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Introduction

How does a state create security?  The US faces just such a quandary today:  as a hegemon actively engaged in a global war on terrorism, the US seeks to establish, manage, and maintain a secure environment in multiple regions of the world across multiple issue areas.  The standard answer to this question might be that a state adopts a foreign policy designed to realize its security goals.  For example, to protect access to oil in the late 1970’s, the US adopted the “Carter Doctrine.”  This foreign policy committed the US to patrol the Persian Gulf and prevent outside forces from interfering in the region, thus ensuring adequate energy supplies for the US and global economy.  Today, the US has identified global terrorism and nuclear proliferation as critical security threats and has adopted a series of foreign policies.  Though this policy, the US has attempted to create a new non-proliferation regime that enhances US security.  How can we account for this theoretically?

IR theory, unfortunately, is at a significant loss to explain this seemingly simplistic process.  In part, it is because this simple question actually spans two different branches of IR theory that operate at two separate levels of analysis.  Systemic-level theories of international security explain the security structure of the international environment and how those structural factors shape state action.  In this case, security studies is well positioned to detail the effects of a global non-proliferation regime (such as the NPT).  But, as Waltz (Waltz 1979) pointed out, these systemic theories have little to say about any one state’s foreign policy.  Foreign Policy Analysis (FPA), on the other hand, has well developed theories to explain why a particular state adopts a particular policy.  Focusing exclusively on the domestic and individual levels of analysis, FPA explains the actions and decisions of individual decision-makers, not systems (Hudson 2005).  FPA can explain the various factors that led to the adoption of the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) as official US policy, but cannot explain whether or not the policy will actually do anything to provide security.

This project aims to bridge this gap by offering a theoretical exploration of the process through which foreign policy decisions and agreements become constitutive rules of a security regime.  I will first discuss the theoretical sources of the gap between unit and system level approaches that produced the quandary articulated above.  Next, I will examine the FPA approach to foreign policy, criticizing its exclusive focus on decision-making.  Then, I will offer an analytical lens to bridge this gap.  This new lens builds on constructivist insights that security regimes are sets of rules.  By studying foreign policy as a process that adds implementation to the insights of FPA, it becomes possible to study the production of rules and the creation of a new security regime.

Mind the Gap


The gap between foreign policy and security is yet another incarnation of the well-worn levels of analysis discussion.  As Singer (Singer 1961) originally formulated it, there is a difference between an analysis of a system and an analysis of a unit.  Waltz (Waltz 1979) was especially forceful in making the case for a distinction between systemic and unit-level analysis.  This is in fact, no different than the agent-structure problem identified by Wendt (Wendt 1987).  For the most part, IR theory has respected this call and separated its theories along the two levels of analysis.  The material nature of neo-realism and neo-liberalism only served to further reinforce this distinction.


Systemic theorists are clear to state that a system is not simply a summation of its constituent parts.  Individual decisions, actions, characteristics, and capabilities do not additively form systemic structures.  Rather, the overall distribution, interaction, and relations between these things form systemic properties beyond the control of any one unit.  The material nature of mainstream theories leads to a very spare view of systemic elements—for a neo-realist, it is as simple as the distribution of capabilities.  Neo-liberals might also add distribution of information and institutional structures.  While any one unit may alter its own capabilities or access to information internally or alter the capabilities of another unit through an interaction, the rest of the system does not remain static while this occurs.  Any action happens in the context of other actions, and it is the relative change and new distributions that provide systemic effects and outcomes.  


Much of the security studies literature, especially in the realist, neo-realist, and neo-liberal tradition, focuses on this systemic level and the systemic constraints on state action.  The structure of these systemic constraints is usually quite strict and limits state action to practices that tend to sustain the existing system.  In fact, the original criticism of structural realism was that it had no theory of change (Ruggie 1986)—no way for change within the system short of war and no way to change the system itself at all.  This criticism, however, came from an early constructivist vein.  Neo-liberal attacks on structural realism challenged the premise of competition over cooperation within the given systemic constraints (Keohane 1984), but didn’t otherwise address the issue of change.


The development of constructivism offered two openings to address this issue.  The first was a new way to view the agent-structure issue (Giddens 1984; Wendt 1999).  Whereas previous theories privileged one at the expense of the other (usually structure at the expense of the agent), a constructivist approach building on insights such as structuration from sociology posited agent and structure as two parts of the same whole.  Thus, agents make structure and structures make agents.  The second opening was to posit a new type of theory—one that went beyond “why” questions of cause and effect to “how” and “what” questions of process and constitution (Wendt 1998).  The focus on process is in part an outgrowth of the constructivist approach to agents and structures—they are linked through the process of practice.  Structures are not external, objective, static objects to be encountered like building walls, but rather are linguistic and social norms and rules continually enacted and reenacted in the process of producing social meaning.  This social meaning is the stuff of social structure, and it is shared between agents intersubjectively.  A focus on process allows one to ask how do practices (re)produce the rules of social structure while accepting the fact that those processes are in turn shaped by existing structures.  The very process of unit action provides the link between agent and structure.

Yet too few constructivists have taken advantage of the opportunity to explore the creation of new rules and norms—giving short shrift to questions of agency (Checkel 1998).  Like its forbearers, constructivism remains structure-heavy, offering more theories of how social rules and norms shape state’s identities and actions and fewer theories of how states make those very structures.


One might think that security studies, with its long-standing focus on the application of military power, might offer robust notions of change.  But, such is not the case.  Traditional security studies still sees military capability as a constraint on state action.  Calls to broaden the focus on security studies beyond military power ((Baldwin 1996), only challenge the unit of analysis, they do not challenge the structural bias of the field.  Consequently, the wide swath of security studies literature is much more capable of offering insight into what states should do in response to a given situation and how a given situation might influence state action than it is able to suggest how a state might reshape its security situation.  Unfortunately, this stagnation has left the field unable to “see” (Smith 2004) the US military’s new emphasis on “shaping strategies” to use American military resources to shape the strategic environment of a critical region (Priest 2003).
Essence of Decision


Foreign Policy Analysis evolved as one of many critiques of structural theories.  Anyone who had experience studying or serving in government readily observed that government decisions only rarely (if ever) followed structural constraints as neo-realists and neo-liberals theorized.  FPA starts from the premise that actors—states and individuals—make key foreign policy decisions, and those decisions are the relevant outcomes in international politics to be explained (Hudson 2005).  The field thus breaks down the decision-making process to explain why actors make the choices they do.  An actor centric theory, FPA developed quite a robust decision making literature focused on two different levels of decision.  The bureaucratic politics literature clearly theorizes the obvious—no governmental decision is ever a purely rational response to systemic imperatives (Allison and Zelikow 1999).  Rather, it reflects the political battle within government, the political pushing and hauling of different bureaucratic agendas.  A final foreign policy is thus a compromise, reflecting not what the system requires, but what the various factions within a state’s government can agree to.  By bringing organizations and politics back into the study of policy, the bureaucratic politics literature produced explanations of events that ring quite true to actual policy experience.


Other FPA work focused on individuals.  In the case of US foreign policy, much of the literature has focused on Presidential decision making, since it is the President who makes most of the key national security decisions.  There have been numerous studies to investigate the many factors that might cause one individual to make the choices that they do—from psychological to personality to cognitive to group influences.  Over the years, advances in this field have become quite good at analyzing the various factors that contribute to a decision.


One of the overall consequences of this research agenda has been to reduce a decision to a choice among policy alternatives.  While this focus might produce parsimonious theory, it gives a rather spare version of the overall decision making and foreign policy process.  This prevents the analyst from studying what happens after the decision, most notably its implementation.  To be fair, FPA scholars were not working in a vacuum.  Originally, some of the earliest scholars of foreign policy decision making included this entire process in their analysis—both formulation and execution (Snyder et al. 2002).  Later work dropped that broader view.  The split between policy choice and policy implementation has its roots back in the 1890’s when Woodrow Wilson’s scholarship established the distinction between politics and administration (Palumbo, Calista, and Policy Studies Organization. 1990).  Since then, political science and public administration have remained two separate disciplines.  But the politics of choice are not settled by decision alone.  Implementation is vital.


To begin, the “conventional wisdom” about the rationality and quality of a decision often depends on how they turn out—something that cannot be known by the decision maker in advance.  Uncertainty over outcomes is most pressing in the security arena.  If a given decision “works” it is generally seen as a great choice reflecting a great appreciation of risk and a “rationally” chosen course of action.  However, if decisions lead to failure, then the conclusion becomes that a relevant actor somehow, “irrationally” missed a key factor that in making a choice that led to a sub-optimal outcome.  Rare is the decision applauded for proper reasoning and poor execution.  This is made all the more difficult by the tendency to anthropomorphize the state and other actors in IR.  The failure of anthropomorphizing the state is not that about if “states are people too” in the analytical sense (Wendt 1999), but rather that states are not individual actors.  States, like every relevant actor in IR, are corporate actors.  While an individual may implement her own choices, ensuring that action matches choice, large corporate actors, especially those organized as bureaucracies, separate choice and implementation.  Studies of complex organizations and bureaucracies focus on the “slippage” in large organizations that produce spectacular failure from the interaction of often banal missteps in implementation (Perrow 1984).  Someone must make a chosen policy a reality, and usually it’s not going to be the President.


Moreover, much of the bureaucratic infighting that Allison (1999) describes as part of the decision making process continues throughout the implementation process.  This is because the meaning of any policy is not set in a decision.  It takes action to interpret what a policy will mean in practice.  Decisions cannot account for every possible situation in which a policy will be applied, and it is up to implementers to apply the policy in unforeseen circumstances to produce a general rule (Howard 2004a; Yanow 1996).  The savvy bureaucratic warrior knows that the decision is only half the battle, and is readily able and willing to shape the implementation process to shift policy to preferences.  For example, recall the Bush Administration’s decision to go to the UN prior to launching the war in Iraq.  While this decision represented a “win” for the State Department, other agencies were able to shape the implementation of the decision by making the presentation that Secretary of State Colin Powell ultimately gave reflect their analysis.  Thus, though the “hard liners” may have lost on the decision to go to the UN, they ultimately got what they wanted because the presentation—which Powell now disowns as flawed—fed into their larger course of action.  A key turning point in the conduct of the war was a bureaucratic battle won in the implementation phase.


The abstract nature of many critical foreign policy decisions only contributes to the importance of implementation.  The president may decide to invade Iraq or re-open negotiations with North Korea, but he does not approve the ratio battalions guarding rear supply lines to battalions racing into Baghdad, nor does he write the opening statement of the lead negotiator to the next round of six party talks.  He chooses, counting on his Administration to get the job done.  But these processes are crucial to the outcome of the larger decision.  A well written statement can offer an opening to a breakthrough in otherwise tough negotiations.  A poorly guarded rear area opens up the possibility of insurgent attacks on an unprepared occupying force.  Of the myriad of foreign policy decisions made each year, some are more important than others, some have more lasting effects than others, some work better than others.  How is it that some decisions stick and other decisions produce talking papers, vapid policy reviews that never go anywhere?  If the analysis is constricted to the decision alone, it is hard to say.  But if the analysis is expanded to the implementation of that decision, then it becomes possible to answer these questions.



Most significantly, the FPA is secretly a structural project—it seeks to articulate the factors that produce a given decision, but nowhere in FPA is there room for pure agency—individual creativity, innovation, and choice.  More descriptive accounts of bureaucratic policy battles will credit creative individuals for jumping through an open policy window, but the more “rigorous” decision making theories reduce the decision maker to an equation, eliminating creativity.  Agency is necessarily unpredictable.  It is creative solution building to sudden, on-the-ground problems that is the hallmark of any successful policy.  Usually, these in-process policy adaptations happen at the working level, not at the political decision making level, and are thus out of view for FPA theories.

Anarchy is What States Make of It


One of the central constructivist insights is that the international system is not a fixed, external, material structure—it is instead a socially produced structure of shared meanings (rules or norms) (Onuf 1989; Wendt 1999).  The rules of the system are produced by the interactions of states and in turn shape state practice.  Security is not a favorable distribution of material capabilities (Mearsheimer 2001; Waltz 1979), but rather a particular regime of rules (Howard 2002; Kratochwil 1989).  Kratochwil argues that even the most basic of security agreements constitute a regime.  Any foreign policy move—negotiation, appeasement, threat, commitment, or challenge—requires a shared framework to make the action understandable to all participants.  Actors rely on “background knowledge” as a basis for interpreting others’ moves (Kratochwil 1978).  For a foreign policy to produce security, it must be able to somehow contribute to the shared understandings that constitute a security regime.

Language is the key to unlocking this process, for it is how actors share meaning.  Language is not just a medium for communication through which ideas flow.  Language is not just a pictorial representation of reality.  Language is itself the set of shared understandings that produce the social world (Fierke 2002; Howard 2004b; Onuf 1989; Wittgenstein 1953).  The central insight of language based constructivist is that we cannot get beyond our language to a more objective reality—language constitutes our reality.  This does not mean that any actor can talk any reality into existence.  Language only has any meaning as a shared set of rules—the more who speak a language, the more who understand and follow the rules, the more powerful the language.  Moreover, a speaker cannot randomly string words together—he must follow the understood rules of speech in order to make sense.  There is no way to determine what a speaker will say—agency is preserved because each actor retains creative control over his own actions.  However, an analyst can determine what is possible for an actor to say in order to be understood.  As this realm of possibility becomes constricting, actors find themselves entangled in the rules of a language (Howard 2002).  The material reality of security studies is given meaning and purpose by the language that enables its use.

Here is the key to reconnecting the unit level of analysis of FPA and systemic level of analysis of security studies (Kubálková 2001).  The link is the practice of speaking so as to be understood, the sharing of meaning.  An actor has a range of possible things to say and must come up with a speech act.  There are decisions to be made and opportunities for agency and creativity in how it is done.  But there are also structural constraints—an actor cannot just say whatever they want and expect the world to order itself accordingly.  Actors need to say things in a certain way to be understood.  Language instantiates meaning and meaning is contextual and shared.  This shared meaning comes to be called rules.  Thus, regimes as rule-sets are sets of shared understandings.  Security regimes are sets of shared understandings about what security is and how states can act to realize that security.  Regimes enable and give meaning to the material practices of the world.  This meaning evolves and changes through practice.  Some are robust, some fall by the wayside.


The study of how states make rules of security requires a study of how states develop common languages of security with one another around a specific issue or within a specific region.  This is the study of process.  It can be analytically disaggregated into the following steps (Howard 2002).  Note that this is a recursive process, one cannot just proceed through from A to B to C as if you were descending through Dante’s stages of hell.  Rather, its like an orchestra.  You start one, you add some of the second on top of that, and then you add a third, and together they start to form a complete melody.  Once complete, the tune sticks in your head and you can’t get it out and the individual elements are difficult to distinguish in the final fully formed practice.
Assemble the language ( Common Language (  Use language in practice (  Entanglement

(framing)

      (policy decision)
        (policy implementation)        (security regime)

The first step is assembling the elements of the language of security.  This is frequently done by referring to existing security regimes.  It is hard work to develop a language from whole cloth, so frequently, actors will borrow from other places and reframe that language to apply to a new circumstance.  In a sense, this is an issue of framing—determining how to approach an issue (Payne 2001).  The process of framing allows actors to make sense of what they are seeking and gives them discursive resources to bring to bear on making sense of a pending policy decision.


The second step is to produce a common language.  This is the point of decision, the moment of agreement at which states come together.  At times, this can be agreeing to formal document articulating the language.  Other times, this might be a less formal understanding.  It could even be a more technical translation.  The key is that states lay out the basics of a shared language, a framework of initial shared understandings that have been chosen through the standard process of foreign policy decision making.  Particular actors within the foreign policy bureaucracies of states make policy choices as to how they will speak to a given situation.

The third step is to then use that language in practice.  The initial framework produces a guide.  It is then necessary to go do those things in actual real-life practice.  Technical details of making thing happen need to be worked out.  Logistics must be organized.  Phone numbers exchanged.  Meetings held, training exercises run.  By developing a shared language to do things, actors start to figure out how to talk to each other, how to operate in a given situation.  They might even develop more formal elements of rationalization such as standard operating procedures or a bureaucracy.  At a certain point, organizations come to acquire “knowledge” about the language such that the language is sustained beyond its original users (Nicolini, Gherardi, and Yanow 2003).

At this point, the process becomes quite recursive.  In practice, it will become necessary to frame a certain element of the process, agree how to approach it, and then follow through.  This will often give rise to new elements requiring new decisions and subsequent implementations.

Finally, actors are entangled in the rules they have created.  Others expect them to use the common language and operate within that regime.  Actors conceive of their situation and options in terms of the common language.  The more a language is used, the more entangling it becomes.  Like a muscle, continual exercise leads to strength.

This process can emerge several variations.  States have different goals when facing a foreign policy issue.  What does it want to do and what does it want to do it with?  Does it seek to constitute or regulate, and does it seek to work with existing discursive resources or does it seek to develop new discursive resources?  The following table shows four flavors of this process:

	How Foreign Policies can provide security


	State action to Reinforce

(emphasize existing meanings and arrangements)
	State action to Recreate

(new meanings and arrangements, construction)

	Regulate

(how to act securely)


	Policing

ILMG
	Asserting
PSI

	Constitute security

(what is security)


	Disciplining

JCTP
	Authoring
KEDO


Each box is a more specific incarnation of a general process of rule making described above.  All four bear a strong “family resemblance” to each other—they share certain key characteristics making each recognizable to the other but are distinct in their specific purposes and contexts.  Some policies seek to regulate.  As it sounds, regulation follows the logic of appropriateness—what should a state do in a given situation.  Regulations establish the boundaries of acceptable and unacceptable behaviors.  Regulation answers the “how” question of security—how do should a state act to seek and provide national security (Wendt 1998).  For example, arms control treaties such as the CFE or ABM treaties regulated the numbers and types of armaments states could have in the late Cold War.  Those treaties gave states guidance on appropriate military policies in keeping with the rules of the Cold War.  Constitution is defining what security is, answering the “what” question of security.  For example, the human security movement is trying to redefine security as the integrity of the human body, not the integrity of the territorial state.  It does not tell states how to protect individuals per se, but rather claims what states should be trying to protect in the first place.  Regulation occurs against a backdrop of already constituted issues.  However, the two types are interconnected in practice.  Consider the Land Mines treaty.  The International Campaign to Ban Land Mines first had to constitute land mines as a security threat and then regulate state action prohibiting their use.  Both, however, happened together.  But, the analytical separation of these issues provides insight into the treaty’s eventual passage.  The treaty’s signatories bought the ICBL’s move to both reconstitute and regulate a security regime around landmines.  The US didn’t sign the treaty.  Yet, opposition from the hegemon did not doom the treaty.  Why?  The Clinton Administration supported the constitution of land mines as a security issue, but took issue with the specific regulations contained within the treaty.  It sough a special exemption for Korea and options to use alternative mines such as mines that disable themselves after a period of time.

One can imagine a diagonal of “easier” to “harder” running from the upper right to lower left.  In the upper right, actors are dealing with existing discursive resources and understandings of security, and all they need to do is manipulate the existing regime to work better.  The benefit of using the existing discursive resources is that they are already there, actors understand meaning, and the only questions are how its all tied together.  The difficulty, of course, is that existing language and policies come with baggage, their own entanglements.  In the lower left, states need to make up both the discursive resources and the shared understandings of security.  Developing a new language of security from scratch is much more difficult than appropriating an existing language, and on top of that, states must then figure out how to tie this new language together into a functioning regime.  Without existing experiences, it is less clear how the rules might fit together.  The up-side is that states have more opportunity to produce the security regime they really want because they are not burdened by others’ baggage.  The down side of course is that there is a heck of a lot more work to do, and states may not be able to get it all to work—in fact, in many cases, states have no idea how to make such stuff work because, by definition, it has never been done before.  Therefore, they satisfice and frequently reach other such “sub-optimal” outcomes because it appears the most feasible at the time in practice.
Process and Implementation


Investigating this process requires a close and careful analysis of the full life cycle of a security policy:  from frame to decision to implementation to security.  It has the promise to show how a foreign policy actually produces security.  It offers the policy relevance of offering policy makers a guidebook on how to approach security questions (George and United States Institute of Peace. 1993).  At the same time, this is a general process.  As a process model, it is a general set of interactions.  It offers analytical tools through which one can better understand the impact of a given foreign policy decision and the production of international security.


However, as a general model of process it is also highly contingent upon context and a given situation.  The table above gives one cut of context by establishing the different goals a state may have with a policy.  But further zooming in is necessary to see how any one situation works.  This model does not claim to be predictive—its too context dependent.  The way in which language works depends on the language and how its used.  This model tells one where to look, but does indicate what one will find.  To know that, a detailed case study is needed where actual language and its use in practice can be seen.  The specifics of a particular language will work differently in each case.  Thus, the cases one might study with this model will most certainly bear a family resemblance to each other, but will still retain unique elements (Fierke 1998).


This model also demands an explicit focus and study of implementation, moving away from the field’s inherent bias towards static and structural representations of world politics.  Here, regimes and rules are notably less stable and constantly under production.  Indeed, it is the stability itself that can become the question, with entropy (as opposed to “change”) as the “norm.”

Conclusion


This approach seeks to do two things.  First, it seeks to reconnect Foreign Policy Analysis and Security Studies by explicitly addressing the question of agency in how a state’s foreign policy actions might provide for its security at a systemic level.  This move requires a broader study of foreign policy as an elongated process that brings (back) the importance of policy implementation as a key focus for scholars.  Moving beyond the decision to see how decision begets action begets system-effect begets systemic rule, this approach seeks to define a research agenda for the future.
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