated that the study of globalization 
has been made increasingly difficult due to a plurality of competing 
definitions and conceptualizations. The approach taken here has been 
towards a more sociological definition of globalization, where there is 
a transnationalization of power in a variety of spheres: ideological, eco-
nomic, military and political. Chapter 1 argued that a more historical 
approach to the state is necessary, in order to view it as an institution 
that has developed over time, and has been adaptable and malleable. 
Seeing the state as a manifestation of political power that has the poten-
tial for change helps to clarify its possible roles in globalization. In this 
sense, the discussion should not be about the state against globalization, 
but the state’s role in globalization. The two state responses to global-
ization outlined in Chapter 2 have been utilized throughout the study 
in order to get a better overall sense of whether global security chal-
lenges have truly transformed the provision of security. While all three 
cases showed a tension between the national and international level, 
and some degree of state retrenchment, there were also very strong indi-
cations of the development of (at the very least) a potential scale shift, 
best conceptualized as a developing ‘international state’ (detailed in 
Chapter 2) across the transatlantic region.

The potential existence and development of an internationalized state 
has been borne out in the case studies in several ways. In Chapter 3, the 
case of nuclear weapons provided mixed evidence at best in terms of the 
effect of nuclear weapons on states. It demonstrated that although there 
was certainly a sense of a globalization of risk caused by the existence 
and possession of nuclear weapons, it was less clear that this had much 
of an impact on political change within states. Nuclear weapons have 
tended to reinforce the territoriality of states, as they increased the legit-
imacy of states as security providers, and as great powers. However, it 
was certainly evident that nuclear weapons impacted on the structure of 
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military power transatlantically. This was primarily seen in the guaran-
tees of extended deterrence provided by the US, and how the integration 
of nuclear strategy into the NATO command structure saw the begin-
nings of a transnationalization of military power. This contributed to 
the military reorganization of power that advanced the development of 
an international state.

As discussed in Chapter 4, the restructuring of the arms industry in 
the Western core has also demonstrated the importance of the inter-
national state concept. The increasing numbers of transnational projects 
within the core itself have reflected the transformation of state struc-
tures through globalization. The development of a robust transatlantic 
security community, the need for transnationalized defence planning 
in NATO, the desire for a common European Union defence policy, and 
other defence-related matters that have existed above national defence 
policies have contributed to the possibilities and need for a transform-
ation of the arms industry. This has contributed to a broader conception 
of a defence industrial base, which increasingly exists transnationally 
instead of exclusively at a national level. The armament firms of the 
transatlantic region also have a global reach in terms of supply net-
works, outsourcing and direct sales.

As detailed in Chapter 5, the globalization of migration reflected 
not only the global scope of migration, but also the increased import-
ance of global structures that influence migration patterns. While state 
retrenchment in the transatlantic region has been the main response 
to globalization, the efforts of states to shore up autonomy may not 
last, as the pressures of security provision and the economic need for 
migrants increase. The potential for scale shift is therefore already a 
reality in the case of migration. The rights of migrants, increasingly 
divorced from notions of national citizenship, have led to a reformu-
lation of the importance of citizenship. The increased recognition of 
citizenship rights that are not tied in with nation-states has been much 
reliant on changing forms of political power. Such changes have been 
most obviously effective in the case of the EU, where common citizen-
ship for members of the EU is already a reality.

The international state represents a scale shift towards a more central-
ized international system, with overlapping networks of state power. 
These networks are in tension with the nation-state, but as has been 
demonstrated, such tensions are crucial for understanding the dynam-
ics of globalization. It should be understood that the development of 
transformation in the organization of power are not entirely novel, or 
without precedent. Such transformations can be compared historically 
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to the organization of imperial states, which had similar sets of rela-
tions, and did in fact represent an earlier form of globalization.2 The 
political restructuring that is a major part of the globalization of secur-
ity involves the development of forms of centralized or imperial polit-
ical rule. This does not mean that states are vanishing, but that they are 
being restructured by their involvement in the global level. The post-
war international order was founded on principles of sovereignty, but 
these principles were tied up with the recognition that internationaliza-
tion was also crucial to protect state autonomy. The suggestion that this 
order in some ways is analogous to previous imperial orders is useful to 
a point: it certainly helps to recognize the hierarchical relationships of 
rule, but the negative associations with ‘empire’ probably decrease the 
utility of the term. However, the relationship political restructuring has 
with older forms of rule is of relevance, in that it can help to shed some 
light on future possibilities. It also highlights that international rela-
tions are no longer (and never were) exclusively anarchical: informal 
and formal structures of hierarchy coexist with anarchical relations.3

The international state also has an increasingly global role, as its 
power structures have also been constitutive of those at the global level. 
The end of the Cold War has made these arrangements much more 
obvious, as the domination of inter-bloc rivalries has ended, the pre-
dominance of the North in directing global institutions has become 
clear. This dominance is also mitigated by the consensual nature of 
the Western power, which therefore makes problematic simple claims 
of dominance of other non-Western states.4 However, it has led to the 
near impossibility of opting out of the liberal system, as much as some 
states have tried. The continuing importance of institutions such as the 
United Nations, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund and 
the World Trade Organization, all of which are backed considerably by 
Western power, attest to this point. This can also be seen in the ways 
in which all nation-states have given up some degree of autonomy to 
intergovernmental organizations.

There is nonetheless a danger in overstating the cohesiveness of 
the international state. This is especially apparent in the relationship 
between the United States and the other states involved, especially with 
the European Union as an increasingly cohesive political power in its 
own right. Although many institutional links exist between the nation-
states that make up the international state, there are also tendencies 
towards scepticism and withdrawal from policies that would integrate 
states further. The tensions in the transatlantic relationship seen over 
the 2003 invasion of Iraq provide a prime example.5 The varying ways 
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in which US allies have reacted to the ‘war on terror’ also exemplify 
the problem. A final tension can be seen in the increasing tendency 
of the US to attempt to withdraw from defence matters in Europe as 
a whole, particularly with arguments about the free-rider aspects of 
European security provision. While this often amounts to disagree-
ments concerning policy matters, it also displays the ability for glo-
balization that is part of the international state project to be contested 
by powerful nation-states. Further changes to grand strategy by the US 
may mean a change in dynamic for an international state, an increasing 
challenge over centres of power within the international state, or even 
the development of competing integrated regional blocs.6 The tension 
between national state power and further integration should be no sur-
prise, as it was seen in all of the cases, from the way in which nuclear 
interdependence fostered moves for independence to the paradoxes of 
defence industry integration, and how the politicization of migration 
is used to rearticulate borders in an age where borders are supposedly 
becoming more porous. Finally, there is a tension between the ideology 
of the international state, and that of those outside, which becomes 
more problematic in situations where the international state either fails 
in its own provision of security, or its provision is threatening to those 
outside.

Despite the tensions within the international state as a form of scale 
shift, it is still a crucial addition to the analysis of globalization. The 
importance of the idea of political restructuring that is represented 
in the international state for a theory of globalization is that it brings 
political power back into globalization, while not denying the capacity 
for state change. It sees an interaction between a tendency towards glo-
balization and a reconfiguration of state power: states are not victims 
of globalization as they are complicit in the process. However, states 
are also increasingly prey to change due to their actions in pursuing 
globalization.

The future of state legitimacy

Security as provided by states has been at the centre of this study. 
Security has not only been an insufficiently developed aspect of the 
globalization debate, but also has intimate connections with political 
legitimacy. The development of the ‘security state’ model in Chapter 1 
contributed to the understanding of how the connections between 
globalization, states and legitimacy have developed and have been 
represented in modern nation-states. The security state represented a 
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particular moment in the development of security compacts between 
state and society, where the state provided external and internal pro-
tection against threat, as a means to furthering its own autonomy. The 
security state was at the heart of a post-Second World War compromise 
between state and society, providing insurance against contingency. 
Citizenship is the key connection in this relationship, as membership 
in the nation-state provides the basis for the guarantee of security. This 
connection is crucial, as the legitimacy of the state has often been at 
the heart of the debates about the impacts of globalization.

The political restructuring of the transatlantic region seen in the 
scale shift described above, combined with an expansion of the scope 
of security issues, has led to tensions in the provision of security in 
nation-states. As functional aspects of states are institutionalized at 
other levels, the ability of states to exclusively provide security to their 
citizens is made problematic. It has led to a situation where the previ-
ously stable border between external and internal security upon which 
the security state was based has been breached. In this sense we can 
discuss a globalization of risk and insecurity, and an outsourcing of 
security provision.

What is of great importance is how restructuring possibly affects a 
‘give and take’ between state and society, and if a key part of the secur-
ity state compromise is threatened, is legitimacy put at risk? As security 
functions that were once key to the legitimation of the security state 
are outsourced, does this point to a reconfiguration of security com-
pacts within the state? The answers to these questions depend upon 
how security is possibly being renegotiated, or its provision becoming 
globalized. The post-war compromise found in the security state has 
been jeopardized through globalization, as the expansion of security 
issues beyond the scope of the nation-state and the restructuring of core 
states into an international state has affected the ability of nation-states 
to provide security. The crumbling of the post-war compromise there-
fore has important consequences for the legitimacy of nation-states.

There are two related challenges to the legitimacy of the idea(l) of 
the nation-state: the impact on state autonomy, and the correspond-
ing impact on accountability. The question of state autonomy revolves 
around how much the state relinquishes control of security matters to 
other sources and how this impacts on state control. The degree of state 
autonomy (in terms of its ability to provide security to its citizenry) 
impacts on legitimacy by affecting how states can actually perform 
domestically. This can be seen as a basic problem of interdependence.7 

If the ideal of the sovereign nation-state has been effective control of 
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national security matters, the degree to which these are circumscribed 
by the actions of others has important impacts on the idea of legitim-
acy, be it through the expansion of threats or through changes in the 
practices of security. The consequences of this have primarily been to 
affect the de facto autonomy of the state in many areas, challenging its 
role as sole security provider.

The most important impact of the challenge to state autonomy over 
security concerns accountability. The development of transnational 
networks of security provision raises questions concerning accountabil-
ity in common with other questions about globalization and govern-
ance. It is related to autonomy in terms of how states can be accountable 
to citizens when security functions are effectively out of their hands, 
to various degrees. There are two facets to this aspect. The first is when 
security functions are broadly ‘outsourced’. There is in this circum-
stance a question of responsibility for the provision of security. The 
second is what Leander refers to as ‘un-governance’, where functions 
that are essentially part of governance are simply left ungoverned, and 
the government is pushed out.8 While the latter is more extreme, both 
facets push the state out of its responsibility for the provision of secur-
ity, and raise questions about ‘state complicity’ for its previously main-
tained functions.9

Despite the more obvious nature of the legitimacy problematic in 
‘weak’ or developing states, I would suggest that there is a subtle issue 
involved in such practices in Western core more broadly, and the trans-
atlantic region specifically.10 Legitimacy and authority are intricately 
linked, and instead of seeing a crisis of legitimacy in the core states, it is 
probably better to see a possible reconfiguring of legitimate authority.11 
This goes against much conventional thinking about the international 
system, in terms of legitimate authority existing at a global level. Where 
legitimate authority exists at a non-state level, ‘compliance is no longer 
motivated by the simple fear of retribution, or by a calculation of self-
interest, but instead by an internal sense of moral obligation: control is 
legitimate to the extent that it is approved or regarded as “right”.’12

The location of authority here is crucial. Though strong states may 
outsource some of their legitimate coercive power (and this is mainly to 
do with national military security), all states are also increasingly scru-
tinized in terms of the use of their internal and external use of coercive 
power. As Leander points out, the state ‘has to consider the legitimacy 
of its monopoly on violence in international terms and count on the 
fact that the recognition of its legitimacy might very well be condi-
tional upon following specific rules’.13 The location of state legitimacy 
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is therefore also impacted. It is no longer that the monopoly of legit-
imate violence and security is the means for international legitimacy 
(or recognition), but the uses to which this is put are also judged from 
‘internal’ and ‘external’ viewpoints. The very legitimacy of violence 
itself is thus questioned.

Overall, the impacts on legitimacy need to be seen as a part of a 
reconfiguring of state power, instead of a collapse of state power. This is 
important to emphasize, as it does not necessitate a demise of the state. 
As Mandel notes, in the context of security privatization, ‘the emer-
gence of private subnational and transnational organizations seeming 
to usurp the role of the state may instead simply transform the expect-
ations and the reality of what the state performs for the society, alter-
ing in the process the social contract between ruling regimes and their 
citizenry’.14 The effects on legitimacy in strong states are therefore still 
‘up for grabs’: the outsourcing and relocation of sources of legitimate 
authority may be ways of strengthening the state, and part of reconfig-
uring of the state’s relationship with military power and security more 
generally.

With these caveats in mind, what is the future of state legitimacy 
when the security state is being transformed and social compacts being 
renegotiated? Again, there are two key dimensions to this question. The 
first concerns the ability of nation-states to retain legitimacy with their 
citizenship as security is globalized, both in the scope of the security 
environment and the establishment of globalized networks of security 
provision. The legitimacy of the security state was premised on the con-
nection between citizenship and security provision, and as that con-
nection becomes more tenuous, legitimacy becomes unstable. This is 
in some senses the most common response to globalization’s impacts 
on states, and therefore needs to be supplemented by a second aspect of 
legitimacy, namely, the solution to the problem of decreased national 
legitimacy, that of the restructuring of the terms of legitimacy itself.

As regards the first issue, the results of the study have been some-
what mixed. Although there is indeed a perception that legitimacy has 
been threatened to some degree by the globalization of security, nation-
states still retain a powerful hold on legitimacy. In the case of nuclear 
weapons, there was a real disjuncture between the state as a provider 
of security and the provision of security through nuclear deterrence. 
Although this creates a paradoxical relationship, it tended not to have 
much effect on the legitimacy of holders of nuclear weapons, as the 
mere possession of the weapons was itself seen as a symbol of legitim-
acy. This is particularly clear in the continuing importance of nuclear 
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weapons, as represented by nuclear holders such as India and Pakistan, 
and the problems with proliferation in states pursuing nuclear tech-
nology, such as North Korea and Iran. This represents a continuation 
of the equation of nuclear weapons as a symbol of great power status, 
one reason for the French and British acquisition during the Cold War. 
Beyond the symbolic level of legitimacy, it was also seen by these states 
as an essential aspect of providing security, that nuclear weapons were 
required to maintain their status as nation-states, not dependent on 
others for providing security.

Arms industry restructuring provides a difficult example to demon-
strate impacts on legitimacy. There is the suggestion of a changing role 
of the state in an area that used to be a main aspect of its credentials as 
a security provider, as the provision of weaponry is mediated at levels 
other than that of the state, and the provision of armaments is increas-
ingly subject to commercial and market pressures. The argument con-
cerning legitimacy emerges more clearly when placed in the context 
of other trends towards the commercialization of security, such as the 
increased privatization of internal security forces (i.e. policing), the 
professionalization of armed forces, and the increasing use of commer-
cial force (e.g. private military companies). The question this creates for 
legitimacy is how states can remain legitimate when security provision 
is outsourced, and subject to market pressures. Although not entirely 
debilitating on state legitimacy, it certainly demands a rethink about 
the state being directly responsible for security provision.

The impacts of migration on citizenship have most clearly changed 
the relationship between states and security provision, at least in its 
social aspect. However, as the rights of citizenship are delinked from 
national political participation, nation-states still have strong powers 
over migration, and still remain important centres of political power. 
In this instance, a bigger worry is that as states get out of the business of 
the social provision of security, there may be no stronger replacement 
for security provision.

In terms of the second issue, the potential and partial restructuring 
of the core states into an international state conglomerate provides an 
answer to the problem of legitimacy. The international state represents 
a renegotiation of centres of power, where the centres of nation-state 
legitimacy are increasingly combined with those that impact on the 
international state more generally. New centres of power which set pol-
icy transnationally represent possible new centres of political legitim-
acy. As these new centres become more powerful, the question of where 
legitimacy resides becomes evermore important. With political access 
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still mainly remaining in nation-states, the importance of access to 
these new centres becomes a crucial issue surrounding the legitimacy 
of the international state conglomerate. In fact it has become one of the 
crucial questions of globalization: as political power is restructured in 
new ways, how does the state remain accountable to its citizenry?

This issue represents a significant challenge to nation-states and the 
continued development of an international state. Accountability is 
built into the security compact between state and society as part of 
the demands and responsibilities of citizenship. As nation-states out-
source their security, in terms of an increased privatization of security 
itself or as part of a process of the transnationalization of state power, 
the question of where legitimacy and accountability reside becomes 
crucial. This study has recognized that it would be premature to say 
that state restructuring has affected nation-states to a degree where the 
post-war compromise has become completely untenable, but as security 
issues and provision become mediated on levels other than that of the 
national, a replacement for the post-war compromise becomes neces-
sary. Any such action would be essential not only for the question of 
the continued existence of nation-states, but also for those that rely on 
them for security.

Conclusion

Examining the globalization of security through a historical sociological 
understanding of state power has brought many benefits. It primarily 
gets away from an all or nothing and ahistoric notion of state power, 
where states either have total autonomy or are moribund. Instead, we 
find the development and transformation of state power in time, with 
state power a dynamic variable in understanding the location and reach 
of political power in given historical contexts. A second benefit has been 
to better conceptualize the development of transnational sources of 
power, and the kinds of challenges they pose to extant forms of power. 
Instead of seeing globalized power networks as fundamentally against 
states, we get a better sense of the historical existence of transnational 
power that has always been in tension with the national level.

The development of what can be described as a ‘historical sociology 
of security’ enabled a better understanding overall of both globaliza-
tion and security, as well as the crucial role of state power in under-
standing contemporary changes in the security environment, and more 
crucially, the provision of security. The advent of a nascent and poten-
tial international state, a scale shift from national spatial networks of 



Conclusion 155

security provision attests to the potential for change in international 
relations. However, as the conclusion has indicated, such changes can 
be quite fragile, and the international state seems to be in tension with 
a number of competing forces: the needs of its own states to retain 
levels of autonomy; an increasing tension with actors outside of the 
international state; and finally an overall tension with what further 
transformation could mean for the future of state legitimacy.
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