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Introduction

1. Introduction

Who are you? What do you want?

- Number Six

The present study strives to enhance our understanding of the political use of language
by focusing on a very specific aspect of human interaction, namely, the social construc-
tion of security issues, and even more specifically, the “power politics of a concept” (Bu-
zan et al. 1998, 32). What is investigated here is a set of techniques “concerned with
exploiting the power of words to underpin or undermine the construction of our social
world” (Skinner 2002, 5). This philosophical and theoretical engagement takes place in
the empirical context of the People’s Republic of China (H4& A\ [ 3 F1[E, Zhonghua Rén-
min Gonghégud; PRC, China). The aim or purpose is to critically develop the theory of
securitisation, originally introduced by Ole Waever,! and to illustrate how the explication?
of acts of securitisation through speech act logic increases the analytical reach of the
framework through application to Chinese politics.

The analysis of four empirical cases from the PRC - the beginning of the ‘Great Prole-
tarian Cultural Revolution’, the ‘Counter-revolutionary Political Incident at Tiananmen
Square’, the ‘Tiananmen Counter-revolutionary Rebellion’, and the ‘Evil Cult of Falungong’
- will deepen our understanding of how social groups and forms of behaviour, as well as
ways of thinking are constructed as issues of security in a totalitarian (Mao-era) and, in
Vaclav Havel’'s (1992) terms, a post-totalitarian (post-Mao era) political order. This en-
hances the analytical scope of the theory of securitisation and thereby answers several
calls for empirical studies of securitisation outside Europe and liberal democratic politi-
cal orders. In so doing, this study demonstrates how the scope of the theory of securiti-
sation can be expanded beyond its original formulation, without distortion or loss of its
original applications. At the same time, it provides an analytical framework for research

1 Weaever (1989a) is the study that introduced the concept of securitisation and which Waever’s other writings
(Weever 1989b; Weever et al. 1993; Weaever 1995; Buzan et al. 1998; Waever 2000a; Waever 2004a; and Waever
2008b for example) on the theory are based on. Weaever (1997a) compiles his views on security and securi-
tisation while Buzan et al. (1998), Buzan & Weever (2003), and Buzan & Weaver (2009) combine the theory
of securitisation with Barry Buzan’s (e.g., 1983; 1991) work on multisectoral security and regional security
complexes. For discussions on this ‘Copenhagen school, see Huysmans (1998a), Hansen (2000), Williams
(2003), Guzzini & Jung (2004a), Weaever (2003; 2004a), and CASE (2006). For an extensive bibliography on the
Copenhagen School, see Guzzini & Jung (2004b). For various criticisms of the approach, see Chapter 6. below.

2 The idea of explicating is to clarify an unclear concept in a systematic and precise way (Carnap 1943). For
Hempel (1952, 12): “conceptual explication attempts to specify the logical structure of given expressions.”



Introduction

that is crucial in order to understand the political use of language in the PRC.

Despite its empirical China focus, this study is situated in the field of European critical?
approaches to security and its study.* One of the frequent criticisms raised against this
specific subfield of ‘International Security Studies’ (ISS) has been its narrow European fo-
cus (Walker 2007; Behnke 2007; Salter 2007). There has been a constant flow of articles
and books that identify problems with the application of the framework of securitisation
outside the European context, in which it was originally developed and applied (see e.g.,
Hansen 2000; Emmers 2003; Bubandt 2005; Caballero-Anthony & Emmers 2006; Kent
2006; Jackson 2006; Wilkinson 2007; Barthwal-Datta 2009).5> However, most of these
critics have not provided solutions for how to deal with the issues they raise; most critics
of the ‘Copenhagen School’ (CopS) approach have been satisfied to identify problems in
the approach. The number of critiques without solutions reveals the need to refine the
theory of securitisation, as well as the relevance of the aims of the present study. I shall
claim here to have answers for some of the issues previous criticisms have identified.
Through the explication of speech acts of securitisation [ demonstrate how securitisation
has political functions beyond the provision of legitimacy for ‘extraordinary measures’
and how securitisation may also happen after the fact.® Indeed, there is no need for the

3 One of the issues debated in this field is the meaning of criticality. The c.a.s.e. collective (CASE 2006, 476)
identifies a particular stance vis-a-vis taken-for-granted assumptions and categorisations of social reality as the
important criterion of being critical: being critical means rigorous sceptical questioning, being reflexive, and
breaking away from naturalised correspondences between things and words. This understanding of criticality
is also applied in the present study, as it concurs with the emancipatory interest of knowledge (Habermas 2007;
Vuori 2008a).

Interestingly, Edward Said insisted that any critical intellectual endeavour has to begin by asking the questions:
critical of what, for whom, and for which purpose (Duvall 2007, 85). Indeed, being critical also means being
critical of one’s own practices and goals. Accordingly, some of the footnotes of the present study contain meta-
narratives which seek this path; hence the ethos of irony.

* This field is quite comprehensively described in Weaever (2004a) and the Critical Approaches to Security in
Europe Networked Manifesto (CASE 2006) (see also Buzan & Hansen 2009). For criticisms and discussion,
see Walker (2007), Behnke (2007), Salter (2007), Sylvester (2007), CASE (2007), and Mutimer (2009).The
European field can be described as consisting of the three ‘schools’ of Aberystwyth, Copenhagen and Paris, as
well as post-modernist, post-structuralist, feminist and realist positions. For examples of critical scholarship
beyond the ‘schools’ and even Europe, see for example Tickner (1992), Klein (1994), Campbell (1998), Der
Derian (1995), Dillon (1996), Weldes et al. (1999), Constantinou (2000), Burke (2002) and Hansen (2006).
For a study on the intellectual development and history of the entire field of ‘International Security Studies’,
see Buzan & Hansen (2009). How the present study relates to this field is discussed in more detail in Chapter
5. below.

The abbreviation CASE refers to the ‘critical schools’ of security studies developed in Europe while CSS (Critical
Security Studies) refers to the Aberysthwyth school. The c.a.s.e. collective refers to the scholars of this collec-
tive work while critical security studies without capital letters refers to general critical approaches to security
beyond the European ‘schools’ The Copenhagen School is abbreviated as CopS, and International Security
Studies as ISS while International Relations Theory is abbreviated as IR.

As Buzan & Hansen (2009, 1) note, ISS works as an umbrella term that can bring together scholars working
under different labels e.g., ‘international security’, ‘national security studies’, ‘security studies’, ‘strategic studies’
and even ‘war studies’ or ‘peace studies.’ ISS is one of the cores of IR, as also reflected by the stature of the
journal International Security in the field of IR, and journals like Review of International Studies and European
Journal of International Relations that have published important forays into the discussions of security and its
study (at least from a European perspective). As Albrecht & Brauch (2008, 506) note, various reviewers have
at times used international and national security, strategic, and war studies as synonyms, while others have
taken security studies as broader and strategic or war studies as narrower fields of study. See Figures 2 and 3
in Chapter 5. for different ways to depict these overlaps and distinctions.

5 Even Wever (20044, 2) asks whether the CopS and other ‘European’ critical approaches to security can travel
to other parts of the world in a helpful role.

¢ Wever (2004a, 9) emphasises that the real functions of the term ‘security’ are to be found where it is
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theory of securitisation to be restricted in its outlook when it is used to analyse security
dynamics in socio-political contexts beyond European or American democracies, as some
critics suggest (e.g.,, Jackson 2006; Wilkinson 2007; Barthwal-Datta 2009).

Some of the debates among developers and appliers of the theory of securitisation
have revolved around disagreements on the type of theory securitisation theory is or
should be. This discussion has produced at least two sets of positions: that in which the
theory is argued to be a constitutive or causal theory, and that in which the theory is ar-
gued to be a philosophical or sociological one.” I engage these debates by starting from
one of securitisation theory’s multidisciplinary roots, namely, language philosophy, and
by then moving to linguistics in the form of cross-cultural pragmatics. The theory of se-
curitisation is a prime example of the ‘linguistic turn’ in International Relations Theory.?
Since the identification of the linguistic turn in IR by the turn of the 1980s-1990s, there
have been several other claimed ‘turns’ within the field. But before taking the theory of
securitisation through the next twist in the road, it may be prudent to investigate its roots
with more rigour than before. I consider the linguistic root of securitisation theory sig-
nificant, and therefore take a systematic approach to investigate what this entails for se-
curitisation theory as an application of speech act theory.’ There are several approaches
to the theory of speech acts, but I focus on the intellectual ‘root’ that Weever draws on the
most i.e,, John Langsham Austin, as well as Austin’s student John Rogers Searle, which is
already suggested by the title of this study.!°

There have been several rounds of debate on securitisation theory that have focused on
different aspects of securitisation or its study.!* Some of these debates are more relevant

employed in political practice.

7 Another dimension is whether the focus should be on ‘internal’ or ‘external’ aspects of ‘acts of securitisation.’
This debate is discussed further in Chapter 6.3.3. below.

8 The term ‘linguistic turn’ is from Richard Rorty. See e.g., Onuf (1989) and Der Derian & Shapiro (1989) for
early examples in IR, even though Onuf (1989, 43, 46) views his approach as part of an ‘ontological turn’ as it
emphasises ‘deeds’ as its starting-point of ‘bounded constructivism.

9 Unlike Martin Hollis and Steve Smith (1991, 69), I believe that international relations theory has to grapple
with the nature of language in some depth.

10 While the title of the present study refers to Austin’s published lecture-series How to do Things with Words,
it has to be stated right away that speech act theory is actually not about words, or verbs, but about the ‘force’ of
an utterance (Searle 1973). This means that rather than words, the present study deals with illocutionary force
and how this aspect of human interaction and communication plays a part in the social construction of security,
the aspect of International Relations theory similarly present in the main title.

Austin (1975) obtained the term of force from Frege (e.g., 1977a; 1977b) for whom it, in addition to sense and
denotation, was one of the basic components of sentence meaning.

11 The initial round was initiated by Bill McSweeney (1996; 1998; 1999) and it also provided the approach with
the label Copenhagen School. Just as Richard K. Ashley’s (1984) critique of ‘Neorealism’ quite possibly contrib-
uted more to the strength of ‘neorealism’ than to its critique, McSweeney’s critical label proved to be rather
fruitful for the intended target of criticism. The McSweeney debate (see Buzan & Waever 1997 and Williams
1998 for replies to McSweeney) revolved around the concept of societal security and the CopS’s conceptualisa-
tion of society and identity. The second round of debate, i.e., the ‘Eriksson debate’ was on the normative aspects
of security scholarships (Eriksson 1999a; 1999b; 2000; Goldman 1999; Waever 1999; Williams 1999; Behnke
2000). A similar debate on the ethical and political role of scholarship was in the journal of International
Relations and Development (Aradau 2004; Taureck 2006a; Behnke 2006; Alker 2006; Aradau 2006; Floyd
2007a; see also Wyn Jones 2005). There have also been discussions on the role of political theory vis-a-vis the
theory of securitisation (e.g., Huysmans 1998a), and whether the spectacle of ‘high politics’ is the most relevant
aspect of security, or whether the study of ‘security experts’, and techniques of power would be more appropri-
ate (e.g., Bigo 2000; Huysmans 2006a). More recently there has been a discussion on the role of audiences and
contexts (Balzacq 2005; Stritzel 2007; Salter 2008; Ciuta 2009; Léonard & Kaunert 2010), the applicability of
the CopS’s understanding of speech acts (Hansen 2000; Balzacq 2005; Wilkinson 2007), the role of images in
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for the present study than others. Accordingly, I take a stand on the usefulness of the
speech act approach to securitisation, and how this relates to issues such as ‘silence’
(Hansen 2000; Wilkinson 2007) and ‘images’ (Williams 2003; McDonald 2008a; Hansen
2011). I also contribute to debate on whether securitisation should be a constitutive or
a causal theory, as well as the discussions on securitisation theory’s similarity to Carl
Schmitt’s (1996; 2003) decisionism. The most important debates are however centred
on the applicability of the securitisation framework to political orders beyond liberal de-
mocracy and Western Europe,'? and accordingly, the main theoretical contributions of
this study affect and are most relevant for these debates.

To shift the focus to the empirical realities of the PRC, we can note, in accordance with
Michael Schoenhals (1992), that the analysis of speech acts is one of the best ways to
comprehend the constitution of power structures in China. Despite such potential for
fruitful research, this focus has been lacking in China Studies. This lack is even more strik-
ing in that there have been several studies which have dealt with the political use of lan-
guage in the context of Chinese politics (e.g., Apter & Saich 1994). Many of these studies
focus on propaganda, which has been an important tool to create a political lexicon which
has defined and restricted political discourse (Starr 1973, 127-43). Schoenhals (1992)
argues that this kind of formation of strictly defined official language has been the strong-
est means of political control in China. The government has issued, and still issues, official
lists of ‘scientific’ formulations of phrases (Schoenhals 1991) which imply a close and
rigid connection between the signifier and the signified (cf., Culler 1994). Through these
lists, form and content have become one, which restricts language to ‘what is’ instead of
‘what could be’; the use of formalised language is a means for the deliberate formation of
hegemonic discourses and a way to violently circumscribe rhetorical space and therefore
the construction of social reality (cf., Laclau & Mouffe 2001).13

In the context of China, I propose that the theory of securitisation provides a frame-
work to study the political language of security, suppression, and resistance. While there
is a vast literature on social mobilisation and its suppression in China, much of this is bi-
ased with either a focus on the social movements, or on their suppression. In my view, the
theory of securitisation is a means to deal with issues of suppression and resistance from

securitisation (Williams 2003; Moller 2007; Méller 2008; McDonald 2008a; Hansen 2011; Vuori 2010a; 2011)
as well as what kind of a theory securitisation theory should be and how it can be applied (Balzacq 2010a;
2010b; 2010c). These and other criticisms of the CopS approach will be discussed below in Chapter 6.

12 What is seen here as the common denominator of critical approaches to security in Europe is the problema-
tisation of security, either as a practice, social field, concept, or a form of politics (cf., Weever 2004a; CASE 2006).
Even though the various approaches do not agree on what emancipation means, the normative goal of critical
studies of security here is taken to be emancipation; While for CSS security is emancipation, here the idea of
emancipation is closer to the approach of the CopS and some other approaches where the objective is closer to
being emancipated from ‘security’, where politics as emergency is not necessarily seen as the most appropriate
course of action. This however does not mean that the empirical focus of critical studies of security should,
or has to be in Europe or liberal democracies. Populaces in authoritarian or totalitarian political systems also
need and yearn for emancipation, perhaps even more so than people in liberal democracies. Critical studies of
security should not set its normative objective as the premise that defines what kinds of political systems to
study. If democracy is the normalcy aimed for, non-democracies are excluded. Yet, does liberal democracy equal
emancipation?

13 Link (1992, 6-7) also identifies these ‘two Chinese languages’, where the bifurcation of the official formula-
tions and the kind of language people use in informal situations encompasses content, style, vocabulary, and
even grammar. Yet both of these languages are equally ‘real’: while one can be used to resist the other, both have
real effects on real people; cf,, Scott’s (1990) division of public and hidden transcripts.

4
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the point of view of both authorities and resisters within the same framework. Further,
through the use of this framework of analysis, [ shall indicate that China can be studied
with the same approach as other societies and types of political orders, which opens av-
enues for comparative studies.!* In other words, China does not have to be studied as if it
were sui generis.*®

Beyond theory development and the opening up of options for comparative research
on China, I shall also make empirical claims on the use of securitisation and desecuritisa-
tion moves in Chinese politics. I argue that ‘security’ can be used to legitimise political
actions which run counter to the declared mores of political orders.*® This was the case in
1966 when Mao launched the Cultural Revolution, and again in 1989, when the govern-
ment used military force against broad social protest initiated by students. Securitisation
can also be used as a means of control or compulsion. I shall argue that this was the case
in 1999 during the anti-Falungong campaign. While security arguments were also used
here as a means of legitimacy, they also served the function to compel loyal citizens to
stop the practice of Falungong.

In addition to analysing the construction of official security realities, I shall also dis-
cuss the reactions of the ‘target’ of securitisation i.e., those assigned the quality of a
threat. The focus here is on the interaction between securitising actors and the ‘targets’
of securitisation. While the meaning of security as contested and negotiated has been
identified and emphasised by various constructionist approaches to the study of security
(see e.g., McDonald 2008b, 64), these investigations are usually limited to how political
leaders and domestic audiences negotiate the meaning of security, or to how various ac-
tors elaborate how ‘our’ values should be defined or how ‘we’ should act. In such discus-
sions, the assumption of negotiation and contestation seems to focus on ‘us’ and ‘our’
security. These investigations do not focus on the interaction between the claimed ‘us’
and the claimed ‘threat or the ‘other’ I believe that unravelling the interactions and en-
gagements between the claimed ‘us’ and ‘them’, opens up a new avenue of investigation
14 The study also contributes to the culturalism - universalism debate that is prevalent in China Studies. By
using a theory that is based on a universalist premise (that all human languages are conventional realisations of
certain universal constitutive rules) the research takes a step towards universalism. The theoretical framework
used in the study still leaves a major role for the cultural conventions of securitisation. However; securitisa-
tion is not a purely linguistic phenomenon, it is dependent on conventional cultural practices. The study thus
suggests a mixture of universalism and culturalism. By using a framework developed in Europe, the ‘double
burden’ of interpreting foreign cultures to domestic and international audiences is somewhat relieved as the
results are derived from a ‘familiar’ framework. At the same time, China is brought into a framework where it
can be subjected to international comparison without conceptual stretching.

5 While some of the emphasis on the uniqueness of China within China Studies can be seen as a form of
‘orientalism’ (Said 1979), Chinese officials have at times engaged in a form of ‘self-orientalism’ themselves (Dai
2002, xiv).

16 Legitimacy here refers to reasons for the acceptance of something, which cannot be coerced; something
legitimate thus means that it is morally accepted (Berg 1988, 20). Securitisation is one way to make policies
morally acceptable, when without the label of security they would be considered as morally unacceptable, i.e.,
illegitimate. In Berg’s (1988, 22) categorisation of acceptance, categories d-h require moral acceptance and
thereby equal legitimacy: a) Unreasoned acceptance, b) Reasoned, coerced acceptance, c) Reasoned, uncoerced,
immoral acceptance, d) Moral acceptance despite moral disapproval, e) Moral acceptance based on moral indif-
ference, f) Moral acceptance based on negative moral approval, g) Moral acceptance based on positive moral
approval and h) Moral acceptance but non-moral rejection. For something to be morally accepted, i.e., legiti-
mate, means that it has to be in accord with the norms or moral principles of those whose moral acceptance is
in question. The continuance of the existence of something whose existence is considered as legitimate is a very

powerful way of legitimising political action; if something is portrayed as ensuring the continued existence of
something legitimate that is under threat, it is likely that the former something is also considered legitimate.
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for Securitisation Studies. While this kind of analysis is not possible in all of the cases
investigated here, the Tiananmen and Falungong cases provide suitable opportunities
to discuss this dynamic.!” This part of the study focuses on the struggle of interpreta-
tions between the securitisers and the groups being securitised. Such struggles contain
desecuritising moves, reverse-securitisation, and counter-securitisation by the groups
affected by the securitisation moves and labels enounced by the authorities.

These kinds of ‘competitions’ are not only a feature of democratic political orders:
securitisation moves can be contested and resisted even in non-democratic political or-
ders.'® I will demonstrate how this occurred in 1989 and in the case of the Falungong,
but my reasoning is that interpretations of history may themselves function as a form
of desecuritisation, which I examine in the case of the Cultural Revolution. Furthermore,
the 1976 ‘counter-revolutionary political incident at Tiananmen Square’ demonstrates
how securitisation may not be successful even when a security status for an issue has
been achieved. I shall therefore argue that the success or failure of securitisation should
not be understood as only a mere felicitous achievement of speech acts vis-a-vis relevant
audiences. The success or failure of securitisation is more broadly about the success or
failure of the politics of securitisation. This is a question of whether or not the political
move of securitisation has been beneficial to the securitising actor.’” In the case of 1976,
even though an authoritative security status was achieved, in the end the politics of this
move backfired on the party-factions that supported it.

While there has been considerable theoretical debate around the concept of securitisa-
tion, its negative corollary, desecuritisation (i.e., the removal of the ‘security label’ and
logic from issues), has remained ‘under-theorised’ (see e.g., Aradau 2003). Desecuritisa-
tion has largely been understood in terms of the deconstruction of collective identities in
situations where relations between ‘friends’ and ‘enemies’ are constituted by existential
threats (Roe 2004, 280) i.e., they are securitised.?’ In my view, while it is possible to argue
for desecuritisation explicitly, a ‘withering away’ (Behnke 2006, 65) may be a necessary
condition for successful desecuritisation.?! The key question here is about whether or not

17T focus in these discussions on an aspect of real securitisation processes that has not received much atten-
tion: the interaction between securitising actors and the ‘targets’ of securitisation. How do securitisation moves
affect the inter-unit relations of securitising actors and the claimed threats present in securitisation moves?
How do securitisation moves become part of the context of the subsequent stages of the process of securitisa-
tion and its possible contestation? How are securitisation and desecuritisation moves used to suppress social
mobilisation or to resist its suppression?

18 Curley (2008, 28-29) discusses the possibilities of civil society and state bureaucracies to resist the securi-
tisation moves of elites in various types of Asian political orders. In the terminology applied in the present
study, activities such as bureaucracies that work against elite securitisation moves is termed contestation while
resistance is reserved for actors who do not have any formal public authority. While contestation is an impor-
tant aspect of studying ‘real’ securitisation processes, focusing on this still leaves out the interaction between
securitising actors and threats (e.g., resistance to securitisation moves by the threat).

1 In a Habermasian (1984) vein, securitisation in this sense can be viewed as strategic action, even though
some strands of securitisation require argumentation and genuine acceptance by various audiences.

20 Such a position has been criticised to represent and reinforce a realist view of security (see, for example,
McDonald 2008a, 579-580). From this critical viewpoint, ‘security as emancipation’ (see, for example, Booth
2005, particularly Wyn Jones 2005) would be preferable to the negativity of security bound to threats that
Buzan et al. (1998) highlight. Indeed, for Weaever (e.g., 1995; 2000a), desecuritisation is a process by which
security issues lose their ‘securityness’ and are thereby no longer restrictive by nature, as there is no need to
repel threats, but become ‘open’ in an Arendtian sense.

2 Jef Huysmans (1995, 65-67) has proposed three approaches for desecuritisation strategies: 1) the objectiv-
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security is an institutional fact that needs maintenance.??

Desecuritisation is approached here as one of the options to ‘contest’ and ‘resist’ se-
curitisation moves, or the security status of already existant issues. Just as securitisation
can be seen as a tactic in a politician’s ‘playbook’, desecuritisation can be seen as a coun-
termove to these types of ‘plays. The cases studied here show how the various identity
frames? that social movements and authorities produce in their interactions can be seen
as attempts to both legitimise and illegitimise social mobilisation and through security
discourse. The combination of securitisation and identity frame theory?* can be used to
analyse and conceptualise the interaction between social movements and authorities,
which has been absent in prior studies on Chinese social mobilisation and its repression,
even though there is otherwise extensive research on the subject.

Similarly, in addition to its interactive features, resistance to securitisation has, thus
far, not been one of the major focuses of Securitisation Studies, even though some of the
earliest articles on securitisation by Ole Wzever (e.g., 1989b; 1995) specifically discussed
the possibility and possible effects of failed securitisation.?® Foci in the literature have
been those who can securitise, rather than those who can resist securitisation.?® The
‘targets’ of securitisation have also been absent from most analyses. This is an oversight
this study aims to remedy. Indeed, examining securitisation processes as an interaction
between the securitising actor(s) and the target(s) of securitisation(s) may advance un-
derstanding of who (securitising actors) can securitise (political moves via speech acts)
which issues (threats), for whom (referent objects), why (perlocutionary intentions),
with what kinds of effects (interunit relations), and under what conditions (facilitation/
impediment factors) (cf., Buzan, Weever & de Wilde 1998, 32). As such, these are the core
questions of the research programme of Securitisation Studies.?’

With these general objectives in mind, the present study has engaged a variety of prob-
lems and questions. A major problem that needed clarification has been how to infer po-

ist strategy, 2) the constructivist strategy, and 3) the deconstructivist strategy.

22 Searle (1995, 43): as long as people continue to recognise X as to have the status function of Y, the institu-
tional fact is maintained.

% Frames are here understood as interpretive schemata that simplify and condense “the world out there by
selectively punctuating and encoding objects, situations, events, experiences, and sequences of actions in one’s
past” (Snow & Benford 1992, 137). For security analysis that utilises frame theory, see Eriksson (2001a; 2001b)
and Bendrath et al. (2007).

24 Paltemaa & Vuori (2006); see Chapter 6.1.2. below.

%5 Failed securitisation has recently received more attention; see for example Mak (2006); Salter (2008; 2009);
Stritzel (2009); Ruzicka (2009); Vuori (2005; 2010a).

% The reasoning here is that, especially in non-democratic settings such as the PRC, securitisation and desecu-
ritisation provide a logic for legitimising suppression and resistance respectively, while the vocabulary of both
of these is drawn from the resonant values, myths, laws, and proclamations of the authorities. As an attempt
to raise the cost of resistance, authorities resort to framing activists with identities that make them appear as a
threat to certain referent objects which are usually some valuable goals of the regime. Activists then attempt to
desecuritise their movement by invoking identities that are aligned with these same values and framing their
activities as conducive to them, rather than as threats. The necessity of responding to the issue of security is
forced on activists and becomes a prime constraint on their identity framings.

27 For Weever (2008b, 582), the task of Securitisation Studies is not to settle the question of ‘what is security’,
but to empirically study “who manages to securitise what under what conditions and how,” and “what are the
effects of this, [...] [hJow does the politics of a given issue change when it shifts from being a normal political
issue to becoming ascribed the urgency, priority and drama of ‘a matter of security.” Further, “national security
is [...] social in the sense of being constituted intersubjectively in a specific field, and it should not be measured
against some real or true yardstick of ‘security’ derived from (contemporary) domestic society” (Waever 1995,
51).
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litical functions from political speech in general and in ‘security speech’ in particular. In
more specific terms, this issue is about the identification of a ‘security modality’ (Hansen
2000, 296) or a ‘security rationale’ (Huysmans 2006a, 147) in a sample of discourse,
in the absence of ‘security words’. The key problem then is to discern how security can
be achieved with words. Beyond such general methodological issues, of interest is to in-
vestigate how securitisation functions in non-democracies, and outside the ‘West'. A key
methodological problem to solve here is how to shift from one socio-political context to
another, without stretching the concept of securitisation.

Beyond such general problems that relate to both language theory as well as the study
of concepts, securitisation has generally been viewed as a means to bypass the ‘normal’
rules of the political process (see for example Waver 1995 and Buzan et al. 1998), which
has often led to a ‘democratic bias’ in the theory: normal politics easily translates as the
democratic process. Of interest here is to investigate the role of securitisation in political
systems where there is no democratic process to move issues away from. In other words,
to study the utility of security issues, when they are not used to legitimise decisions and
policies that go beyond democratic decision-making.

The above problems have to be solved in order to apply securitisation theory to the
study of Chinese politics. These research problems are discussed in this study through
four empirical examples from the People’s Republic of China. All of the selected cases
have been subjected to the following set of questions, which have worked to guide and
structure the analysis, as well as to make it systematic:?®

How is the issue constructed as a matter of security (speech act analysis)? What
is the threat? What is the referent object of security? Who frames something as an
issue of security / who or what is the securitising actor? Who or what is the audi-
ence of securitisation? Who or what are the functional actors (actors influencing
securitisation without being referent objects or securitising actors)? What are the
facilitation and impediment factors in the processes of securitisation? How do secu-

28 Similar sets of questions have been suggested by other appliers of the securitisation framework.

Curley & Wong (2008b, 5-6) asked a set of seven questions from the authors of their edited volume (Curley &
Wong 2008a): 1) Issue area: What is the issue under threat, and what/who is posing an existential threat? Is
there consensus among various actors on the threat posed? 2) Securitising actors: Who are the main securitising
actors? In the case of governmental representatives, which branches of bureaucracies have interests to securi-
tise/desecuritise the issue? What other actors are involved? 3) Security concept: What type of security concept
is being used to identify a referent object? What is the interaction and power balance of possible contending
security concepts in the securitisation process? 4) Process: What is the process by which speech acts are used
to identify threats? Who or what are ‘speaking’ security? What are the politics of threat identification? Is the
focus on speech acts sufficient or should other forms of political communication be considered (e.g., persuasion
via images)? 5) Outcome I: Has securitisation actually taken place? What indicators can be used to identify
the outcome of securitisation? What resistance is there to securitisation, and what/who is active? What is the
overall outcome: success, failure, uncertain, unintended consequences and/or mixed evidence? 6) Outcome II
(impact of the threat): What impact has the securitisation (or securitising move) had on the handling of the
threat? Are calls to invoke national or military security conducive or undesirable to solving the issue? What are
the potential downsides of securitisation? 7) Conditions affecting securitisation: How does the nature of the
issue area and its linkages, the role of powerful actors, the domestic political system, and international norms
affect the process of securitisation?

Ciuta (2009, 317) proposes a set of five questions for identifying relevant dimensions that can reveal how
security is constructed in context: 1) How are threats constructed; which issues become threats? Are pre-exist-
ing threats attached to referent objects; what is the role of actors’ histories, identities, and strategic myths? 2)
How does something become a referent object of security? 3) How are securitisation actors constructed? 4)
How are security measures constructed? 5) What does security mean?
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ritisation moves affect the inter-unit relations of securitising actors and the claimed
threats present in securitisation moves? How do securitisation moves become part
of the context of the subsequent stages of the process of securitisation and its pos-
sible contestation or resistance? More specifically, how are securitisation and dese-
curitisation moves used to suppress social mobilisation or to resist its suppression?
Finally, how successful were the politics of securitisation/desecuritisation?

While the present study is not a historical narrative of securitisation in China, even in
the political sector, the case studies have been used to obtain some sense of the politi-
cal use of security over the longer term. Many scholars who study Chinese politics have
argued that there has been a qualitative change in the nature of the Chinese political
order. Some argue, for example, that while Mao’s China was totalitarian, post-Mao China
with its various reforms and openings up has become authoritarian, or that it is moving
towards the eventual ‘teleological’ goal of democratisation. Others, however, see China
as still totalitarian or post-totalitarian, which entails that the Chinese political order is
something beyond mere authoritarian autocratic rule. Of interest here is: what can the
case studies situated in three leadership eras of the PRC tell us about the type of the Chi-
nese political order? Has the use of security in the identification of enemies altered? To
combine these two issues: do the case studies reveal continuities or changes in terms of
the core values of the Chinese political order and the way asymmetric concepts are used
in Chinese politics?

1.1. The Theoretical Framework of the Study

Even though considered for a long time merely an offshoot of International Relations -
and a conservative and policy oriented one at that - ‘Security Studies’ has been identified
as the source of some of the most vibrant theoretical discussions in the field of IR (Huys-
mans 1998a; Eriksson 2001a; Williams 2003). One of the most notable parties in this
discussion has been the Copenhagen School with the theory of securitisation as perhaps
the most interesting and controversial contribution.

Securitisation theory has been broadly embraced and it can already be considered
an extensive research programme that covers a variety of topics (Waever 2003).% The
research programme allows scholars to approach security issues from several angles that
range from philosophy and ethics to the sociology of security practices.*® The core of the
research programme (in the vein of Imre Lakatos [1970]) is the premise that security
is an intersubjective and self-referential practice, achieved through speech acts. 3! This

29 Lakatos’s (1970) notion of research programmes is more befitting here than Larry Laudan’s (1977) notion
of research traditions. In the field of IR, the label of research traditions is stuck to approaches such as realism,
liberalism, Marxism, neorealism, neoliberal institutionalism, constructivism, postmodernism, and feminism
(see e.g., Reus-Smit and Snidal 2008). For examples of IR approaches discussed through Lakatos’ notion, see
Vasquez (1997), and Elman and Elman (2002).

30 CASE (2006) displays how approaches near the Copenhagen School can study similar or related issues from
other angles.

31 The core of securitisation theory is often presented by both Weever (1995, 55) and his critics as the phrase:
“security can be considered as a speech act.” In my view this is, however, not entirely accurate: security is not
a speech act, but securitisation is. It would be more precise to express the CopS’s idea by noting that security
issues are constructed or labelled through securitisation speech acts. Although many threats, referent objects
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leading idea brings disparate approaches to security and securitisation together (see e.g.,
Balzacq 2010b). The different approaches can be seen to form the research programme’s
secondary hypotheses which can be adjusted or dismissed, in accordance with empirical
anomalies, without compromising the core assumption of the programme; the core con-
tains the most basic assumptions, while the ‘auxiliary hypotheses’ are used to apply the
theory to specific cases.

The theory of securitisation forms the theoretical framework for the present study.
This approach does not take security as a given necessity, but sees it as an intersubjective
construction. By drawing on constructionist language theory, securitisation is considered
to be about the power politics of a concept, that of security. According to this view, the
construction of security issues does not make it necessary to have ‘objective threats’, but
intersubjective ones. Issues can be saddled with ‘security’ implications irrespective of
whether there is a ‘real’ threat or not, yet issues have to be labelled for them to have the
status function of ‘security” Murray Edelman (1972, 69) already noted that many threats
claimed by state administrations are actually intangible in that the reality of the threat is
itself unverifiable and a subject of dispute. The CopS’s understanding of the social con-
struction of security concurs with this observation. For Edelman (ibid., 71), only intangi-
ble threats allow polarising role-taking, which permits exaggeration and the justification
of unfavourable policy choices. If the claimed threat is clearly observable, tangible and
undergoes systematic scrutiny, perceptions of its character and the techniques required
to deal with it, converge. This would make the political use of threats more difficult, which
may be why intangible threats may be preferable to definite, tangible examples of threats.
Indeed, the labels ‘real’ securitisation processes offer, work towards providing legitimacy
for the political actions the actor enunciating these concerns is trying to achieve.*? This
approach and understanding does not deny that many issues on the security agenda have
to do with the existence of referent objects, but deals more with problems that follow
from the possibility to construct almost any issue to be of an issue of ‘national security.?
The framework thus supplements other ways of studying security3* through a problema-
tisation of the concept and practices of security.

When viewed more specifically than Edelman’s (1972) general observation of the
symbolic uses of politics, securitisation is revealed to be an illocutionary speech act (Aus-
tin 1975; Searle & Vanderveken 1985), where an existential threat is ‘produced’ in rela-

and means of repelling threats are based on ‘brute reality’, security is a socially constructed, intersubjective and
self-referential practice (Buzan et al. 1998, 24, 31), the important criterion being the “securityness of security”
(Weever 199743, 24). This means that security itself is not a speech act. For Waever (1997a, 14), security signifies
(X counts as Y in context C [Searle 1969, 35]) the presence of an existential threat and adequate measures for
dealing with it (while insecurity signifies the presence of a security problem without the means of handling it).
Securitisation on the other hand is a complex speech act, which has a key role in the social construction of the
status function of security; ‘security’ follows from the perlocutionary effects of this constellation of elementary
speech acts. [ shall elaborate on this argument in Chapter 6.3.1. below.

32 See Chapter 6.3.1. on how securitisation relates to theories of action.

3 For example Upadhyaya (2006, 17) has observed a tendency in Asian post-colonial states to hoist “the
spectre of external threat” through securitising speech acts; this caters well to domestic constituencies in terms
of electoral gains. In post-colonial states the state itself may well be a site of contestation among various social
groups, and the political and military constellations may find it expedient to see ‘enemy aliens’ threatening to
disrupt the territorial integrity of the state (Alagappa 1998).

3t See for example Baylis et al. (2007), Collins (2007), Williams (2008a), and Buzan & Hansen (2009) on preva-
lent contemporary approaches to the study of security.
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tion to a referent object; an act of securitisation is to classify an issue as an existential
threat which requires drastic measures.® If securitisation is ‘successful, legitimacy or
some other perlocutionary effect sought by the enunciator created through the widening
social process, that consists of increased and possibly escalated instances of acts of secu-
ritisation, or securitisation moves, enables the speaker to ‘break the rules’ that normally
constrict behaviour and policies. This allows the question to shift into an area of ‘special
politics’ - the politics of utmost priority.>®

In a way, the theory of securitisation describes the frame, script, plot or grammar of
security (see Chapter 6.) - the way we have learned to understand what security is and
what is security, as well as how something becomes security. Securitisation describes the
process of creation of the social fact of security, but the script or plot of security contains
further elements. The script of security entails priority and utmost importance. A schema
or prototype of security has six variables: a securitising actor, a referent object, a threat,
an audience, facilitating conditions, and functional actors.

Within the framework of securitisation, security is understood as a ‘structured field
of practices’ (Buzan et al. 1998, 31; Bigo 2000; Weever 2000a; Williams 2003; Huysmans
2002; Balzacq 2005; cf., Bourdieu 1991) where some people and collective actors are
more privileged to speak and construct security issues than others. These securitising
actors securitise issues by claiming/declaring the existence of something - the referent
object - to be threatened. Relationships among subjects are not equal or symmetrical.
The chance of successful securitisation is highly dependent on the position, or the socio-
political capital,®” of the actor who is attempting to securitise a target. Since security re-
ality is intersubjective, a securitising move is an attempt as no person is guaranteed the
ability to force others to accept a claim of the necessity for security action (Waever 1995).

35 Buzan (2008, 553): “Securitization is when something is successfully constructed as an existential threat
to a valued referent object, and that construction is then used to support exceptional measures in response”;
Weaever (2008b, 582): “Securitization is the discursive and political process through which an intersubjective
understanding is constructed within a political community to treat something as an existential threat to a
valued referent object, and to enable a call for urgent and exceptional measures to deal with the threat.”

3 The logic is that if ‘a’ claims all of ‘A’ to be threatened by ‘B’, this is generally accepted as valid and powerful
and ‘a’ gains acceptance for doing ‘X’ If we take Matti Wiberg’s (1988, 65) definition of legitimacy: “some politi-
cal entity X has political legitimacy in relation to some actors or criteria Y judged by Z to do acts A at the time t
on grounds G,” as a basis, we can say that the acts A of the securitising actor X, that would normally be judged
as non-legitimate in relation to criteria Y at the time t by Z, are considered legitimate in relation to the criteria Y
at the time t by Z on grounds G. Thus, the perlocutionary effect of securitisation in its original conceptualisation
is political legitimacy; securitisation legitimates action otherwise deemed non-legitimate. See Chapter 6.4.2. on
other possible political functions securitisation may serve.

37 The notion of socio-political capital refers here to the various assets people engaged in political activities
can draw on to garner support for their views and suggestions. Such assets include formal positions, social
networks, as well as the possibility to deploy symbols and frames. Such symbols and frames are viewed here as
repositories of symbolic capital (e.g., prestige, honour, attention), which can be used to wield symbolic power,
and to commit symbolic violence. This kind of a view on social assests is mainly influenced by Bourdieu (1977;
1991).

The notion of socio-political capital is closely connected with other concepts, such as practice, habitus, and field.
For Bourdieu (1984, 101), the relationship between habitus, social capital and practice, can be symbolically
represented as: “([habitus] + [capital]) + field = practice.” Here, ‘habitus’ is “a set of dispositions which incline
agents to act and react in certain ways” (Thompson 1991, 12), i.e., habitalised conduct of life, ‘capital’ is the
distribution of resources, and ‘field’ is analogous to a game with a structured space of positions where actors
play as enabled by their capital and habitus. A practice then is how the various positions, dispositions and
resources are played out. Different fields demand different kinds of habitus and capital. From this point of view,
security can be seen to form its own ‘cultural field’ (Williams 2007c, 40).
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Despite this, security is a structured field in which some actors are placed in positions of
power by virtue of their accepted voices of security. Indeed, some sectors of security poli-
tics even have institutions, the authority of which is required to bring about a security re-
ality.*® In China, for example, the Communist party ("' E 3L 7% 3%, Zhonggud gongchinding;
CCP) has authoritative positions from which official security issues are phrased. The par-
amount leader has a key role in the ‘trickle down effect’ of official propaganda and also a
major role in the construction of security issues.

For Buzan et al. (1998, 23) securitisation raises an issue into the special domain of
security, where issues are no longer debated as political questions, but dealt with in
ways that may violate existing legal or social rules in an expedient way. Acts of securi-
tisation bring together, or even constitute, both actors and objects.?® Securitising actors
are “actors who securitise issues by declaring something - a referent object - existen-
tially threatened” (ibid., 36). Referent objects are “things that are seen to be existentially
threatened and that they have a legitimate claim to survival” (ibid.). Other relevant ‘vari-
ables’ in processes of securitisation include functional actors who “affect the dynamics
of a sector [w]ithout being the referent object or the actor calling for security on behalf
of the referent object” (ibid.), and facilitating/impeding conditions which “are the condi-
tions under which the speech act works, in contrast to cases in which the act misfires or
is abused” (ibid., 32). These conditions fall into two categories: “1) the internal, linguistic-
grammatical - to follow the rules of the act, and 2) the external, contextual and social - to
hold a position from which the act can be made” (ibid., 32-33).

More specifically, the referent object of security is something that is considered to de-
serve a continued existence, while its existence is claimed/declared to be under threat
(Buzan et al. 1998, 36; see also Waever 2008b, 582). The issue of the ‘proper referents’
of security is the aspect of security that has been the focus of the ‘widening debate’ that
was especially prevalent in ISS during the 1980s and 1990s.*° Even though societies differ
in assessments of what is generally considered necessary to survive, the referent object
of security in the political sector has traditionally been the state. The CopS framework
contains other sectors, but in the present study the focus is on the political sector: it is
assumed to provide the greatest contrast among types of political order, and thus is the
only sector considered here.

Who ‘speaks’ security is especially relevant for the construction of security issues.
Even though securitising actors are usually governments, politicians, bureaucrats, lobby-
ists, or pressure groups, they usually speak of security on behalf of some larger communi-

38 The original CopS framework contains five sectors of security i.e., military, political, societal, environmental,
economic. Laustsen & Weaever (2000) proposed the addition of a religious sector and Waever (2008b) also
discusses the possibility of considering gender and ‘functional’ security as sectors as well. Beyond the ‘core’
of the CopS, Nissenbaum & Hansen (2009) have promoted the addition of ‘cybersecurity’ as its own sector of
security.

39 As Huysmans (20064, 49) notes, to frame something as a danger is not only just about the identification of
urgent threats to referent objects, it is also a politically constitutive act that ‘asserts and reproduces the unity
of the political community’ it is being voiced in or in the name of. Securitisation is not only about attempts to
defend the autonomy and existence of a referent object from threats, it is also a ‘mode of carving out a place of
one’s own’ in the world; it is about reproduction of the referent object itself.

0 Despite this debate, the role of the referent object in regard to the audience has not been the subject of much
theoretical discussion. Can Mutlu (2011) suggests that the referent should have an ‘a priori affective relation to
the audience’ in order for a securitising move to be successful.
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ty e.g., the state or nation.*! Thus, it is not as informative to consider the actual individual
who articulates the speech act, but the collective she claims to represent as the securitis-
ing actor. This is rather challenging, because unlike with referent objects, speech acts of
securitisation are not always self-defining in terms of who or what speaks. Securitising
actors in the political sector are, however, relatively institutionalised and thereby well
defined, when compared to other sectors of security. States by definition have authorita-
tive leaders, of which governments generally are those which formally articulate security
on behalf of the state.

The audience(s) of securitisation(s) are those the securitising actor attempts to con-
vince to accept the security nature of an issue. Indeed, for Buzan et al. (1998) the audi-
ence has to be convinced, in order for the securitisation move to be successful. From this
point of view, as securitisation is an intersubjective practice, the perlocutionary effects
of securitisation acts are what should be used to estimate the success or failure of se-
curitisation, by which audiences have major roles in processes of securitisation.*> The
empirical estimation of legitimacy is a very tricky prospect, and thereby the study of only
the perlocutionary effects of certain securitisation acts is not enough: the estimation of
the success of a certain policy requires socio-political analysis beyond speech act theory.
Such an analysis is made even more difficult because just as the issue of who speaks is
pertinent to identify securitising actors, the audience is similarly not as clear as it may
at first seem. There may be plural audiences, and various types of acts of securitisation
require or work with different audiences.

For Pierre Bourdieu (1991, 72-75), performative utterances are effects of symbolic
domination. The power of different speakers depends on their symbolic capital i.e., the
recognition they receive from a group. This symbolic capital, be it institutionalised or
informal, can only function if there is a convergence of social conditions, distinct from
the linguistic logic of discourse. Appropriate senders and receivers have to be present in
the social situation (cf.,, Austin 1975). For Bourdieu, speech acts are acts of institution,
and they are inseparable from the existence of the institution that defines the conditions,
which have to be fulfilled for the ‘magic’ of the words to operate.*® For Bourdieu then, the
conditions of felicity are social conditions; the real source of the magic of performative
utterances lies in the ‘mystery of ministry’, where the representative embodies physically
the constituted body of the aggregate of individuals.

The framework of securitisation directs our attention to how issues of security are
‘made’ in social fields of practice. While features of the contexts of such processes of con-
struction are important for empirical investigations, instances of speech acts of securiti-
sation constitute the point of departure for analysis. This sets limits for what the approach
can be used to study. What is of interest here is ‘intersubjective text’ in that the theory of

41 De Wilde (2008) divides securitising actors into public and private actors, which accordingly have different
formal positions from which they can claim to be speaking on behalf of something.

2 Itis important to note here that while the audience has a key role in regard to the success and failure of the
illocutionary act of securitisation, the illocutionary aspect is of great import: in illocution the move is made
towards a ‘status transformation’ towards ‘security’, and irrespective of the success and failure of such a move,
it already can have a bearing on the social situation. This issue is discussed in more detail in Chapter 6.2.3.

%3 As Habermas (1984) however notes, some speech acts are more formal and institutionalised than others.
Habermas himself is interested in speech acts that are unfettered by institutions and strategic goals; he is inter-
ested in speech acts that allow communicative action, while, for him, institutionalised speech acts are more
often about strategic action.
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securitisation does not allow access to ‘other minds’ or to the ‘real’ motives of political
speakers. It does, however, allow the analysis of what securitisation ‘does’ in such texts;
the theory of securitisation allows the analysis of how a text reasons, and thereby what it
means. While we cannot know what someone meant by producing, or indeed why some-
one elected to produce, an utterance, we can use the theory of securitisation to infer what
such an utterance does conventionally and thereby what it means conventionally. While
something can be intended as a reassurance, it can also be received as a threat; yet both
of these possibilities can be inferred from the speech act.

As was already suggested above, the language philosophical or linguistic root of secu-
ritisation theory is taken seriously in this study and the foundations of the approach are
sought along it. Therefore, the focus here is on certain aspects of processes of securitisa-
tion: instead of branching out into multiple aspects (e.g., political spectacles, technocratic
fields of power, political theory and techniques of government; cf,, Huysmans 2006a), the
focus here is principally on speech acts.** While working along this root of the framework
has its limitations, making the roots of the approach stronger also makes its trunk more
solid, and this actually facilitates the branching out of the approach into other directions.
Furthermore, such a strengthening of this root makes it possible to plant the approach
into foreign soil.

1.2. The Research Methods, Materials and the Case-Selection of the Study

In Max Weber’s (1994) terms, research is only interested in a part of the (significant)
reality of infinitely complex phenomena. The part of reality under analysis in the present
study is the use of security arguments in specific cases. Case studies have long been stere-
otyped as “a weak sibling among social science methods,” as they are considered to pro-
vide a poor basis for scientific generalisation (or just to have poor external validity) (Yin
1994, xiii). This kind of prejudice against case studies confuses case studies with survey
research, where samples are used to generalise into a larger population, and where gen-
eralisation is based on statistical methods. Yin (1994) contends that case studies, like
scientific experiments, attempt to generalise a particular set of observed results into a
broader theory and not to a broader population, as in survey research. The goal is not to
enumerate sample frequencies (‘statistical generalisation’) but to expand and general-
ise theories (‘analytic generalisation’). In analytic generalisation, a previously developed
theory is used as a template to analyse and compare the empirical results of case studies.
If two or more cases are shown to support the same theory, replication will be claimed.
According to Eckstein (1975) and George & Bennett (2004), the analysis of crucial cases*
is the most appropriate way to construct or develop theory. As critical theory develop-
ment is one of the purposes of the present study, cases beyond the usual scope of the ap-
plication of the theory of securitisation are subjected to standardised, general questions,

“  Political spectacles can be on a massive or majestic scale, which emphasises the difference between the
mundanity of everyday life, and the importance of the political ritual. Artificial settings facilitate an audience’s
concentration on suggestions, connotations, emotions and authority (Edelman 1972, 96). The symbolic setting
of the political act guides the emotional response of the audience, and can have important facilitation or impedi-
ment influences on the perlocutionary effect of the illocutionary political act.

% Although observation cannot tell us whether something is 'true’ or not, broadening the study of empirical
cases may have the pragmatic effect of convincing if various test or studies dispute or fail to dispute the claims
presented.
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the aim of which is to make the research ‘structured and focused. In Lijphart’s (1971)
classic categorisation of case studies, the research fits into both theory-confirming/
infirming and interpretative categories. In other words, the cases are instrumental for
theory development.

In addition to expanding the extension of the theory of securitisation, by proposition
of further ‘strands’ of securitisation beyond the original formulation of Waever (1989a;
1995), this study develops a method to analyse the constitution of securitisation moves.
This method is explicitly based on speech act analysis, and builds on the logical analysis
of speech acts (Searle 1969; Searle & Vanderveken 1985). While Waever’s theory of se-
curitisation is based on speech act theory, the majority of empirical studies done within
the framework have not relied on speech act analysis as such (Balzacq 2010a, 60). [ argue
that the explication of securitisation via speech act logic, provides clarity for various oth-
er means to analyse processes of securitisation (see Balzacq 2010b for various methods
to study securitisation).

The starting-point for securitisation analysis here, is the constitution of securitisation
moves. That the analysis of such moves is based on illocutionary logic (Searle & Vander-
veken 1985; see Chapter 6.4.1.2.) does not, however, imply that the linguistic rules of
speech acts are entirely determinant, or that the study of securitisation should only focus
on linguistic analysis. The research methods applied in the study combine both linguistic
and socio-political analysis that are necessary to understand the performative of securiti-
sation in real situations and contexts. The method of inquiry is based on pragmatics (the
study of the ways in which meaning is derived from the interaction of utterances, with
the contexts in which they are used) and not purely on semantics (the study of meaning)
or universal linguistic rules. By departing from cross-cultural pragmatics in this way, the
present study rests between the poles of current debates, which revolve around whether
securitisation should be a constitutive or causal theory and around whether a philosophi-
cal or a sociological approach to the study of securitisation is more appropriate (e.g.,
Balzacq 2005; 2010a; 2010b; 2010c; Stritzel 2007). The argument here is that a linguistic
or a sociological approach to the study of actually occurred acts of securitisation cannot
replace one or the other. Instead, they should be seen as complementary. Norman Fair-
clough (1992, 72-73) has put forward a similar argument with his three dimensional, tex-
tually oriented approach to discourse analysis. His goal was to bring together textual and
linguistic analysis, analysis of social practices and structures, and the analysis of com-
monsense social procedures. For Fairclough, all of these analytical traditions are indis-
pensable for textually oriented discourse analysis. For securitisation analysis, the most
relevant social practices, structures and procedures are, by nature, socio-political. Here,
the sociological aspects of securitisation are based or built on linguistic aspects: I reason
that just as the sociological study of conversation should be developed from a basis of
illocutionary linguistics (Wierzbicka 1991, 254), the sociological study of securitisation
should similarly have a linguistic founding.

I believe that such a linguistic foundation for securitisation theory allows it to be used
in cross-cultural investigations. In this way, moving to historical, social and political con-
texts beyond the original application of securitisation theory, means that care must be
taken not to ‘stretch’ the original concepts (cf., Sartori 1970). Moving from one social
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context to another, or use of cross-cultural comparisons, requires a culture-independent
descriptive framework. In order to study different ‘cultures’ in their culture-specific fea-
tures, both a universal perspective and a culture-independent analytical framework are
required.*® To avoid the distorting effect of the assumption that our concepts are culture-
free analytical tools, a near universal perspective from within one’s own culture must be
sought to develop a framework of near universal human concepts that will be accessible
to most specific languages. The cultural specificity of our analytical concepts cannot be
escaped, yet at the same token, a distant culture cannot be understood ‘in its terms’ with-
out, at the same time, understanding it ‘in our own’ too.

[llocutionary logic provides a meta-language to undertake cross-cultural studies of
securitisation: it can be used to decompose illocutionary forces and thus avoid the an-
glocentrism of supposing universalities from the use of the English language. Acts of
securitisation may not be achieved, or indeed manifested, in all societies or languages,
but illocutionary logic can be used as a tool in the empirical study of whether illocu-
tionary acts of securitisation do occur in specific situations, in any social context.*” Thus,
even though security means different things to different societies, as the core fears of
any group or nation are unique and relate to vulnerabilities and historical experiences
(Weever 1989b, 301), the social constitution of security can be studied with illocution-
ary logic, since human utterances universally exhibit ‘force! Which particular forces are
universal or near universal, though, is a question for empirical linguistics, not securitisa-
tion studies.*® Nevertheless, illocutionary logic provides a means to describe illocution-
ary forces encoded into different languages, as well as specific utterances, in considerable
detail (when necessary) and to compare these forces both intra- and inter-linguistically.
The linguistic comparison of acts of securitisation provides a basis to undertake cross-
cultural comparisons of processes of securitisation; a broader categorisation of securiti-
sation* allows movement beyond the European and liberal democratic political context
in studies of securitisation.

4 As well as a semantic language that is in essence independent of any particular language or culture and that
is accessible and open to interpretation through any language (Wierzbicka 1991, 6-9).

47 While thanking, requiring, and ordering may be ‘folk-taxonomies’ (Wierzbicka 1991, 151-153), illocutionary
logic does not deal with illocutionary verbs like Austin (1975) did, but with illocutionary force instead. While
criticising Searle (1975) of anglocentrism, Wierzbicka (1991, 196) herself uses the idea of ‘directives’ to display
a cross-cultural practice; “the point is that orders, commands, and requests have something in common” (ibid.,
200), i.e., they are ‘directives’ in terms of their illocutionary force (Searle & Vanderveken 1985). While illocu-
tionary verbs may be based on culture-dependent ‘folk-taxonomies’, illocutionary logic is an artificial language
that describes illocutionary forces in an abstract way which suffices for the tasks of the present study.

*  Languages are self-contained systems (unlike texts, which are intertextual) and no words or construc-
tions can have absolute equivalents in different languages. But as soon as we abandon the notion of absolute
equivalents and universals, we may be able to find partial equivalents and ‘partial universals.” Even though two
languages do not have identical networks of relationships of signs, we can expect to find some correspondences
between the networks of relationships of two different languages. (Wierzbicka 1991, 10.) We should also not
confuse illocutionary verbs with illocutionary forces; verbs are language specific, but illocutionary forces may
have broader universality across languages than certain verbs.

While Wierzbicka (1991, 8) develops a ‘natural semantic metalanguage’ consisting of some 20 lexical univer-
sals (Pronouns: I, you, someone, something; Determiners: this, the same, two, all; Classifiers: kind of, part of;
Adjectives: good, bad; Verbs: want, don’t want, say, think, know, do, happen; Modals: can, if/imagine; Place/
Time: place, time, after [before], above [under]; Linkers: like, because), the present study does not require a
metalanguage that would cover all possible forms of interaction: illocutionary logic is a sufficient tool to analyse
securitisation speech acts.

* See Chapter 6.4.2. below.
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While illocutionary logic provides the means to study the ‘grammar’, or necessary cul-
ture-independent meta-language for the cross-cultural study of securitisation processes,
identity frame theory is used here to decipher the specific ‘vocabulary’, the situated pools
of resonant values (Stritzel 2007), or the heuristic artefacts (Balzacq 2010a; 2010c) of
the empirical case under investigation. In a way, while illocutionary logic is used to study
the “langue” of securitisation, frame theory helps us to study the “parole” of the cases
investigated here (cf., Culler 1994). The ‘grammatical’ models® of securitisation are used
to identify relevant texts and discourse samples for analysis; as Waever (20044, 9) notes,
itis necessary to be able to discern and separate security issues from non-security issues.
Once the relevant discourse samples have been identified, collected and analysed with
speech act analysis, it can be determined whether or not a securitisation discourse is
present. Thereafter discourse samples can be analysed further by socio-linguistic means.
Finally, the analysis can be broadened into the historically situated socio-political con-
texts beyond the specific samples of discourse.>!

The way to study securitisation here is to examine discourse which has actually oc-
curred through a ‘lens of security’ (Buzan et al. 1998). In practise, this means analysis
of texts to identify the rhetorical structures that define security and the rhetorical and
other means of facilitating the various securitisation speech acts. The relevant arguments
of these texts are deconstructed using speech act analysis and the securitisation frame-
work. This analysis aids comprehension of the basis to the legitimacy of the arguments,
the referent objects, threats and other aspects, that are relevant to the social construction
of security. This is a means of getting to the bare bones of security arguments and thereby
emphasise the argumentative nature of security claims. No issue is one of security by
‘nature.

As Norman Fairclough (1992, 225) notes, there is no general blueprint for how to un-
dertake discourse analysis.*? This becomes evident on realisation that there is no com-

50" It has to be kept in mind that no grammar is complete, and that grammars are abstract models. This works
in tune with the instrumentalist take on science applied in the present study: the study is conducted ‘as if” there
were such a thing as ‘securitisation.

51 Weever (2005, 39-40) describes a model for doing discourse analysis which consists of synchronic and
diachronic components. The synchronic component comprises of developing a structural model consisting of
contexts, actors, and years. The diachronic component moves through time with the actors to see if the struc-
tures shape action and how the structures are modified and reproduced. While the synchronic component
focuses on internal relationships of structures and agents as instances of discourse, the diachronic component
treats these as external and interactive. This also means that the second aspect of the analysis requires the
study of actors and processes beyond specific discourse samples.

This distinction has been used at least since Saussure’s sign theory. Reinhart Koselleck’s (2004a) ‘Begriffs-
geschichte’ also combines diachronic and synchronic aspects. For Koselleck (Tribe 2004, xiv-xv) concepts’
meanings involve their placements in hierarchies of meaning: varying concepts can play various roles in
complex networks of semantic change. Here, basic diachronic perspectives are similarly supplemented with
synchronic insights.

52 As Weever (2005, 41) notes, one has to ask how texts argue, not what they say. For him, discourse analysis
has to be limited to public aspects of texts (Waever 2001, 26-27): “Discourse analysis works on public texts. It
does not try to get to the thoughts or motives of the actors, their hidden intentions or secret plans. [...] What
interests us is neither what individual decision makers really believe, not what are shared beliefs among a
population, but which codes are used when actors relate to each other.” Such an approach to discourse analysis
often receives criticism that belittles ‘rhetoric’: politicians’ talk is often presented as ‘mere’ rhetoric, or even
worse, as ‘mere constructions’, implying that people’s ‘real’ motives remain hidden.

Waeaever (2005, 35) however argues that working with public text should be turned into a strength rather than
a weakness: texts both allow and disallow possibilities; structures both enable and restrict. The types of criti-
cism that would prefer to get at speakers’ ‘real’ motives would require a causal theory of securitisation. Weever
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mon agreement on what ‘discourse’ means. Different uses of the concept of discourse,
discourse theory, and discourse analysis have to be distinguished. Some types of analysis
focus on different discursive forms used in communication (e.g., Brown & Yule 1983),
while the discourse analysis practised by Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe (2001) and
Slavoj Zizek (2002a) for example, conceptualise discourses as broader totalities; their
aim is to unveil some local truths by questioning ideological horizons, which deny the
contingency of criteria for truth and falsehood (cf., Torfing 2003). Two further options
for ‘discourse’ are provided by Michel Foucault. In his ‘archeological’ works (e.g., Foucault
1970; 1972), Foucault views discourse analysis as concerned with the analysis of ‘state-
ments.” For Foucault, such analysis of language does not replace other types of analysis.
As Fairclough (1992, 40) argues, this understanding of discourse has the consequence
that discourse analysis should not be equated with linguistic analysis: Foucault was in-
terested in systems of rules that make certain statements at various times, places and
institutions possible, yet not others.>® This deeply structuralist position shifted some-
what in Foucault’s works (e.g., 1979a; 2007) which emphasised systems of power and the
management of populations through ‘techniques of power’>* Both of Foucault’s insights
influenced Fairclough (1992, 56-57) in developing his textually oriented discourse analy-
sis, which takes into account three dimensions, viz. analysis of text, analysis of discourse
processes of text production and interpretation, and analysis of the discursive ‘event’
in terms of its social conditions and effects on various levels. We should thus separate
discourse as communication above the sentence from discourse as knowledge-power
nexuses. Indeed, there are numerous ways to approach discourse and thereby various
approaches to the study of discourse.

While speech act theory is the main theoretical focus here, there are other possibilities
to approach human interaction, even in terms of communication. While securitisation
i.e., the social construction of security issues, is the form of social practice centred on
here, a variety of traditions of thought influences the way it is studied. Speech act theory
and discourse analysis, as guided by a multidisciplinary amalgam of approaches includ-
ing International Relations theory, Securitisation theory, political theory and linguistics,
is the method used to analyse this form of social practice in the PRC. This kind of focus
on the constitution and the political and social functions of securitisation sets limits on

(2007a) is however post-structuralist in his understanding of politics as an openness, also in terms of surpluses
of meaning. For him, securitisation is a constitutive theory. It is about how issues are constituted as issues
of security. He similarly argues for the study of securitisation within text. Scholars should look for transcen-
dental signifieds, the centre of discourses featuring securitisation. In his Derrida-inspired approach, it is not
possible to define or reach a ‘genuine’ context of the text, as texts always have a surplus of meaning and thereby
always retain a possibility of reinterpretation. In my view it makes sense to separate the type of constitutive
moments Weever is interested in from the politics of securitisation that a certain sample of discourse is part of.
Analysing the politics of securitisation requires different methods from the analysis of securitisation discourse
as discourse.

We also have to recognise the difference between the analytical possibilities of reading text, and the ‘realities’
of political practices; that Jacques Derrida could never ascertain Nietzsche’s intentions or motives, does not
necessarily mean that Nietzsche would not have had intentions and motivations in some particular context,
which may have been quite relevant for the intentions and motivations in question.

5% Foucauldian discourse analysis deals with logical spaces, with systems that define something as possible
(Waever 2005, 36).

5 For example security is modulated for Foucault (2007, 4-6) in three stages, namely those of the legal or
judicial mechanism, the disciplinary mechanism, and the mechanism of the apparatus (dispositif).
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which aspects of language, discourse and social contexts and structures are of interest
and relevance to this study.® This influences both case-selection and the selection of rel-
evant corpuses for analysis. All such selections entail limits for the kinds of claims that
can be made here. Similar limits are already set by the theoretical approach applied. The
empirical arguments here are about: how security is constituted in the political sector in
the PRC, what ‘security’ has meant for the CCP, how ‘security’ has been used politically
and what the socio-political context has been in the moves studied here.

Case-selection had a significant impact on the types of data that were deemed relevant
for this study, and on the corpuses of discourse samples that were used, as well as the
types of supplementary data collected. As the intention of case studies is not to draw
generalisations on a population, but to engage in ‘analytical generalisation’ (Yin 1994, 10,
30-32), the number of cases can be relatively low. For this study, the number of cases was
limited to four, which is a standard in case study research. The cases under scrutiny were
selected through a reading of the official history of the Communist Party of China.>® This
was the basis for the mental map or model that guided the initial entries into the avail-
able data. The intention was to investigate cases that together would cover a relatively
long period of time, and that would allow the examination of ‘success’ and ‘failure’ in
the ‘politics of security’ in China. The main criterion for the selection of a case was that
it had had major, ‘visible’ political outcomes discernible from official history writing and
academic scholarship.’” The cases that were selected represent ideological threats articu-
lated by the party-leadership and include A) the beginning of the ‘Great Proletarian Cul-
tural Revolution’ (1966), B) the ‘Counter-revolutionary Political Incident at Tiananmen
Square’ (1976), C) the ‘Tiananmen Counter-revolutionary Rebellion’ (1989) and D) the
‘Evil Cult of Falungong’ (1999). These cases provide instances from three major leader-
ship eras of the PRC, as well as examples of both the ‘success’ and ‘failure’ of the politics
of securitisation. This allows the analysis of continuity and change in the ‘grammar’ of
securitisation, through the framework utilised in the research: the study of speech acts
and language in a more general sense are important tools to identify conceptual changes
at certain moments, or over periods of time (Brauch 2008b, 67; cf., Skinner 2002 and
Weaever 2008a, 100).

As the objective of the present study is not to reconstruct history, but to deconstruct
arguments in history, documentary collections already published were used to form the
corpuses of discourse samples; the intent was not to ‘find new sources’, but to utilise
documentary collections and the historical research of other scholars.*® Indeed, there is

55 The observations of Chinese politics conducted here are theory-laden indeed (cf., Hanson 1958).

56 For official CCP histories, see for example CCP CC (1991) and Hu (1994); for academic histories of and
an introduction to Chinese politics see for example Baum (1996), MacFarquhar (1974; 1983; 1997), Dietrich
(1998), Starr (2001), Lieberthal (2004), Dutton (2005), MacFarquhar & Schoenhals (2008), and Paltemaa &
Vuori (forthcoming).

57 See Chapter 6.2. below on the problems of using political effects as a criterion for ‘successful’ securitisa-
tion.

6 The Cultural Revolution Database accessed at Lund university provided documents on the Cultural Revolu-
tion.

The documentary collections of James T. Myers et al. provided material on the Cultural Revolution and its after-
math, including the 1976 Tiananmen incident: Myers et al. (1986) is a collection of documents on the Cultural
Revolution until the year 1969; Myers et al. (1989) is a collection of documents from the Ninth Party Congress
to the death of Mao; Myers et al. (1995a) is a collection of documents from the death of Mao to the fall of
Hua Guofeng; Myers et al. (1995b) is a collection of documents from the fall of Hua Guofeng to the Twelfth
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also value in discovering new ways to view old theories and facts.> Accordingly, all the
sources utilised in this research are either ‘open’ or have been already published else-
where. Thus, this study does not contain any new revelations of previously unknown
archival or documentary data; beyond its theoretical development, the empirical value
of this study is in the new theoretical interpretations of events and arguments in Chinese
politics. Thereby, the majority of the empirical material analysed in the study is either
public and official, or published leaks of confidential documents, or a published form of
counter-discourse.®®

In the initial stages of the research process, sources translated into English were used
to detect relevant discourse samples. Chinese versions of these samples were then ana-
lysed within the framework. In later stages of the process (as my language skills had
developed), Chinese sources without English translations were also utilised.®* In these
latter cases, ‘official’ or ‘authoritative’ translations in English (e.g., translations provided
by the CCP or the Falungong) have been sought, although it has not been successful for all
samples.®? The discourse samples are not statistically representative of some populations
of discourse; the present study uses case studies to show how the explicated framework
of securitisation can be used to study types of processes that the original model could not
deal with. This approach is also justified in that the theory of securitisation is concerned
with the constitution of security issues and not how ‘security’ has been produced caus-
ally in specific instances.

The kinds of materials used here include speeches, canonised ideological texts, news-
paper editorials and articles, central documents (7', zhongfa), film and news reports,

Party Congress.

PIRR 21 1964 (1989) puts together and compares documents from the 1976 and the 1989 Tiananmen
‘incidents. Hook et al. (1976) also contains contemporary accounts of the 1976 events.

Oksenberg et al. (1990) presents the ‘basic documents’ of the 1989 case, while Nathan et al. (2001) contains
a more comprehensive collection of documents on it; 5% & (2001a; 2001b) contain even more documents in
Chinese. Han & Hua (1990) is a collection of various forms of student discourses during the spring of 1989. Yu
& Harrison (1990) similarly contains texts from students, but also from workers and some military personnel.
Zhao (2009) provides Zhao Ziyang’s ‘memoirs’ of the events and the party-politics involved.

132 % (2001) and Zong (2002) contain material on the initial handling of the Falungong issue within the
premier leadership. Beyond leaked inner-party documents, there have been several official publications focus-
ing on the anti-FLG campaign (e.g, A& “ HEHZ” M2 H&LZ 2001). Most of Li Hongzhi’s texts have been
published on the Falungong’s websites.

Source gathering missions, mainly focusing on Chinese newspapers were conducted to China in order to supple-
ment published collections. The A\ [&; 14X (Rénmin ribao) database at the National Library of China provided
material for all of the cases studied here.

59 T owe this formulation to Hiski Haukkala.

0 This naturally rules out the types of 'private’ or undocumented discourses that may have worked against the
official narratives analysed here.

1 Published speeches, collections of official material, published leaked documents as well as various databases
(e.g., Renmin Ribao database at the National Library and the Cultural Revolution Documentary Database at
Lund University) were used to locate relevant discourse samples.

2 Philosophers and theorists of translation tell us that ‘translation is impossible’ Indeed, languages are
unique systems of difference, and thereby it is difficult and quite often impossible to find ‘absolute equivalents’
between two such systems. But once we stop to look for absolute equivalents, we realise that translation occurs
all the time and that translation creates something new.

For points of view on issues of translation, see for example Benjamin (1999a), Schleiermacher (2007), Derrida
(2007), and Berman (2007).

As the intended main audience of this study is in the field of IR and ISS, the use of English is justified in the
presentation of the analysis. The use of translation is also justified in that the unit of analysis here is illocution-
ary force and not rhetorical style or conceptual space.
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and other relevant documents. The texts chosen should be and are central in the sense
that a securitisation discourse materialises in them.®® Due to the way Chinese politics
and the construction of political realities in China work, these types of authoritative texts
indeed are the most relevant empirical source for this study.®* The discourse samples
used were categorised into several ‘genres’ e.g., party circular, meeting minute, edito-
rial, speech, open letter, protest poster.®> A relevant aspect of the discourse samples are
their intertextual chains (Fairclough 1992, 232-233). How is the sample connected to
other texts and how does this facilitate, or impede, the possible aspect of securitisation
evident in it? How does the sample draw on culturally resonant ideas, cognitive maps, or
precontracts? What kinds of signs are there of the assumed audience(s) in the sample? Is
it possible to determine who consumed the sample and ‘who’ is speaking in the sample?
What kinds of systems of knowledge and beliefs are evident in the sample? What about
social relations and social identities (selves and others)? These aspects of the discourse
samples were then related to the framework of securitisation theory. Securitisation is
viewed here as one way asymmetric concepts (Koselleck 2004b, 155-157) are used in
politics. Of interest here is also how identity frames are used to legitimise mobilisation
and its suppression. Security language is one means of framing, that activates certain per-
ceptions and possibly responses to the issues and identities being framed (cf., Huysmans
20064, 24).

Securitisation is an aspect of a sample of discourse or text: even those texts identified
as constituting securitisation moves have other relevant aspects to them and there are
many methods to analyse text and discourse. What securitisation theory brings to this
analysis is the means to identify something as a securitisation move or as the mainte-
nance of a security discourse. The textual analysis of securitisation has to then be related
to the political context, where theories of politics and models of political orders become
relevant as well as the capabilities and capacities of both agents and structures (e.g., by
utilising Bourdieu’s field theory). Securitisation moves can have various political func-
tions®® and effects that may depend on the political order they are performed in. Similarly,
securitisation is only one tactic among others as regards social mobilisation and its sup-
pression.

The analysis of text through the securitisation framework can be used to deem wheth-
er or not a securitisation discourse is manifest in it or not (value 0 or value -1/1). The suc-
cess or failure of securitisation moves requires analysis of the political and social context
beyond the specific text (value 1 or value -1) e.g., opinion polls, demonstrations and shifts
in inter-unit reactions. Assessing the success of the politics involved necessitates the de-
ployment of even further methods of analysis. This is also suggested by Regional Security
Complex Theory (Buzan et al. 1998; Buzan & Waver 2003): whether or not something
is securitised is first used to deem whether a security complex ‘exists’ or not. After the
% See Chapter 6.3. on how securitisation discourses may also not appear in texts, and what this entails for the
theory.

o4 Fo}ll‘ example the zhongfa ("1 ), or Central Documents were the most authoritative bureaucratic means of
informing the party apparatus of Mao’s major policies and decisions (MacFarquhar & Schoenhals 2008, 19).

 Relevant questions posed about discourse samples were: Is there an obvious way of characterising the
sample overall (in terms of genre)? Does the sample draw on more than one genre? What activity types, styles,
or discourses does the sample draw on? Is the discourse sample conventional in its interdiscursive properties?

(Fairclough 1992, 232.)
% My reasoning is that speech act analysis can be used to infer some of these.
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identification of a complex, other means are used to assess it. If securitisation theory
can be combined or connected to regional security complex theory, in this way, [ reason
that securitisation theory can be combined to other analytical or theoretical frameworks
too0.” Indeed, the theory of securitisation is not a theory of everything, but rather a con-
stitutive theory of how issues receive the status-function of security. This is something
that some critics of the approach seem to have overlooked; they seem to try to insert all
relevant aspects of politics into the theory of securitisation. In my view, a better approach
would be to see securitisation theory as a useful entry-point for a variety of studies that
deal with broader fields of human action. The question should be: what can the study of
securitisation offer for, say, debates on political theory or the study of persuasion, legiti-
misation, and social mobilisation, rather than the other way around.

By focusing on speech acts, other aspects of communication were omitted from the
analysis here. For example, various rhetorical means of influence and hegemonic lan-
guage styles, not to mention issues of intonation in actual speech situations, were exclud-
ed from the analysis.®® Rather, the illocutionary forces of utterances as part of the social
construction of security issues, is the point of interest here. This creates biases as to what
is considered relevant,® but this is an aspect of all scholarship: the ‘wild’, as such, cannot
be analysed but usually only those specimens that can be stopped and transported are
analysed (Certeau 1988).

Studies done within the framework of the Copenhagen School have mainly concen-
trated on the middle levels of securitisation where states (or other egotistically collective
political actors) often construct their securitisation against each other (Buzan & Weaever
2009).7° While a brief look at China’s alignment within the contemporary and prevalent
‘macrosecuritisation’”! discourses is taken in Chapter 6.3.2. below, the research here fo-
cuses on the political sector of security in the PRC i.e., the security of the Communist Par-
ty of China. This is done under the assumption that it will provide the greatest variance
to the context of liberal-democratic political orders from which the theory was originally
developed.” The limitation of the research focus on the political sector also underlines

7 For examples of previous combinations of securitisation theory, see Buzan et al. (1998) and Buzan and
Waeever (2003) with RSCT, Eriksson (2001a), Paltemaa and Vuori (2006), Vuori (2010b), and Vultee (2010) with
frame theory, Vuori (2004; 2007) with models of totalitarianism, Limnéll (2009) and Léonard & Kaunert (2010)
with agenda setting theory, and Hayes (2009) with democratic peace theory.

% Li Peng used both body language and intonation quite effectively in his speech (see e.g., Tiananmen - 20
Jahre Nach den Massacre, directed by Shi Ming and Thomas Weidenbach 2009, Langengrad Filmproduction),
much more so than George W. Bush who securitised terrorism while playing golf (Fahrenheit 9/11, directed by
Michael Moore 2004, Fellowship Adventure Group). While interesting and important aspects of ‘real’ securitisa-
tion processes, they are gladly left for future study here.

% One of the most evident biases of securitisation studies in general is the study of ‘successful securitisation.’
While the cases studied here exemplify the success and failure of the politics of securitisation, an examination
of China’s positioning in prevalent global level security discourse reveals that there is also ‘silence’ regarding
certain possible issues where there could be, and elsewhere indeed are visible securitisation moves.

70 Emmers (2003; 2004), Emmers et al. (2008), and Haacke & Williams (2008) however study securitisation
in regional organisations.

71 Buzan and Weever (2009; see also Buzan 2006 and 2008) have termed the overarching conflicts that struc-
ture international security macrosecuritisations. In a macrosecuritisation a higher order securitisation embeds
itself in a way that aligns and ranks more parochial securitisations ‘beneath’ it. In these instances separate
securitisations are bound together into durable sets. The most powerful macrosecuritisations will impose a
hierarchy on lower levels (cf., overlay in Regional Security Complex Theory) but macrosecuritisation may also
simply group and tie other securitisations together without necessarily outranking them.

72 “European security between 1960 and 1990, the period of change and détente, which provided the frame-

22



Introduction

that the present study, as research in general, is only interested in a part of the (signifi-
cant) reality of infinitely complex phenomena, namely security arguments prevalent in
the People’s Republic of China. The intention of the present study is not to make gener-
alisations about a population (the totality of Chinese security arguments) but to refute or
support assumptions derived from the theory of securitisation.

1.3. Introduction to the Empirical Cases

The main contributions the present study aims for are theoretical and methodological:
I contend that the refined model of securitisation developed in the ensuing chapters ad-
vances the research programme of Securitisation Studies. The analytical power of the re-
fined model of securitisation is demonstrated through four case studies in the context of
the PRC, which indeed produces results that would not have been possible with the origi-
nal model. Thereby, the cases also provide empirical insights and new vantage points for
understanding Chinese politics - a central sub-aim of this study.

The cases analysed here represent various leadership eras of the PRC, and thereby
allow the identification of possible transformations and consistencies in how something
becomes an issue of security in the political sector of security in the PRC.” The study of
speech acts and language in a more general sense are important tools to identify concep-
tual changes at certain moments, or over periods of time (Brauch 2008b, 67; cf., Skinner
2002 and Weaever 2008a, 100). These cases also represent some of the most recognised
political crises in Chinese contemporary history. This suggests that if security language is
used in the PRC in political crises, the cases studied here should be prime candidates to
discover discourses and narratives that contain the kinds of speech acts that are assumed
to construct issues as issues of security. These cases are also among the most ‘spectacu-
lar’ in China, and thereby are assumed to deal with issues nearest to the raw core of the
political order.”*

1.3.1. Case I: The Beginning of the “Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution”

The first case analysed here is perhaps the most tumultuous political process in the PRC,
namely the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution (JG™ /i 2) SC {4 K #+ 7y, whchanjigji wén-
hua dagéming). There have been many interpretations on the origins of and the reasons
for the Cultural Revolution (CR). Some see it purely as a power struggle between Mao and
other leading figures of the premier leadership, while others view it as a genuine ideolog-
ical struggle on the direction of the PRC. Whatever variation or combination of motives
Mao may have had to launch the Cultural Revolution, it was a means to deal with even the
highest party cadres in a way that reinforced factional divisions and competition. Indeed,

work for developing the speech act interpretation of security” (Waever 1995, 58).

73 While the present study is not one of conceptual history, a la Quentin Skinner (e.g., 2002) or Reinhart Kosel-
leck (e.g., 2004a), in my view, the theory of securitisation as explicated in the present study can work as a
tool for studies that deal with the history of concepts, in this case the history of constructing threats and the
concepts that are operated in such processes.

7t While bureaucratic practices and interests are assumed here to change gradually and incrementally, the
kinds of spectacular ‘events’ as the ones studied here are assumed to most likely break through bureaucratic
politicking and show the greatest amount of continuity or the most radical breaks with past practices and
principles. For the tasks presented for the present study, such spectacular instances are the most interesting.
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[ am not interested in what Mao’s ‘real’ motives were, nor do I claim to present an expla-
nation for why he elected to pursue the line of politics he did. Instead, the focus here is
his tactics in pursuing his politics and especially how securitisation discourses played
a part in these.

Ofinterestis also how national security was woven into the political fabric that became
the Cultural Revolution. Mao was the moving force behind the scenes, but ‘Mao’s comrade
in arms’, Lin Biao, was the formal securitising actor in the initial stages of launching the
Revolution. He claimed that China was under a severe counter-revolutionary threat in
1966 (#J% 1966): “Today, coup d’états have turned into a general mood. Coups have be-
come a common practice in the world.” For Lin, success at this critical junction was to pre-
vent a counter-revolutionary coup: “This is the utmost essence, the crux of the issue. [...] If
we do not direct our actions according to the needs of the revolution, it will inevitably lead
to great errors, it will inevitably lead to defeat.”

Such claims of an acute threat of a coup were integral to the legitimisation of the
‘putsch’ Mao organised within the top leadership of the CCP, whereby he effectively abol-
ished the system of collective leadership. Political power was seemingly transferred to
the streets when Mao declared that “it is justified to rebel against the reactionaries” (Mao
1974a, 260), and called on the Red Guards to “bombard the headquarters” (B4 1966)
and remove the counter-revolutionaries from the party. During the Cultural Revolution,
Mao gave the People’s Liberation Army (A [fi# %, Rénmin Jiéfangjin; PLA) a major
role in first taking over government offices and enterprises and later in suppressing the
Red Guards. Mao used the argument of fighting against foreign and domestic threats to
take hold of supreme power. Hundreds of thousands of people were sent to the country-
side and harassed as class-enemies or other undesirables. Even the ‘number two’ of the
Party, Liu Shaoqj, died in prison after Mao labelled him as a counter-revolutionary.

The Cultural Revolution is the Chinese paragon of ‘exceptional’ politics justified with
the threat and subsequently necessary eradication of inner enemies. The Cultural Revo-
lution had drastic effects on Chinese society and individual people. Political persecution
rose to unparalled heights at all levels of society extending from grass-roots to the high-
est echelons of the party. Over a hundred million people were involved in the mass-cam-
paigns of the revolution, while some 75 percent of the full or alternate members of the
Eighth Central Committee had come under suspicion of being ‘counter-revolutionaries’
or some other form of ‘traitor’ (Barnouin & Yu 1993, 298; MacFarquhar & Schoenhals
2008, 273).

The case study on the Cultural Revolution begins my investigation of how specific but
grand scale or ‘spectacular’ security issues have been constituted in the political sector
of security in the PRC. Of interest here is what ‘security’ meant for the CCP in the late
1960s, how ‘security’ was used politically, and what the socio-political context was like
in the moves studied here. The set of heuristic questions presented above can be opera-
tionalised for this case as follows: How did the securitisation of counter-revolutionaries
within the party come about in 19667 What functions can be inferred from specific se-
curitisation moves in this process? What appeared to be the political functions that the
general politics of securitisation served? What were the effects of securitisation, and how
successful can it be deemed to have been? Was the securitisation contested or resisted?
What were the dynamics of possible desecuritisation processes? And finally, more spe-
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cifically, how did securitisation moves affect the inter-unit relations of securitising actors
and the threats claimed to be present?

1.3.2. Case II: The “Counter-revolutionary Political Incident at Tiananmen Square”
of 1976

The second case coincided with inner-party conflict and preparation for leadership
change. In the early 1970s, the excesses of the Cultural Revolution and the humiliation
that even high level party cadres had been subjected to, had eroded the authority of both
the party and Mao himself. The vilification of Liu Shaoqi and the defection of Lin Biao
added to this general long-term development in attitudes. This distal context, combined
with the proximate context of the death of the respected premier Zhou Enlai in January
1976, resulted in unprecedented autonomous social mobilisation in major Chinese cit-
ies. Mass campaigns and the search for inner enemies was nothing new in the People’s
Republic, but the 1976 ‘counter-revolutionary incident at Tiananmen Square’ (& i A
% "1 34}, faingéming Tian’anmén shijian) was not a top-down organised movement but an
uncoordinated social movement, the unfolding of which could not be predicted.

The grievances expressed through the mourning for Zhou came to a head during the
Qingming (&7, Qingming) festival in early April 1976. Thousands of Beijing residents
brought wreaths and poems to the Monument of the People’s Heroes. These were shows
of respect for Zhou, whilst this was officially forbidden, and attacks on Jiang Qing, Mao’s
wife, and other leading radicals within the Politburo. After the Politburo decided to re-
move the wreaths from the Monument, the residents became agitated and even destroyed
property including security-vehicles. The demonstration that effectively fought against
the leftist faction, was suppressed by using force and branded as counter-revolutionary, a
threat to the national security of the PRC (A [ 14 8.4.1976a): “A small handful of class
enemies used the Qingming festival’s mourning of premier Zhou as a pretense for creating
a counter-revolutionary political incident in a premeditated, organised and planned man-
ner.” The nature of the political order was claimed to be at stake (ibid.): “By directing their
spearhead at our great leader Chairman Mao and the Party Central Committee headed by
Chairman Mao, and lauding Deng Xiaoping’s counter-revolutionary revisionist line, these
counter-revolutionaries further laid bare their criminal aim to practise revisionism and re-
store capitalism in China.”

The radical faction of Jiang Qing used the securitisation of this incident to remove
Deng Xiaoping from the Politburo. However, this ‘success’ was short-lived as the premier
Hua Guofeng arrested the leading radicals soon after Mao’s death in September 1976.
In the struggle for power that followed, Deng was able to use the unpopularity of the
verdict of the 1976 ‘incident’ to increase his own support. In 1978, along with the re-
habilitation of the vast majority of ‘counter-revolutionaries’ convicted in the 1957 Anti-
Rightists Campaign, the incident of 1976 was deemed “completely revolutionary” (A X
H#R 21.12.1978) i.e,, its nature as an issue of national security was desecuritised. It has
even been integrated into the myth of the Chinese revolution.

The analysis of the securitisation of activities on Tiananmen Square in 1976 and their
subsequent desecuritisation is used here to investigate how securitisation arguments
become part of Chinese authorities’ responses to challenges to their hegemony. Beyond
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this general question (and with which the other cases selected here deal with too), of
particular interest here is how and why the politics of securitisation can fail in China.
The following heuristic questions can thus be operationalised: How did the securitisa-
tion of the ‘Incident’ come about in 1976? What functions can be inferred from specific
securitisation moves in this process? What appeared to be the political functions that
the general politics of securitisation served? How did securitisation moves become part
of the context of the subsequent stages of the process of securitisation, and its possible
contestation, resistance, and eventual desecuritisation? More specifically, how did se-
curitisation moves affect the inter-unit relations of securitising actors and the claimed
threats present in securitisation moves? What were the effects of securitisation, and how
successful can it be deemed to have been? Overall, what were the dynamics of the dese-
curitisation processes?

1.3.3. Case III: The “Counter-Revolutionary Rebellion” of 1989

The third case deals with the culmination of Chinese student activism of the 1980s. The
reform period that had begun in 1978, had not shared out its benefits in Chinese society
evenly and students and intellectuals were concerned about their future and the corrup-
tion that seemed to be chronic in the CCP. The continuation of economic reforms was
under threat from leftist conservatives, while many proponents of the economic reforms
advocated reform of the political system too. The sudden death of the previously deposed
reformist CCP general secretary Hu Yaobang provided a chance to protest. The authori-
ties’ initial tolerance of the mourning cum protest gave the students a political opportuni-
ty to widen their activities, which then spread quickly from the campuses to Tiananmen
Square in Beijing and to other cities and provinces.

The student movement protesting at Tiananmen Square was labelled a ‘counter-rev-
olutionary rebellion’ (J #:fir%{il, fingéming baoluan) in a public process from a Ren-
min ribao”® (A [&;H ¥K; People’s Daily) editorial (26.4.1989) to Deng Xiaoping's (X571
2004 [1989]) speech after a violent crackdown. The process coincided with inner-party
conflict, as the liberal and conservative factions of General Secretary Zhao Ziyang and
Premier Li Peng were engaged in a power struggle over Deng Xiaoping's legacy. The in-
ternational media that were covering the historic visit of the Soviet premier brought the
events in Beijing to the center of focus around the world.

The protests lasted for some two months and eventually involved millions of people.
The authorities, split in a factional struggle, sent mixed messages on the government’s
stance. While the authorities missed some initial opportunities to curb the enthusiasm
of the students, the crux of the whole issue between the protestors and the authorities
became the April 26 Renmin ribao editorial, where the activities of the students were la-
beled as ‘turmoil’, which implied a threat to national security: “This is a well planned plot
[...] to confuse the people and to throw the country into turmoil [...] its real aim is to reject
the Chinese Communist Party and the socialist system at the most fundamental level. [...]
This is a most serious political struggle that concerns the whole Party and nation.”

75 Renmin ribao is the official paper of the Communist Party and the most circulated daily in China with a

circulation of three million in 2006. It has been the arena where many political campaigns have been launched
and proper and improper political and social behaviour defined.
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The 1989 clampdown was legitimised through national security and the salvation of
China under the leadership of the CCP. These themes have remained the basis for the CCP
to legitimise its rule even in the post-Deng era: for the post-1989 premier leader Jiang
Zemin, the CCP is the party of national salvation which ensures the survival of the Chinese
nation-state in a globalising world (VL[ 1998, 408-409). This clampdown practically
froze political reform. Zhao Ziyang, a liberal leader, was removed from power and the
conservatives gained the upper hand. This did not last long, however, as Deng Xiaoping
put the country back onto its course of modernisation and opening up.

While there has been a multitude of studies which have dealt with the events of 1989,
especially from the point of view of the student movement and the various ways they
performed and acted during the spring of 1989, the focus here is on the role security
arguments played on both sides of the struggle. Thereby, the set of heuristic questions
for this case is as follows: How was the student movement constructed as an issue of na-
tional security? What functions can be inferred from specific securitisation moves? What
seemed to be the political functions the politics of securitisation served? Was the securi-
tisation contested or resisted? More specifically, how did securitisation moves affect the
inter-unit relations of securitising actors and the claimed threats present in securitisa-
tion moves? How did securitisation moves become part of the context of the subsequent
stages of the process of securitisation and its contestation and resistance? How were se-
curitisation and desecuritisation moves used to suppress social mobilisation or to resist
its suppression? What were the results of securitisation, its contestation or resistance,
and how successful have they been?

1.3.4. Case IV: The Campaign Against the “Evil Cult” of the Falungong

The fourth case examines a threat discourse that does not concern counter-revolutionar-
ies and, thereby, reflects continued change in Chinese society. The 1980s was a decade of
a crisis of faith for Chinese socialism. The last decades of the Mao-era had reduced the au-
thority of party administrators and moreover, the loosening of socialist moral standards,
along with Deng Xiaoping’s economic reforms, increased cynicism towards the party.
This led many people to search for a new spirituality from gigong ("3}, qigong),”® espe-
cially as the party had, to an extent, loosened its control on religious practice. In the early
1990s, even the party supported the practice of qigong, which was seen as an apolitical
activity, together with other aspects of traditional health care that became part of ‘Chi-
nese traditional medicine’ that the party promoted. Indeed, the Chinese origin of qigong
fit well with the calls for patriotism and nationalism that the party emphasised. Other
sources of qigong’s appeal had included firstly the failure of the health-care system which
left poor elderly people seeking alternative ways to maintain their health, secondly the
negative effects of a modernising society, which led to resistance against modern ideas
and modernity, and thirdly, new opportunities to build solidarity networks when, for ex-
ample, those of the work-unit were lost.

Li Hongzhi, who introduced a new gigong-system called Falungong (72:4¢ 2Jj, Faltingong;

76 Qigong means the cultivation of qi- or cosmic energy, and is a general label for various styles of breathing
exercises that often include esoteric beliefs.
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FLG) or Falun Dafa’” in 1992, was the master of the qigong-group which claimed to be
the largest in China. The problem with Li’s doctrine was that it included semi-religious
elements, and that Falungong adherents began to protest the gradual suppression of its
practice more and more spectacularly. As the popularity of the FLG began to rise, its reli-
gious and ethical aspects received more attention. In 1996, Li’s main work, Zhuan Falun (
H:75%; Turning the Law-Wheel) was banned and there were investigations into the FLG
as operating ‘illegal religious activities’ and of being a ‘heterodox cult’ in 1997 and 1998
respectively. Concomitantly, the FLG seemed to become more and more bold in its own
campaign against such bans and the negative representation of the doctrine. The water
margin of tolerance was reached on April 25 1999, when some ten thousand FLG prac-
titioners were seeking the attention of political elites by protesting near the leadership
compound of the CCP.

In the context of international and domestic crises, and in a time when Jiang Zemin
was preparing to canonise his political legacy, the party deemed the Falungong a serious
concern “involving the fundamental belief of the communists, the fundamental ideological
foundation of the entire nation, and the fate of our Party and state” ( \ [ H##% 23.7.1999¢),
while the activities and teachings of Falungong had “seriously endangered the general
mood of society, endangered social stability, and endangered the overall political situation”
(ibid.). The anti-FLG campaign resulted in the largest series of arrests since 1989 and
maltreatment, even torture, of captive practitioners has been reported (Schechter 2001;
Chang 2004; Ownby 2008). The active phase of the campaign (1999-2001) brought the
Falungong to the world headlines.

While relevant for the proximate and distal context of the securitisation of Falungong,
the interest here is not mainly on what the FLG is about, or why it became as popular as
it did. The investigation here focuses on how the Falungong came to be constructed as an
issue of national security in China. The operationalised heuristic questions include: How
did the process come about; what functions can be inferred from the specific securitisa-
tion moves; and what appeared to be those political functions that the general politics
of securitisation served? Was securitisation contested or resisted, and more specifically,
how did securitisation moves affect the inter-unit relations of securitising actors and
the articulated threats present in securitisation moves? Further, how did securitisation
moves become part of the context of the subsequent stages of the process of securitisa-
tion and its contestation and resistance? How were securitisation and desecuritisation
moves used to suppress social mobilisation, or to resist its suppression? What were the
results of securitisation, its contestation or resistance, and how successful were they?

1.4. The Structure of the Study

This study is divided into two parts, the first of which deals with theoretical issues. It
begins with chapters on meta-theoretical problems and dilemmas of undertaking social
science scholarship based on social constructionism, and those that theory-development
confronts. The first chapter deals with various points of contention that have been preva-

77 Fdilingong (15456 2h) literally means law-wheel cultivation, or law-wheel qigong, while Faliin dafi (3256 Ki%),
the other name used by the FLG means the great law of the law-wheel. Falungong is usually written Falun Gong
in English, but the direct pinyin transliteration of Falungong is used here.
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lent between social constructionist and more mainstream positions concerning ontology
and epistemology. The approach to social constructionism that this study is built on is
derived from the sociology of knowledge of Berger & Luckmann (1994) and the philoso-
phy of John R. Searle (1995). In this chapter, my position is navigated through the various
grades and points of social constructionism as identified by lan Hacking (1999). What a
social constructionist position entails as regards issues of ontology is also discussed.

Overall, the study is conducted from an instrumentalist stance as regards science,
truth and realism. The second chapter contends that a fallibilistic position on knowledge
claims is both compatible with instrumentalism and middle-ground between naive em-
piricism and radical relativism within the philosophy of science. Issues such as obser-
vation, falsification and theory development are entered into here. These are linked to
questions of how the progress of science and knowledge can be estimated. Such discus-
sions inform my position of how knowledge can be produced in a scholarly work based
on social constructionism, and how research can be argued to progress the general tasks
set for groups of scholarly works.

I then turn to various dilemmas present in theory development and the application
of theory. The issue of conceptual stretching and theory travel is the first focus of in-
terest here. While scholars want to test their assumptions in various contexts in order
to strengthen the explanatory potential of their theories, they have to be careful not to
stretch their concepts too far beyond the initial application of the concepts they use. An-
other problem with moving to social, political and historical contexts beyond the scholar’s
or the theory’s ‘own’ is the issue of culturalism and evaluative universalism. Discussions
of orientalising tendencies have been prevalent in post-colonial studies, China Studies in-
cluded. I present my own viewpoint on how these issues affect the application of ‘foreign’
theories and concepts and how the kinds of dilemmas this raises may be transcended.
Another dilemma considered in this chapter is that of the ‘normative dilemma’ of writ-
ing security for emancipation: if the normative intention is to be critical, or work against
the naturalising assumptions of ‘security arguments’, how can a scholar deal with the
dilemma of possibly constituting, or even reifying, issues of security by analysing them?

After such metatheoretical issues, the first part moves on to deal with the theoretical
framework, with a focus on theory development which I view to be the study’s main con-
tribution. Chapter 4 presents a brief intellectual history of ‘security’ (as it is most com-
monly presented) as the conceptual basis of contemporary International Security Stud-
ies. Chapter 5 moves to situate the present study within the field of International Security
Studies in general and critical approaches to the study of security in particular. Security is
viewed here as a socially constructed practice and the focus is on ‘how security is made’
through socio-linguistic practices. The approach applied and developed here centres our
attention on the power politics of a concept. This stance is critical, yet it remains at the
level of unmasking: my reasoning is, along with the Copenhagen School, that a student
of security issues cannot state what ‘real’ security is, without thereby making a political
statement.

Chapter 6 presents the theory of securitisation as well as the main criticisms that it
has encountered and that are relevant for the tasks set in this study. The argument is that
some of these criticisms are fundamental disagreements, while others identify anomalies
that the original formulation of the ‘theory’ cannot deal with. This is where the theoreti-
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cal development presented in the study provides an answer: the explication of securitisa-
tion speech acts shows that there can be securitisation acts with various functions, and
that by developing a more nuanced set of models for securitisation speech acts, the new
formulation allows the incorporation of the initial formulation, together with the anoma-
lies that the model could not previously account for.

The introduction of the formulation and the relevant elements of the theory of se-
curitisation as presented by the leading figures of the ‘Copenhagen School,, is followed
by sub-chapters that discuss the various types of criticism raised over the approach in
general, or certain aspects or even details of it. These debates begin with the introduction
of the concept of desecuritisation and the criticism this has aroused. The position taken
here on this undertheorised corollary of securitisation is one where desecuritisation is
viewed as a counter-move to securitisation, as if they were part of a game. I contend
that the combination of securitisation theory and identity frame theory can be used to
analyse social mobilisation, its suppression, and resistance within the same framework.
The argument that desecuritisation can be viewed as a termination of social facts, when
securitisation is part of a process to constitute such facts is also presented.

The issue of criteria for the success or failure of securitisation has attracted much de-
bate. I focus here on the issue of when securitisation can be deemed as either having
taken place, or been successful. My reasoning is that securitisation - and not security -
should be considered a speech act. What such a view entails for the success and failure
of securitisation is then examined. I posit that the perceptions of threats, securitisation
and security action are logically, and at times also practically, separate. This is why stud-
ies of securitisation should begin from securitisation moves. Based on this reasoning, my
argument is that security action alone cannot be a sufficient criterion for the success or
failure of securitisation.

Another point of contention here is the problematic issue of ‘silence’ for the theory. In
my view, the possibility of silence is actually advantageous for the theory as a theory - as
it provides it with an explanatory potential. This position is exemplified by demonstrat-
ing how securitisation discourses that are in place in some political contexts, can be non-
existent in others, which is achieved through the examination of the four macrosecuriti-
sation discourses Buzan & Waever (2009) have ‘postulated’ in the context of the PRC.

Yet another critical discussion of the theory of securitisation has revolved around the
issue of structure and agency, which also connects closely to debates on what kind of a
theory securitisation ‘theory’ is or should be. Various critics have emphasised different
aspects of the context of securitisation processes in a sociological vein, while the original
formulations of the theory were closer to a post-structuralist position that emphasised
the performativity and creativity of speech acts. I reason for a middle-way between these
positions, and show how the illocutionary aspect of securitisation is important in order
for analysts to be able to infer political functions, even meaning from ‘security speech.
The numerous calls to include images in the analysis of securitisation and the social con-
struction of security issues are also relevant here. My reasoning in respect of this critical
debate is that while images and symbols can facilitate, or impede, securitisation moves,
it is difficult to fathom how images, without anchorage, could bring about securitisation
that would not have been institutionalised previously.

The issue of structure and agency, and the ‘event’ of securitisation have raised concern
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due to seeming similarities with Carl Schmitt’s decisionism. Whereas Schmitt’s (1996)
“political” can be seen as one way to wield asymmetric political concepts, my reasoning
is that the theory of securitisation does not equate Schmitt’s political. This sub-chapter
also presents a Daoist double reading on sovereignty and deciding, which opens up the
vitalist foundation of Schmitt’s metaphysical approach. After the differences between
securitisation theory and Schmitt’s political have been established, I proceed to present
my argument for why securitisation theory is more fortuitous in the study of Chinese
politics than the political is.

Another batch of criticisms of the theory of securitisation has identified problems and
anomalies through studies that have applied the approach to political orders beyond lib-
eral democracy and Euro-America. After presenting the various criticisms of and anoma-
lies in previous research, I use illocutionary logic to explicate acts of securitisation and
posit how various ‘strands’ of securitisation can have different political functions. My ar-
gument is that the illocutionary analysis of actually occurred speech can be used to infer
the political functions of security speech in specific instances. Each explication of the five
strands of securitisation is illustrated with an empirical example. The final sub-chapter
of the theoretical part of the study presents the conclusions of the theoretical discussion
for the theory of securitisation.

The second part of this study deals with the empirical analysis of actually occurred
speech and securitisation processes in the People’s Republic of China. This part contains
a chapter that outlines the socio-political and historical contexts that are relevant for the
analysis of the four case studies selected. Here, issues of studying securitisation in the
Chinese political context are engaged by discussing Chinese security narratives. Some in-
stitutionalised master signifiers of security as well as a brief historical contextualisation
of official security narratives are introduced. Discussion progresses on to the foundations
of the Chinese political order and its totalitarian and post-totalitarian features which are
also relevant to investigate in order to see how security issues are constructed. The party-
state and particular functional actors within it are also presented.

Each of the four case studies that follow presents a brief socio-historical context for
the process of securitisation and outlines some of the tactics involved in them. This is fol-
lowed by a more detailed analysis of the securitisation processes and specific speech acts
evident in them. An analysis of possible contestation of and resistance to such securitisa-
tion moves is then examined, as well as the possible desecuritisation of the issue. The
case studies are followed by the conclusions that draw the study to an end.
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Chapter 2

2. The Metascience of a Constructionist Study

Before me things created were none, save things
Eternal, and eternal I endure.

All hope abandon ye who enter here.

- Gate to Hell

The aim here is to study the social construction of security. However, ‘social constructiv-
ism’ is a label that is given or subscribed to a wide variety of topics, and there has been
considerable confusion as regards the methods, commitments and even the research
agenda of the nebulous group of (labelled or self-professed) constructivist scholars with-
in the field of International Relations (IR). The heterogeneity of this group has partly
contributed to constructivism being ill-defined in IR: constructivism, constructionism
and constitutiveness are used by different scholars to describe different things.! Further
confusion arises from the contradictory epistemological and ontological commitments
of different scholars. Even the understanding of language differs from one constructivist
scholar to the other - even in the field of critical studies of security: some focus on speech
acts (e.g., Buzan et al. 1998), some on social fields (e.g., Bigo 1994), some on symbolic
interactionism (e.g., Balzacq 2005) while others (e.g., Hansen 2006) emphasise the per-
formativity of language in a post-structuralist vein. These are all valid reasons for why
one should make explicit what social constructionism is envisaged to entail, both episte-
mologically and ontologically: every piece of research makes ontological and epistemo-
logical commitments, be they unwitting or explicit.? Perceptively, Peter Winch (2008, 3)
has noted that any worthwhile study of society, will concomitantly be philosophical in
character. In a similar vein, Alexander Wendt (1999) has suggested that all scientists have
to ‘do ontology’, whether this is explicit or not.?

1 For example Nicholas Onuf (1989, 1) uses the terms ‘construct’ and ‘constitute’ interchangeably, in addition
to often referring to co-constitution. Wendt (1998) criticises especially the use of the last term as confusing.
Constructivism is the term and label used in most IR studies that focus on the social construction of various
issues, even though social constructionism would be more befitting to most of the approaches in terms of socio-
logical terminology. In this study, social constructionism is mainly used, but constructivism is, by convention,
the label used for ‘constructivist IR studies.

2 Ontology refers here to the world and its structure outside language. The ontology of a situation on its own
is ‘dead’: for it to have meaning in human society, it has to be embedded through social reality into the function
its form has. In this vein, Itkonen (1997, 1-3) argues that the relationship between language and the world is
asymmetrical: language depicts the world and the world becomes depicted, but not the other way around. This
is analogous to the use of any instrument: instruments are always directed at something, which defines their
function.

® Robert Cox (1986) argues that one cannot do research without explicitly or implicitly defining the basis on
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Indeed, social constructionism is not a theory of international relations, but an onto-
logical or meta-theory of how subjective meanings are transformed into intersubjective
facts that appear to be as real as the observable material world around us. Thus, social
constructionism is interested in how human action produces a world which consists of
objects and entities. As in all social sciences, this interest eventually leads to questions
about ‘human nature’ and the nature of the world (Chomsky 2006; Chomsky & Foucault
2006). Unlike the two most traditionally dominant camps of IR theory, namely Political
Realism and Idealism that view human nature as either inherently ‘good’ or ‘bad’, a con-
structionist is concerned with innate human abilities and capabilities e.g., the ability to
learn languages and the drive to be social. The effects of these kinds of understandings
will be viewed here in the formation of scholarly knowledge in general, and in the study
of International Relations in particular.

The entry of social constructionism into the field of IR has raised a great deal of debate.
One of the most famous of these took place between John Mearsheimer (1994/1995;
1995) and Alexander Wendt (1995). In this debate, Mearsheimer positioned ‘rationalist’
and ‘critical’ approaches as a continuation of the debate between realism and idealism
in [R.* He argued that Political Realism and the various critical approaches had funda-
mental differences both in their epistemological and ontological understandings. While
realists take the world as objective and knowable, for Mearsheimer, critical approaches
represented the possibility of endless interpretation. Similarly, he argued that critical ap-
proaches have a ‘relativist’ epistemology and an ‘idealist’ ontology, whereas realist theo-
ries emphasise that state behaviour is largely determined by material structures.

In his reply, Wendt (1995) argued that Mearsheimer had an anachronistic view of the
philosophy of science. For Wendyt, ‘constructivist’ approaches are still committed to ob-
jective knowledge, even though the empiricist basis for this knowledge is in question.
The strict separation of the subject and object in scholarship represents a naive positivist
epistemology, which is hardly subscribed to by anyone engaged in the field of contempo-
rary philosophy of science.® Thus, for Wendt, rather than repeat the idealist versus realist
debate, the issue between Political Realism and ‘critical approaches’ was about differ-
ences in epistemology. The Mearsheimer-Wendt debate was, however, about more than
a disagreement on epistemology. This becomes apparent in Mearsheimer’s (1995, 92)
reply to Wendt, where Mearsheimer seems to suggest that ‘critical approaches’ cannot
guarantee that they would not turn into politically irresponsible hegemonic discourses
similar to fascism. For Williams (2005, 151), this reveals the connection of Mearsheimer’s
Political Realism to cognitive liberalism.® Due to the common intellectual roots of Political
which the research is built. It seems that in most cases this is done implicitly. Yet a scholar should be able to
reflect on the foundations of her knowledge claims in addition to providing descriptions, explanations, and
predictions on her topic. For Cox, there are then two aspects of scholarship: reflection (the analysis of inten-

tions and foundations of knowledge) and the interpretation and modelling of the factual world (see also Wendt
1991).

* Lapid (1989) had already continued the lineage of identifying ‘great debates’ within IR by naming the third
debate.

> The main agreed-upon principles of modern logical positivism can be summarised into three theses: 1)
a statement that cannot be verified by sensory perception is meaningless or nonsense, 2) science should
be reducible to statements on directly observable facts, and 3) science is based on methodological monism
(Raatikainen, 2004, 24).

¢ Williams (2005, 151) shows how Mearsheimer transpires to be the kind of "idealist’ he claims to criticise:
if Mearsheimer’s position was a positivist theory of the objective dynamics of international security, these
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Realism and constructionism (Williams 2005; 2007a), such a strict opposition between
the two approaches would be misleading.” In order to break free from the understanding
of human nature of reified rationalist social science and rational choice theory, we have
to ‘do some constructionist ontology

2.1. The Dialecticism of Social Constructionism

One of the prominent issues in the Mearsheimer-Wendt debate was the role of material
and ideational factors in international relations and its study. The question construction-
ist IR has to answer is: how does the transition or transformation from material to idea-
tional and social facts occur?

The issue of how subjective meanings are transformed into intersubjective and objec-
tive reality was one of the major interests of Berger and Luckmann (1994) in their work
on the sociology of knowledge. They argued that our experience of reality - our sense of
reality as other, as independent of us - is the result of processes and activities which they
aptly called ‘social construction.® Further, they were interested in how the everyday com-
monsense experiences are constructed socially.

Berger and Luckmann were not IR scholars, but wrote their treatise as a reaction to the
dominance of structural-functionalist approaches in the sociology of the 1960s (Aittola &
Raskila 1994). They argued that approaches that only promoted holism or individualism
could not fully explain or understand the realities of individual people and society.® For
them, the relationship between the individual and society was dialectical: the individual
is both the producer and the product of the same reality.!® The structures of society have

dynamics should be independent from the theories that seek to explain them. Therefore changing explanatory
theories should not affect the dynamics and thereby also not be more or less responsible on the level of practice.
But if Mearsheimer concurs that theories of Political Realism are practices that can influence actual policy, then
his criticism of the causal insignificance of ideational factors becomes untenable.

This issue deals with how independent and non-constitutive human-developed theories are of the realities they
claim to enlighten. In most segments of the natural sciences, the realities that are studied are taken as indepen-
dent from human theorising of them, yet the diametrically opposite seems to be the case in fields of study such
as literature. Onuf (1989, 15-16) argues that the social sciences fall somewhere in between these two extreme
poles. The problem with Mearsheimer is that he, like much of the mainstream in the field, sees IR as operating
like a natural science, in that IR should correspond to an operative paradigm (cf.,, Onuf 1989, 16).

7 See also Wyn Jones (1999), Scheuerman (2008), Cozette (2008), and Behr & Heath (2009).

8 Their work has been seen as a descendant of phenomenology. They explicitly note the work of the Viennese
social theorist, Alfred Schutz (1953; 1954) , whose roots lie with Edmund Husserl and Max Weber and who
popularised Husserl’s ‘Lebenswelt’ approach to the English speaking world (Onuf 1989, 53-54), as a major
source of inspiration. Schutz’s 'principle of adequacy’, or the necessity of social sciences utilising the under-
standings and concepts of its objects of study can also be seen in Hans Morgenthau’s (2006) views of what the
study of international relations should be like.

¢ Berger and Luckmann (1994, 209) highlighted the problem that was prevalent in much of structuralist sociol-
ogy: even though scholars who utilise a purely structural approach in their studies are initially satisfied with
those structures having a merely heuristic function, eventually they tend to understand their own conceptual
constructions as similar to laws of nature.

This seems to have happened to many 'followers’ of Waltz (Onuf 2009; Waever 2009). Already Hedley Bull
(1969, 31) identified a similar problem with proponents of the ‘scientific approach’ to IR: “he easily slips into
a dogmatism that empirical generalisation does not allow, attributing to the model a connection with reality it
does not have.”

10 Giddens’ (e.g., 1984) theory of ’structuration’ makes the same argument in a much more elaborate way.
The core idea of structuration is that social reality is formed by structures that exist in the memory of social
agents. Structures both limit the options of action and are a resource for action. Structures are independent
from individual agents in that if they are prevalent they cannot be wished away by individual agents. At the
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been constructed by individuals, and thus society and its structures can only be main-
tained by human action. Successful scholarship will take this dialectic into account.

For Berger and Luckmann, such a dialectic comes about through three ‘moments’, viz.
externalisation, objectification and internalisation. In the first ‘moment’ the individual
externalises meanings into the natural environment and society. As a result of the innate
instability of the human organism, it has to construct its own social environments. The
externalisation of meanings thus becomes habitual and institutionalised and thus brings
about predictability to human action and behaviour.

This leads to the second ‘moment’, namely the objectification of the externalised social
reality, or in its extreme form, the reification of the objectified social reality.!* As a result,
the world of social institutions becomes indisputable. Even though openness vis-a-vis the
world and its meanings is a feature of the biological composition of the human species,
its members must constantly adapt to social structures and conditions. When the exter-
nalised and objectified social reality becomes reified, the dialectic between the individual
and the construction of society seems to be lost; a reified world becomes inhuman. Reifi-
cation turns human institutions, even bureaucracies, into apparent permanents, thereby
concealing their human and social origins. Also institutions then appear as indisputable
and objective, as if they were something beyond human creations (Berger & Luckmann
1994, 103). Institutions become part of the reality beyond the individual, but then retain
their existence whether individuals desire this or not (ibid., 73). Nevertheless, no matter
how objective social realities may appear to be, ontologically they have no other basis
than the human action which created them.

The third ‘moment’ for Berger and Luckmann (1994) is the internalisation of the ob-
jectified world, which reconnects the externalised social reality back into the individual
consciousness. The process whereby this happens is aptly called socialisation: the in-
dividual is imbued with structures of meaning and readiness to take part in the social
dialectic to perpetuate the process of constructing social reality. The individual is not
born with a ready-made society; the individual has an innate drive for sociality and the
ability to learn language (or some other systematic structure of symbols).!> When an in-
dividual develops in an environment that reciprocates both in terms of providing social
same time, structures are completely dependent on agents as the means of reproduction and maintained
through their repetition in routinised social processes. Should this repetition cease, so would the structures,
similarly cease to exist. This kind of approach allows for both the constraining function of structures in the
case of individuals, as well as for the change in structures both as a result of conscious efforts, and unintended
consequences.

" According to Theodor Adorno (Horkheimer & Adorno 2002) all reification is forgetting. Roland Barthes
(1977, 165) presents a similar idea with his concept of myth: “Myth consists in turning culture into nature or, at
least, the social, the cultural, the ideological, the historical into the ‘natural.” As with reification, with becoming
‘myths’, things lose the memory of them once being ‘made’.

Dereification, the dismantling of reifications, or the revealing of the human origin of institutions can be seen as a
motive behind Jiirgen Habermas’s (2007) emancipatory interest of knowledge, Ludwig Wittgenstein’s (1999a)
‘linguistic misunderstandings’, as well as Pierre Bourdieu’s (Bourdieu & Wacquant 1995, 74) dismantling of
doxa: in areified world, meaning is no longer understood as producing the world we live in but as reflecting “the
true nature of things” (Berger & Luckmann 1994, 104). For Berger and Luckmann (1994, 106), the investigation
of reification is important as it provides an antidote for the reificatory tendencies of sociological and theoretical
thinking. Indeed, this was one of the insights that motivated the initiation of the present research project.

12 Markku Koivusalo (2001, 95) puts the principle succinctly: human beings are genetically predisposed at
birth with the ability to acquire any human language, and any phonemes that they contain, yet human beings

are not genetically predisposed to learn any specific historical language, culture, or meaning, which are only
received as an external inheritance.
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interaction and a system of symbols, the individual becomes a part of human society.*?
Internalisation is both the foundation to understand the behaviour of other individuals,
and to experience the world as a meaningful social reality. As a result of successful inter-
nalisation, the individual not only comprehends the single actions or momentary subjec-
tive states of other individuals, but also ‘understands’ the world they and others inhabit.
Eventually the individual comes to realise that the world does not comprise only of her-
self and the other individuals she has perceived: the individual thus develops a concept
of the ‘general other’**

Berger and Luckmann were not the only scholars to have emphasised dialecticism as
the answer to the agent-structure problem.'> Noam Chomsky and Michel Foucault (2006),
for example, approached the issue of creativity from two sides of the ‘mountain’ in their
debate on human nature. At the end they were in agreement: human creativity is made
possible by the individual, but certain things can only become ‘possible’ through society
and its structures. For Chomsky (2006, 132), scientific creativity is dependent on both
the innate creative ability of the human mind, as well as social and intellectual condi-
tions. Similarly to both Berger and Luckmann and Chomsky, many critics of the Neo-neo-
synthesis (Weever 1996; 1997b) in IR have emphasised the problem of the overestima-
tion of the effects of structures in IR theory. The appropriateness of dialectic approaches
is evident, for example, in Richard Ashley’s (1984, 249) views on theoretically oriented
research. For him, all research that strives towards theoreticism is positivist by nature.
This does not mean, however, that we should simply reject this type of reasoning, but
that the positivist, objectifying moment should become the target of continuous practical
criticism.

Although the main focus of Berger and Luckmann was on the interaction between sub-
jective meaning and objectified social reality, they also discussed the relationship of the
human organism and human society. The nature of humans as biological organisms af-
fects all of the stages in the construction of human realities. But the relation between the
human organism and its society works both ways: once constructed, human society will
also affect human organisms. The dialectic relationship is not only limited to subjective
consciousness and social reality, but also represents the relationship of the biological and
the social. On the one hand, a human being is a body, but on the other, that body is also
used to do various things, including speech acts;!® a person will often perceive herselfas a
m&n who have been deprived of human contact and interaction do not develop language or social
capabilities in the manner that children who have human contact and interaction do. While such children may
eventually gain these skills when exposed to human interaction, there seems to be a “cut-off age” for learning a
full range of adult-level language use. (Trask 1999, 179-181.)

4 For Wittgenstein (1999a), the object is the internalisation of a large group of forms of life and language
games, which form the Weltbild that render the world comprehensible and functionable. Whilst for Habermas
(2007), interests of knowledge are the basis of rationality of scientific knowledge, from a Wittgensteinian
(1999a; Winch 2008) point of view, they can be taken as three sets of rules for the language game or form of life
of science and scholarship.

5 For debates and discussion of the agent-structure problem in IR, see Wendt (1987; 1999), Hollis & Smith
(1991), Carlsnaes (1992), Buzan (1995), and Wight (2006).

For social constructionism, neither agents nor structures take precedence, but rather have a dialectical relation-
ship.

16 r;3odies and physicality are part of all speech acts, be they accomplished through speaking, writing, hand
signals, images or any other system of symbols and meaning. It is important to keep in mind that what speech

act theory - and thereby also securitisation theory - is about, is not words, or verbs, but illocutionary force.
These forces may be brought about by words and utterances, but other forms of interaction (e.g., silent physical
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creature who uses her body to do things, a person does not necessarily, exclusively, iden-
tify herself as consisting merely of her body,'” but also of her consciousness and social
identity i.e., both the physical and social aspect is present in most human activities.

The dialectic of ‘nature’ and ‘society’ is evident in both the human organism and soci-
ety setting limitations on one another. Society and its circumstances can enhance the liv-
ing conditions of human organisms, but social conditions can also maim and kill.® In the
end, society even guides and moulds the biological tendencies of the human organism.
For Berger and Luckmann (1994, 206), the task of the human organism is to construct
realities and exist in them along with others. These realities become dominant and define
the world for the individual. The physical limits of this world may well be set by ‘nature’,
but once the world is objectified and internalised, it also begins to have its own effects on
‘nature. Thus, the dialectic of nature and social reality moulds and remoulds the human
organism; in this dialectic, humans produce social reality, ergo themselves.

2.2. Points of Constructionism

Since social constructionism is a meta-level theory, it is not surprising that many fields
of study have adopted this kind of an approach to how knowledge is produced in human
interaction. Indeed, in a survey of the field of social constructionism, lan Hacking (1999)
lists some sixty-odd titles that have been described as socially constructed, inclusive of
such matters as: authorship, brotherhood, the child viewer of television, danger, emotions,
facts, gender, illness, knowledge, literacy, nature, oral history, postmodernism, quarks,
serial homicide, technological systems, urban schooling, vital statistics, youth homeless-
ness, zulu nationalism, deafness, mind, panic, the eighties, and extraordinary science. In
the field of IR there has also been a large body of titles based on constructionism of one
stripe or another. The topics of social construction differ somewhat here as well: anarchy
(Wendt 1992; 1999), nationalism (Hall 1998), post-Soviet international political reality
(Matz 2001), rules (Onuf 1989), state sovereignty (Biersteker and Weber 1996), Western
action in Bosnia (Fierke 1996), and, of course, security (Buzan et al. 1998).

As can be gauged from this by no means exhaustive list of matters viewed as socially
constructed in recent scholarly literature, the topics are remarkably heterogeneous: real-
ity, truth, facts and knowledge are accompanied by people, inanimate objects, states, ac-
tions, events, experiences and an assortment of other things. What, then, might all these
objects of interest have in common? Hacking (1999, 5) suggests that we should not “ask
for the meaning” but, rather, “ask what’s the point?”*°

presence) may at times also achieve perlocutionary effects. This point becomes important when various criti-
cisms of the CopS are examined below.

17 This is one of the problems of the spread of biometric means of identification: people want to have identities
beyond their physical existence (Lyon 2007).

18 An important point of Galtung’s (1990) concepts of structural and cultural violence.

19 Habermas’s (2007) interests of knowledge in a way also asks for the ‘point’ of scholarly endeavours.
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Hacking (1999, 6) maintains that social constructionists contemplating X’ usually work
against the status quo and tend to hold that:

X need not have existed, nor need be at all as it is. X, or X as it is at present, is not de-
termined by the nature of things; it is not inevitable.?

Hacking (1999, 6) further notes that social constructionists tend to urge that:

X is quite bad as it is.
We would be much better off, if X were done away with or at least radically trans-
formed.

Hacking (1999, 12) also formulates a zero-clause for the approach of typical construc-
tionists:

In the present state of affairs, X is taken for granted, indeed, X appears to be inevita-
ble.

Furthermore, Hacking argues that the basis for the other clauses, “0)”, is what construc-
tionists take for granted, “1)” is what constructionists ‘hold’, while “2)” and “3)” are what
constructionists ‘urge. Beyond this general argument-structure of social constructionist
studies, Hacking (1999, 19-21) divides constructionist approaches into six types in ac-
cordance with what ‘the point’ of each approach is claimed to be: A) historical i.e., some-
one presents a history of X, which has been constructed in the course of social processes,
B) ironici.e., X is taken to be an inevitable part of the world of our conceptual architecture,
but which could have been quite different; X though has become permanent, as it forms
an integral part of our thought, which would be futile to attempt to alter, even though it
may gradually change; thereby X is highly contingent as a product of social forces and his-
tory and cannot be avoided as an integral part of the universe we inhabit, C) reformisti.e.,
after the realisation that X is not necessarily inevitable, aspects of it should be changed
since it is negative but still necessary in that we cannot live without it, D) unmasking i.e.,
ideas should be unmasked to demonstrate their ‘extra-theoretical function” which will
strip them of their ‘practical effectiveness’ and their misleading appeal or authority,!
E) rebellious i.e., while unmasking is an intellectual affair and not necessarily reformist,
those who actively maintain (1), (2), and (3) can then be considered rebellious on X, and
lastly F) revolutionary i.e., an activist who moves beyond the world of ideas and endeav-
ours to change the world in respect of X.

When his schema of the points of social constructionist studies is applied to the criti-
cal study of security, a very familiar narrative unfolds (cf., Krause & Williams 1997 and
CASE 2006): There is a presupposition (cf., “0” above) that: (national) security seems an
inevitable categorisation in this day and age. The constructionist scholar, critical of se-

20 André Kukla (2000, 2) notes that by saying: “’X is constructed’ entails that X is not inevitable,” Hacking
presents us with a necessary condition for the validity of constructionist claims.

2 This avenue of thought follows Karl Mannheim’s (1952; 1954; 1997) idea of ‘the unmasking turn of the mind,
which does not aim to refute ideas, but rather to undermine them via exposure of the function they serve.
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curity (concepts, practices, or studies) will argue (“1”): Not at all. National security need
not have ever been conceptualised as a distinct kind of entity. What seems like a sensible
classification to us when we think about the activities of states and politicians is ‘forced’
upon its adherents and opponents, in part as a result of political interests. Thus, it can
be argued that (“2”) this category, concept, or practice is not an especially positive one.
Perhaps it could be suggested (“3”) that the world would be better off without it. Talk of
(national) security is not exactly false, but it uses an inapt idea. It presupposes that there
are coherent objects, threats and referent objects (cf., Weever 1997a). True, we can collect
data on military spending and manoeuvres, diplomacy, the economy, and other indicators
of national power. These are however not very meaningful data: they are artefacts of a
construction that we would be better off without, according to the social constructionist,
who is critical, rebellious or even revolutionary in regard to security.

Constructionist scholars in the field of ISS could further argue that ‘national security’
is a potent metaphor, as it has the ability to instantly conceal its use as a metaphor: once
an issue is labelled, it should not be further questioned, even by a policymaker. Which
label sticks to which issue has less to do with the intrinsic merits of the issue than with
the networks and other resources of power of interested parties wishing to attach these
labels. Once we have the phrase, the label, the audience becomes convinced that there
is a definite kind of thing: national security. This becomes reified and reproduced, as do
the artefacts of its construction. Some politicians start to conceive of their activities as
national security, a special kind of politics - as opposed to the usual kind - and start to
interact with other domestic and international politicians and officials, but now no longer
regarded as just politicians, but rather as agents of national security. Further, since politi-
cians are self-aware creatures (or so they would seem to claim) they may then become
not only politicians who deal with national security, but rather, in their own conceptuali-
sations, agents of national security. Such species of politician can be well aware of theo-
ries on national security and its agents, so that they can adapt to, react against, or reject
them.?? As such, researchers of security should keep this in mind i.e., that their studies
may alter the ‘species’ of national-security-politicians, even, possibly, affect which issues
may be considered issues on national security.

The interpretation or understanding of what this kind of ‘critical’ entails is largely
dependent on the intellectual temperament of individual scholars. The manifesto of the
c.a.s.e. collective (CASE 2006) implicitly exhibits the problem of the various ‘points’ of
constructionism as identified by Hacking. A challenge for this group of critical scholars
of security is that they do not agree on how willing they are to take part in critical po-
litical agendas, and whether their objective is the achievement of ‘real security’, ‘normal
politics’ instead of ‘security politics’, or to become freed from the concept and practices
of ‘security’ itself.

The c.a.s.e. collective seems to be so convinced by social constructionism that it does
not appear to be necessary to discuss this meta-theoretical approach in their manifesto.??
As such, these critical scholars of security appear to be of like mind with other ‘critical’

22 This kind of ‘double hermeneutics’ (Giddens 1984, 284; Ciuta 2009, 322) has relevance for the ‘normative
dilemma of writing security’ (see Chapter 3.4. below).

23 Although I have been a participant in the collective since 2006, [ was not involved in the writing of the
manifesto.
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scholars in other fields of scholarship. More ‘conservative’ scholars who favour ‘normal
science’ are more frequently critical of constructionism (and particularly post-structural-
ism) (see e.g., Sokal & Bricmont 1998 and Sokal 2008), while more radical ‘paradigm bust-
ers’ tend to congregate around constructionist or some even more ‘radical’ approaches.

While most critical approaches to security seek some sort of liberation, the differing
‘points’ of such critical studies are confounded by the lack of a common understanding of
what ‘emancipation’ means in IR in general, but also within this field in particular.?* For
some, emancipation from some form of oppression always leads to other forms of op-
pression.? For others, emancipation is an attainable state of affairs. Both of these under-
standings, however, essentially connect emancipation with power and the possibilities of
its just use and application. Research aimed at the emancipatory interest of knowledge
(Habermas 2007; Vuori 2008a), seeks to produce criticism and knowledge that disman-
tles or undermines structures of power and oppression of one form or another. Thereby,
emancipatory research strives for a better society.

While emancipation can be about the release from power-relations that are considered
unjust, perhaps the most characteristic mode of emancipatory research is the dismantle-
ment of unconscious or ‘naturalised’ structural limits or impediments. The objective of
this type of research may be to demonstrate how a phenomenon or practice that was
considered self-evident or natural, is actually arbitrary and contingent.?¢ Critique and re-
flection are the key means to achieve this. The aim of deconstruction can, for example, be
viewed in this way: for Derrida (e.g., 2003) deconstruction through double reading was a
prerequisite to make an ethical intervention into human practices. Giorgio Agamben (e.g.,
2005, 88) also has similar objectives in unmasking the ‘fiction’ of the unity of law and life,
which opens up a space and possibility for ‘politics.?’

24 See for example Booth (2007, 111). For Habermas (2007, 310), emancipation is about expressing “ideologi-
cally frozen relations of dependence that can in principle be transformed.” As Onuf (1989, 274) notes, this
entails that critical social science and emancipation are the means to an end.

%5 This kind of circular criticism raises an issue for scholars who like to speak ‘security’ on behalf of muzzled
groups or groups of people who do not have a ‘voice’: acting as a vanguard or speaking on behalf of someone is
paternalistic. Further, scholars whose task is to speak truth to power, should also speak truth to the power of
the powerless. Indeed, how would the power of the powerless be more virtuous that the power of the powerful
once the powerless become the powerful (consider the revolutions accomplished in the name of the proletariat
in the USSR and the PRC)? It is difficult to agree with Foucault (Chomsky & Foucault 2006) that the proletariat
would be justified in using violence as a form of revenge on the bourgeoisie after a revolution. In the same
debate with Chomsky, Foucault notes that the oppressed also fabricate masks and weapons in order to achieve
their power ends. These should be unmasked as well.

% For Gramsci (1971), hegemony is social and political power that is derived from a populace’s ‘spontaneous
consent, which is given due to intellectual and moral authority. Hegemony is exercised through power (coercion
and consent), rather than through force (arms). Of key importance, is cultural hegemony in the form of various
agents and arenas such as the media, organised religion, schools and popular arts. Imposed from above, these
influence subordinate states/classes/groups to accept the hegemon’s (foreign, external) values, which posit
the subordinate’s position as natural and inevitable. The ruling class constitutes social reality with its ideology
that also limits alternatives. Laclau & Mouffe (2001) refined Gramsci’s definition of hegemony as a discursive
strategy of combining discrete principles of thought (from different intellectual systems) into a coherent ideol-
ogy, thereby avoiding some of the problems of essentialism that were evident in Gramsci’s understanding of
class for example.

For an application of Gramsci to IR, see Gill (1993).

27 For Agamben (2005, 88), “purity never lies at the origin,” and therefore unmasking ‘fictions’ only allows new
conditions for origins. This means that ‘emancipation’ merely opens up a possibility for something new; it is not
arevelation of something ‘authentic’ or ‘pure.

The task set for philosophy by Wittgenstein comes close to such understandings; for Wittgenstein, this task was
to clear up linguistic misunderstandings i.e., to dispel perplexities that arise from the misuse of language and
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For the ‘Aberystwyth School of Critical Security Studies’ (Waever 2004a; CASE 2006)
the task for security studies is the emancipation of the individual.?® Scholars such as Ken
Booth (e.g., 2005; 2007) and Richard Wyn Jones (e.g., 1999) who have been influenced
by the Frankfurt School of Critical Theory, emphasise that the military and state centric,
zero-sum understanding of security should be replaced by a concept of security that cen-
tres on communities and individual emancipation. For them, emancipation equals secu-
rity. This is in contrast to other critical approaches, which aim for emancipation from the
concept and practices of security. This normative disagreement is largely due to different
approaches to normality and normativity, for, as is noted in CASE (2006, 455), attempts at
theoretically ‘unmaking’ securitisation lead to an engagement with twofold understand-
ings of ‘normal politics”: politics as normality and politics as normativity. Here the nor-
mative push towards desecuritisation of the CopS can be seen as a preference for politics
of normality,?® while the normative push towards emancipation of CSS can be seen as a
politics of normativity.?’ These different notions of normality and normativity create ten-
sions among critical approaches to the study of security.

Beyond such issues of the varying ‘points’ of constructionist studies, Hacking (1999)
brings up important points of contention, or ‘sticking points’, between constructionists
and non-constructionists in the field of the philosophy of science. The first of these ‘stick-
ing points’ is contingency. Constructionists tend to suggest that science need not have
followed the course that it has followed. Similarly, the development of IR theory has not
followed some preordained path: IR theories could have been very different and they
could have been developed in a different order. According to this view, the routes and
exits of the highway of science and scholarship are underdetermined.

The second sticking point is nominalism, on which constructionists tend to maintain
that the world does not have an inherent structure that is discovered, but that what we
believe to be facts is a consequence of the ways in which we represent the world. Scholars
do not discover the structure of the world as it is: our views on the structures and content
of the world may vary regardless of the actual changes or non-changes of the world.

The third sticking point is the question of stability, or internal versus external explana-
tions of stability. Unlike ‘scientists’ who take the stability of theories as a sign of compel-
ling evidence, constructionists often argue that theoretical stability can also be the result
of factors outside the theories themselves, such as the power of academic ‘gatekeepers.
For example the success of the various strands of ‘neorealism’ may not be fully explained
by the explanatory power of these approaches vis-a-vis an objective reality, but a more
thorough explanation requires an examination of the practices of academia. The methods

thus “to show the fly the way out of the fly-bottle” (1999a, § 309).

28 The main contributions of this approach to security studies include Krause & Williams (1996; 1997), Krause
(1998), Wyn Jones (1999), and Booth (1991; 2005; 2007). For applications to the Asian context, see Burke &
McDonald (2007).

29 As Ciuta (2009, 313) notes, while ‘normal politics’ is important for the CopS, as it is on the other side of the
threshold of securitisation, they do not define either ‘normal politics’ or ‘normality’; for the CopS, what counts
as normal or exceptional is different in different contexts. For Waever (20044a, 10), the aim of desecuritisation is
the movement of issues away from a threat-defence sequence into the ‘ordinary public sphere’ (or the economy,
or religion as religion, or whatever mechanism); desecuritisation can be viewed as an attempt at ‘retrieving the
normality of politics’ (CASE 2006, 455).

30 The security-power-normality of CopS is replaced in CSS with security-emancipation-normativity (CASE
2006, 456).
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in which dissertations are evaluated, publications approved, positions filled and resourc-
es divided may have a relevant effect of the stability of some approaches.

Each of these sticking points, which are logically independent from each other, is a
basis for disagreement between constructionists and non-constructionists within the
philosophy of science. These sticking points are not, however, based on binary positions,
but form continuums. In regard to this study, in terms of these continuums, the question
is whether it is inevitable that (national) security is how it is, and whether the study of
(national) security has inevitably had to follow the path it has formed. Here my own posi-
tion is clearly constructionist, since security is taken to mean different things to differ-
ent societies at different times, as the vulnerabilities and historical experiences undergo
change (and security has not always been the dominant concept for the types of problems
it is used to organise today). The debates over how to study security have also not fol-
lowed an inevitable path.

Regarding the issue of nominalism: does the world itself have an inherent structure
of which security is a part? Do threats arise naturally from the material capabilities of
sovereign states in a world of self-help? Is the object of security the state, and can the se-
curity dilemma not be transcended? Again, I lean towards the constructionist end of the
continuum, as concepts of ‘security’ are social constructs dependent on history, culture,
communication and ideology and, thus, not an inevitable part of a world structure be-
yond human influence. There is, however, a physical basis for many social constructions
(beyond all human thought requiring an organic human brain), which, logically, is often
precursory to social constructions.

As regards stability, ‘vulgar realists’ maintain that, for at least 700 years, there has
been ceaseless repetition of state competition for power in a world of suspicion and inse-
curity, some arguing that such features go all the way back to the beginning of recorded
history. Transhistorical laws transcend situations and reveal the constants of power poli-
tics and insecurity. Thus, questions here are: is the stability of this belief a result of the
merits of the theory, and does the stability of this belief provide evidence for its merit?
Or, alternatively, is the stability a result of factors outside the theory and argument e.g.,
politics? What is the position on this sticking point? Security dilemmas have been around
for a long time. Yet, historical accounts deny any ‘laws of history’ The stability of utilitar-
ian beliefs can also be accounted for by scholarly politics, both in terms of funding, tenure
and refereeing practices. To transcend the security dilemma is also logically possible, and
it has indeed happened in some parts of the international system. On this sticking point,
my register thus reaches the ‘maximum’ level.

We now have a total position® on the level of constructionism on the three sticking
points between constructionists and non-constructionists. But where would this study
register on the scale from historical to revolutionary constructionism? In Jiirgen Hab-
ermas’s categorisation of the interests of knowledge, this study would fall under the
category of emancipation. In Ian Hacking’s terminology, it might be characterised as an
effort towards unmasking security arguments in a Mannheimian manner. Although not
all issues of security are deceitful, security arguments are extremely strong political
tools, and thus one must exhibit extreme sensitivity to them. In Mao Zedong’s and Deng

31 This ‘score’ is, of course, not chiselled in stone, but quite malleable with the help of contemporary informa-
tion technology, i.e,, it is fallibilistic and open.
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Xiaoping’s (1995) words we should “emancipate the mind and seek truth from facts,” also
in respect of security issues.

2.3. Turtles All the Way Down? Ontological Levels and Social
Constructionism

Beyond the ‘sticking points’ identified by Hacking (1999), one of the critiques levelled
against constructionism is the claim that it denies materialist ontology. Such claims
present constructionism as leading to the denial of ‘brute’ and material reality,®® due
to the reasoning that people can manage reality only through language and social con-
structions.?* Such criticisms, then, raise the question: is reality social constructions

32 In his struggle with Hua Guofeng, Deng successfully attributed the notion to Mao who had presented it at
Yan’an, during the war with Japan (Hughes 2006, 12). See Kauppinen (2006, 29) on the issue of the temporalisa-
tion and alteration of the meaning of such “formulated ideas.”

33 At this point, it must be noted that when the works of the most frequent targets of criticism in the field of
‘radical constructionism’ are read, much of the criticism turns out to be poking at straw men. For example,
Barnes & Bloor (1982) make their arguments about the social construction of scientific knowledge, not about
the ‘referents’ of that knowledge. Similarly, Pickering (1984), who studied the social construction of scientific
knowledge of quarks, did not argue that what are referred to as ‘quarks’ in the English language, were socially
constructed and so would not have existed before their conceptualisation. Elsewhere he argues (Pickering
1995) that ‘the world resists’ scientists’ conceptualisations and theoretisations of it.

John A. Vasquez (1995, 225-226) presents a similar argument, starting from a very different tradition of schol-
arship. In addition to scholarly concepts and theories, the ‘world’ can also resist nonsense. Torsten Michel’s
(2009, 404) argument that pigs, like humans can fly on the Moon is the kind of nonsense that Sokal underlines
(Sokal & Bricmont 1998; Sokal 2008). As the physical phenomenon referred to by flying in the English language
depends on ‘lift’ produced by ‘wings in motion’ within gaseous substances, neither humans, pigs, nor even birds
can ‘fly’ on the Moon as it lacks an atmosphere: even if birds could survive on the Moon without oxygen or air
pressure, their wings would not provide them with the same abilities of producing a region of lower pressure
above and of higher pressure below their wings that would allow them to propel themselves and glide in the
‘air’ as they do on Earth. While Michel is confused in that it would be gravity that prevents pigs from flying on
earth, it is actually the lack of ‘wings’ that is the reason for this. Of course we cannot know that pigs cannot
fly somewhere else, just as we cannot know that we are not in Hell, or that we are not being deceived by an
evil scientist when we believe to be observing something, yet these kinds of questions and investigations are
a pastime for philosophers (or for sets of very confused brains in jars on shelves somewhere), not for people
engaged in scientific activities. Science deals with facts and knowledge claims, not with the possibilities of
knowing in a general sense. “I cannot possibly doubt that I was never in the stratosphere. Does that make me
know it? Does it make it true?” (Wittgenstein 1999b, § 222.)

‘The world’ can also ‘resist’ when it comes to the performance of speech acts. For Searle (2002a, 104), the
limitations of performatives are not the result of their semantic contents, but facts in the natural world. One
could for example make a declaration that I hereby end all wars, but facts in the world make this impossible.
Making declarations non-defective thus requires social institutions or conventions that enable the declarations
to change the world to fit the propositional content of the declaration. The same applies to implicit speech acts.
It is usually said one cannot insinuate by declaring that ‘I hereby insinuate that so and so.’ This again is not due
to the semantics of the utterance, but to the social conventions of discourse communities, i.e., social facts in the
world. This was also evident in the failure of the securitisation speech acts in the German Democratic Republic
in 1989: the failure was not a matter of the semantics being any different; facts in the social world did not allow
securitisation to succeed anymore.

To again rule out any possible confusion: taking a social constructionist stance on science does not necessarily
mean that one could not be an external realist; many constructionist approaches to science study the construc-
tion of understandings of ‘facts’ as social processes, not necessarily the physical or other objects that the ‘facts’
purportedly refer to.

Disregarding the straw-men, the crux of the debate on constructionism within the philosophy of science,
is whether facts about the world are ‘discovered’ or whether they are ‘invented’ or ‘constructed’ in social
processes.

3 While Sokal (1998a, 213; 2008, 7-9; see also Sokal & Bricmont 1998, 2) uses this kind of radical construc-
tionism as the launching pad for his parody, he fails to provide any references for such actual claims despite
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‘all the way down’?

This question has its roots in the anecdote of a world built on the shell of a turtle.
There are various versions of this anecdote in academic circles, but the most renowned
was presented by Stephen Hawking (1998) in his Brief History of Time as a discussion
between an old lady and Bertrand Russell at a public lecture. The crux of the various ver-
sions is that the debate is between a ‘Western’ scientist and an ‘Eastern’ sage. According
to the sage, the world is located on the shell of a turtle (there may be an elephant between
the world and the turtle in some versions, but this does not affect the point here).>* When
the scientist asks the sage what is beneath the turtle, the answer is, another turtle. When
the scientist persists and inquires as to what is beneath the second turtle, the sage gets
irritated and quips that it is “turtles all the way down.”3¢

A belief in the world existing on the shell of a turtle seems nonsensical to us. Yet a
scientific view of the world faces similar challenges: according to the current state of the
field in particle physics, the lowest ‘turtle’ of our current understanding of the material
is entirely hypothetical; the lowest turtle which might manifest mass into larger particles
has not been empirically observed. Indeed, in the standard quark model of particle phys-
ics, the appearance of mass in larger particles relies on the so called Higgs boson and the
graviton, neither of which have been empirically observed (to date June 2011). According
to our current scientific knowledge of the world, we have not hit the bottom whereupon
the lowest ‘turtle’ is apparently (still) standing on nothing.

In addition to emphasising the ‘ridiculousness’ of ontological models of the world,*”
the turtleshell-anecdote highlights the problem of infinite regress, of which ‘strong con-
structionism’, with its ontological commitment to all facts as social constructions, is es-
pecially vulnerable. However, this complaint does not require strong constructionism for
even fig-leaf realism is subject to an accusation of infinite regress, since if all beliefs are
socially constructed, then the belief ‘P’ is socially constructed, as is the belief that ‘belief P
is socially constructed’ and so forth ad infinitum. Nevertheless, this kind of infinite regress
does not need to be seen as a problem. Kukla (2000, 72) argues that this regression only
shows that there is always ‘work to be done’, but it does not mean that this work must
be done e.g., we can conceive of an infinite number of numbers, yet there is no necessity

rigorous reference to a vast amount of nonsense of various other kinds (in addition to the references above, see
also Sokal & Bricmont 1998, 50; Sokal 1998b, 259-260; Sokal 1998c, 269; even Sokal 2008, 7-9). One cannot
help but get the sense of a straw-man as the pedantic referencing of the rest of the works is replaced in this case
with recourse to ‘cliché’ (Sokal 2008, 8).

The position of this present study as regards the social construction of facts, can be presented here by rephras-
ing Sokal (1998c, 270): while stating ‘physical reality is a social and linguistic construct’ is plain silly (if we are
not discussing the concept of ‘physical reality’ but what this concept commonsensically refers to), to state ‘our
concepts and knowledge claims of physical reality are social and linguistic constructs’ is virtually a tautology.
This should hold even for Sokal, as for him (ibid.) to state that “’social reality is a social and linguistic construct’
is virtually a tautology”, and as human concepts and knowledge claims are a part of social reality.

% In Hawking's (1998, 1) anecdote, the turtle was a tortoise, but in the discussion within US dominated IR, the
turtle has become the norm.

It would be interesting, especially for the ontology of IR, to contemplate the consequences of the world residing
on either the shell of a land (i.e., tortoise) or a sea habiting (i.e., turtle) creature, but I leave this for another
occasion (I owe this flight of fancy to Paul Whybrow).

3% In Indian versions of the anecdote, the sage remarks that he does not know what is below the elephant and
the turtle, or that they should change the subject.

37 Perhaps there is an Achilles trying to catch a tortoise at the bottom?
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to do this every time a count is begun. Thus this kind of regress is not a vicious cycle.®
Esa Itkonen (2003) grasps the same issue when he discusses socialness and decision
hierarchies; we usually do not go on for many rounds of contemplating whether some-
one knows that [ know that she knows that I know etc. Kukla (2000, 78) also suggests
that Zeno’s paradoxes®’ fail in the refutation of (strong) constructionism, because of the
premise that the constructions in the infinite regress required to construct even one fact,
would each require a non-zero amount of time; it may well be that there are temporally
finite operations, that have the effect to constitute an infinite number of facts all at once.

The third grain of wisdom conveyed by the turtleshell-anecdote, which is closely re-
lated to the issue of infinite regress, is that investigations must end somewhere and, like-
wise, that the acceptance of certain facts precedes and presupposes the acceptance of
some other, prior, facts (Wittgenstein 1999b, §114-115, §120-121, §225, §274).*° With-
out stopping somewhere, we would succumb to the possibility of the infinite deferral
of meaning, as emphasised by Derrida. Indeed, most discourses contain ‘trancendental
signifieds. For example, to investigate the nature of the international system presumes
the existence of the system and its units (and, ‘naturally’, a prior existence of the planet
Earth). Such assumptions are also crucial for making queries: when we pose a question
we have to know what our question is about in order for us to be able accept an answer
to our question as ‘knowledge.*' When the ‘background’ and the question that has been
posed fit together, the answers may also seem obvious. As Chomsky (2006, 125, 135) has
noted, when it comes to human nature, our background knowledge or pre-theories have
not reached a level from which we could ask the right questions in order to get an encom-
passing scientific understanding of human nature.

We know how to ask the right kinds of question only when it comes to certain aspects
of human nature. We can, for example, ask the right kinds of questions on the nature
of human language, since 20th century language philosophy after Wittgenstein (1999a;
1999b) made language ‘visible’ for us. Although language and investigations relating to
language were prominent in 20th century philosophy, this has not always been the case.*?
Before Wittgenstein, the appropriate type of questions in respect to the role of language

38 A vicious cycle entails that we would have to do an infinite amount of 'work’, not that we can do an infinite
amount of work.

39 I could never have written this sentence because I should first have had to move my finger half of the distance
between [ and C on the keyboard, and before that, half of the distance of that distance, and before that, half of the
distance of that distance, and before that...

40 Derrida’s (1978) argument of ‘logocentricism’ is that the most ‘solid’ thing in texts are so called ‘transcen-
dental signifieds” which anchor discourses into something that is believed to be stable and permanent. The
problem is that even these remain within the system of differences a language forms. For Derrida (1998, 158)
‘there is no outside-text. In other words we cannot communicate outside language. As the ‘first’ Wittgenstein
(1996, §7) noted: “Wovon man nicht sprechen kann, dariiber muss man schweigen.”

Derrida’s point seems close to what Foucault (1972, 47-48) said about the relationship between ‘objects’, the
‘ground’, and the ‘foundation of things’: “What, in short, we wish to do is dispense with ‘things. [...] To substitute
for the enigmatic treasure of ‘things’ anterior to discourse, the regular formation of objects that emerge only in
discourse. To define the objects without reference to the ground, the foundation of things, but by relating them
to the body of rules that enable them to form as objects of a discourse and thus constitute the conditions of their
historical appearance.” (Emphasis in original.)

“1 As also highlighted by Douglas Adams (2002).

2 Philosophers have been dealing with language for a long time, but language itself has perhaps never had as
prominent and rigorous role as in post-Wittgensteinian philosophy, something lamented by Mundle (1970).
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could not be posed.*® Even the arch-skeptic, Descartes, did not think to question the use of
language. Instead of his own cognitive capabilities, Descartes in fact unconsciously based
his whole thought-structure on the rules of the language he used (Kenny 1975, 205). For
Descartes, language was invisible. Indeed, Wittgenstein's (1999b) refutation of the pos-
sibility of ‘private languages’ is perhaps the most compelling philosophical proof for the
necessity of a reality beyond individual consciousness.** Even though the necessity of the
intersubjectivity of language has been recognised today and so, in this sense, language is
visible to us, it is still impossible to step outside language to communicate our percep-
tions and beliefs. Communication remains a possibility only through the ‘glass’ of social
reality (cf.,, Agamben 2007).

Just as the production of ‘right answers’ as knowledge requires the posing of ‘right
questions’, an individual can only be conscious of something.** Berger and Luckmann
(1994, 30-31) argue that the imagined basic level of human consciousness can never be
consciously reached, as an individual will always be conscious of something which can
never be everything or nothing. Even in the era of language philosophy, the basic nature
and structure of the world still remain unknown to us. Indeed, Williams (2005, 176) em-
phasises that for ‘wilful’ realism, the opaqueness of the nature of both the self and the
world, sets certain limits for both claims about, and action in, the world. Chomsky (2006,
126-127; Chomsky & Foucault 2006, 23-25) touches these limits when he asks how it is

4 Even though there have been people dealing with issues that essentially deal with the same questions as
speech act theory (Wierzbicka 1991, 197). See discussion on speech act theory below in Chapter 6.3.1.

“  Mundle (1970) does not agree with Wittgenstein on the impossibility of ‘private languages’ (see Itkonen
2003, 120-125 for a recent discussion of the issue of private languages). As Mundle (1970, 262) however also
argues that philosophers should be attentive to the findings of ‘specialists’, this means that his agreement with
Ayer’s affirmative answer to the possibility of inventing private languages (ibid., 227) should be reconsidered.
Linguists have found that children who have not had human contact have not developed a language of their
own, and if they have come into contact with people after they have turned eight years old, they are not able to
learn language beyond the level of a child (Trask 1999, 179-181). Greystoke (Burroughs 1963; directed by Hugh
Hudson 1984, Warner Bros. Pictures) indeed turns out to be racist fantasy.

Wittgenstein (1999b) was against the Cartesian notion of knowledge being principally private by nature. For
Wittgenstein, knowledge has to be intersubjective because there is no way of confirming the correctness of
knowledge based on ‘private languages’, regardless of whether it is knowledge of observable phenomena or of
intuition.

It is however a wholly different issue that languages and the rules that govern them have been learned or
internalised by each individual in possibly different ways and means. The end result of this internalisation is an
unconscious ‘mentalese’, which is psychological and not social by nature.

The term mentalese was coined by Jerry Fodor (1976), and it refers to the ‘language’ our senses and nervous
system use to communicate with our consciousness. Fodor claims that this mentalese is a conscious private
language, while Itkonen (1978) argues that this mentalese must remain unconscious and thus does not refute
Wittgenstein’s argument that there can be no private languages (in this sense mentalese is not a language).
Itkonen takes the private language argument even further as he claims (1997, 10) that the necessity of being
‘public’ is not a peculiarity of language, but the basis of all social phenomena, which in the end are all supported
by ‘substance’ deriving from psychological and biological phenomena within individuals. Elsewhere, he (Itkonen
1983, 8) argues that knowledge is always psychological (because social has to be psychological).

Following Wittgenstein, we have to distinguish between knowledge and its object. For example, knowing the
meaning of a sentence is different to knowing why someone uttered it. In the first case we have knowledge of
rules or conventions while in the second we have knowledge of intentions, i.e., of psychological phenomena.
A description of conventions is thus not a matter of psychology, unlike a description of intentions. Rules or
conventions are not concrete things, they cannot be observed, only intuited (Searle 1969).

% For Norwood Russell Hanson (1958) there is no pure observation that would be interpreted since all obser-
vation is immediately interpreted; Wittgenstein (1999a) reasoned that we see everything as something; for
Popper (1963) observation is always selective and requires an interest, point of view, or a problem. In addition,
observation requires categories of sameness, and the description of observatibles requires a language.
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possible that science of any kind has itself been possible, when the available data on the
world has been very limited. For him, there has to be some kind of initial limitation for
any possible theory.*¢ If all kinds of theories were possible, induction would lead us no-
where as it could go in any direction.*” For Chomsky rules and free creation are not mutu-
ally exclusive; instead they include or presuppose one another. Williams similarly notes
that the underdeterminacy of the world is not synonymous with complete freedom; the
opaqueness of the world does not have to lead to despair, as the underdeterminacy of the
world is actually a prerequisite for the wilful construction of the self and society, it may
even be a prerequisite for consciousness. If the world were not underdeterminable for
the human species, it could not enjoy a total comprehension of the nature of the world,
for it would be oblivious, as those people in Rousseau’s state of nature.*® The basic open-
ness of human-beings vis-a-vis the world in itself already involves the paradox of order
and disorder (Berger and Luckmann 1994, 119). The human-constructed social reality
is tied together with a symbol-universe: people externalise themselves into this symbol-
universe and thereby imbue the world with meaning and purpose.

But where are these symbol-universes, social realities, and other metaphysical enti-
ties ‘stored’? How do we comprehend one another? There have been many attempts to
represent ‘knowledge of the world’ as a basis for interpretation in discourse. This knowl-
edge is assumed knowledge that does not have to be specifically provided in every chunk
of discourse, and it is the basis for social constructions and socialisation. A number of
default elements are assumed to be present in any concrete discourse situation and this
does not require - for some reason - that these be explicitly stated or constructed in each
and every situation.

Even though there is a range of explanations, and terms, to describe how assumed
or presupposed knowledge is stored and accessed by individuals, there is usually a
large area of overlap in what these terms are used to describe (cf.,, Tannen 1993). The
phenomenon has many names: Wittgenstein (1999a) calls it the Weltbild,*® Berger and
Luckmann (1994) discuss the social stock of knowledge,*® Perelman (1996) talks about
precontracts of discursive communities,** Foucault (1970; Chomsky & Foucault 2006)
6 For Charles S. Peirce the concept of abduction represents this initial limitation of possible hypotheses. For
him abduction is made possible by the innate ability of imagining workable theories.

*7 While for philosophers it may matter whether a certain theory is true or false, for practical purposes this
may not be of great importance (Chernoff 2009, 380); practices function on different principles than ‘truths’;
people can carve wood whether or not the current model of sub-atomic particles is ‘true’ or not. Just as Peirce
observes the innate ability of imagining workable theories, it is important to note that there are limits to what
can be ‘gotten at all’ (Chernoff 2009, 381). Various fields of science and other forms of human inquiry have
limits to what can be claimed to be known as part of them.

“ If human beings were born with language, they would be connected to their ‘nature’, and would not have the
possibility for ‘history’ (Koivusalo 2001, 103); such human beings would not have the possibility of the wilful
construction of the social world and its meanings.

4 Wittgenstein talks about Weltbild - which should be distinguished from Weltanschau’ung - as the way we are
able to comprehend each other. For Wittgenstein the Weltbild is an image of the world that an individual holds.
This includes all the things that are taken for granted either through personal experience or education. This
image is not constant however: it can change through new experiences like a river slowly changing its path.

50 Berger and Luckmann (1994, 49-61) phrase the phenomenon through the social stock of knowledge, which
presents the validity of our everyday world as taken for granted until a problem arises which cannot be solved
in terms of it. They argue that we have ‘recipes’ for dealing with routine problems. Mutatis mutandis, a large
part of the social stock of knowledge consists of these recipes, and as long as problems can be mastered through
them, people are not interested in going beyond this paradigmatically necessary knowledge.

51 ‘Precontracts’ or ‘premises’ form for Perelman the self-evident point of departure for the argument a politi-
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has his épistéme,** for Searle (1996; 2000) it is the background,*® Minsky (1975; 1987)
utilises frames,** Schank & Abelson (1977) scripts,®® and Sanford & Garrod (1981) use
scenarios.’® Fortunately, this research does not require one strict way to grasp this prob-
lem, but it is advisable to consider the different terms as alternative metaphors for how
knowledge of the world is organised in human memory, and then how it is activated in
the process of understanding discourse and to construct everyday reality - and thereby
in the construction of issues of security.

In order for some institutional system to seem self-evident, it has to be legitimated as
part of a symbol-universe or stock of knowledge as discussed above. Indeed, truth claims

cal speaker makes to an audience. The speaker attempts to fuse the obviousness of the shared undercurrent
with the argument she is presenting.

52 For Foucault, an épistémeé is historically formed, all encompassing and an unconscious forms of thought,
which forms the basis for knowledge and theory. An épistémé both enables and constrains certain forms of
knowledge in certain periods. The dominant épistémé defines what kinds of explanations are acceptable and
constrains what kinds of theories there can be. Foucault contrasts the dominant épistémé of the renaissance,
the classical period, and modernity.

53 For Searle (1996) the background is an indefinitely open set of skills, preintentional assumptions, and
practices which are not representational, but enable intentional acts and states to manifest themselves.

5% The frame theory of Minsky (1975) proposes that knowledge is stored in human memory in the form of data
structures, which are called ‘frames.” When encountering a new situation, a stereotypical frame is selected from
memory and this is then adapted to fit ‘reality’ by changing details when necessary. A frame is characteristi-
cally a fixed representation of knowledge about the world. The problem with frame theory, as with most other
theories of how knowledge is stored and accessed, is that if it were truly so, then there would be a lot less
discourse in particular situations than there actually is, as most situations that would follow the stored frame
would require no communication, as all the participants in the situation could just follow the knowledge of the
situation in their frames. However, that there are no comprehensive explications when people are engaged in
discourse, speaks to these theories, e.g., as shown by the discussion on the infinite regress of constructionism.
5 The theory of scripts states that people parse and interpret text through conceptual expectations. While
Minsky’s frames are more stable facts about the world, scripts are more about standard sequences of events
that describe situations. The biggest problem with scripts, as with frames, is that they have no way to account
for how we are able to limit our extra-linguistic knowledge of the world related to each conceptualisation of
a script only to the relevant ones, i.e,, how we do not end up with an infinite amount of conceptualisation for
understanding a piece of text or discourse. Regardless, scripts can be utilised in describing ‘action stereotypes’
and empirical research has shown that people tend to confuse their recollections of a text they read with the
stereotypical ‘script’ relating to the standard activity depicted in the text (Brown & Yule 1983, 245). This also
shows how stereotypical gender relations are ‘programmed’ into us.

% A ‘scenario’ is how Sanford and Garrod (1981) have elected to describe the ‘extended domain of reference’
which is used in interpreting texts in practice. They emphasise that the success of scenario-based comprehen-
sion is dependent on the text-producer’s effectiveness in activating appropriate scenarios for the reader. In
order to elicit a scenario, a text must constitute at least a partial description of an element of the scenario
itself. Schemata are more general than the situation specific scenarios of Sanford and Garrod. Schemata are
related to story-grammars (e.g, tragedy and comedy) which are argued to have socio-culturally determined
and fixed conventional structures containing a fixed set of elements. This can be compared to Northrop Frye’s
(1957) theory of genres, Hayden White’s (1978) basic tropes of discourse, as well as Laclau and Mouffe’s
(2001) conception of basic discourses. Thematisation and staging may facilitate the processing of text, but it
also facilitates power structures embedded in language and social reality. Some discourses or story-grammars
are more basic than others (Wittgenstein 1999a), and they may change or be changed more easily than others.
Change in the most basic discourses may raise wide resistance. The strong version of schemata theory states
that the schemata that people hold are deterministic, while the general view is much weaker. This view states
that schemata can be seen as organised background knowledge which leads us to expect or predict discourse
and facilitates our understanding of it. Searle (1996) is quite close to this view as he calls the abilities and
knowledge people share a ‘background.” Different cultural backgrounds can result in different schemata - or
discourses - for the interpretation of events. Rumelhart & Ortony (1977) propose that schemata consist of fixed
‘data structures’ and that these form prototypic representations for natural and semantic categories. A schema
or prototype would thus have various variables.
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require reasoning and proofs.5’ For the latter to be understood and accepted, the pre-
senter of a truth claim and the recipient of the claim have to play the same language game
(Wittgenstein 1999b): the recipient of the claim has to be able to form an understanding
of how something like the presented truth claim can be known. Indeed, “1 know’ often
means: | have the proper grounds for my statement” (ibid. 1999b, § 18).58 Perhaps para-
doxically, both agreement and disagreement require mutual agreement of the factualness
of certain things.

A plural society may contain several symbol-universes, for instance, in the form of reli-
gions, sciences and various political doctrines. An individual may move from one symbol-
universe to another even though the initially socialised symbol-universe often appears
to be the most ‘real’ and secondary socialisations seem artificial vis-a-vis the primary
or initial socialisation. Pre-theoretical entities seem more real than theoretical entities,
which may also turn out not to be ‘true’.

The issue of whether or not ‘theoretical entities’ have to be ‘true’, or not, is connected
to debates on whether we inhabit many worlds or only a single one. This discussion has
also flared up in the debates on constructionism, particularly on those on the social con-
struction of scientific facts. Perhaps the most acceptable approaches in these debates are
those that have divided the world into ontological levels. Karl Popper (1963) presented
us with a tripartite ontology (see Figure 1), while John Searle (1996; 2000) divides facts
and the world into two categories viz. ‘brute’® and ‘social facts. In a more elaborate man-
ner, Kukla (2000, 4) sees constructionist arguments as functioning on three levels: a) a
metaphysical level, which produces theses about some or all facts about the world we in-
habit, b) an epistemological level, which contains theses concerning what can be known
about the world, and c) a semantic level, which concerns itself with what can be articu-
lated about the world, all of which are not necessarily dependent on each other. Thus,
those who espouse social constructionism, are not necessarily proponents of epistemic
relativism (that there is no absolute warrant for any belief and that rationality makes
sense only relative to culture, to individuals, or to paradigms). ‘Fig-leaf realists’ (or ex-
ternal realists) argue that there is a human-independent reality, but that there can be no
absolute knowledge of its properties; what is known of this human-independent reality
is constructed by humans.*® Fig-leaf realists will thus believe that there is something atop
the Himalayas whether or not anyone has been there or knows about it, but as soon as

57 Onuf (1989, 35) notes how what we understand to be truths are inextricable from the arguments offered to
support them.

% Larry Laudan’s (1977, 123) view of rationality seems very similar: “to determine whether a given action or
belief is (or was) rational, we must ask whether there are (or were) sound reasons for it.”

59 Searle gets this concept from Anscombe (1958).

6 Continuing along with fig-leaf realism: even though the Wizard of 0z may be unmasked as a tiny man pulling
on levers by drawing the curtains aside, the ‘truth’ remains behind the fig-leaf, as “what we cannot speak of we
must pass over in silence” (Wittgenstein 1996, §7); in the cinematic version of the Wizard of Oz the tiny man
pulling on the levers was actually an actor playing the unmasked Wizard, and the whole world was fictional,
something which cannot be discussed within the story of the Wizard of Oz. Just as the Wizard of Oz could not
present the ‘correct’ questions (am I an actor in a play?), we may not yet be able to ask the ‘correct’ question
regarding human nature, or even the social construction of security. Indeed, while individual creativity has a
role in scholarship, the current state of the relevant épistéme, or the aesthetics of the scholarly field have a major
influence - and in the end scholars cannot have a vantage point beyond human nature, language, and most of
the time even society (even Galileo did not transcend language no matter how heretical his claims were viewed
as by his contemporaries).
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we attribute what there is as being snow,*! we provide it with a status-function and a
metaphysical layer of meaning.

If we take the approach of Wittgenstein (1999a; 1999b) and believe that meaning de-
rives from use, for example the word ‘five’ has no intrinsic meaning without a context
(how could you point to five?). We cannot ask what ‘five’ means, we can ask how ‘five’ is
used. (Ibid. 19994, §1.) The meanings of words are discovered by investigating how they
are used. Once the use of a word is learned, its meaning is also learned. (Ibid. §43.) This
implies that what a word denotes cannot be what it means (Juha is a name of a person,
but this person is not what the name Juha means). Similarly, it can be argued that the
concept of fact is a tool for intersubjectively assessing the validity of our perceptions and
conceptualisations of external reality (cf., Searle 1996; 2000). From this point of view,
facts represent an intersubjective agreement irrespective of whether this agreement
comes about either through ‘silence’ or a public debate which abides by a certain set of
rules (e.g., those of scholarly debate). Such agreement will usually not be reached unless
there is agreement on the perceptions and conceptualisations that the facts in question
are considered to represent. In any case, purely social and brute facts must further be
distinguished: in accordance with fig-leaf realism, facts become facts through intersub-
jective agreement; however, the referents of these facts can be human-independent, but
need not necessarily be so. Thus for all facts human action is necessary but not sufficient,
but for social facts human action is both necessary and sufficient, and for brute facts
necessary but not sufficient. In a way, Kukla (2000, 21) speaks of this when he discusses
the difference between causal constructionism and constitutive constructionism; in the
former, continuous human action sustains facts about the world, while in the latter con-
structionism, ‘facts about the world’ are only facts about human activity.®?

For Searle (1969, 51-52; 1996; 2000), there is a human independent reality, but hu-
mans attribute this reality with status functions through social processes. He divides the
various aspects of the realities into “brute facts” (Anscombe 1958), “raw feels”, and “in-
stitutional or social facts.” Unlike brute facts and raw feels, social or institutional facts
depend on the existence of human institutions. These institutions consist of constitutive
rules. This is one of the basic ideas of social constructionism, and the insight on which
Ruggie (1998) builds his studies of international regimes.®® Social (including interna-
tional) institutions cannot be described or measured conclusively through brute facts,
as even infinite observation or statistical generalisation could not reach the constitutive
rules of certain human activities like games, which like chess and ice hockey, can only be
understood and described conclusively through their constitutive rules. A similar critique
concerning external observation or strict limitation to the study of brute facts in social
sciences has been made by Chomsky (Chomsky and Foucault 2006, 35) who argued that
limiting social science to the study of behavioural data would be akin to limiting physics

¢ How long there will be snow on top of various mountains is a topic hotly debated, not among philosophers
of science, but the IPCC! ‘There is snow on top of the Himalayas’ may be a safe bet for some time to come, but
‘there is snow on top of Mount Blanc’ may have its truth-value altered as an example of external realism. The
king of France may soon be bald indeed (cf., Russell 1905).

62 This distinction has some relevance for the ‘normative dilemma’ of writing security discussed below. There
has similarly been discussion on the theory of securitisation and whether it should be considered as a constitu-
tive or causal theory.

3 See Onuf (1989) for a dissenting view of constitutive rules.
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to the reading of meters and gauges. Thus, when it comes to the study of social realities,
understanding turns out to be a more comprehensive approach than explanation.

Constructionist studies are often focused on social or institutional facts. For Searle,
these facts come into existence by human ‘agreement’. The world contains objective facts
which are facts only through human agreement (e.g., money, marriage, even ice hockey).
Such facts are objective in the sense that they are independent of individual perceptions,
opinions or estimations. Such facts are in contrast to those that are entirely independent
on human perceptions, opinions or estimations e.g., the fact that there is ‘hydrogen’ in
the ‘sun.’ The existence of institutional facts depends on human institutions, while brute
facts exist without human institutions. This is evident when a ‘dollar bill’ is compared to
the piece of paper it is printed on: if all humans are eliminated, the institutional fact of
the dollar bill ceases to exist, but the piece of paper the bill was printed on will still con-
tinue to exist (as food for cockroaches for example). In order for a brute fact to be stated,
the social institution of language is necessary, but the fact itself must be separated from
the statement of the fact. To classify and name a piece of rock in our solar system as the
planet Pluto or planetoid 134340 will not affect the piece of rock; it may only affect the
human perception and understanding of it and perhaps the value ascribed to the piece of
rock in question.

Further, social facts often tend to be self-referential. Searle (1996, 32-34) uses money
as an example of this: in order for the concept of money to be applicable to something,
this thing has to be something that people usually consider to be money. If everyone were
to cease to believe the item to be money, it would no longer function as money and even-
tually no longer be money. This happened to the items designated as Finnish marks when
Finland turned to the euro for its unit of currency in financial transactions. While there is
still money in Finland, coins and notes denoted in Finnish marks are no longer accepted
as legal tender in Finland.

Logically, the statement ‘a certain substance X is money’ implies that there could also
be the statements X is used as money, X is considered to be money. This makes the con-
cept or definition of money self-referential: people have to believe that it is money and
thereby fill the criteria of the definition of money. This means that people cannot be fooled
all the time: if something is continuously thought to be money, it is money, and conversely
if something is never thought to be money, it will not be money. Similarly, in the field of IR,
this line of reasoning can be applied to, for example, the concept of security. For Waever
et al. (1993, 23-24) security is a self-referential practice, as, even though many things
can endanger the existence of something, issues are ascribed the status function of (na-
tional) security only through an intersubjective and social process.®* This brings forth a
major difference between brute and social facts: something can be an ‘electron’ without
any human consideration of such, or there may be ‘galaxies’ which no human being has
observed. But social facts cannot exist without human conceptualisation, as their concep-
tualisation is a major part of their constitution. Peter Winch (2008, 117) has proposed
that humans can comprehend natural phenomena only through concepts, even though
these phenomena may predate the existence of human beings and certainly any human
conceptualisations of such. However, the conceptualisations of human action are, by their
nature, different to the conceptualisations of natural phenomena. For example, it would

¢t See Chapter 6.3.3. below for a discussion of this issue with Balzacq’s (2005) differing view.
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be nonsensical to believe that people would have commanded and obeyed one another
before concepts that enable commands and obedience came into existence.

All social facts are ontologically subjective, yet epistemologically objective. E.g., from
the previous example, a one euro coin is considered to be money only if people believe
it to be money. One cannot examine a euro coin as a brute fact, as physically there is
‘nothing’ there that would intrinsically make the object a euro coin; pieces of ‘metal’ of
various shapes, sizes and weights, can be examined as brute entities, yet coins as ‘coins’
cannot. Each individual conceptualises the euro coin in their mind, making it ontologi-
cally subjective, yet the euro coin is money even if single individuals were to cease to
consider it any longer as money, as the social fact of euros has been institutionalised and
thereby, become epistemologically objective.®®* Whether a coin is a legal tender as a euro
is not the provenance of individuals but depends on a very complex set of legal rules, on
the international agreements constituting the EU, on national Parliaments, the European
Central Bank and so forth. In other words, even if they wanted to, individuals cannot print
their own money; it has to be epistemologically objective in order to serve the function
of money. Thus from the perspective of brute facts, the ‘nothing’ can transpire to be very
complex in terms of social facts.

Indeed, social facts form the majority of everyday experience: the complex ontology
of cars, keyboards, marriages as well as money is seen and not the simple ontology of,
for example, particles on linear trajectories in fields of force. It is the intersubjectivity
of social facts that differentiates the everyday experience of the world from other reali-
ties individuals are conscious of. Even though it is possible to question the reality of the
intersubjective world, in daily life it is our duty to silence such questions and doubts. It
is usually only in liminal situations e.g., in the presence of death - perhaps even a PhD
thesis - that the ‘dark side’ of social reality comes to the surface and can endanger the
‘sanity’ of our daily experience of the world (Berger and Luckmann 1994, 113). In these
kinds of situations, the conventionality and contingency of social reality and the symbol-
universes that it consists of become ‘visible’ or apparent. In these kinds of occasions,
‘reality’ e.g., ‘the world of phenomena independent of our will’ (ibid., 11), the essence of
which we cannot alter, may turn out to be a ‘principle.®

Children grow up in cultures where social facts are taken and taught as self evident:
the primary socialisation process produces a reified social reality (Berger and Luckmann
1994). Perception and use of everyday things like automobiles are encountered without

% Interestingly, despite his euroscepticism, the Finnish populist Timo Soini accepts his salary in euros.

¢ The reality principle is one of the most important concepts of Jean Baudrillard (e.g., 2010). For him, when
we examine and analyse images, it is revealed that there is nothing behind them. As simulations become more
widespread and prevalent, they may become more important than the reality they simulate - and so become
hyperreal. In hyperreality the distance between images and their referents becomes nonexistent making the
image or representation as real - or even more real - than what it signifies. Our everyday experiences are no
longer that relevant for, say, monetary flows realised by distance technologies. Most of our everyday experience
may actually be more about representations based on images, than ‘events’ we experience directly. In these
conditions, the challenge for postmodern societies is to develop practices to maintain the reality principle, as
virtual realities may become more relevant than brute realities.

Our primary socialisation is usually experienced as necessary and itis internalised as itis (Berger and Luckmann
1994, 166). Even the initial socialisation is however usually not entirely successful, or entirely complete. Subjec-
tive understandings of reality can be jeopardised by conflicting beliefs and ‘knowledge.

In hyperreality, the liminal situations and environments of our understandings of reality may become more
numerous. Security practices are one way of maintaining our dominant reality principles (Der Derian 1995).
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consideration, even realisation, of their simple ontology. For children, tokens and concepts
of automobiles are essentially tied to each other: the contingency and conventionality of
the signifier ‘automobile’ and its ‘signified’ (automobileness) (Culler 1994) are perhaps
never realised by individuals without studies of language philosophy or linguistics.®” Ob-
jects like chairs and tables seem as ‘natural’ as water or stones. But when we examine
our everyday practices (e.g., the purchase of bread in the store), an almost limitlessly
complex ontological network is revealed that is not about physical or chemical phenom-
ena. Indeed, it is actually more difficult to perceive and comprehend the simple, or brute
reality of things with their social functions removed, than to perceive and comprehend
their complex ontology of social functions. It is only through abstraction that automobiles
can be perceived as masses on linear paths in fields of force. Thus paradoxically, complex
ontology seems easy and simple ontology difficult. But this is because social reality is a
human creation, for human purposes, and therefore such realities seem as understand-
able as those purposes: automobiles are for driving and money is for trading.®® It is more
difficult to define a thing with its social function removed by only referring to its intrinsic
features and not to social interests, purposes and objectives.

Thus when, for example, structural realists within IR have strived for parsimonious
theories by only focusing on the material capabilities of states, social constructionists
open up the complexity of social realities for investigation. Even though the inclusion
of social realities into the study of IR will render it more complex and perhaps more de-
manding, constructionist ontology is no more mystical than our so called scientific image
of the world (Searle 1996): particles in fields of force can form systems, some of which
can be sentient, with even consciousness. Intentionality comes along with consciousness
and the ability to form representations of phenomena in the world. In addition to sub-
jective representations there can be collective representations, which become possible
through the social and conventional system of practices called language. These collec-
tive representations can be institutionalised (like language), when they are no longer
dependent on individual intentions. The transition from intentions to social facts is then
no more miraculous than the transition from particles to fluidity. What we are dealing
with here is ‘emergence’; not all features that manifest on a "higher’ level of ontology can
be reduced to the features of lower levels.

The underdeterminacy and opaqueness of the world at its basic level and essence is not
an invention or privilege of ‘irresponsible postmodernists. These issues, the scholarly as
well as practical dilemmas they create, have been wrestled with by such impressive fig-
ures of Political Realism as Thomas Hobbes and Hans ]. Morgenthau.®® However, the fact

7 And even then it may be difficult to grasp Derrida’s (1978) radical interpretation of de Saussure, that the
most ‘solid’ thing in discourse or ‘text’ is usually tied to various ‘trancendental signifieds’, and that even these
only exist through differences in a system of difference i.e., language.

% It would be relatively simple to devise other social functions for both automobiles and money, which g.e.d.
is precisely the point here.

% Morgenthau (1947; 1970) argued that the world is in principle indeterminate, and he criticised the scient-
ism of the ‘new theories’ of the second great debate in IR (see Knorr & Rosenau 1969a). It indeed seems that
pre-positivists and post-positivists share many similar views in respect of knowledge formation and the limits
of epistemology.

Interestingly, Morgenthau has received a lot more attention recently (see Korhonen 1983 for an earlier intel-
lectual history) and he is used as a means of criticism of utilitarist approaches to IR as well as a means of
building bridges between constructivism, post-positivism, and classical realism. See for example Wyn Jones
(1999), Williams (2005; 2007b), Scheuerman (2008), Cozette (2008), and Behr & Heath (2009). See Brown
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that there is no single universal epistemology or unambiguous access to the structures of
reality does not mean that nihilistic relativism must overwhelm us, nor should the lack
of a universal epistemology cause the abandonment of scientific discourse. If knowledge
is taken as being a ‘justified, properly grounded belief’, convincing scientific arguments
result in justified, properly grounded beliefs, and thereby in knowledge and science (cf,
Wittgenstein 1999b, §18, §21, §165, §166, §170, §175-177,8§179, §243).

As such, viewing security as socially constructed is not a new revelation. An under-
standing of the social construction of reality has, in one form or another, been the basic
insight that has guided sociological studies. This was merely ‘forgotten’ as timeless social
systems, the autonomy of social structures, or a constant human nature were sought dur-
ing the era of structural-functionalist dominated sociology (Aittola & Raiskila 1994, 229).
What is of more interest for studies based on social constructionism is the study of the
processes of the social construction of realities or aspects of them. Whether or not the
‘facts’ that are claimed by these kinds of studies are discovered or negotiated within the
social fields of scholarship does not matter that much for the practicalities of empirical
research: “I know’ often means: I have the proper grounds for my statement” (Wittgen-
stein 1999b, §18). What is more relevant is to abide by the ‘form of life’ of scholarship and
the practices that constitute scientific scholarship, and eschew practices that constitute
other ‘forms of life’ such as essayism, journalism, or art - although they all also serve im-
portant alternative functions, and share family resemblances with scholarship.

(2009) for a discussion of Waltz’s views on human nature in respect of the tradition of Political Realism, and for
possible reasons why Waltz left human nature out of his theory.

Morgenthau is not the only 20th century classic who has been the subject of newfound interest. Other pre-Cold
War realists raising discussion include Carl Schmitt (1996; 2003; 2005; for critiques, warnings, and applica-
tions to security studies see Huysmans 1998b, Williams 2003, Smith 2005, and to IR in more general, Odysseos
& Petito 2007) and E. H. Carr (1946; a recent example of reinterpretations of Carr can be found in Kubalkova
1998).

As we dismantle straw-men we often come to realise that the real things were not as fierce or simple as they
were portrayed to be. Moderation can be found in many classics, even though ‘Chinese whispers’ have distorted
their arguments over the years and generations of scholars. The possibility of reinterpretations is, of course,
the mark of a true classic.
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3. Dilemmas in Theory Development and Application

I want the Truth!
You can’t handle the truth!
- Lt. Daniel Caffee and Col. Nathan Jessup

Part of being a good scholar is to have an understanding of the character and objectives
of the broader practices of scholarship that go beyond her particular study. These include
the role of scholarship in society and the possible ethical dilemmas that may be involved
in research in general, or in certain topics in particular. Meta-level discussion about sci-
ence and scholarship has a key role in the provision of these kinds of insights; as Martin
Hollis and Steve Smith (1991, 27) note, any student of international relations has to think
deeply about the nature of science.!

Such assumptions must be clarified in this study’s context as well, because of its explic-
it theoretical aspirations, even though it is not a study in the philosophy or sociology of
science as such. By explicitly stating the presuppositions? and assumptions about shared
knowledge that form the specific ontological (see previous chapter) and epistemological
background, the likelihood of confusion and misunderstanding regarding the arguments
is reduced, as the readers can compare the explicitly stated background knowledge to
their own. This is necessary because we are dealing with abstract issues that go beyond
our everyday use of language and thus move beyond our everyday experience which we
take for granted. Since the results of this investigation are directed to both an interna-
tional and interdisciplinary audience, the margin for confusion in respect of implicit as-
sumptions is greater than in a study that is confined to an agreed upon ‘normal-scientific’
paradigm of a single discipline (cf,, Kuhn 1996).

1 For Thomas S. Kuhn (1996) this entails that IR has not reached the state of ‘normal science’ but remains
waiting in the ‘ante-chamber’ (Hakovirta 2008), which may actually be preferable to only having one paradigm,
one puzzle to solve.

Hedley Bull (1969, 30) noted that instead of accumulating data and theory in a paradigmatic way “a more
likely future for the theory of international politics is that it will remain indefinitely in the philosophical stage
of constant debate about fundamentals; that the works of the new scientific theories will not prove to be solid
structure on which the next generation will build, but rather that those of them that survive at all will take their
place alongside earlier works as partial and uncertain guides to an essentially intractable subject; and that
successive thinkers, while learning what they can from what has gone before, will continue to feel impelled to
build their own houses of theory from the foundations up.” Witnessing the ‘third debate’ (Lapid 1989) and the
current calls for naming a new great debate around issues of ontology testifies to the power of Bull’s view.

2 For Stalnaker (1978, 321): “Presuppositions are what is taken by the speaker to be the common ground of the
participants in the conversation” (quoted in Brown and Yule 1983, 29). According to Givén (1979, 50), presup-
positions are assumptions the speaker makes about what the hearer is likely to accept without challenge.

3 Perhaps ironically, it seems that social scientists are the ones who read treatises on the philosophy of science
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3.1. Science, Knowledge, and their Progress

When people talk about ‘science’, what they usually have in mind are the natural sci-
ences. Even most philosophers of science* use the natural sciences as their template of
what science is and how it progresses. However, as has already been discernible from the
discussion in the previous chapter on social constructionism, it would seem that ‘talk’ of
‘narratives’ and (mere) ‘constructions’ in the “paradigm wars” (see Hacking 1999) of the
philosophy of science has led to severe confusion in respect to the status and functions
of facts and, consequently, science and its study.’ Indeed, having been corrupted by a
plethora of ‘post-post-posts’, can a scholar truly believe in any form of science or facts?°
If our understanding of scientific facts is the result of negotiation and contingent social
processes (Duhemian conventionality), is ‘science’ possible for a constructionist? If facts
and truths are not equivalent, if science is ‘just another narrative’ (Lyotard 1984), why
should we get entangled in it in a systematic manner, and not just follow some flights of
fancy? Can Feyerabendian (1975) cognitive relativism be avoided?

Even Aristotle deemed poetry superior to history, as poetry can confer causal logic on
the arrangement of events when history is doomed to present events in their empirical
disorder (Ranciere 2007, 121; 2008, 36). In the field of social science, theory, be it causal
or constitutive, has the same virtue as poetry had for Aristotle: theoretisation enables
an abstract distance from the phenomenon under investigation, and thereby allows the
formation of intelligible and sometimes even falsifiable arguments on it. The theory of
securitisation, for example, is then perhaps neither true nor false, but may prove to be
useful, simple, fruitful, elegant, or just satisfying instead. For Albert Einstein (1938) sci-
ence “is a creation of the human mind, with its freely invented ideas and concepts. Physi-
cal theories try to form a picture of reality and to establish its connection with the world

in order to form an understanding of what science is and how science is practiced. Kuhn (1996) has had a major
impact here (Hakovirta 2008), which is lamented by some (e.g., Sokal & Bricmont 1998 and Haukkala 2008a).
Most scholars engaged in the natural sciences do not consult philosophers on how to start their investiga-
tions, nor on ‘how to go on’; they merely ‘do’ science. Indeed, as Albert Einstein (1949, 684) noted, scientists
cannot take their epistemological endeavours as far as philosophers. Scientists can practice science without
understanding how they are doing it. As we will see below, science and philosophy engage in different types of
investigation.

* The term ‘Philosophy of the Sciences’ was coined in 1840 by William Whewell who is also credited with the
invention of the very word ‘scientist’ (Hacking 1999, 197).

5 A commonly proposed definition of knowledge in philosophy is a ‘justified true belief. As various veins of
epistemology have shown us, ‘truth’ seems to be too tall an order for ‘knowledge’ (Lammenranta 1993). Knowl-
edge and facts are taken here as tools for negotiating intersubjective understanding of reality, which will remain
in part unknown to us. But it is vital to note that the concepts of ‘fact’ and ‘knowledge’ have developed to deal
with this issue: we can go on without an ultimate truth about the world. The take on knowledge applied here
follows Wittgenstein: “I know’ often means: I have the proper grounds for my statement” (1999b, § 18); “What
I know, I believe” (ibid., §177). Knowledge then is a ‘justified, properly grounded belief’

Sokal & Bricmont (1998, 96-97) inadvertently provide a good example of what Wittgenstein was saying. For
them, correct answers to scientific questions depend on the state of Nature (e.g., the number of neutrinos the
Sun really emits). For unsolved problems, nobody knows the right answer, while for solved ones the answer
is known. Yet even correct solutions can be challenged. Enter Wittgenstein. If correct answers are knowledge
(a justified true belief), and their correctness is determined by Nature, how can they be challenged, and how
can our knowledge of Nature change? The answer is that we learn the right answers for the right questions,
but our certainty does not become truth vis-a-vis Nature, but vis-a-vis the language game. This does not entail
relativism, it entails a lack of absolute certainty.

¢ Is, for example, this thesis merely a pastiche, or, as given by Sokal & Bricmont (1998), “fashionable
nonsense”?
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of sense impressions.”” In a similar way, when discussing the relationship between fiction
and history, Jacques Ranciere (2008, 38) argues that the ‘real’ must be fictionalised in
order to be thought. In the field of social science, this argument could be rephrased by
stating that the ‘real’ must be theorised in order to be thought. This theoretisation al-
lows a similar kind of arrangement of facts as history vis-a-vis poetry for Aristotle, or the
formation of a picture for Einstein. The models or leading ideas of theories and research
programs are not exact replicas of ‘real’ situations, but they aid comprehension in order
to deal with what is conceived to be the ‘real.® This is where securitisation theory reveals
its value, be it as a heuristic device, a magnifier of contingency for ethical intervention, or
as an avenue to understand relationships of actors, objects, and meanings, to understand
the functioning of power. However, any such sensible reconfiguration of facts also brings
with it an aesthetic dimension, and this argument is equivalent to the dismantling of the
barriers and hierarchies among the forms and levels of discourse (Ranciére 2008, 65-66),
even within and without scholarship.

The breaking down of the separation of levels of discourse should not be taken the
wrong way. Indeed, as Ranciere (2008, 38-39) appropriately argues, the notion of ‘nar-
ratives’ has steered both positivists and deconstructivists to lose their bearings.’ Discus-
sion of narratives has locked the ‘real’ and the ‘artificial’ into permanent oppositions,
when all forms of knowledge construct ‘fictions’ in rearranging signs and images, thereby
modulating what is seen and said and also what is done and what can be done. This does
not mean however that everything would be fiction; it only means that in the “aesthetic
age” (Ranciere 2008), the borderline between the logic of fact and the logic of fiction has
been blurred.!® Furthermore, this has nothing to do with the reality - or unreality - of
things. Political, scholarly and even fictional statements can still shape reality.!! State-
ments on the real, or of pure fiction, can have a modulating effect on “the seeable, the
doable, and the sayable” (ibid.)."?

What is being dealt with here, is the aesthetics of scholarship in Ranciére’s (2008)
sense of the term, that is, the a priori distribution of the sensible within scholarship i.e.,
the modes of articulation between forms of action, production, perception and thought in
7 On Einstein’s view of science, mental models, and creativity, see Vilhu (1979).

The idea of a theory as a picture comes very close to how Kenneth Waltz (1979, 8) describes theory: “A theory is
a picture, mentally formed, of a bounded realm or domain of activity.” Waltz (ibid., 9) similarly emphasises the

element of creativity in the formation of theories by quoting John Rader Platt on theories as also being artistic
creations.

8 This viewpoint is an instrumentalist one. Theories can be understood in various other ways as well. For
example, Laudan (1984), in his debate among fictional philosophers of science, suggests that a theory can be:
for a ‘positivist, a system of equations (ibid., 10), or a declarative and descriptive, true or false statement about
what there is in the world (ibid., 102-104), for a ‘realist, a claim about basic causal processes and fundamental
entities in a domain (ibid., 10), and for a ‘pragmatist’, a tool to anticipate and explain phenomena (ibid., 106).
For a critical realist (e.g., Niiniluoto 2000), theories could be truth approximations.

Etymologically, theory derives from the Greek theoria (Bewpic), which meant ‘a looking at, viewing, or behold-
ing’ or being a theatre spectator. Accordingly, theory has been often viewed in contrast to practice; from an
etymological standpoint, theory is contemplation rather than action.

9 This appears to apply to Alan Sokal (see Sokal & Bricmont 1998, 1) as well.

10 For Ranciére (2007, 116) entities of representation are fictional entities, and thereby exempt from judge-
ments of existence or ontological consistency. However, such fictional entities are also entities of resemblance.
" Think of Iraq’s ‘weapons of mass destruction’ and the effects of the various claims that included this
allusion.

12 For Slavoj Zizek cinematic fiction is more real than the (desert of the) ‘real’ (see The Pervert’s Guide to
Cinema, directed by Sophie Fiennes 2006, Amoeba Film).
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the social field of scholarship. Taking science as just another narrative entails the disman-
tlement of the barriers of various tropes of discourse. This does not, however, mean that
all discourses are equal in terms of their persuasiveness. It merely means that scholarly
arguments have to be convincing without recourse to the authority of 'science’: scholars
have to make their arguments with their top hats, tail- and even lab coats removed.!? If
the practices of scholarship lose their felicity in terms of perlocutionary effectiveness
due to this, the practices must be deemed not worthwhile. If, however, scholarly practices
remain convincing and effective, this attests to their worthiness as a form of life. If social
authority is removed from arguments, so too is an aspect of mastery from science whilst
still retaining its exactingness (cf., Certeau 1988, 13).

Ranciére can also supply two additional concepts to consider how scholarship func-
tions as a human activity. His ‘police’ in the field of scholarship is comparable to Kuhn's
‘normal science’, while Ranciére’s concept of ‘politics’ could be comparable to Kuhn'’s ‘rev-
olutionary science.’ For Ranciere (2008; Rockhill 2008, 3), the police is an organisational
system of coordinates that establishes a distribution of the sensible; the police is akin to
a law which divides communities into groups, social positions and functions. In this, his
police is similar to a state of Kuhnian normal science: scholars know what is valuable, im-
portant, and how progress can be attained in their endeavours, and the resources avail-
able to a field of science, whether they be intellectual, social, or economic, are distributed
accordingly. Just as Ranciére’s law of the police, normal science implicitly separates those
who participate from those who are excluded, partly based on a prior aesthetic division
of the visible and the invisible, the audible and the inaudible, the ‘sayable’ and the ‘un-
sayable. Revolutionary science, however, opens perhaps all of these aspects up. Indeed,
if a field of scholarship is defined by anomalies, this could be close to an open politics of
scholarship, where anything would truly ‘go’ (cf,, Feyerabend 1975, 27-28),!* as long as
it is more convincing than prior theoretical arguments. The essence of Ranciére’s politics
is the interruption of the distribution of the sensible and thus the modification of the
aesthetico-political field of possibility. It is important here, not to confuse the opening
up of the aesthetico-political field of possibility with that of the possibilities of the ‘real’:
the social and the material have a partly dialectic relationship, but not all material, not to
mention energetic, lends itself to a dialectic relationship with the social. Subatomic parti-
cles could be called ‘turtles’, but while human understandings of such things may be signs
all the way down, quite likely there still remains phenomena beyond human understand-
ing, and therefore also beyond human aesthetics (cf., previous chapter).

Examining scholarship as an aesthetic practice is akin to viewing science, or the pro-
duction of scholarly knowledge, through a sociological lens. The sociology of knowledge
and science makes use of the practices of science, by investigating knowledge and science
as human practices. Contemplation of science from a sociological angle should reduce the
level of reification in a single piece of scholarship. Indeed, if the speech act framework of
the present study is utilised to examine itself as an activity, it becomes apparent that a sci-
entific thesis is merely a very complex speech act, a complex set of arguments. The author
is engaged in communication with her audience, with the perlocutionary intention of

13 Science should not become a ‘transcendental signified’ (Derrida 1978).
4" For Feyerabend (1975, 296): “All methodologies have their limitations and the only ‘rule’ that survives is
‘anything goes.”
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convincing."® Therefore, in order to make the argument speech act felicitous, one should
follow the norms and other rules of what is considered to be science, as this is what is
considered most convincing within the discourse, practice, and institution of science.'®
Hence, the construction of intersubjective reality and of the knowledge of securitisation
theory, as aided by this new knowledge of certain aspects of Chinese security-speak ‘out
there’, ‘in the wild’ is the process engaged in this study. In my view, scientific scholar-
ship is how this is achieved most convincingly. Even if science is not understood to have
any divine, or otherwise privileged, access to ‘the truth’, science and the factual claims it
produces are tools to communicate one’s understanding of reality ‘out there’, and thus
science is not an impossibility for a constructionist either.'”

3.1.1. Instrumentalism, Truth and the Limits of Scholarly Knowledge

It appears that the social constructedness of intersubjective agreement on what is and

what is not a ‘fact), is not a problem for ‘science’, but for ‘scientism’,'® and perhaps even

5 For (sadly the now late) Derrida’s information: this is what I really meant to do by writing this thesis.

16 Science can be viewed as a practice, and a form of discipline (Foucault 1979a); if one wants to take part in
this field of practice, one has to conform to its rules, and the social circles of esteem’ that manifest 'science’ as
a social field.

Similarly, science can be taken as a form of life (Wittgenstein 1999a; 1999b; cf.,, Winch 2008). And scholar-
ship truly is a form of life, with seminars, publications, meetings, offices, editors, professors, colleagues, and
students. This PhD project has for example moved my body to the spaces denoted by the signs of Stockholm,
Toronto, New York, Singapore, Beijing, Shanghai, Paris, Reykjavik, etc., virtually (all these places can be seen
from Google Earth! http://www.google-earth.com) half way around the world.

Whether viewed as a practice, a form of discipline, or a form of life, scholarship conforms to rules. The goal of
science is to be convincing, and in order to be convincing, one has to follow the rules (of the game); in order
to be convincing, i.e., intelligible, a scholar has to follow the rules and conventions of the field of science she is
engaged in. The actions of scholars in any field of science gain their meaning from the social context of common
activity that the scholars are engaged in (Winch 2008, 79). Does one have to believe in ‘science’ more than to
this extent? Part of this understanding of science is that it is fallibilistic, it recognises that it may be wrong. My
epistemological and ontological commitments are thus open, they may change.

17 Indeed, if scientific methodology is understood like it is defined by Sokal (Sokal & Bricmont 1998, 203) as:
“arespect for empirical evidence and for logic,” I can hardly disagree. Similarly agreeable is Hedley Bull's (1969,
36) definition of science as “a coherent, precise, and orderly body of knowledge.”

18 Scientistic positions view science as a means to acquire knowledge of all of reality and in general the nature
of things, as if it were the only true methodology to acquire knowledge. This can lead to a reductionist view
where the methods and categories of natural sciences are taken as the only proper elements of any investiga-
tion, whether they be philosophical or psychological in character. When natural science is viewed in such a way,
the assumption is that science should dominate all walks of life, and subsequently that scientists should wield
the greatest social capital; this can bring about the illusion that simplistic, yet ‘objective’ or ‘scientific’, methods
allow us to solve very complex problems (Sokal & Bricmont 1998, 191). In a similar fashion, scientistic views
can judge science as boundless and that science will, eventually, be able to explain everything (a belief aptly
parodied in a computer providing the ultimate answer to life, the universe, and everything as 42 by Douglas
Adams’s [2002] The Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy).

A scientistic trend was discernible in the field of IR during the ‘second debate’, where the views of science
espoused already varied greatly within IR. For some, science was about abstract theory, for some it meant
testable hypotheses, while for some it was synonymous with the collection of quantified data (Knorr & Rosenau
1969b, 13).Bull (1969, 20-21) summed the traditional and scientific approaches succinctly: the classic approach
produces theories that draw on philosophy, history, and law and explicitly rely on judgement as strict standards
of verification and proof would leave very little to be said about international relations, which leaves general
propositions about them to be made with the scientifically imperfect process of perception or intuition; the
scientific approach aspires to a theory of international relations where propositions are based upon logical or
mathematical proof, or upon strict, empirical procedures of verification.

On the second debate within IR, see Knorr & Rosenau (1969a), especially Bull (1969) and Kaplan (1969).
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positivism, which itself has run aground on a variety of other fronts.!” ‘Scientistic’ ideals
have encountered further problems, in that, while still often held in high regard, scien-
tists of all fields have lost some of their social capital (which has been transferred to
‘experts’ in general).2’ Wittgenstein’s analysis of the realities of language, of the fact that
we cannot step outside language to say something about it, has had a significant effect
on the relationship between facts and what is said to be the truth.”! As even philoso-
phers and scientists are trapped within ‘ordinary language’, they no longer have a privi-
leged position of mastery over ‘reality’ and its nature. Thus, ‘truths’ no longer have any
privileged position for signification. While ‘facts’ remain, not all of them are necessarily
‘truths’ any more (Certeau 1988, 11). The removal of the social capital of scientists and
scholars beyond their arguments may reduce the inflation of ‘truths’ through the presen-
tation of ‘facts’, so that philosophers, scientists and scholars can no longer convert ‘facts’
into ‘truths.?

This change is also apparent in that even scientists do not share a common under-
standing of what science actually is. Yet, in whatever way science it viewed (e.g., from a
positivist, empiricist, or instrumentalist standpoint), it usually can be deemed as a pur-
poseful action irrespective of what that purpose may be. Like Ilkka Niiniluoto (2000, 60),

19 1) The principle of verificationism is in trouble because positivists cannot produce proper criteria for what
would count as verification (Duhem 1954; Quine 1997), 2) the principle of observability is in trouble because
all observation is observation of something, it is theory-laden (Wittgenstein 1999a; Popper 1963; Hanson
1958), and 3) the principle of accumulating scientific knowledge is in trouble because new theories are often
contradictory, even incommensurate with old ones (Kuhn 1996; Popper 1963).

20 Competence is transmuted into social authority in the ‘expert’. Experts intervene in debates outside their
particular expertise, yet often retain an aura of authority, or their social capital; experts convert competence
in a certain field into authority in another. Through their capacity and capability of initiation in their field of
expertise, experts gain a possibility of speaking with authority in other fields, not due to their expert knowledge
but to the socio-economic function they play in knowledge production in another field. If an expert continues to
portray herself as an expert or scientist in a field beyond her original capacity, she is confusing social place with
technical discourse. (Certeau 1988, 7.)

2 The etymology of the word 'fact’ illuminates its constructedness. Facere or faktum meant in Latin performing
or doing, a thing done or performed (Oxford English Dictionary 1989, 651-652). Although completely opposite
to the everyday understanding of facts as something precisely independent of any judgement, this etymology
fits well with the understanding of facts as tools in communicating and judging subjective observations in order
to negotiate an intersubjective understanding of the state of affairs or the world that strives towards objectivity,
or rather practicality and empirical adequacy. According to Searle (1996), the correspondence between ‘facts’
and the ‘physical world’ can be evaluated because the concept of ‘fact’ has been developed precisely for this
purpose. The problems with the concept of fact arise from it being a noun: we intuitively assume facts to be the
name of some phenomenon or thing and for the noun to be isomorphically linked to it (see for example Sokal &
Bricmont 1998, 102; while ‘facts’ and ‘assertions of facts’ are different things, the problem is that we can only
communicate our perceptions, beliefs, etc. on ‘facts’ by making assertions, statements, etc. on them). In French
also bogus, false, invented, imitated, and simulated (facticé, la facticité) are derivatives of facere (Baudrillard
2002, 79), a fact [sic] which may explain some French philosophers’ sensitivity to "reality-principles.

Similarly to the current factual factness of facts [sic], the concept of ‘truth’ in the English language did not have
the impersonal and objective ring it has today (Oxford English Dictionary 1989, 627-629). As Hughes (1988,
61-62) notes, truth evolved from being a private commitment to a publicly assessed quality. While in medieval
times the personal aspect could overcome even evidence and testimony by means of ‘proof by arms’, in the
modern European understanding truth is taken as the opposite to ‘lying’ and ‘concealment.” Truth has been
elevated to a high place among generally accepted ideas. (Wierzbicka 1991, 103.)

22 “The concept of ‘truth’ as something dependent upon facts largely outside human control has been one of
the ways in which philosophy hitherto has inculcated the necessary element of humility. When this check upon
pride is removed, a further step is taken on the road towards a certain kind of madness - the intoxication of
power which invaded philosophy with Fichte, and to which modern men, whether philosophers or not, are
prone. I am persuaded that this intoxication is the greatest danger of our time, and that any philosophy which,
however unintentionally, contributes to it is increasing the danger of vast social disaster.” (Russell 1991, 782.)
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we can state that scientific and scholarly methods are the means to attain the objectives
or purposes of such activities. Neither the objectives, purposes nor the methods to strive
for these have, however, reached their final stage or form. Scholarly methods have not
been ground down to their core, nor become pre-givens in conducting research. Indeed,
new generations of scholars should contemplate previous understandings of science and
scholarship, and strive towards the formation of their own structured understanding of
this human practice. Thereby, what then is the approach to science and its means of pro-
gression in the present study?

My approach here is that of an instrumentalist, and it thus departs from a purely ra-
tionalist understanding or viewpoint of science.”* Accordingly, ‘truth’ as a criterion of the-
oretical knowledge is viewed here as too tall an order for knowledge (cf.,, Lammenranta
1993). Instead, the stance adopted here combines fallibilistic instrumentalism vis-a-vis
scholarship and scientific knowledge with naturalism or realism vis-a-vis pre-theoretical
phenomena.?* This is close to a pragmatist approach, and thus attempts to find middle
ground in the kinds of claims that can be made in respect of knowledge, while still re-
taining some ‘common sense’ when dealing with abstract and unobservable notions and
phenomena.

An instrumentalist stance on scholarship takes theories as an economical and ap-
propriate tool to organise observable or intuitive consistencies (cf., Kiikeri & Ylikoski
2004, 204). In order to ‘save the phenomena’ (Duhem 1969; Bogen & Woodward 1988),%
theoretical concepts that refer to unobservable objects and processes are also possible.
These however are tools to organise observation and intuition. Theories and abstractions
should be kept separate from ‘things in themselves’;?® an instrumentalist position on sci-
ence leaves the question of the contents of the underlying realities open. Theories are
not ‘what is’, but they are very delineated abstractions instrumental in academic debate.
Theories are isolated realities; theoretical concepts are a means to isolate “one realm

23 Sokal & Bricmont (1998, 57) provide a succinct phrasing for an instrumentalist attitude in respect of scien-
tific theories: “instrumentalists may regard our scientific theories as, quite simply, the most satisfactory way
that the human mind, with its inherent biological limitations, is capable of understanding the world.” Indeed,
an instrumentalist stance on science is seen here to entail that scientific concepts and theories are instruments
whose value depends on how well they serve specific interests of knowledge, not on whether they are true or
false. This means that instrumentalism treats theoretical claims and terms as referring to theoretical objects ‘as
if’ they existed, rather than assuming that they are ‘real’ (Chernoff 2009, 376); theoretical concepts are useful
tools to organise and systematise observations as well as to predict future observations based on previous
observations (Raatikainen 2004, 26). In instrumentalism, pre-theoretical or pre-scientific objects are taken to
be different to theoretical objects: pre-theoretical objects are assumed to be ‘real’ on the basis of non-theoretical
knowledge claims, while there is no such assumption for theoretical objects.

Dividing concepts into those that deal with observations (pre-theoretical concepts) and theoretical objects is
problematic for strong empiricism; Carnap, Hempel, and Nagel all turned to an instrumentalist stand due to
the problems of the strictness of their previous demands of operationalisation and descriptivism (Raatikainen
2004, 25-26). On debates on instrumentalism in IR see Chernoff (2007; 2009), and Wight (2007b).

24 To believe that most of the theoretical assumptions we base our understanding of the empirical world
on, eventually turn out to be wrong (e.g,, archaic), and that the theoretical objects theories deal with, are not
assumed to be ‘real’, does not entail that there could not be such entities, or that theories could never “get it
right” (Chernoff 2009, 386). Fallibilism is sceptical of the possibility of ultimate certainty, not of the possibil-
ity of knowledge or justified beliefs (Wittgenstein 1999b; Lammenranta 1993, 14). I consider fallibilism both
compatible with instrumentalism and middle-ground between naive empiricism and radical relativism within
the philosophy of science.

%5 Bas Van Fraasen (1984, 256) would also ‘save the phenomena’ as fragments of larger unities.

% To satisfy Nietzsche (2003), it must be stated that if there are 'things in themselves’, they are quite likely
constantly undergoing change.
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from another in order to deal with it intellectually,” as Kenneth N. Waltz (1979, 8) puts
is.?” According to this understanding, the theory of securitisation in this study is a tool to
organise and understand the regularities of phenomena that happen ‘out there’ and, as
such, it provides artificial examples of the category it claims to model.

As the term already suggests, an instrumentalist views science as a result of the inter-
action between humans and their environments. The purpose of science and scholarship
from this view-point is to help solve problems (cf.,, Laudan 1977), be they about physical
survival or increased consciousness.”® This also means that scholarship shares ‘family
resemblances’ (Wittgenstein 1999a) with other human practices or language games (e.g.,
policy research, surveys and journalism in the case of IR), yet it has its own style and rules
of argumentation, debate and rhetoric (Kaakkuri-Knuutila & Heinilahti 2006, 8).

Similarly, humans have developed various tools for various tasks and, consequently,
not all tools can be used to perform all tasks. This is another point of disparity between
an instrumentalist or conventionalist approach on science and a positivist one: instru-
mentalism is assumed in this study to entail that scientific theories are always developed
for certain purposes and in certain political and social contexts (Cox 1986).%° These pur-
poses and contexts set limits for the application of theories, which should be taken into
consideration in the practice of scholarship. Kuhn (2000, 92-93) has gone so far as to ar-
gue that fully fledged theories cannot communicate with each other as they form ‘differ-
ent languages’, which ‘cannot be translated’; in an earlier and even stronger formulation,
paradigms were incommensurable,*® and could be without any common measure for

27 Waltz’s (1979, 7, 11) structural theory was closer to an instrumentalist position: the task of theory was
to make observations meaningful; theories bring otherwise disparate facts together in a manner that makes
them interdependent. Theories are in another world in regard to the reality they are used to explain; theory
is independent of practices, and theories cannot be equated with practices: “A theory is an instrument used to
explain ‘the real world’ and perhaps to make some predictions about it” (Waltz 2004, 3).

While Waltz himself warns against positivist and empiricist tendencies (e.g.,, Waltz 2008), many still construe
him as a positivist, e.g., Onuf (2009, 188): “Waltz’s conviction that the world consists of observable phenomena
and theoretical notions, neither reducing to the other, makes him a strong positivist.”

28 Reality and political speech are messier than the elegant models scholars create (cf., Wilkinson 2007), but
elegant models allow us to focus on relevant aspects of infinitely complex phenomena. This understanding
supports a creative, pragmatic, non-correspondence theory of truth: scholarly models are useful symbols to
represent relationships in ways that may allow them to be solved (Stegeman 1969, 30).

29 How much the social and political context has an effect on the content of theories is a question for specific
empirical studies; politics may or may not have a significant impact on scientific theories (e.g., consider Nazi
Germany, or the PRC under Mao).

30 Tan Hacking (1983, 63-74) has divided incommensurability into three distinct types, namely topic-, dissocia-
tion, and meaning-incommensurability. A new theory should be able to cover the topics of the previous theory,
but also be able to deal with new topics. Having different topics makes for incommensurability between them.
Dissociation on the other hand makes for incommensurability through change in concepts. As the background
information and assumptions of an old text fade away, it may become impossible for a later theory to under-
stand a previous conception.

This may be why Derrida (1988) argued that literary studies cannot reach the ‘genuine’ or ‘real’ context of a
text, and that new interpretations, meanings and contexts can always be grafted onto texts (see also Laclau &
Mouffe 2001 on the surpluses of meaning).

Incommensurability may also be the result of theoretical concepts having various meanings as parts of different
theories. As concepts get their meaning from being a part of a theory, it may become impossible to derive a previ-
ous theory from a later one. (Hiski Haukkala 2008b, 39 emphasises this kind of conceptual path-dependence
of various theories.)

Mika Kiikeri and Petri Ylikoski (2004, 66) add a fourth form of incommensurability, that of standard and aim,
or methodological incommensurability. Representatives of various paradigms or theories may have varying
understandings of the aims of scholarship, the relevance of research problems, and the standards of evaluating
results. Their category of incommensurability could perhaps be broadened to include interests of knowledge:
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Kuhn (1996). To pass from one theory and its language into another requires a Gestalt-
switch without any process of understanding.’!

However, not all approaches to science are satisfied with such an instrumentalist
stance in regard to scholarly activities and knowledge production. For example in the
field of IR, some scholars use Roy Bhaskar’s (1978; 1986) critical realism as the basis
on which they build their own theoretisations.*> Colin Wight (2006, 26) summarises the
metaphysical commitments of critical realism as: 1) ontological realism (the existence
of a reality independent of the mind(s) that would wish to come to know it), 2) episte-
mological relativism (that all beliefs are socially produced) and 3) judgemental rational-
ism (that it is, in principle, possible to choose among competing theories).>*> For Wight
(2007Db), the social objects that science studies should be identified before philosophical
positions can be taken on how knowledge claims about them can be made.**

Fred Chernoff (2009, 388) views scientific realism as leading to an ontology that con-
tains objects that almost certainly do not exist:** “at its core scientific realism is a doc-
trine about the truth of scientific theories and the reality of the entities those theories
postulate.”* It is however not necessary to assume that theoretical objects postulated
by philosophers or scientists are part of a ‘practical’, or ‘existing’, ontology that consists
of pre-scientific objects like remote-controls or digital photographs of fathers, beyond
starting our investigations ‘as if’ the theoretical objects existed.’” This approach is in ac-
cordance with Duhem’s thesis that no theory can be the final or unrivalled truth given

variance in the interests of knowledge of various theories may bring about yet another type of incommensu-
rability. Incommensurability is then a broader issue and question than debates on whether scholars inhabit a
single or several worlds, whatever their Gestalt may be.

31 Kuhn's (2000) later writings have indeed moderated his original formulation; complete incommensurability
has become an issue of untranslatability. This alleviates many problems, as whilst all translation is ‘impossible’,
we still manage to do it all of the time. If different theories are untranslatable, we may in a similar way in
practice be able to make sense of them regardless. See Footnote 62 of the Introduction on issues of translation.
32 For recent debates and the position of critical realism in IR see Wendt (1999), Patomaki & Wight (2000),
Wight (2006; 2007a; 2007b), Kurki (2006; 2007), Joseph (2007), and Kapyla & Mikkola (2009).

33 Wendt (1999, 51) summarises scientific realism as 1) the world is independent of the mind and language
of individual observers, 2) mature scientific theories refer to this world, and 3) even when it is not directly
observable.

3% While my own view of science, its functioning and role in knowledge production is close to the principles
proclaimed by Wight, I do not see how science could go beyond an instrumentalist position, and that is where
I part ways with Critical Realism.

The current ‘ontological debate’ within IR on whether ontological questions should come before epistemological
questions seems to repeat the positions of Plato and Aristotle who first discussed what kinds of things exist and
how they relate to each other before going into how people can gain knowledge of these things, and positions
that have been more prominent since the 17 century (e.g., Descartes) where ontological questions could be put
forward only after epistemological issues had been solved one way or another (cf,, Heiskala 2000, 82).

35 Even Sokal’s (Sokal & Bricmont 1998, 58-59) ‘sensible’ approach to determining the truth would result in
a lot of untrue entities being considered as true: criminal investigations “are rational and based on a detailed
analysis of prior experience. In our view, the ‘scientific method’ is not radically different from this approach.” It
is good to be reminded here that a lot of innocent people have indeed been convicted in the United States and
elsewhere.

36 Chernoff (2009) seems to be suggesting that Bhaskar and scientific realists should be included into Mundle’s
(1970, 274) list of ‘great metaphysicians’ the likes of Plato, Descartes, Spinoza, Berkeley and Ayer who share a
common trait: that of an irresistible tendency to believe that their categorical system is how the universe must
be.

37 Itis important to keep in mind that even pre-scientific ontological beliefs contain unobservables like money.
Indeed, the assumption of unobservables is not limited to theories. Another difference between pre-theoretical
and theoretical objects is that our access to pre-theoretical entities is more ‘direct’ than to theoretical entities
(Chernoff 2009, 387).
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any finite store of evidence.

The positivist understanding of science has taken science to be the provider of reli-
ability, measurability, objectivity and the predictability of regularity. Accordingly, schol-
arly flirtation with various strands of relativism has often been presented as endanger-
ing these important properties of science and scholarship.*® Constructionist theories
of knowledge, for example, have been criticised for precisely this.>® Michael C. Williams
(2005) argues that the so called neo-neo-synthesis of international relations theory
(Waever 1996; 1997b), for example, is wary of constructionist epistemology due to a be-
lief in cognitive liberalism.*’ The leading idea of cognitive liberalism is the understand-
ing of objective empirical knowledge as the foundation and prerequisite for responsible
action and practice; liberalism as a moral and political theory, defines how knowledge
about morality and politics can be attained, as well as what can be done about morality
and politics. Williams sees cognitive liberalism as an answer to Thomas Hobbes’ (1999)
state of nature, which represents the limitability of human knowledge and authority. Ac-
cording to Hobbes, ‘man’ has no natural epistemic ability that would provide agreement
on what the reality of the world is, in neither an empirical nor moral sense. Individuals
can interpret good and evil in various ways. Williams sees this as the background for the
methodological debate between rationalists and their critics in the field of International
Relations (see e.g., Lapid 1989). Cognitive liberalists seem to fear a return to the state of
nature as a result of empiricism and liberal-empirical objectivism, as transpiring to be
untrue. Since would not ‘man’ return to a nihilistic state of nature, if the basis for objec-
tivist empiricism were lost?*! David Campbell (1996, 16-17) has identified this question
as a fear of the loss of all options of articulating the state, or any other kind of political

3 Sokal’s claim to fame is the result of just such an enterprise. For similar views within the field of IR see
for example Mearsheimer (1994/1995) and Jarvis (2000). Others (e.g., Gilpin 1984) merely lament that they
cannot understand what ‘post-modernists’ are trying to say. While for example Ashley’s (1984) barrage is quite
easy to follow, the same cannot be said for the excerpts of Lacan (Sokal & Bricmont 1998, 18-37) and Kristeva
(Sokal & Bricmont 1998, 38-49) Sokal and Bricmont (1998) have brandished.

39 See Keohane (1988) for an academic power-move trying to incorporate ‘critical approaches’ into the
rationalist mainstream of IR. There were several proposals for label-candidates that could be used to manage
the main fault lines of the field in the late 1980s. Keohane’s move was ‘reflectivism’ while Lapid (1989) used
post-positivism. Around this time Onuf (1989; see also Kubalkova et al. 1998) coined ‘constructivism’ as a third
way, and eventual middle-ground in this ‘third debate’ within IR (Lapid 1989).

David A. Lake’s (2011) keynote address from 2010 shows how the divisions among the discipline have remained,
and repeats Keohane’s (1988) move in another guise.

*0 Williams (2007c, 18) identifies a similar fear prevalent in Security Studies: there is a desire to render the
world knowable, calculable, and as a result, controllable, and constructivism is suspected of undermining these
goals.

1 Even Feyerabend (1995) seems worried that political ideologies are once again taking the place of science,
this time in the United States (witness also the shift of targets in Sokal 2008).

Such problems of ideology encroaching on scientific thinking and practice is not new. Indeed, Henrik von
Wright (1987) argued that science as an independent form of producing knowledge first defeated alchemy,
then totalitarian ideologies, and finally real socialism. It seems that it is the task of the current teams in the field
of scholarship to defeat the challenge of real capitalism and New Public Management which are encroaching on
the agendas and practices of science. The problem with ideologies penetrating scholarly practices is that the
independently developed criteria and practices to evaluate what is claimed as ‘reliable scientific knowledge’ are
replaced with criteria and perhaps practices developed for other purposes.

Robert K. Merton (1973) argued for two criteria for the evaluation of scientific claims: logical consistency and
compatibility with known facts. Hans J. Morgenthau (2006, 3) concurred with this understanding with his
dual test of theories: theories should be consistent with the facts and within themselves. While the interests of
scientific claims of knowledge vary, neither race, religion, class nor economic profitability should play into the
criteria to evaluate claims about scientific knowledge.
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organisation to lead to a good life, if these critical arguments of rationalist international
relations theory were taken to their conclusion. As cognitive liberalism connects univer-
sal empirical objectivism with responsible political practices, a relativist epistemology
would lead to a political and moral relativism.*?

It is important to note here, that even if knowledge claims can be argued to always
be bound to a certain point of view, or a certain situation, this does not necessarily infer
that all knowledge claims must be equally valid.** Karl Mannheim (1997) had already
separated this kind of a relationist understanding from a relativist one in his sociology
of knowledge. A constructionist approach to scientific facts does not have to mean that
a constructionist scholar could not believe in ‘external realism’, or in the existence of a
human-independent reality, without its observation. Constructionist research of knowl-
edge is usually interested in how claims about knowledge or facts come about, not in the
existence of the claimed facts or the accuracy of the knowledge claims as such.** The
sociological study of science and scholarship takes these human practices as an object of
science and scholarship; the sociology of science does not give the practices of scholar-
ship any ‘special treatment’, beyond any other form of human practice. While the philoso-
phy of science is interested in the nature of reality (ontology)* and the possibilities of
acquiring knowledge (epistemology)* as such, the sociology of science is interested in
the construction of knowledge as an intersubjective activity (Berger & Luckmann 1994).
Although, like Peter Winch (2008), close connections between the social sciences and
philosophy can be identified, there are also differences in both the methodology and in-
terests of both the philosophy and the sociology of science.

3.1.2. Problems of Observation and Falsification

The differences between scientific and philosophical investigations and proofs become
apparent when G. E. Moore’s (1962) pen and his hands are examined (Moore 1993).
Moore argued that his knowing that the pen he held in his hand existed, refuted Hume’s
sceptical arguments. Further, by moving his hand, he reasoned that there must be material

42 Which of course are logically separate.

4 Mouffe (2005, 14-15) states a similar position as regards value judgements: that one cannot provide an
ultimate rational foundation for any given system of values does not imply that all views of values would have
to be viewed as equal; as knowledge claims may be deemed to be satisfactory or wrong within systems of rules
that guide such judgements, for Mouffe, the just and the unjust, or the legitimate and the illegitimate can be
distinguished within given traditions with the help of standards this tradition provides, by playing the sets of
language games that make up a given tradition.

# To use Sokal & Bricmont’s (1998, 91) example of a man running out of a lecture hall screaming that there
is a stampeding herd of elephants inside: a sociologist of knowledge would not be interested in whether or
not there actually were elephants in the lecture hall; the sociologist of knowledge would be interested in why
Sokal took either there being or there not being elephants stampeding in the lecture room to be knowledge, or
a justified true belief; the sociologist’s own view of the truth or falsity of the screaming man’s assertion would
not count into her investigation of Sokal’s knowledge claims. This approach is similar to that of conceptual
history as practiced by Skinner (2002): of interest is not whether witches were real or not when Bodin wrote
his treatises, but why such a learned individual seemed to strongly believe in the influence of witches on the
politics of his time.

% As a branch of philosophy, ontology investigates the nature of reality and what really exists in general
(Raatikainen 2004, 11).

* As a branch of philosophy, epistemology investigates what should be believed and what should not, how
beliefs are justified, and what can be known (Lammenranta 1993, 13).
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objects in the world. Yet, as Wittgenstein (1999b) showed us, Moore confused philosophy
with empirical science: whether or not Moore could know that the pen or the hand he
perceived were real, is a question of epistemology, but the study of the features of his pen
or his hands (e.g., whether or not they are material, or even ‘his’) is a matter for empirical
science since philosophical and scientific ‘proofs’ are different.*’ Indeed, as Peter Winch
(2008, 39) has suggested, philosophy of science should elucidate the peculiarities of the
form of life called science, while epistemology should elucidate forms of life in general. In
this vein, the scholarly rules that this present research follows can generally be described
as that the arguments presented here, should be allowed to undergo public scrutiny in
the relevant scholarly community, without any outside interference. Only after this has
been the case, can the arguments presented here be considered as conforming to schol-
arly practices, and thus constituting scholarly knowledge.

But how far do such scholarly practices or forms of life deem what is considered to be
knowledge, and how can we assess how scientific knowledge progresses?

The principle of induction could be described as the ‘common-sense’ view of how sci-
ence works and what science is: scientific knowledge has been proven to be correct, it is
superior to other forms of knowledge, it is based on experimentation and/or observa-
tion, and it is objective and trustworthy. The idea is that all science begins with observa-
tions, which are then generalised into theory. Observing was for a long time considered
to be trustworthy and not subject to problems, such as Russell’s (1912) discussion on
‘sense-datum’ (cf,, discussion of Moore’s hands above).*® After the ‘scientific revolution,
general laws and theories were induced from singular observations and these theories
were then used to deduce forecasts and explanations for other phenomena. However,
as Hume already showed us, induction is not logically valid. Observation cannot be fully
trusted either, as all observation is theory-laden; for Norwood Russell Hanson (1958)
there is no pure observation that would be interpreted, all observation is immediately
interpreted, we see everything as something.*’

The implications of the theory-ladenness of observation and perception were taken to
their extreme by Paul Feyerabend (1975), for whom observation is subjective and what is
perceived varies according to, for example, the culture or the scholarly tradition of the ob-
server. Without investigating Feyerabend’s claims too deeply, the subjectivity of all obser-
vation can be dealt with by emphasising the fact that intersubjectivity has the most im-
portant role in scholarly practices (cf., Figure 1). The observations of a single scholar will
usually not be accepted as an indicator for the existence of a certain phenomenon. Such
tests and observations should be repeated by various scholars and defended publicly.

47 Whilst the question ‘Do portable electronic devices that can be used to write academic theses exist?’ can
be settled by producing the laptop on which I am currently writing this text for the one asking the question,
answering such questions does not solve the question ‘Does reality exist?’ (cf., Winch 2008, 9-10). Whether or
not reality exists is not something that the concept of ‘knowledge’ or ‘fact’ has been developed for; inquiring of
others on whether reality exists, or not, does not make sense (Lammenranta 1993, 197-200).

* David Hume had already proposed that only our sensory perceptions are real, and that supposing the exist-
ence of a material or spiritual reality beyond them means practicing useless metaphysics (Raatikainen 2004,
19-20). This kind of extreme empiricism is not subscribed to here, even though empirical observation (and
explication of intuition) is taken as an important aspect of convincing scholarly arguments.

49 Karl Popper (1963) noted that observation is always selective and requires an interest, point of view, or
a problem. In addition, observation requires categories of sameness, and the description of observatibles
requires a language.
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Both cultures and scholarly communities are comprised of groups of people, who have
intersubjective beliefs and which, indeed, influence observation and perception, as also
emphasised by Feyerabend. But the perception or observation of a phenomenon does
not necessarily affect it in a severe way. The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis falsification is a case
in point: even though people in different cultures label and delineate phenomena in dif-
fering ways, that does not mean that their actual sensory perceptions would be that dif-
ferent, or at least different as a result of to the structures of their language.50 Indeed, the
theory-ladenness of observation does not have to lead to any radical conclusions (Kiikeri
& Ylikoski 2004, 31-33).%!

Even though we have to live with always being 'situated’ somewhere during observa-
tion, we do not have to succumb to nihilism. The perception of phenomena is influenced
by the experiences of the researcher and it is not possible to study something from a com-
pletely extra-cultural point of view (Wierzbicka 1991, 9); scholars are inevitably guided
by some principles, ideas, or concepts that we know are not necessarily shared by the
entire human race. Nevertheless, it is a necessity to commence enquiries from some point
i.e., some initial concepts or ideas.’? It must be accepted that all study is conducted from
within one’s own culture. However, it may be possible to separate the idiosyncrasies of
specific cultures from some near-universal aspects of human interaction.

In addition to issues of observation and perception, the question of how our assump-
tions can be deemed to be false has been considered a relevant problem for theory devel-

50" Linguistic relativists argue that the structure of our language in large measure affects the way we perceive
the world. According to the Sapir-Whorf theorem, certain groups of Native Americans perceive colours in a
different way to non-Native Americans because their concepts for colours are different. This hypothesis has
been formed through the idea that since different languages have different structures for describing things
(for example the Navaho have elaborate ways of ‘naming’ rock formations through geometrical shapes, which
has led some to conclude that the Navaho perceived things geometrically) different cultures that use these
languages (as a first language) also perceive things differently.

That different cultures divide the world up differently, is usually not questioned, but the claim presented by
Whorf (1956) that cultures with different language structures perceive the world differently, is highly contro-
versial. The research of Berlin and Kay (1969) indeed supports arguments against linguistic relativism. The
two anthropologists made a series of tests with people with different first languages that have different ways
of describing the basic colours that are part of many languages (the amount of basic colour words can vary
from two to fourteen). Different languages divide the scale of colours differently according to their basic colour
terms. This has been considered a paradigm case of languages dividing up the world differently. Even though
the boundaries of the colour terms of the participants were fuzzy, Berlin and Kay found that speakers of all the
included languages displayed similar agreement on the central shades of all of their colour terms, which Berlin
and Kay elected to call foci. Even though different languages have different numbers of colour terms, the foci
were always the same. The locations of the foci on the colour spectrum also seemed to be universal. Colour
terminology was thus shown to be governed by rigorous universal principles, and differences among languages
are possible only within strict guidelines.

The study of Berlin and Kay (1969) refutes the Sapir-Whorf theorem: despite varying concepts, the people
involved in their empirical test of the colour scale did not perceive the colours differently; they merely divided
the colour scale into different sections. This result favours structuralism in a broad sense of at least some
aspects of cognition having their own structure independent of societal conventions.

51 It is generally accepted in the mainstream of contemporary philosophy of science that theory-ladenness
can affect observation in at least three ways: 1) pre-theories or pre-beliefs can affect what is observed, what is
noticed, and what is considered as important, 2) previous beliefs may affect the estimation of the plausibility
and reliability of an observation: an anomalous observation may be disregarded as erroneous for example, and
3) observations have to be described in a language that is compatible with the theory, which can affect how the
observation is given meaning (Raatikainen 2004, 34). As Abraham Maslow’s (2002, 15) law of the instrument
states: “When the only tool you have is a hammer; it is tempting to treat everything as if it were a nail.”

52 As Onuf (1989, 35-36) notes, one may begin with by taking facts, or ‘things’ as granted, or one may begin
with words, ideas, or arguments as deeds done, as he does.
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opment. The refutation of hypotheses based on modus tollens>® has become problematic
due to holism and the possibility of ‘Duhemian operations’** As Pierre Duhem (1954;
1969) argued, no single empirical test or observation ever decides the fate of a single
hypothesis: a hypothesis always encounters empirical observations together with sec-
ondary hypotheses. Thus, according to Duhem, which of the hypotheses is the faulty one,
can never be known. There can be no crucial experiments that could decide the fate of a
hypothesis, as the observation of empirical phenomena cannot articulate which hypoth-
eses are falsified.” In principle then, should they desire the survival of their hypotheses,
scholars can always engage in ‘Duhemian operations.

When the Duhem theorem is translated into the theoretical and language philosophical
stance applied in the present study, we can see that the explanatory power of theories is a
pragmatic virtue, and that ‘truth’ is a feature outside of explanation (cf., Kiikeri & Ylikoski
2004, 226-228). An explanation is independent of truth since theories are empirically
underdeterminable. Empirical observation itself cannot articulate whether a theory is
true or false. Those who would be convinced by a theory or observation may believe it to
be true, but this is a pragmatic or a perlocutionary effect of the illocutionary force of the
argument, presented in the form of a theory or hypothesis. Although now ‘visible’, thanks
to 20" century language philosophy after Wittgenstein, our apparent consciousness re-
mains unable to communicate perceptions of reality, except through the ‘glass’ of social
reality and language (cf., Agamben 2007).5

That the ‘truth’ of theories is a virtue, separate from explanation, does not mean that
solipsism must prevail nor the denial of an ‘external realism’; that one is an empirical
constructionist, and argues for the empirical adequacy rather than ‘truth’ of theories (cf,
Laudan 1977), does not mean that one could not be a realist when it comes to brute
and social reality beyond one’s own perceptions and consciousness.’” What we know of
either reality may not be ‘the truth’ but it may be enough for ‘all intents and purposes’

53 The logical validity of this principle is the basis for falsification.

5% Le. that we can reject our observation in order to keep our favoured theory. As the discussion of Lakatosian
research programmes below shows, it indeed does not make sense to deem a theory as refuted due to a single
discrepancy (naive falsification), even if it is reproducible. There however also are limits to how many Duhemian
manoeuvres should be allowed before rejecting a theory altogether (cf., Lakatos’s positive and negative heuris-
tics of research programmes). These limits arise from the practices of scholarly communities.

5 Duhem’s thesis is more generally accepted than Willard Van Orman Quine’s (1997) stronger claim that
a stubborn enough scholar can always find new ways to hold on to her hypothesis regardless of any logical
or empirical proofs presented. While actual scholars often want to retain their theoretical constructions, we
have to keep in mind that actual practice many times does not conform to philosophical possibilities. That
you can be stubborn and reject both logic and evidence to save your theory or hypothesis does not mean that
you have to do so; even scholars can be reasonable entities. Indeed, a sociological stance towards the study of
science as knowledge production may save us from some of the problems the philosophical study of science
has uncovered. The practices of scholars are from this point of view more relevant than the logical or other
possibilities they may have.

% As Agamben (2001, 47) notes, humans ‘see’ the world through language but they cannot see language itself.
That Wittgenstein made language visible for us ‘equals a Copernican revolution’ (ibid., 54). But it is important
to realise, as Agamben (1998, 50) notes, that this does not mean that the ‘nonlinguistic’ would be completely
inaccessible for humans, but that human beings cannot reach it in a form that would be a ‘nonrelational and
ineffable presupposition’, as the ‘nonlinguistic’ is only communicable by, and thereby within, language (cf.,
Wittgenstein 1999a; 1999b).

7 Indeed, many renowned scientists have held an instrumentalist stance on science; for many natural scien-
tists, the support of evidence, proper scientific practices, and choice of theories are the basis for accepting
knowledge claims, not a belief in the knowledge claims being the ultimate truth.
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(for the interest of knowledge of that research) in that it may be enough to negotiate
and execute one’s existence in relation to that ‘reality.’58 Thus, theories are fallibilistic
suppositions that remain adequate until convincingly deemed otherwise. Theories and
models make abstractions of reality, which can be empirically adequate, yet still turn out
to be ‘untrue’, as has indeed occurred many times over in the evolution of the scientific

understanding of the world.
3.1.3. Difficulties of Estimating the Progress of Knowledge

It is often suggested that science should be both successful and progressive. But how
does one arrive at acceptable criteria for the success or progressiveness of theories? This
is usually determined within the branch of science under discussion, or within competing
approaches. Science is often thought to be progressing when it comes closer to ‘truths,,
yet the practical effects of scientific theories may also be a criterion of progress.”® Indeed,
although Duhem’s hypothesis, or empirical underdeterminacy, undermines simple falsi-
fication, real scholars are anyhow engaged in a much more varied endeavour in testing
their theories. Indeed, simple empiricism is not enough to decide on the usefulness and
applicability of a theory. More complex criteria have to be set to decide the fate of theo-
ries. These might include compatibility with other theories, simplicity, explanatory pow-
er and theoretical fruitfulness (Kiikeri & Ylikoski 2004, 36), or their capacities to deal
with problems in ways that allow them to be solved (Stegeman 1969, 30; Laudan 1977),
even elegance. When these types of questions are investigated, the assumed foundation
of rationality for knowledge is of paramount importance.

Habermas’s (2007; see also 1977) concept of the ‘interests of knowledge’®® could be a
basis here to evaluate the value of scholarly endeavours: as Laudan (1990, 18) also sug-
gests, there is a need to assess how well various approaches have reached the goals they
have set for their endeavour. In view of the interests of knowledge, research which reach-

8 Engaging in a boxing match may be a hard means of dealing with the bruteness of reality, but it may enlighten
us as a metaphor of the argument here. A boxer may have a theory of how to fight, but the reality of the other
boxer (and the rules that constitute a boxing match) may ‘prove’ the theory to be wrong (no hits below the
belt allowed here, and especially no kicking!), and defeat you. This however does not necessarily mean your
theory of how to be a successful boxer was wrong: perhaps the other boxer was merely more capable, or the
situation of the fight did not fit the theory. The discussion of ‘which martial art system is the best’ is something
that many martial artists (or should they be better termed martial fan-boys?) spend their time arguing about.
But also here, it can be argued that there is no best or ‘true’ system of martial arts, i.e., theory or concept, it is
about the empirical adequacy of the ‘theory’ or style/system and its application in given situations ‘out there.
Yet, we also have to note that as there are many ways of fighting, all of them with limitations, it is not true that
all bodily movements are equally good for fighting. There is no single, all-applicable, ‘true’ method of boxing
for example, but not all methods of boxing are equally good or reliable either. The same applies to scientific
methods and theories.

%9 Various research programmes could for example be ranked according to their timeliness, fruitfulness, or
political effects (Heiskala 2000, 11). Finding one common measure for all research programmes in every field
of science is however exceedingly difficult, if not impossible. Larry Laudan (1977) suggests that how well a
‘research tradition’ is able to solve empirical and conceptual problems could be the measure to assess the
progress of ‘science’, or even that progress is a diachronic notion that requires empirical means to rank how
far various efforts have realised some aim or aims they have set as their task (Laudan 1990, 18). From such
a viewpoint, methodological rules are putative instruments for the realisation of cognitive or doxatic aims
(Laudan 1984, 34).

8 See Nurmi (1971) and Berndtson (1971) for discussions on Habermas’s interests of knowledge from a
political science perspective. Ashley (1981) views Political Realism through Habermas’s interests of knowledge
while Vuori (2008a) does this for Political Realism and the study of security.
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es for a technical interest of knowledge, progresses when it allows enhanced control and
guidance of processes in reality; that which aims for the practical interest of knowledge,
will progress when people are able to understand both themselves and one another, and
then to pass this understanding on by communication and the mediation of information;
research that strives towards emancipation, progresses when intersubjective relations
or positions of power considered as ‘natural’, can be deconstructed or ‘unmasked’, and
people can be released from ‘false consciousness.®!

For Habermas, the three interests of knowledge are separate by definition, yet even in-
dividual studies may exhibit more than one interest of knowledge. It however seems that
scholars tend to favour one of such interests, and accordingly, that interests of knowl-
edge form one more avenue for scholars to talk past one another in scholarly debates.
It appears that some approaches to knowledge production and interests of knowledge
go together better than others. Within the field of IR, it seems that, for example, realism,
‘explaining’ and a technical interest would easily talk past a combination of idealism, ‘un-
derstanding’ and an emancipatory interest.

Actually, while Hollis & Smith (1991, 6-7) argue that the study of IR always has “two
stories” to tell, viz. those of “explaining” and “understanding”, from the point of view of
the interests of knowledge, IR may actually have three stories to tell (Vuori 2008a): the
technical, the practical, and the emancipatory story. Indeed, securitisation theory can
be used to conduct studies with any of the three interests in mind, although it may be
more suited to serve certain interests better than others. But what are the three stories
that securitisation theory, or Securitisation Studies, can tell us via the three interests of
knowledge?

In terms of control, or an instrumentalist interest i.e., the first story, the theory can be
used to identify stages of conflict escalation. If the speech acts of various types of actors
begin to display securitisation, this may be an indicator of the conflict becoming more
acute. Identifying such situations may help arbitrators to, if not intervene, at least offer
to participate in negotiations and thereby defuse a conflict before it becomes more dras-
tic. The strands of securitisation proposed in the present study can make such estimates
more nuanced. From another point of view, the framework can be used to identify the
types of actors that are most relevant in various societies, and thus to recognise when
‘talk’ becomes serious.®? In these ways, the theory can be used as a tool in the early stages
of crisis management and also for dealing with its problems on a practical level.

In terms of the practical interest of knowledge i.e., the second story, the theory can be
used to reveal and elucidate understandings of security.®* This may help decision-makers

¢ The combination of these three interests of knowledge together with Laudan’s (1977) division of empirical
and conceptual problems provides us with a two by three typology for the assessment of aspects of the possible
progress of theories.

2 It was for example interesting to note that both during the 2008 unrest in Tibet, and in the 2009 unrest in
Xinjiang, provincial party leaders used the language of securitisation, while the central level used more moder-
ate language. This tactic signalled that the issues were severe, and the local securitisation allowed the use of
security measures, but also that the measures could become more severe; the provincial securitisation of the
issues functioned as a means of control and deterrence.

% For example Ciuta (2009) argues that the theory could be a starting-point for hermeneutical studies of
security where both analytical language and the language of the objects of study would be combined (Ciuta
2009). Kurt W. Radtke (2008, 203) similarly argues that security studies ought to develop a metalanguage that
could transcend the concepts of particular countries, cultures, and scholarly icons. As such, I reason that the
theory of securitisation, when explicated with illocutionary logic, may provide some headway towards estab-
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and their critics and opponents, all to understand their own views, and possibly dissent-
ing views in their own society or in others too. Denaturalising security increases the need
to take political responsibility and to help people evaluate arguments for legitimacy. A
hermeneutical approach to security underlines the relational dimension of security (cf,,
Buzan 1991; Buzan et al. 1998). Understanding the constitution of security and the proc-
esses of securitisation may similarly enlighten decision-makers, while understanding the
negativity of security may help to keep more issues within the purview of non-emergency
modes of administration.

Finally, with the third story, told from an emancipatory point of view, the theory can
also allow security to be denaturalised and reveal its functions in the production and
maintenance of power. By understanding the construction of social reality, by uncovering
the contingency of social constructions and their political nature regarding issues of even
security, opportunities for an ethical intervention may be opened, by either the scholar
studying securitisation or the reader of the scholar’s work. The study of securitisation
can, for example, be utilised for double readings (in the vein of Derrida), the dissolution
of myths (in the vein of Barthes), or the dissection of doxa (in the vein of Bourdieu). Se-
curitisation scholars cannot say what ‘real’ security is, or what a ‘real’ threat is, without
making an overt political argument or move. Yet this does not mean that a scholar could
not make ethical interventions. Scholarly models can be used in the manner of artistic
models to represent relationships, that is, they can be used to deal with actual problems
(Stegeman 1969, 29). Displaying the elements of choice and contingency may lessen
some of security’s functionality as a means of power. The theory can be used to unmask
both the general functions of security, but also to analyse particular instances with this
intent.

As we can see, these three aspects of the interests of knowledge securitisation theory
can be applied to serve and complement one another; or they may be stages of a broader
project. Securitisation theory can be used as a heuristic device, as a magnifier of contin-
gency for ethical intervention, or as an avenue to understand, even manage the relation-
ships of actors, objects, and meanings, to understand the functioning of power. These
three types of stories may also work as a criterion to evaluate the practical progress of
the research programme of Securitisation Studies.

Beyondthe ‘stories’ orthevalue of studies of securitisation, the criterion forhowscholar-
ly knowledge progresses thatis applied in this study is based on areappropriated interpre-
tation of the positive and negative heuristic principles promoted by Imre Lakatos (1970).5*
Indeed, a theory is viewed here as scientifically acceptable, if its capacity to explain, to
make understandable, or to solve problems is better in comparison to an earlier theo-
ry that was constructed to investigate the same phenomenon.®> Such ‘progress’ can be

lishing just such a metalanguage.

6 Kenneth N. Waltz (2008, 92-95) sees Lakatos’s value in his writings showing how a positivist stance to
theory in political science does not work: no finite sample can ever disprove a universal probabilistic theory.
Theories and facts are interdependent.

%  For Lakatos, such progress was exclusively empirical, and alteration was allowed only via new assump-
tions or the semantic re-interpretation of terms of the original theory (Laudan 1977, 77). For Lakatos (1970,
116), scientific theories are meant to ‘predict novel facts’ Such a predictive stance to science is problematic
for securitisation theory, as it is for most of social science: much of collective human activity is too ‘chaotic’
as a phenomenon to be predicted. Indeed, as Laudan (1977, 16-17) notes, to merely concentrate on the
explanation or prediction of (novel) facts would leave out much of the theoretical activities scholars engage in.
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achieved both conceptually and empirically. Further, theories should not be rejected out
of hand only because there is some evidence that is not in accordance with it: it could be
that the examples do not fit into the existing conceptual scheme, or an anomaly for that
particular theory could also be an anomaly for all other theories.®

Lakatos viewed groups of theories as ‘research programmes’. A research programme
is conceptually progressive if it produces new concepts with rich and simplifying struc-
tures. A programme will be empirically progressive if these concepts can contain previous
understandings and at the same time expand the analytical power of the programme.®’ If
a programme lacks these virtues, degeneration is the result, and when confronted with
problems, it merely produces new theories that skirt the issue by engaging in Duhemian
manoeuvres.

Of course, Lakatos’s philosophy of science is not ‘correct, and it is applied here in a
reappropriated manner. The goal of many philosophers of science, such as Thomas Kuhn,
Imre Lakatos, and Larry Laudan, has been to explain the evolution and progress of sci-
ence in general. While their insights are important, such broad viewpoints may not be
that helpful for particular theory developers in practice.’® Thereby, Lakatos’s similes of
the positive and negative heuristics, and of the hard core and protective belt of research
programmes are used here as a meta-method to model research programmes, and there-
by to help scholars engaged in the business of science to grasp their total endeavours
from a wider and more abstract point of view.*

Lakatos sees series of theories to contain a leading idea, through which various theo-
ries in the programme join, and thereby form the ‘hard core’ of a research programme.””
This hard core is ‘irrefutable’ and should not be targeted by the modus tollens, yet it
should be ‘empirically falsifiable’ To be constructive, a research programme has to in-
clude a mechanism for theory development. In the model, the hard core of a theory is
sheltered by a ‘protective belt’ of auxiliary hypotheses, which can be adapted as more and
more empirical anomalies appear. This positive heuristic is accompanied by a negative
one: a researcher engaged in a research programme should not tamper with the irre-
futable hard core of the programme.”!

Science then may not only be about empirical facts, but also conceptual problems. Thereby, although Lakatos’s
similes of the core and the two heuristics is viewed here as useful, I do not subscribe to his strict notion of what
‘scientific’ entails.

% To continue with the boxing analogy: perhaps you were boxing with the heavyweight champion of the
world!

7 In Laudan’s (1977, 18) terms, the transformation of anomalous and unsolved empirical problems into solved
ones is the hallmark of scientific progress. Such a view emphasises that theories should not be rejected out
of hand: presumed empirical anomalies may be transformed into confirming instances via theory develop-
ment (ibid., 30). Such development may occur through the shift of relevant variables in the theory, which may
eliminate troublesome anomalies or resolve some conceptual problems (ibid., 68). For Laudan, theories are
progressive if their problem solving capacity is increased.

% Indeed, Lakatos emphasised the necessity to keep methodological assessments and heuristic advice
separate.

% Lakatos’s model is indeed viewed here as a general meta-method: actual research programmes should
provide their own particular ‘clues’ for how to assess progress within their project (cf,, Laudan 1977).

70 For Lakatos, this core can be the result of human creativity for example. Weever (2005, 39; see also 2007a)
seems to follow this vein of thinking as he also argues that instead of doing inductive generalisations from
observations, scholarship begins with the creative moment of coming up with an abstract notion that is then
tested via observations of reality or by deducing larger stories that ‘reconstruct complex realities’ in a convinc-
ing way.

71 Thierry Balzacq’s (2005, 176, 193) criticism of the speech act approach of Waever, while raised in a construc-

75



Chapter 3

The meta-method of sophisticated falsification, with its positive and negative heuris-
tics, provides a meaningful framework for the development and adaptation of theory by
retaining its core claims while adapting the research programme to accommodate for
empirical anomalies. This methodology should be specified in each research programme
as there is the danger that theories might become too ‘stretched’ (Sartori 1970). The hard
core of the research programme of securitisation is viewed here to be formed by speech
act theory and that securitisation is a speech act.”” These suppositions are irrefutable
within the programme, but they are surrounded by auxiliary hypotheses that can be ‘falsi-
fied’ by either logic or spatiotemporal occurrences.”® Security means different things to
different societies at different times, since the core fears of societies or social groups are
unique and relate to vulnerabilities and historical experiences (Waever 1989b, 301).”* We
can formulate empirical hypotheses in accordance with our understanding of this socio-
historical process.”® At the same time, the meanings of security are constructed through
speech acts: speech acts are seen as the mechanism to intersubjectively construct the
core fears and historical experiences - the meaning of security - in different societies.
The theory of securitisation thus does not claim any universal culture or meaning of secu-
rity, but still recognises the unity of the biological creatures that are the foundation for all
cultures.”® This means that what, by whom, under which conditions and even how (on the
level of convention) something is constructed as an issue of security, differs from society
to society, but on the fundamental level of how this is accomplished, the linguistic mecha-
nism (speech acts) remains the same. Speech act theory thus forms the hard core of the

tive manner, goes against the ‘negative heuristics’ of Lakatosian research programmes by actually questioning
the leading idea of the theory. Balzacq questions the idea that security is based on speech acts, which in effect
questions the hard core of the research programme of securitisation. In my view, he echoes Pierre Bourdieu’s
(1991) criticism of some structural linguists who mistake considering linguistic rules as entirely determinant
in speech acts. I do not see Waever’s approach to securitisation repeating this error. Although Balzacq raises
relevant issues, my argument here is that his criticism has not jeopardised the leading idea of securitisation. See
Chapter 6.3.3. below for a detailed discussion.

72 See Chapter 6.3.1. below on why ‘security is a speech act’ is not considered to be the core of the programme
here.

73 Scholarly communities may be convinced of the falsity of hypotheses even though empirical observation is
indeterminate.

74+ Bubandt’s (2005) ‘vernacular security’ is very close to this idea.

75 Indeed, Priyankar Upadhyaya (2006, 14) calls for conceptual and empirical studies that would explore the
operation of securitisation/desecuritisation in diverse situations. Studies in non-European contexts are helpful
here as they provide different political and social environments for the study of securitisation dynamics.

76 Ciuta (2009) has argued that the CopS does construct a permanent meaning of security that would not take
the understandings of the ‘targets’ of analysis into account; he argues that the CopS rules out that meanings of
security can vary contextually. | however argue that this is not the case (see e.g., Weever 1989b). What the CopS
presents as security (a situation where there are means to repel an existential threat) is the current dominant
understanding in ‘international relations.” As Waever (2004b; 2008a) shows, the meaning of security in Europe
has fluctuated greatly. This entails that this remains a possibility in the future; to Ciuta’s (2009, 303-304; see
also Huysmans 1998a, 500-501 and Trombetta 2008, 600 for critiques of the CopS approach being unable to
study shifts in the logic of security itself, or of imposing an essentialising fixity to it and the practices it is
used to legitimate) question on whether security could become something other than the current ‘theoretical
fiat, I would answer an emphatic yes. The interesting question is what it is that we are actually discussing or
analysing in ISS: the meaning and uses of ‘security’, or the politics of ‘survival, something which is termed
‘security’ in the contemporary era of international relations? Would it be more prudent and accurate to talk of
‘survival policies’ and ‘survival studies’ instead of ‘security’? Survival would include both non-human threats
(e.g., hurricanes) and demand more responsibility from politicians as ‘survival’ does not carry the same positive
commonsense connotations as ‘security’ does. While ‘security’ may not always and everywhere have to mean
‘survival’, ‘survival’ itself would.
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theory of securitisation while auxiliary hypotheses are used to understand the specific
conventions of the social construction of security in different societies in different times,
as well as the political functions and effects processes of securitisation have.”’

As the above suggests, the hard core of the research programme of Securitization Stud-
ies is viewed here in a very minimalist way. Others might insert further features of the
model, such as securitising actors, referent objects, existential threats, and extraordinary
measures, into the core of the programme.78 I, however, contend that for the aims of the-
ory travel, it makes sense to keep the hard core as minimal as possible: the more specifi-
cally the features of the model are hypothesised within the core, the more it makes pre-
sumptions based on certain types of political orders and practices. The intention here is
to make the model as general and abstract as possible in order to allow its operationalisa-
tion to the greatest number of political orders and practices - even theories of politics.

Such a minimalist and abstract view of the core of the research programme of Securi-
tisation Studies begs the question of whether the theory of securitization is compatible
with Lakatos’s views of what a theory is. For him, theories had to be empirically falsifi-
able, and be able to ‘predict novel facts’ (Lakatos 1970, 116). What is the case for the
theory of securitisation in general and the present study in particular: are they in tune
with Lakatos’s view?

As with the core and the belt of the research programme itself, the theoretical and
empirical aspects of this research and their methods of refutation must be separated. As
it is viewed here, at the very core of the research programme is the theory of speech acts,
which is based on intuition and should thus be approached through intuition. The theory
of securitisation is based on the theory of speech acts, and in that sense, it should also
be approached from the direction of linguistic intuition. The auxiliary hypotheses (the
strands of securitisation) proposed for the theory of securitisation here are based on the
illocutionary logic of speech acts, and thus also on intuition. Because rule-sentences that
describe language cannot be falsified through spatiotemporal occurrences, they must
instead be falsified through logic (cf,, Itkonen 2003, 44-48).” However, it must be kept
uppermost in mind that even though intuition is the ‘act of knowledge’ (Popper 1963)
used in this inquiry, intuition itself is not the object of study, but rather the norms of se-
curitisation, which can only be accessed through intuition (cf., Itkonen 2003). Thereby,
although all the elements of the core and protective belt are ‘falsifiable’, not all of them are
‘empirically falsifiable’, which means that the view taken on ‘scientificity’ here is broader
than that of Lakatos.

Such a view is based on Karl Popper’s (1963) views on ontological levels and their

77" We could for example form hypotheses on how security is understood and how it functions in Finland, and
then study empirically whether our hypotheses derived from the theory make empirical sense or not. Although
the hard core of the programme is viewed here to consist of the speech act aspect of the theory, the protective
belt could include empirically falsifiable propositions such as ‘securitisation narrows down political debate’, ‘an
affective relation between referent objects and audiences facilitates securitisation’, and ‘referent objects on a
level above the individual and below the universal render themselves more easily to securitisation’.

78 One way to solve such different views of the contents of the core could be to divide the core into a hard core
that consist of the leading idea of the speech act and a soft core that consist of further elements of the model.
72 A rule must be valid also independent of its particular use in discourse; a word can denote a segment of
reality only insofar as it is meaningful in its own not-denoting. Language is pure potentiality. (Agamben 1998,
20-21.) Similarly, there can be no concrete promises without the performative practice of promising, without
rules of promising, which give the particular discourses of promising their force.
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World 1:
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Act of knowledge: intuition the second world.

Figure 1: Popper’s tripartite ontology and acts of knowledge.

correspondent ‘acts of knowledge’. For Popper (1963), ontology can be divided into
three ‘worlds’ or layers (see Figure 1): 1) physical states/events, 2) psychological states/
events, and 3) social concepts and norms. Each of these layers requires its own ‘act of
knowledge’, or epistemology: for the first it is observation, for the second introspection,
and for the third intuition. All of these acts emanate from the second layer i.e., human psy-
chological states, since all are potentially conscious. Observation as an act of knowledge
is directed at the first layer, while intuition is the correct approach for intersubjective or
social norms and rules.®’ Intersubjective norms thus differ from subjective experiences
and connotations. Subjective experiences have to be grasped through introspection.
‘Empirical’ questions arise in the present study, when the social construction of se-
curity in China becomes the focus of consideration. China is an empirical entity, even
though it is ontologically social.®! The analysis of how, what, by whom and under which
conditions something has been constructed as an issue of security, has to be based on
actually occurred speech and cannot be answered through linguistic intuition. The hy-
potheses and the theories discussed below are tools for this analysis and will assist in the
formulation of empirical assumptions or claims. Even though the linguistic mechanism of
securitisation and the general rules of securitisation are accessible through intuition, the
referent objects, threats, audiences, securitising actors and facilitation/impediment fac-
tors, are empirical issues and require methods of empirical analysis beyond the analysis

80 Sokal & Bricmont (1998, 143-144) argue that while intuition plays an important role in the creation or
invention of theories, intuition should not play a role in the verification or falsification of theories, as these
processes must remain independent of the subjectivity of individual scientists. Here, I would argue, Sokal &
Bricmont succumb to atleast two confusions. First, as Popper’s tripartite ontology reveals, all knowledge claims
return to the second world of psychological events/states, and thereby all theories also ontologically depend on
individual psychological events/states. While the above criticism may be borderline banality, Sokal & Bricmont
conflate intuition and introspection; they have failed to see that intuition is the act of knowledge that should be
used to verify, or falsify, intersubjective rules and norms. The checking of someone’s calculations is precisely
based on intuition.

81 The PRC of course has a territory and a population, but these are not the PRC; the PRC is a social institution.
This becomes explicit in the so called question of the two Chinas.
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of the logic of speech acts.

It is possible to propose empirical hypotheses with three possible observational re-
sults within the theory of securitisation. While the success and failure of securitisation
is not a binary issue,* it may be difficult to assess whether and when securitisation has
been successful.®® Furthermore, the success of establishing a security status for an issue,
and the success of the politics of establishing a security status for an issue, should be
analytically kept separate. What are termed securitisation moves within the model, can
manifest and be successful (value 1), they can also manifest and be unsuccessful (value
-1), and they may not manifest at all (value 0).3* This means that our empirical assump-
tions can be ‘falsified’ by analysing relevant data.®

It is useful here to follow James Bogen & James Woodward’s (1988) conceptual dis-
tinction between data and phenomena (in terms of language philosophy this comes very
close to Searle’s [1995] distinction between type and token). Data functions as evidence
to the existence of a phenomenon; (some) theories seek to explain or understand phe-
nomena, not data. In this study, the phenomenon (or type) studied is ‘securitisation,®
while the analysis of the speeches that have actually occurred are the data (tokens) used
to reason about the phenomenon or practices of securitisation.’’ As noted by Bogen and
Woodward (1988), this distinction between data and phenomena is important as data is
the result of an immensely complex set of causal (and constitutive) factors. As also em-
phasised in Regional Security Complex Theory (Buzan et al. 1998; Buzan & Waever 2003),
this complexity has to be dealt with in some way, for scholars cannot take everything into
account in their hypotheses and theories.®® This is a point that many critics (e.g., Bubandt
2005; Kent 2006; Wilkinson 2007) of the approach, who emphasise the ‘messiness’ of
‘local’ events and processes, do not take into account: a model is a model.®

As will be seen below, many critics of the CopS approach have identified empirical
‘anomalies’ of one type or another (see for example Mak 2006; Wilkinson 2007; Barthw-
al-Datta 2009). I shall argue that the refined model presented in this study can deal with
some of these ‘anomalies’ while retaining the insights of the previous version and that, as
such, this study advances the research programme of Securitisation Studies.

82 This is also emphasised by Haacke & Williams (2008) and Buzan (2008).

8 On the issue of when securitisation is ‘successful’, see Chapter 6.3. below.

8% See Chapter 6.3. below for a fuller discussion on this issue.

8 Although analysis and observation in themselves cannot tell us whether our assumptions are ‘true’ or ‘false’,
presenting an assumption and an analysis of data that claims to refute or support the assumption may have
the perlocutionary and pragmatic effect of convincing. On the relation of threat perception, securitisation, and
security action, see Chapter 6.3. below.

86 ‘Asif’ it existed.

8 In sum, securitisation is the theoretical object/type/phenomenon whilst the occurred speeches are the
pre-theoretical object/token/data.

8 “It’s only a model!” (Monty Python: the Holy Grail, directed by Terry Gilliam and Terry Jones 1975, Michael
White Productions.)

8 The juxtaposition of ‘messy reality’ and ‘elegant models’ is prevalent throughout academia. Indeed, what
we are dealing with here are two types of beauty: the beauty of the material and the beauty of the formal
(Berman 2007, 97). The beauty of the ‘empirical’ or the ‘real’ is material, even when it can be described in a
‘formal’ way. Theoretisation ‘destroys’ this materiality, which may be why even ‘beautiful’ academic works are
often described as ‘cold’ or ‘hollow’; the beauty of academic models is different from the beauty of the ‘wild." It
is however advantageous to keep in mind that, as Waever (2007a) also notes, abstractions are themselves an
important part of reality, and it does not make sense to take all abstraction as an imposition on the inevitable
messiness of the ‘wild.
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3.2. Travelling Theories and the Dilemmas of Conceptual Stretching

Scholarly communities are generally not willing to accept the existence of phenomena
based on just single sets of experiments or observations. Even the successful repetition
of a test or observation will not always convince communities, as the test set-up may con-
tain the same yet unexplained factor or idiosyncrasy that resulted in the data observed.
Only when a phenomenon is observed with a variety of (mutually independent) observa-
tions or arrangements will communities of scholars be convinced that the phenomenon
indeed exists and is not merely the result of idiosyncrasies in the original set-up. Hence,
scholars will seek to test and try out their hypotheses in various contexts, and endeavour
to produce improved or at least alternative data on the same phenomenon.”’ It is at this
stage where, in social sciences, things get tricky in terms of what Giovanni Sartori (1970;
1984) calls conceptual stretching.

Indeed, scholars will often seek to broaden their knowledge by application of their
models and hypotheses to a wider range of cases, which often results in adaptation of cat-
egories to fit the new contexts. Sartori (1970; 1984) encourages this conceptual ‘travel-
ling’ (the application of concepts to new cases) but at the same time warns about concep-
tual ‘stretching’ (the distortion that occurs when a concept does not fit the new cases). In
order for scholars to be able to test the generality of their findings, they have to establish
that their concept has a sufficiently similar meaning in the context of the new cases. The
merit of Sartori’s approach is to encourage scholars to be attentive to context, but with-
out abandonment of broad comparisons.

Sartori (1970, 1041; 1984, 24) approached the problem of conceptual stretching
through extension and intension. The extension of a category is the set of entities in the
world to which it refers, while intension is the set of meanings, or attributes that define
the category and determine membership within it. ‘Specific’ categories thus have less
extension but more intension, while more general categories have more extension but
less intension. Moving back and forth in the hierarchy of categories, thus changing the
intension and extension of the concepts, is called moving on the ‘ladder of generality.®!
Collier and Mahon (1993) have proposed that ‘radial’ categorisations may be more ef-
fective to facilitate conceptual travelling while at the same time avoiding the problems
of conceptual stretching. In radial categorisations, in regard to intension and extension,
the effect of moving between the principle and secondary categories has a reverse effect:
by creating more elaborate categories the extension of a radial category may actually in-
crease. In classical categorisations the differentiating attributes of secondary categories
occur in addition to those of the primary category; in radial categorisations the differen-
tiating attributes of the secondary categories are contained within the primary category.
In radial categorisations, secondary categories thus serve to increase the extension of the
categorisation, without any distortion.

Another scholar sensitive to the effects of changing contexts and uses of theories is Ed-
ward Said (1983; see also 1994), whose critique focused on the imperialistic tendencies

% Indeed, one criterion for a proper test for a hypothesis is that it must be done on different samples than
those which were used to devise the hypothesis (Laudan 1990, 62).

91 Sartori himself used the term ‘ladder of abstraction’ but I find that the ‘ladder of generality’, coined by David
Collier and James E. Mahon (1993), carries a more illuminating connotation.
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of universalising claims. Said was not against universal or global claims as such. The ques-
tion for him was how to understand the global in ways that remain sensitive to particular
contexts and perspectives (Biswas 2007, 130). Paradoxically, Said was critical of human-
ism in the name of humanism, and simultaneously against universalising claims whilst
claiming himself a humanist (Duvall 2007, 89). Aamir Mufti (2005, 122) reasons that
Said was attempting to offer an alternative to Eurocentric thought by providing a general
account of the role of the particular in universalising processes. Said’s answer was the
‘contrapunal’ reading of simultaneous and mutually constitutive histories against linear
and developmentalist narratives (Biswas 2007, 133).°? He believed in the possibility of
actively different locales, sites and situations, without recourse to facile universalism or
overgeneral totalising (Said 1994, 214).”

In this study, I apply securitisation theory to the analysis of the social construction of
security in the People’s Republic of China. This means that one has to be sensitive to the
categories and concepts utilised in the theory and avoid stretching them too far. Accord-
ingly, I propose further rungs to the ladder of generality of the theory of securitisation,’*
which will facilitate the applicability of the theory to China and makes conceptual trav-
elling, without stretching, possible. The study of the phenomenon of securitisation in
various contexts and with various means, provides a more nuanced understanding of the
phenomenon, and may eventually convince scholarly communities that it makes sense to
conduct studies ‘as if’ there indeed were such a phenomenon as ‘securitisation)’, if this is
not already the case. This is where this current research endeavours to provide its mod-
est contribution.

The explication of securitisation is based on illocutionary logic. However, this does
not imply that the linguistic rules of speech acts are entirely deterministic, nor that the
study of securitisation should only focus on linguistic analysis; both social and linguistic

92 This is in essence Nils Bubandt’s (2005) argument for 'vernacular security’ Also Claire Wilkinson (2007)
criticises the CopS approach of assuming Euro-American models and practices in terms of human organisation
which as a consequence turns complex issues into linear and simplified versions. However, from the point of
view of theory development, Wilkinson'’s critique can also be seen as a merit, if the problems of theory and
conceptual travel are taken into account: the purpose of theory is not to make a 1:1 model, but to precisely
provide distance through abstraction.

% Donna Haraway (1988) similarly argues that the way towards objectivity is the confession of the situated-
ness and partial nature of all understandings, paradoxically also making an argument with universal scope. As
was already presented above, the position I take in this study also emphasises the situatedness and relationality
(yet not relativity) of knowledge claims: factual claims are partial, situated, and relational. Such a position does,
however, not mean that I would subscribe to an cognitively relativist position: cultural or value relationalism
does not entail nor equal cognitive or epistemological relativism. Thereby, if our theoretical notions are artifi-
cial enough, we can use them to study various socio-cultural situations and contexts without succumbing to
‘cultural colonialism’. As ZiZek (2002b, 66) also emphasises, scholars should not assume of impose universal
ideologies or values, but that universality should be understood as a shared space of understanding among
cultures that requires an infinite task of translation and reworking of one’s particular position. Such a notion
of universality is compatible with a pragmatist viewpoint to scholarship (cf,, Laudan 1990, 109-111): one may
transcend one’s own culture in the evaluation of one’s own and other’s cultures, even when different cultures
have different standards for the admissibility of ideas.

9 The strands of securitisation explicated below in Chapter 6.3.2. entail that they are securitisation. As the
previous understanding of the function of securitisation, i.e., legitimating future acts of the securitising actor,
is one of the strands of securitisation proposed here, this logically means that the extension of securitisation
increases; securitisation has less semantic information than the strands of securitisation, which means that
securitisation applies to a larger set of entities than a single strand of securitisation. See Figure 7 below in
Chapter 6.4. for a graphic representation of this reasoning. See Itkonen (2003, 26-48) on the logic of extension
and intension.
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analysis are necessary to understand performative acts of securitisation. This means that
the method of inquiry should be based on (cross-cultural) pragmatics (the study of the
ways in which meaning is derived from the interaction of utterances within the contexts
in which they are used) and not on purely semantics (the study of meaning) or universal
linguistic rules. With departure from cross-cultural pragmatics, this study argues that a
linguistic or a sociological approach to the study of actually occurred acts of securitisa-
tion cannot replace one or the other,”® but that they should be seen as complementary
instead. But just as the sociological study of conversation should be built on a basis of
illocutionary linguistics (Wierzbicka 1991, 254), the sociological study of securitisation
should also have a linguistic foundation: the metalanguage of illocutionary logic provides
the means for cross-cultural comparisons as it enables the identification of the families
from the resemblances.’® Different social groups favour different styles of social interac-
tion, and these types of cultural differences may be reflected in illocutionary grammars
too (Wierzbicka 1991, 276). Thus, illocutionary logic can provide the necessary rigour
required to investigate these types of issues.

Moving from one social context to another or undertaking cross-cultural compari-
sons requires a culture-independent descriptive framework. In order to study different
‘cultures’ in their culture-specific features we need both a universal perspective, and a
culture-independent analytical framework.”” In order to avoid the distorting effect of the
assumption that scholarly concepts are culture-free analytical tools, a near universal per-
spective from within our own culture must be sought with which to develop a framework
of near universal human concepts that will be then accessible to most specific languag-
es.”8 The cultural specificity of one’s current analytical concepts cannot be escaped, but a

% For securitisation studies that emphasise the sociological study of securitisation, see Balzacq (2005; 2010a;
2010b; 2010c) and Stritzel (2007) for example.

9% Realities are disorganised and complex, which is why models and theories are needed: the complexity of
reality has to be dealt with in some way in order to deal with it intelligibly (cf., Waltz 1979, 8). For example,
language is pure potentiality (Agamben 1998, 20-21). No scholarly model could capture all of this potential.
Scholarly models can none the less be used to make sense of the potentiality and the actuality of language -
indeed to a far greater extent than some strands of post-structuralism which emphasise the perpetual openness
of interpretation would seem to suggest.

More often than not, people make sense of others; there are various ‘illocutionary devices’ (e.g., intonation) that
guide interpretation in real speech situations (Wierzbicka 1991, 197-199); “the alleged enormous indetermi-
nacy of illocutionary forces is largely an illusion born out of an inadequate analytical model” (ibid., 252). Instead
of trying to squeeze every utterance into a ‘pigeon-hole’ of illocutionary (English) verbs, the illocutionary force
of utterances can be decomposed into individual components, thereby revealing that languages provide numer-
ous unmistakable illocutionary clues which enable the listener, as well as the analyst, to identify illocutionary
forces to a considerable degree. Indeed, ‘orphan letters’ are not the norm in everyday communication, not even
for texts that are under investigation by students of securitisation. You may fool some of the people some of the
time, but you cannot fool all of the people all of the time (attributed to Abraham Lincoln).

While ‘surplusses of meaning’ (Laclau & Mouffe 2001; Derrida 1988; Certeau 1988) remain, this does not mean
that most utterances would be unintelligible in most utterance situations; the possibilities of reinterpretation,
and ‘living within text’ have to be qualified. Like hearers, analysts of speech acts are permitted to make infer-
ences on the intentions of speakers as this is what, to a degree, pragmatically also happens. We should however
keep in mind that to make such inferences does not mean that we would have access to the ‘sincerity’ of the
speakers, nor to their ‘true intentions.” Accordingly, the argument here is not that the intentions that can be
inferred from speech acts would be the ‘real’ intentions of the speakers; what is argued here is that what most
speakers can infer as the intention of a speaker, can also be inferred by an analyst.

97 As well as a semantic language that is in essence independent of any particular language or culture, and that
is accessible and open to interpretation through any language (Wierzbicka 1991, 6-9).

% Matt McDonald (2008a, 571) argues that to develop a universal framework to study the construction of
security issues by analysing speech acts, would mean to downplay contextual factors. I however argue that

82



Chapter 3

distant culture also cannot be understood ‘in its terms’ without at the same time under-
standing it ‘in our own’

[llocutionary logic provides us with a metalanguage to do cross-cultural studies of
securitisation for it can be used to decompose illocutionary forces and thus avoid the
anglocentrism and its universalistic tendencies emerging from the use of the English lan-
guage. Acts of securitisation may not be achieved nor indeed be manifest in all societies
or languages, but illocutionary logic can be used as a tool in the empirical study to assess
whether illocutionary acts of securitisation do occur in specific situations, in any social
context. Even though security means different things to different societies, since the core
fears of a group or nation will be unique and relate to vulnerabilities and historical expe-
riences (Waever 1989b, 301), the social constitution of security with illocutionary logic
can be studied as human utterances universally exhibit ‘force/*” The linguistic compari-
son of acts of securitisation provides a basis for making cross-cultural comparisons of
processes of securitisation; a broader categorisation of securitisation allows us to move
beyond the European and liberal democratic political context.

Moving from one social and political context to another also means that scholars have
to be sensitive to the variances in values and connotations in the various contexts. If the
values that guide research are not reflected upon, they may distort it. There are, how-
ever, limits to how far this reflection of values should be taken. Indeed, Hayward Alker
(2006) has correctly emphasised that comparative political analysis does not necessitate
an explicit endorsement of a normative position on either the aims of the study or the
worthiness of the empirical processes under scrutiny. While reflection has its merits, just
as ‘justifications have to come to an end somewhere’ (Wittgenstein 1999a; 1999b; Winch
2008, 36), there is also a limit for the extent to which a scholar has to contemplate and
report on her preferences. '%

this is not the case. While a near universal metalanguage deals with the ‘grammar’ or ‘langue’ of securitisation,
the analysis of real, or actually occurred speech requires dealing with the individual context of the utterances.
Contextual factors cannot be defined in too much detail within the model, as these depend to a large extent on
the political order, as well as other socio-political factors, of various societies.

9 See Chapter 1.2.: Which particular forces are universal, or near universal, is a question for empirical linguis-
tics, not securitisation studies.

100 The question becomes, how does a scholar know which things necessitate a reflection and report, and
which do not? Would they include her preference regarding Loganberries? Trying to unravel the entirety of a
scholar’s political views that constitute the path that led to the study would likely take longer than a life-time,
and still probably leave out many unconscious constitutive elements. Arguing for a set of elements for reflection
is bringing in a hegemonic practice, as is arguing for the “superior values of the community” (cf., Aradau 2004,
403). It must be kept in mind that the constitutive role of language has largely become visible to us only in
the 20™ century; there are certainly many other such blind spots to be discovered - a task for philosophy and
political theory, and perhaps not for empirical analysis of securitisation processes.

Morgenthau (2006) has argued that scholarly arguments have to be consistent within themselves and with the
facts. This means that ‘I’ myself do not have to be consistent. For example, during the research process reported
in this study, ‘I’ have indeed not been consistent: my body has gone through many changes (its weight has
fluctuated and it has sustained injuries), as have my ideas, and even my identities (I have been engaged, single,
and partnered). So has there been a consistent and constant ‘I’ driving these states, statuses, and acts, of this
research endeavour (cf,, Nietzsche 2003)? And how relevant is that? If such matters are not so relevant, how
relevant then is the reflection of my values and preferences? Would it not be more important for the reader to
engage in this kind of reflection and thus be the one to deem whether she wants to be part of the ‘conspiracy’,
or the ‘(counter-)revolution’? See also Footnote 106 of Chapter 3. below.
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3.3. Culturalism and Evaluative Universalism

Some of the universalism-culturalism debate prevalent in China studies'”' revolves
around the dilemmas involved in the role of values and their evaluation across cultures
and societies. Thus, is it justified to impose one’s values or normative goals onto another
culture or society, or is one’s research distorted by one’s values?

Andrew Nathan (1997, 198) contends that values play a legitimate role in social sci-
ence inquiry. This position is shared by most critical security scholars, whose interest of
knowledge (Habermas 2007) is usually slanted towards emancipatory ideals: many criti-
cal studies of security are normative, for they urge change in the social architecture of our
world. Constructionists in general, and critical scholars of security in particular, are often
explicit in terms of the normative goals of their research programmes. As a result, the is-
sue of a normative dilemma in research on security'%? also becomes important. Waever et
al. (1993) lament that writing about security can never be ‘innocent’ and that widening
the agenda of security studies can broaden the scope of security politics as well, which
may then run counter to the normative aims of the research programme (see also Walker
1997; Williams 1998; Waever 20044a, 7-8). They have been explicit on this in coining the
concept of societal security, and argue that a wider group can speak security in the case
of societal identities than is the case when official representatives of the state speak se-
curity, on behalf of the state. Speaking about security may also reify the issues, referent
objects and threats, when the normative aim is desecuritisation i.e., the dismantling of
security issues.

Jef Huysmans (2002) concludes that this normative dilemma cannot be avoided or
escaped, even if one moves away from the agenda of the study of shifts in ‘security fields’
to that of analysis of the ‘knowledge-power nexus’ of security where the specific security
fields are embedded. Similarly, in the discussions on cultural relativism in China Studies,
it has been emphasised that no interpretation can be value-free or completely neutral
(Buck 1991, 32). And again, Alexandra Kent (2006, 344) has argued that all notions and
practices of security are cultural and, as such, embedded in value systems, which often
remain unquestioned; for her, any universal application of a particular definition of secu-
rity is already a form of ‘cultural colonialism.!'%

But do these dilemmas mean that scholars should remain silent, so as not to reify
the ‘evil of security’'® or ‘colonial orientalism, '’ thus in effect perhaps to perpetuate

101 China studies is by no means unique in this regard: 'area studies’ in general and post-colonial studies in
particular, have engaged in discussion on 'cultural imperialism’ and universalising ethnocentrism prevalent in
European and American scholarship. For examples of linking this discussion to security studies, see for example
Bubandt (2005), Kent (2006), and Wilkinson (2007), and to IR, see Tickner & Waever (2009).

102 See Chapter 3.4. below for discussion.

103 Kent (2006) criticises the tendency of security studies to develop hegemonic definitions of security, and
thereby to dismiss and silence local and culturally varying understandings. It however has to be noted that the
CopS does not discuss what should be relevant referents of security: the approach is meant to analyse what
securitising actors deem as referent objects. For the CopS, security is what security does, an approach which
retains the openness of cultural and temporal variance.

104 Some discussants of the normative dilemma seem to know what effects an analysis of a securitisation
process will have: the analysis will be taken as reifying security issues (cf., Butler 2006); for those who worry
about securitisation analysis co-constituting political realities, even an explicit questioning of security does not
have to be heard, as all that is heard is the reification of the security issue.

105 See Said (1979) for the initiating work on ‘orientalism.
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the ‘white man’s burden’ or some other unwanted power-structure?'% For this study,
I reason that the benefits of pointing out the ‘emperor without clothes’ i.e., unmasking
security arguments, outweigh the drawbacks of possibly reifying unwanted discursive
sedimentations or practices.'?’

Some of the discussion on relativism and culturalism in China Studies seems to be so
focused on values that levels of abstraction and forms of social practices end up being
confused in the debates. When China scholars equate transcendental truths and the un-
derlying physical reality independent of humans with universal values (Buck 1991, 30),
they commit the fallacy of deriving universal values - which are human dependent - from
external realism, which is human independent. Indeed, cultural or value relativism (e.g.,
Wittgenstein and Winch) does not equal epistemic or cognitive relativism (e.g., Feyer-
abend), and the reverse applies too: one can use the same epistemological methods to
study different cultures without the necessity to claim universal values among them. To
restate the point, to apply foreign analytical frameworks to the study of other cultures is
not the same as to apply foreign value standards to other cultures (cf., Nathan 1997, 200).
Indeed, the ‘Westphalian straitjacket’ (Buzan & Little 2001) is still about the problem
of the assumption of or preference for certain morals, values and world-views and not
about the application of European analytical methods outside Europe as such.

The realisation of the disparity between epistemic and cultural relativism does, how-
ever, not release the use of certain concepts from piggy backing values or biases: all
scholarly work is political, but this is often distinct from the political.'®® Scholars have
to be sensitive to this, and thus reflect on the concepts used in their analyses. Describing
one culture’s values in another’s language also leads to special problems involved in the
translation and interpretation of concepts.!” This challenge, however, is one of transla-
tion in its broadest sense and not one of evaluation (Nathan 1997, 199).

Another difficulty in the debates on the issue of culturalism-universalism is that par-
ticipants in the debate often seem to approach both ‘China’ and the ‘West’ as some sort of

106 Collingwood (1938, quoted in Winch 2008, 97) has stated that ‘scientific’ anthropologists often mask “a
half-conscious conspiracy to bring into ridicule and contempt civilizations different from our own”; cultural
anthropology has critiqued the belief of 19" and early 20" century anthropologists that human cultures develop
from primitive to civilized cultures, the highest form being Victorian Great Britain. This is in a way what theories
of ‘colonial knowledge’ also criticise. The dilemma of colonial or orientalist knowledge is a dilemma that shares
many similarities with the normative dilemma of writing security.

The question for a scholar writing of a society different to her own becomes: how to mitigate this ‘half-conscious
conspiracy. If I write it out here, will I become part of this conspiracy? Or is the true insidiousness contained
in the conspiracy’s half-consciousness; consciousness of the dilemma does not prevent participation in the
conspiracy?

This avenue of thought seems to risk the portrayal of the societies under investigation as hapless victims and
passive objects at the mercy of masterly scholarship. This is of course not the case: studying the CCP and the
PRC does not deprive either of their agency or identity.

As always, whether the present study is part of a conspiracy of ridicule, a conspiracy to ‘topple CCP rule’, a
conspiracy to ‘persecute the FLG’, or a conspiracy to ‘reify security’ whether as a category of human practice or
in the specific cases studied here, is of course once again up to the reader to decide or interpret: ““I forgot my
umbrella,”” (quote of Jacques Derrida [1988, 63] himself quoting an unpublished text by Friedrich Nietzsche).
107 Although, following Baudrillard (2010), it can be dangerous to unmask images, for it can be revealed that
there is nothing behind them. According to the current (2011) state of particle physics, literally nothing.

198 Here, not in the sense of Schmitt’s (1996) political, but political as political in the commonly understood
meaning of politicking.

109 See Footnote 62 of the Introduction on the problems of translation.
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monolithic totalities, which could be explained single-eyedly.''® However, as the norma-
tive dilemma of writing security illustrates, scholars face the same problems of value-
judgements and cultural relativity within the complexity of their own societies, not just in
the ‘other’ of China (cf.,, Nathan 1997, 199): as the more general debates among philoso-
phers of science also show (e.g., Laudan 1990), the issue of epistemic and cultural relativ-
ism is by no means limited to ‘area’, or ‘post-colonial’ studies. Just as in any comparative
piece of scholarship, also area and post-colonial studies need a shared framework of in-
vestigation to discover the points of divergence and convergence among human commu-
nities and their activities.

To suggest such a shared epistemic or methodological framework means that another
confusion in the universalism-culturalism debate has to be addressed, namely that be-
tween regulative and constitutive rules. The discussion on evaluative universalism as-
sumes that there is a set of principles or rules, which should be applied across cultures
(Buck 1991, 30). This assumption however does not make any distinction between regu-
lative and constitutive rules (Searle 1995), which are essential to make claims on univer-
salities among the human species. Regulative rules guide behaviour (e.g., traffic regula-
tions) while constitutive rules constitute activities (e.g., the rules of Chess). Regulative
rules guide behaviour that would exist without the rules, while the activity constituted by
constitutive rules would not be there without them. Certain human actions are logically
dependent on the existence of ‘constitutive rules’, or perhaps more precisely, constitutive
rules refer in English to the logical necessity of rules for certain practices e.g., the English
language.111 Thereby, constitutive rules seem to be a shared, unconscious, necessity of all
human languages, although the constitutive rules of particular languages are not alike,
while if there were universal regulative rules, they would be intentional, and not a neces-
sity for human culture to evolve.

The approach taken here addresses the above issue of human collectives as sharing bi-
ological unity yet remaining culturally distinct. It is easier to accept the argument that the
human species shares some universal traits e.g., the ability to form and learn languages,
than it is to accept the universality of values without a universal culture. Seemingly uni-
versal concepts or values such as democracy and security are revealed in closer scrutiny
to be essentially contested, and definitely not understood nor ranked in the same way in
different (segments of) societies (Waever 1989b; Nathan 1997, 203).

In this study, my approach is situated between the culturally relativist and ontological-
ly universalist stances. By using a theory that is based on a universalist premise i.e., that
all human languages are conventional realisation of certain universal constitutive rules,
this research takes a step towards universalism. Yet, the theoretical framework espoused
here leaves a major role for the cultural conventions of securitisation as securitisation is
not a purely linguistic phenomenon since it is dependent on conventional cultural prac-
tices.

That the analytical framework of securitisation is applicable to China does not mean

10 Both ‘China’ and the ‘West’ are simulacra, or hyperreal, as Jean Baudrillard (2010) might have putit: it would
seem that some China scholars are trying to reconstruct ‘China’, even though there is no original blueprint to
begin with. Most scholarly work creates an image of something, which does not exist as such, without them
reflecting or explicitly dealing with this issue.

111 John G. Ruggie (1998) has applied this distinction of rules in the study of international relations. See Onuf
(1989) for a dissenting view on the division of constitutive and regulative rules.
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that scholars who apply it should not be sensitive and attentive of their own values and
those inherent in the societies under study. How relevant this reflection of values is, de-
pends on the tasks and interests set for the scholarly endeavour that utilises the frame-
work.'"? Different tasks and questions raise different dilemmas. One way out of the co-
nundrum would seem to be to relate one’s own perceptions and understandings of reality
to those of others (Kent 2006, 347), and remain alert to seeking culturally sensitive un-
derstandings of security (ibid., 357), that is, not to assume any permanent and universal
meaning of security, but to study who advocates what, when, how, and why as an issue of
security.'?

3.4. The Normative Dilemma of Writing Security for Emancipation

As shown earlier, many constructionist studies are normative!!* in that they urge change

12 [f the intention is to unmask, it would be reasonable to argue that one’s own society should not be studied,
as the risk of making naturalist assumptions may be greater because a scholar may take too many things for
granted in studying her own ‘initial socialisation’, i.e., scholars may have a tendency to reify and retain doxa.
The solution, then, for studying foreign societies is not to transport one’s own reifications, doxa, or even language
games, or at least, not to consider them to somehow be ‘superior’ to those of the society under study, unless
that is what is specifically intended to be argued (cf,, Heyes 2003b, 5). Indeed, as Brian Fay (1996) argues, it is
neither necessary nor sufficient to be a part of a social group undergoing scrutiny in order to understand it.
Chomsky however argues that one should be critical of one’s own society; for Chomsky it is of little consequence
when intellectuals expose the sins of states other than their own (Osborn 2009, 366). While I agree with this
to a degree, I believe that this issue is connected to the discussion of the grade of constructionism, or on how
intent one is on normative change. While Chomsky is at least rebellious vis-a-vis his society, the present study
is limited to the grade of unmasking.

13 This precisely is the CopS approach, as understood in the present study. For a differing view, see Ciuta
(2009).

1% This normativity has to be separated from that of language (Itkonen 2003) and normativity in the sense of
following social rules, which can sometimes be confused and mixed. Francois Debrix (2002, 204) seems to make
this error as he correctly attributes ‘constructivism’ as normative, but only attaches this to the reconstruction of
how rules are produced and reproduced in social interaction, and does not discuss normativity in the sense of
the desire for change in society, or in the sense of the normativity of language. This kind of imprecision contin-
ues as he (ibid.) claims that for Onuf (1989) “speech acts fall into three different categories of rules: assertives,
directives, and commissives.” Onuf’s (ibid., 85-87, 183-184) argument however is that these three types of
speech acts can be used to, or that they construct three types of social rules. Indeed, speech acts ‘fall into’ or
conform to five types of conventional illocutionary forces (Searle & Vanderveken 1985; Chapter 6.4.1. below),
as also noted by Onuf (1989, 86-92; in Onuf 1998, 64-69 he however has dropped out both expressives and
declaratives from the possible uses of speech acts: “speech acts [...] get things done for speakers and hearers
together in three, and only three, ways”). Onuf however does not note (either in Onuf 1989 or Onuf 1998) that
while certain speech acts can be used to construct social rules, speech acts themselves also conform to certain
rules (Searle 1969; Searle & Vanderveken 1985), even though he recognises Searle (1969) as bringing speech
acts to the door of social theory (Onuf 1989, 82; Searle has also developed his own social theory e.g., 1995;
2000). While Onuf (1989, 84) argues that the normativity of speech acts is limited to the initiating interaction
of speaker and hearer as well as subsequent interactions of the same category, Austin (1975) already argued
that all illocutionary acts are conventional, they conform to constitutive rules; while Onuf (1989, 84-85) is
correct in stating: “though all rules have an illocutionary component, it is not true that all sentences endowed
with illocutionary force are rules,” it has to be noted that illocutionary forces are conventional and conform to
‘rules.” Onuf’s (e.g, 1998, 68) emphasis on rules being both constitutive and regulative can lead to confusion
on this issue.

Debrix’s lack of precision regarding the aspects of normativity may indeed be due to Onuf (1989, 86; 1998,
66-68) only discussing social rules. He (Onuf 1989, 50-51) sees the distinction between constitutive and regula-
tive rules as untenable. For Onuf (ibid., 91, 121, 183-184, 291) there are three kinds of social rules: instruction-
rules, directive-rules, and commitment-rules, each constructed by assertive, directive, and commissive speech
acts respectively. Focusing on rules having both a constitutive and a regulative aspect (ibid., 52) (he however
does not specifically define what he means by constitutive rules), he seems to miss the point that while all rules
are social (in his terms, public [ibid., 47]), not all rules are social rules (on page 90 he also seems to be confusing
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in the social architecture of our world.'"® Often this change strives towards the reduction
of the blocking and restrictive practices of most security measures. Indeed, desecuritisa-
tion, the return of security issues into regular political processes, is the ethical push be-
hind securitisation studies.''® But if writing about security can never be innocent, and the
normative dilemma of the reification of security cannot be escaped, what can be achieved
in terms of the emancipatory normative objectives in security studies? In effect, how can
scholars deal with the risk of reproducing a particular securitisation move by just de-
scribing it (Huysmans 1995, 69)?

Huysmans (1995; 2002) highlights the dilemma of writing security even in critical
discourses and analysis, as constructionist approaches reproduce the security agenda
when they describe how the process of securitisation works. However, it is important to
note that the performativity of language has a role here: security utterances have a per-
formative force that is different from other types of utterances. While the performativity
of security utterances is precisely the phenomenon focused on in the present research,
it has to be made clear that the theory of securitisation and acts of securitisation are dis-
tinct from each other.!'” An example of a performative act does not have the performative
force of the act it exemplifies (Agamben 1998, 20-22); writing the syntagm ‘I promise’
as an example of the performative speech act of a promise is not the same as making the
promise.!'® Illocutionary force is not equal to illocutionary verbs (Searle 1973; 1975).!"°
Therefore, the analysis of acts of securitisation through the theory of securitisation is not

a rule with stating a rule, thereby conflating all rules into assertives; cf., ‘all speech acts are assertives’ debate
within speech act theory). Some rules indeed constitute an activity, which would not exist without the rules.
Wittgenstein uses the example of Chess: while the rules of Chess are social, they are not social rules; the rules
of Chess make Chess ‘Chess’, whereby they are more than the ‘regulation of agents’ conduct’ (contra Onuf 1998,
68).

15 Whether security scholars are observers or advocates was one of the discussion points of the ‘Eriksson
debate’ in Cooperation and Conflict, see Eriksson (1999a; 1999b; 2000), Goldman (1999), Weever (1999),
Williams (1999), and Behnke (2000); For the CopS stand that security analysts cannot say whether something
is a ‘real’ security issue or not, see Buzan et al. (1998, 25-26). Another debate on the ethical and political role
of scholarship was in the journal of International Relations and Development, see Aradau (2004), Taureck
(2006a), Behnke (2006), Alker (2006), Aradau (2006), and Floyd (2007a). Similar issues are brought up by for
example Wyn Jones (2005) and McDonald (2008b).

116 The preference of non-security can also be viewed from the point of view of the aporia (Burke 2002)
security arguments create. As securitisation arguments contain a threat, security arguments in effect reproduce
insecurities; security arguments promise more than they can deliver (Hietanen & Joenniemi 1982, 35-36).

17 It seems that some critics confuse the theory of securitisation and practices of securitisation, or are at least
not very clear on the differences between the two (see e.g., Aradau 2004; 2006); Taureck (2006a) raises the
same issue in her defence of Waever.

For example Ciuta (2009, 322) notes that “to engage in the analysis of securitisation is inevitably to securitise,
willingly or not.” It would, however, be peculiar to argue that one would be making a promise by engaging in
the analysis of promising, willingly or not, or to argue that the analysis of Derrida’s (1988, 34) speech act “But
let’s be serious” would entail being serious. Further, as Austin (1979, 234-235) notes that if someone says ‘I bet
you sixpence it will rain tomorrow’, it makes more sense to consider this as a performance of betting, rather
than a report on the performance of betting, I argue that the opposite also applies: analysing the performativity
of the sentence ‘I bet you sixpence it will rain tomorrow’ does not entail making a bet on tomorrow’s weather
condition.

18 Using one of Tyler Burge’s Twin Earth arguments, Steven Davis (2002) shows how illocutionary tokens that
have contents are indeed not identical to utterance act tokens.

119 For Searle (1975, 2), “illocutions are a part of language as opposed to particular languages. lllocutionary
verbs are always part of a particular language.” Holdcroft (1978, 127) similarly separates the illocutionary
force of an utterance from the illocutionary act performed. In terms of intension and extension, moving from
illocutionary verbs via illocutionary acts to illocutionary force means moving up on the ladder of generality.
Illocutionary force has a larger extension than illocutionary acts or verbs.
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the same as securitising the issues analysed; an act of securitisation and an analysis of
securitisation have different illocutionary forces. The analysis of a speech act does not
belong to the class of the speech act under analysis.'** An example, or the analysis of
something, is excluded from the ‘normal’ class of such things, as it will exhibit its own
belonging to precisely that class (Agamben 1998, 20-22). The analysis of securitisation
may still reify the existence of something, but it certainly cannot function as an act of
securitisation, unless such an act is brought about by explicitly arguing for the securiti-
sation of the issue being analysed e.g., by proposing that a matter should be securitised
when it currently is not.">! While “a security problem results from successfully speaking
or writing security” (Huysmans 2002, 45), a security problem which results from the
analysis of successful, or unsuccessful, security speech or writing, can most certainly not
be considered successful, or even a felicitously performed speech act with happy uptake.
To avoid any kind of infelicity in one’s speech acts or their uptake would require muted
silence which would not be very far removed from constituting a ‘Little Mermaid’s secu-
ritisation dilemma’ for critical security scholars (cf., Hansen 2000).

Radical constitutivists'>?> would probably be unwilling to accept the above argument
of a securitising speech act and its analysis having different illocutionary forces, and that
therefore the normative dilemma not becoming as dire as perhaps feared by some. As
Weever (1999, 336) notes, radical constitutivists would quite likely still object that even
to critique a security issue is still part of its constitution in the world, as it enforces the
tendency to think and speak in terms of security.'*®> Derrida (1988), however, has un-
derlined the openness of interpretation: you cannot know what kinds of effects a state-
ment will have in the hearer and/or reader.'?* Indeed, as Murray Edelman (1972, 13)
has noted, one man’s reassurance is another’s threat.'?> The openness of interpretation
leaves open the possibility of reinforcing a security argument, even though the intention
and aim is completely opposite.

Radical constitutivists have their argument, but Judith Butler (2006) also has a point
in her critique on Lawrence Summers’s'?® view that all criticism of “any government

120 This is definitely not a pipe! (cf., René Magritte’s 1928-1929 painting La Trahison des Images; Foucault
1983.)

121 For examples of this kind of research, see Ramiah (2006).

122 Danger, Juha Vuori, danger! Beware the straw-person! (cf., Lost in Space, television series 1965-1968, 20t
Century Fox Television.)

123 Don’t think of an elephant! But you did, did you not? This cognitive tendency emphasised by George Lakoff
(2004) may perhaps be the reason why radical constitutivists are sceptical of even explicit critique; even
critique will reinforce the mental frame or schema of the category or issue critiqued.

124 See Fiske (1992) for an introduction to communication theory.

125 The pragmatic element of speech acts is illuminated by ‘I'll come tonight’ as a promise from Romeo to Juliet
but a threat from Count Dracula to Van Helsing. (I owe this modified analogy to Esa Itkonen.)

The study of how the abstract meanings of single speech acts become definite in specific cases requires knowl-
edge on specific situations and the ‘pre-contracts’ (Perelman 1996) of the discursive communities involved.
Particular cases of language use separate pragmatics from semantics. For example, if it has been agreed in a
certain community that birds that land on the totem pole should be killed, saying: ‘a bird is on the totem pole’,
actually means for the members of the community: ‘kill the bird.” This pragmatic meaning cannot be discerned
through pure semantics. This is also the case with institutionalised security: for example the word ‘counter-
revolution’ has been institutionally securitised in the PRC: by using it as a label, its target is automatically
considered a threat to national security; by saying ‘counter-revolutionaries have sneaked into the party’ means
‘certain people should be eradicated from the party (and we are justified in doing so).

126 Such comments were made as the President of Harvard University September 17, 2002 (Butler 2006,
101).
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of Israel” constitutes anti-Semitism. Butler critiques here the belief that audiences will
only hear what they want to hear.'”” For Summers, some utterances contain ‘effective
anti-Semitism’ even though this is not the conscious intention of the one who makes
the utterance;'?® Butler (2006, 104-105) raises the point that the explicit argument of
a speech act does not have to be heard, since the hearer will only hear the hidden claim
made beneath the explicit one. She (ibid., 108) also notes that Summers, in effect, argues
that he knows the effects certain statements will have: they will be taken as anti-Semitic.

The question then becomes: is the discussion of the normative dilemma a repeat of
Summers’s argument? Are all utterances that pertain to security issues, doomed as ‘hate
speech’ and doomed to reify the issues they are perhaps explicitly criticising? Perhaps
things are not that deterministic? Indeed, Huysmans’s (2002) argument is that there will
always be a potential of reification of the security issue; as Weaever (1999, 338) notes, we
have to off-balance this risk with the possible benefits of the analysis.'*

A way to approach this issue of the balance between the potential of reification with
the normative goals of this present academic endeavour, is to emphasise the role of the
audiences of security studies. Just as Huysmans (2002) notes, and as Weaver et al. (1993)
have also argued, social institutions and the positions of securitising actors and audienc-
es within them, have relevance for the success of securitisation. Not everyone can speak
security effectively. Indeed, Didier Bigo (1994) has noted that in the case of bureaucratic
(or expert) securitisation, be it deliberate or not, success requires rational and technical
language, which is often absent in constructionist scholarly parlance. The technical lan-
guage of security is often of a different genre of literature and scholarship altogether. In
addition to having different illocutionary forces than actual securitisation moves, while
still possibly reifying the issues, the likelihood that politicians or technocrats who utilise
critical constructionist research as a basis for their agenda-formation of ‘real threats’, is
rather remote.'°

As also Huysmans (2002) has noted, the normative dilemma of constructing or reify-
ing security issues in ISS is, of course, a normative dilemma only for those who seek to re-
move issues from security agendas, or wish to eradicate or transform security altogether.
This is a question of the degree of constructionism as discussed above; the degree of the
normative dilemma may vary in accordance with whether one wishes to merely unmask,

127" Indeed, you can keep arguing until you are blue-in-the-face that a man armed with a bunch of loganber-
ries is not a security threat, but the radical constitutivist will only hear that the fiend wielding the bunch of
loganberries is a threat and drop the 16 ton weight on top of their head (“And Now for Something Completely
Different”, directed by lan MacNaughton 1971, Columbia Pictures Group).

128 Oh dear, yet another notch in my list of half-conscious conspiracy-memberships.

129 In a Nietzschean vein, Waever (2007a) also argues that even scholars have to make choices, even with the
risk of their choices going awry. For him, some forms of post-structuralism are too ‘security seeking’ in the
sense of not being willing to have a stronger ‘will to power’, a stronger stomach for the responsibility of making
a choice and leaving an impact. Yet he also warns of the dangers of allowing ‘anyone’ to speak security about
‘anything’ (Weaever 20044, 7-8).

130 ‘Public intellectuals’ (Said 2001) wanting to have a political effect have to be more proactive than publicis-
ing their views in academic journals. Indeed, as Morgenthau has emphasised, speaking truth to power may
challenge the current state of affairs, but this may require that there are strong enough interests willing to
support the ‘truth’ claims of scholars. Truth alone shall then not set us free for Morgenthau, but in connection
to strong enough power resources this may indeed happen. This is an important point the ‘New Left’ of post-
structuralism seems to often ignore. Morgenthau (1972, 36) puts his position regarding science and action
succinctly: “However deeply theoretical thought may penetrate the mysteries of the empirical world, it cannot
do what even the most defective action achieves: change the world.”
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revise or revolutionise security. '*! However, this is not the only matter which affects the
dilemma. If one is actually engaged in a programme aimed to create security issues, the
dilemma becomes quite non-existent. For example, some scholars have actively raised
environmental issues as security issues with the aim to raise awareness.'*> Huysmans
(2002) correctly problematises ‘positive security’, as the logic of security is conservative
and guided by negative concerns (Wolfers 1952). Thus as security is about blocking and
control, progressive and creative ‘Nietzschean’ agendas are not best served by its logic.
From a Machiavellian point of view, the normative dilemma could be even more dras-
tic: constructionist research on the ‘grammar of security’ could be utilised as a practical
‘how-to-speak-security’ manual.'** This is highly unlikely, however, since politicians and
bureaucrats have learned to speak security without the help of academics,'** and the re-
search conducted in constructionist projects is an abstraction of security practices - and
should thus not be confused with what security-speak ‘out there’ is - and it is not meant
to provide anyone with compelling security rhetoric.'*® Just as ‘radioactivity’ caused blis-

131 Alker (2006) has correctly emphasised that comparative political analysis does not necessitate an explicit
political stance in all research, although some clue of a political stance may be helpful to check for biases, for
example. How important this kind of reflection is, depends on the tasks and aims of the scholarly endeavour.
132 Caballero-Anthony & Emmers (2006) argue that securitisation analysis should be used in a prescriptive
way, and accordingly, [lanevil Ramiah (2006) argues that AIDS should be securitised in Asia (Haacke & Williams
[2008] however argue that while AIDS has been securitised in the African Union, policy implementation
remains weak even there; the normative dilemma of unleashing the ‘Frankenstein’s monster’ [Grayson 2003;
Collins 2005; However, the ‘Golem’ would be a more apt analogy for what is meant here than the ‘Frankenstein’s
monster’, see Footnote 113 in Chapter 6 below] may then not be productive in Asia either; indeed, many scholars
promoting securitisation do not reflect on the likely negative effects of actually employing ‘security measures’
to deal with this issue of concern. See Elbe [2006] on the ethical dilemmas of linking HIV and security, and
Sjostedt [2008] on the securitisation of HIV/AIDS in Russia). Nicole J. Jackson (2006, 313, 315) similarly argues
that the securitisation framework should be developed into a tool to help the securitisation of individuals’
priorities and put new or ‘real’ security issues on the political agenda. Also others (e.g, Wang 2005) argue
that securitisation theory’s usefulness comes from the ability to deem what should be on the security agenda.
However, this tendency prevalent in security studies is one of the main reasons for Buzan et al. (1998, 25) to
develop the constructionist securitisation approach to begin with: the security analyst cannot say what is a
‘real’ security issue nor what is not, as that would be a political move (see the ‘Eriksson debate’ and Buzan et al.
[1998, 25] for the CopS’s views on the issue).

Elliott (2007) however provides an interesting avenue to approach issues which could, but have not been,
securitised. She asks why transnational environmental crimes have not been securitised when transnational
crime in general has been securitised in Southeast Asia (Haacke & Williams [2008] disagree on this being the
case). This approach allows the study of issues that have not been securitised within the broader securitisation
studies framework, without having to make claims that something should be securitised. It could also be one
way to deal with ‘silence’ (Hansen 2000) within the framework. Elliott (2007, 506) argues that we can use the
metric of security voiced by decision-makers on similar issues, to assess whether the ‘silent’ issue conforms to
this criteria. Similarly, for Mouffe (2005, 14-15), the just and the unjust, or the legitimate and the illegitimate
can be distinguished within given traditions with the help of standards this tradition provides, by playing the
sets of language games that make up a given tradition. This could allow assessment without saying what is ‘real’
security and what is not; this approach could allow observation and assessment, while leaving the choice of
advocacy up to the analyst.

133 Hayward Alker (2006, 75) also points out the possibility to use scholarly analysis for political purposes
by others. An American journalist at the War and Peace: the East Asian Context conference in Toronto 2003,
humorously wondered whether George W. Bush had read my conference paper, as he seemed to be following
the grammar of securitisation to the letter. While this observation may testify to the analytical power of the
model, it is unlikely that the drafters of Bush’s speeches would be familiar with the theory of securitisation.

134 But perhaps with the help of military ‘professionals’, like Senator Edwin Johnson’s comment to Navy secre-
tary James Forrestall in 1945: 1 like your words “national security” (Yergin 1977, 194).

135 It is useful to remember that the concept of securitisation is an analytical one, not one that is 'natural’ to
politicians in either Europe or China, even if the practices and forms of interaction the concepts of securitisation
are used to identify and analyse would be. ‘Securitisation’ then is not part of an English ‘folk-taxonomy’; it is an
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ters before the conceptualisation of ‘radioactivity’ of which people accumulated deadly
doses of, before it was realised the phenomenon was dangerous, politicians have talked
about ‘security’ and legitimated drastic measures with survival long before the theory of
securitisation arrived on the ‘scene.’

Then, from this discussion, it can be concluded that the normative dilemma of study-
ing security is perhaps not so drastic in the context of the present research. Indeed, ema-
nating as it does from Finland, it has practically no socio-political capital to securitise or
desecuritise issues in China. Further, the degree of constructionism in the present study
is limited to the level of unmasking. In this sense then, the value of the present research is
in the general unmasking of security-speak and in the understanding of the social process
of the construction of security issues in China - and through which, China being a token
of a type, perhaps also elsewhere. Fortunately, the benefits of unmasking and increased
consciousness outweigh the dangers of reification of security issues in the context of the
present study. However, the dilemma retains its potential as a dilemma; the die has been
cast, the political move has been made - and the loganberries are at hand.

artificial and abstract concept. This is evident in that it would be nonsensical to say ‘I securitise this as a matter
of national security’; a politician would perhaps rather say ‘this is a matter of national security’
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4. What is Security?

We can regard ‘security’ as a speech act.

- Ole Waever

Threats, fears and their repulsion have probably been an integral part of politics as long
as human beings have formed societies. Some have even considered the real possibility
of ‘physical killing’ as the prerequisite for genuine life and politics (e.g., Schmitt 1996, 33;
for a discussion see Huysmans 1998b; 2006a, 134-135; Ojakangas 2002).! The preoc-
cupation with threats and their repulsion seems to be a constant concern for politicians
and scholars engaged in the affairs of ‘good governance. In contemporary scholarly and
political parlance, this complex of problems is labelled as ‘security’, be it of the national
or international kind.

The Copenhagen School groups ‘security’ together with notions like ‘democracy’ and
‘peace’ as ‘contested concepts’ (Buzan 1991; Buzan et al. 1998).> This means that even

1 While Mouffe (e.g.,, 2005) promotes and argues for an unessentialist conception of the political and politics,
by arguing that Schmitt is correct in identifying the possibility of a we/them relation in any field of life as having
the potential to become an antagonistic enemy/friend distinction (e.g., ibid. 2-3, 50, 111, 114, 123, 127-128),
she is herself making an essentialist argument. Like Schmitt, Mouffe seems to be stuck in the unavoidability of
binary divisions as the political: the enemy/friend distinction is the essence of the political for her. It seems that
this distinction is the ‘transcendental signified’” for Mouffe.

From a Wittgensteinian point of view, even Schmitt’s sovereign is a form of life made possible by the language
game of dichotomising. Is it necessary to see it as having more essence than that, despite the possible conse-
quences such a form of life and the language games that form it make possible? Why is the ever-present possi-
bility of the enemy/friend distinction as the political, not as essentialist as claiming that the political is equal to
class divisions (cf., Laclau & Mouffe 2001)?

See Chapter 6.3.4 for how I argue that a Daoist theory of politics could perhaps avoid essentialising a binary
exclusion as the essence of the political.

2 Before the Second World War, social sciences did not use the concept of security in the extensive way it is
contemporarily being used, but discussed and applied those of defence, national survival, national interest, and
sovereignty instead (Brauch 2008b, 77).

3 The term ’essentially contested concepts’ was coined by William B. Gallie (1962) who used concepts like
‘the champions’ and 'democracy’ as examples of this 'closed set’ of concepts, which differ from moral
concepts like ‘good’ and ‘just’ that share an agreed-upon meaning (although people disagree on what could be
considered a token of goodness). Gallie’s point was that concepts are contestable in discourse, and that
there is practical value in understanding what concepts are and how they are used. William Connolly (1983)
goes further in his defence of Gallie’s thesis by arguing that there are no sets of secure basic concepts to guide
practical judgements, that any attempt to construct such sets depends on the exercise of political power, and
that any claim of incontestability is itself contestable. If all concepts are contestable, what makes some more
‘essentially contestable’ than others? The simple answer would seem to be that some concepts have a more
stable understanding of their ‘signifieds’ than others (due to the exercise of political or social power), while
others are under constant struggle, or deliberately kept ‘'empty’ in order for them to work as vessels of the
‘politics of concepts’.
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though there have been a variety of attempts to define security,* a common understand-
ing of it has remained, and would seem to remain, elusive.” Hikan Wiberg (1987, 340)
has noted, however, that most authors seem to be in agreement on security as being
something good: the very term ’security’ is positively value-loaded. Wiberg views this as
one of the main reasons why no clear meaning is attached to the word. Indeed, scholars
interested in problematising the concept of security often focus on the tacit agreement
on the positive connotations of security. Ole Weever (2004b, 54; see also Baldwin 1997
and Ciuta 2009) has noted that for the majority of scholars, security seems to be such a
straightforward concept that most of the discussion claiming to be critical of the concept,
focuses more on the referents® of security, rather than the concept itself.” Rather than

See Baldwin (1997, 10-12) for a critical discussion on whether security really is as contested as Buzan (1991)
suggests.

* For example:

Walter Lippman (1943, 51): “A nation has security when it does not have to sacrifice its legitimate interests to
avoid war and is able, if challenged, to maintain them by war”

Arnold Wolfers (1952, 485): “But while wealth measures the amount of a nation’s material possessions, and
power its ability to control the actions of others, security, in an objective sense, measures the absence of threats
to acquired values, in a subjective sense, the absence of fear that such values will be attacked.”

Barry Buzan (1991, 18-19, 370): “In the case of security, the discussion is about the pursuit of freedom from
threat. When this discussion is about the ability of states and societies to maintain their independent identity
and their functional integrity. [...] Its bottom line is about survival, but it also reasonably includes a substantial
range of concerns about the conditions of existence. [...] [security is] a powerful political tool in claiming atten-
tion for priority items in the competition for government attention.”

Ken Booth (1991, 319): “Emancipation, not power or order, produces true security. Emancipation, theoretically,
is security”

Ole Waever (1995, 50): “The label ‘Security’ has become the indicator of a specific problematique, a specific
field of practice. [...] With the help of language theory, we can regard ‘security’ as a speech act. In this usage,
security is not of interest as a sign that refers to something more real; the utterance itselfis the act. [...] By utter-
ing, ‘security’, a state representative moves a particular development into a specific area, and thereby claims a
special right to use whatever means are necessary to block it” (Emphasis in original.)

Hans Giinter Brauch (2008a, 28): “’Security in an objective sense’ refers to specific security dangers, i.e., to
‘threats, challenges, vulnerabilities and risks’ to specific security dimensions (political, military, economic,
societal, environmental) and referent objectives (international, national, human) as well as sectors (social,
energy, food, water), while ‘security in a subjective sense’ refers to security concerns that are expressed by
government officials, media representatives, scientists or ‘the people’ in a speech act or in written statements
(historical sources) by those who securitize ‘dangers’ as security ‘concerns’ being existential for the survival of
the referent object and that require and legitimize extraordinary measures and means to face and cope with
these concerns.” (Emphasis in original.)

Paul D. Williams (2008b, 5): “Security is most commonly associated with the alleviation of threats to cherished
values; especially those which, if left unchecked, threaten the survival of a particular referent object in the near
future.”

5 See Brauch etal. (2008) for over seventy articles dealing with the re-conceptualisation of security in the 21st
century.

¢ For Buzan (1983; 1991) and Weaever (1995; Buzan et al. 1998) the referent of security does not mean the
referent of the word security in the sense of the sense (sinn) and reference (bedeutung) of Gottlob Frege (1966),
but the referent of the security argument i.e., what is secure or whose security is being discussed. Paul Chilton
(1996, 22-23) argues that security is the preferred form of secure (verb) or secure (adjective) precisely because
it leaves the question of the argument’s predication open i.e,, it is not necessary to define whose security is
under discussion. These unclear definitions provide more options for the political use of security arguments.
For Edelman (1972, 71) only intangible threats allow polarising role-taking, which enables exaggeration of the
threat and the justification of unwanted policy choices. Indeed, many threats claimed by state administrations
are actually intangible in that the reality of the threat is itself unverifiable and the subject of dispute (ibid.,
69), and a particular instance of crisis or threat does not matter as much as the general creation of a threat
perception (ibid., 13).

7 A similar conclusion is drawn by Graham Smith (2005). This is also what has happened in some discussions
on the meaning of security in Asia (e.g., Bubandt 2005; Kent 2006; Muna 2006).
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focusing on what the concept of security means or does,® the discussion has been more
about whether national or individual security should be considered, for example. Main-
stream scholarship on security matters, especially in the United States (Waever & Buzan
2007; Williams 2008b), has seen no need to dissect the concept, as it has an everyday
meaning which can merely be expanded to the international level.’

Weever (1995; 2004b; 2008a) departs from the understanding that security is about
the same thing in everyday use as it is in international politics. He even disagrees on the
tacit agreement of security being something positive. Drawing on Arnold Wolfers (1952),
he (e.g., Weever 1997a) argues that even though security does have a positive connotation
in everyday use, for states, it is a negative concern. This approach to the value of security
is similar to other ‘critically slanted’ scholars who also often see security as ‘anti-demo-
cratic, and therefore as a negative (see for example Lipschutz 1995; Krause & Williams
1997; Weldes et al. 1999; CASE 2006).

The problem of viewing security as something positive when the measures that it re-
quires often entail a negative form of politics is confounded by the image of effectiveness
which security arguments often convey, or even effect. Indeed, securitisation moves sug-
gest that the proposed means will effect an increase of security, which makes it a very
powerful means to galvanise an audience behind the measures the speaker proposes (cf,,
Buzan 1991; Balzacq 2005). However, as security speech identifies vulnerabilities, secu-
ritisation also gives the impression that to reject a proposed path of action would bring
about a loss of security i.e., security is bound to insecurity. Accordingly, security speech
and policies tend to promise more than they can deliver (Hietanen & Joenniemi 1982, 35-
36):1 the everyday understanding of security connotates a sense of certainty that cannot
actually be achieved with any security measures; security discourses are designed to pro-
vide safety and the defeat of danger, something which can never be totally accomplished
given the limits of human life. Security discourses conceal this unavoidable deferral of
surety by producing the referents of security as stable, knowable, and in effect, securable
(cf., Stern 2006, 193). As securitisation arguments contain a threat, security arguments
in effect reproduce insecurities. Indeed, as Anthony Burke (2002, 20) notes, security can
never escape insecurity as its own meaning depends on the production of ‘images’ of
insecurity (cf., Figure 6 below).

Although concern over threats and their repelling is a perennial issue, security as a
concept has not always been the prevalent avenue for discussing this complex of prob-
lems. The understanding of what security is and what security means has also undergone
change throughout the ages. The conceptual history of 'security’ has been written many
times, although not that often from an IR perspective.!! The word ’security’ in the English

8 Smith (2005) however brings up a peculiar critique that most scholarship would focus on what security does
rather than what security means.

9 For example Waltz (1979) sees no need to deal with the concept of security, which is peculiar, in that one of
his main arguments is that states seek to maximise their security. Even more striking is that the ‘conventional
constructivist’ magnum opus of Katzenstein (1996) does not deal with what ‘security’, as such, is, but seems to
take the state as the referent of security, as well as military and external threats as the taken-for-granted object
of studies of security - thereby provoking the ‘counter-opus’ of Weldes et al. (1999).

10 Further, Aki Hietanen and Pertti Joenniemi (1982 35-36; see also Hietanen 1981, 5) argue that security is
not an analytical, but rather an ideological concept.

11 For examples of conceptual histories on security see Kaufman (1970), Conze (1984), Schrimm-Heins (1991),
Markopolous (1995), Rothchild (1995), Osiander (1998), Waever (2004b; 2008a), and Arends (2008). For an
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language is derived from the Roman word ‘securus’, where ‘se’ means ‘without’ and ‘cura’
means ‘worry’, ‘care’, ‘concern’, or ‘anxiety’ (Markopolous 1995, 745; cf.,, Chilton 1996;
Wzever 2004b; 2008a)."?

Securitas is the Roman version of the Greek ataraksia (atapogia; impassiveness, calm-
ness), which also begins with a negation; without its negation, tarasso (tapaocow) means
‘to stir, trouble the mind, agitate, disturb’ (Markopolous 1995, 745; Arends 2008, 264).
Arends (2008, 264-265) however argues that instead of ataraksia, the most important
Greek root of security is asphaleia (do@aAewa; steadfastness, stability, assurance from
danger, personal safety) that was widely used both by Homer and Thucydides. There are
two avenues to interpret securus (Mesjasz 2008, 46): in the first, the term is understood
as a state of being secure or of being free from danger, while in the other, the term is un-
derstood as being without unease or without cares or worries. These two aspects have
been emphasised differently in Europe, which is reflected in the objective and subjective
aspects or understandings of security.

Indeed, during its conceptual development, security has shifted on the axis of objectiv-
ity and subjectivity several times.'® Cicero viewed security as an absence of distress upon
which happy life depends (Cicero 1971, V. 14, 42, 466-7); for him, security was a negation,
the absence of worry. From Cicero’s perspective, the contemporary concept of insecurity
might seem a meaningless double negative (Weever 2004b; 2008a), while both the politi-

example of a cognitive-semantic discussion of ‘security’ see Chilton (1996).

12 While there has not necessarily been an exact conceptual equivalent to securus or security in other ‘world
cultures’, there however seem to be some similar aims and problems termed with different concepts. For example
in Indian traditions, there is no equivalent to a modern concept of security (Briick 2008, 195). The notion of
dharma (94) or the dimensions of social experience of life and the individual’s framework for appropriate
behaviour was what evoked trust in an unchanging universal order. What security could mean in this context
would be a state of being in accordance with dharma in all respects, which would be good for individuals,
society, and even the cosmic order. ‘Security’ would mean being without sorrow or anxiety and also confidence,
freedom from danger, safety, stability (Dadhich 2008, 242). The citizens of a Hindu state were considered to be
secure when the state functioned in accordance with the dharma; the state was considered to be secure when
the king was safe. (ibid.) While for Hindus, dharma was about the upholding of the value of life, the togetherness
and defence of inherited structures and the established system, i.e., about the conservation of the established
order with the family and clan at the centre, for Buddhists, the dharma was open for anyone who shared its
educational programme, thus, making the learned community and the future being of a new human being the
referents of security (Briick 2008, 202).

While the term ‘security’ is a modern concept vis-a-vis Arabic/Islamic thinking, an equivalent can be found
in the Koran as well (Hanafi 2008, 279-281): security is translated as amn ((&a), with iman (&& ; faith) and
aman (44UEP(T ; to believe) as terms close to the same root. In its modern usage amn is connected to issues of
defence of the nation against external threats in the present or in the future. In classical Arab/Islamic thinking
amn meant quietude or peace of the soul. From its use in the Koran, amn has various meanings as security: the
verbal form indicates that security is an act and a process, not a given situation; its use as a pronoun indicates
that security is related to human and social relations, not to individual positions; security is similarly always a
perception of the other, not of the self, and it may be an illusion and not a reality; thus security is a state of mind
that those who commit unjust acts cannot achieve.

See Mabe (2008) for developments in African understandings of security, and Sanchez (2008) for a study of
security in the Nahuan, Mayan, Quichean, and Incan traditions. See Chapter 7.1. on the Chinese and other Asian
terms of ‘security.

13 Arends (2008, 263) sees the contemporary European concept of security as a chimera of Athenians’ inten-
tion of preventing the destruction of their empire, the religious connotations of the Romans’ "securitas’, and
Hobbes’s intention of preventing civil war.

Buzan & Hansen (2009, 32-35) argue that objective, subjective and discursive conceptions of security are
the major epistemological distinctions among perspectives on ‘International Security Studies’, in addition to
whether a scientific, or positivist approach to analyse security should be adopted, or whether analysis should
be conducted along philosophical, sociological, or constitutive lines.

96



Chapter 4

cians and scholars of today are so concerned with it. Cicero would certainly disagree with
the current dominant understanding of security as being something objective, of which
one can have correct or illusory subjective perceptions (Jervis 1976). Indeed, the contem-
porary concept of security is viewed as a quality that we either have or do not have. Se-
curity is like a measurable mass, or a ‘container’ with an inside (which is safe, but where
there has to be surveillance of the enemy within) and an outside (which is dangerous and
has to be guarded against) (Chilton 1996; cf., Figure 6 in Chapter 6.3.1.).

Irrespective of its contemporary connotations, security has not always been viewed as
something positive and sought-after. With the fall of Rome, the use of ‘security’ as a term
diminished (Conze 1984, 834). For Medieval Christians, only God could provide certainty
in matters of salvation, so the concept remained ambiguous, even hinting at mortal hu-
bris (Markopolous 1995, 746; Rothchild 1995, 61); securitas became the ‘mother of neg-
ligence’ in slackening the struggle against sin (Schrimm-Heins 1991, 147). The negative
side of security was again emphasised with the protests of Luther and Calvin, when certi-
tudo, the certitude of faith, replaced the use of securitas in most contexts (Schrimm-Heins
1991, 169). This usage was similarly evident in 16" century English, in which the words
secure and security, could be used pejoratively in the sense of ‘careless’ or ‘carelessness’
(Chilton 1996, 77), as illustrated by Shakespeare’s (1993, 788) Macbeth, “you all know,
security is mortals chiefest enemie.” As Der Derian (1995, 28) notes, these kinds of pejo-
rative connotations were still evident in mid 19' century Britain.

Some two centuries ago, security split into two separate concepts, namely safety and
surety/security (Waever 2004b, 55; 2008a).'* This split and later fusion of the concepts
produced the objective’ understanding of security which eventually led to probabilism;'
in the 1950s, for example, Wolfers (1952, 458) divided the concept of security into an ob-
jective and a subjective aspect: “security, in an objective sense, measures the absence of
threats to acquired values, in a subjective sense, the absence of fear that such values will
be attacked.” As Weaever (1995) has emphasised, probabilities and future-orientedness
have been central to the concept in the 20™ century.'® During the Cold War, and largely
also after it, security was viewed more as an objective state, not of mind, but of being. Paul
Chilton (1996, 86) already finds this kind of shift from the state of mind of security into
an understanding of security as a ‘container’ or a ‘link’ in Hobbes’s (1999) Leviathan. The
mental state of being without care is replaced in Hobbes’s treatise with an understanding
of both physical protection and a psychological confidence in the future.

Another relevant vantage point to security is the question of the level of analysis,'’

4 This would suggest that, unlike Ciuta (2009) argues, the meaning of security can undergo change even
for the CopS: security as a situation where there are the means to repel an existential threat, is how the CopS
interprets the current dominant understanding of the logic of ‘security’ in international politics.

In addition to shifts in the understanding of security as objective/subjective, as Conze (1984, 831-862) shows,
since 1648, internal security was distinguished from external security. It seems that in contemporary times
these two aspects of security are once again merging to a large extent (see e.g., Bigo 2000). See Trombetta
(2008) on how the discourse of climate change may be altering the way security is understood as being about
immediate threats to survival.

15 Security also has connotations relating to pledges of debts or obligations. These are common today in finan-
cial transactions: security works against financial risk.

16 For recent studies of risk within Security Studies, see for example Aradau & Van Munster (2007) and the
special issue of Security Dialogue (2008).

17 The problem of levels of analysis was introduced to the field of IR by David Singer (1960; 1961). For discus-
sions and propositions for relevant levels of analysis in IR, see Waltz (1959; 1979), Wendt (1987), Hollis &
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or ‘whose security’'® is under discussion (Waever 2008a, 102).!° The introduction of the
levels of analysis, in addition to the different sectors of security, has been one of the major
contributions of the Copenhagen School.?’ The state was for a long time, and still remains,
the most central referent of security speech but this has not always been the case: for
most classic philosophers of politics the state is a means to an end, that end being the
survival and security of the individual?! (Rothchild 1995; Wzever 2008b). For Hobbes
(1999), the Leviathan was the way to self-preservation. He emphasised that the right of
self-preservation and defence was the only right that could not be given away. Friedrich
Nietzsche (2003) dissented from this understanding, as he saw survival as merely being
the most common result of the will to power. Critical scholars of security emphasise that
the most ‘radical other’, death, cannot be escaped and that therefore, it makes no sense to
recreate and reify fantasies of control and order. For them, creative ‘Nietzschean’ politics,
without the fear of death, would be preferable to the conservative and repressive nature
of security issues and policies.*?

As already noted, security, as an organising principle of thought on international re-
lations, was not a key concept before the mid 20th century. One of the first major steps
towards the centrality of the concept for both international politics and research came
during the period between the two World Wars when the status quo powers of the coali-
tion that had won the first war used 'security’ as their ‘watchword’ (Carr 1946, 105). The
concept was useful in dressing up power-politics; it was relatively new in the context of
international relations and it blurred the distinction between the domestic and the inter-
national. Security proclaimed a shared interest in peace for the dominant powers, as well
as for the whole world (ibid., 82).

Smith (1991), and Buzan (1995).

In regard to concepts of security, for example Rothchild (1995) sees the concept of security being shifted or
operated in four ways. The concept of security is being vertically extended in terms of whose security is in
question both down and up from the security of nations to the security of groups and individuals as well as to
the security of the international system and the biosphere. The concept of security is being extended horizon-
tally to various sorts of security/insecurity (cf., sectors of security). The concept of security is finally being
extended in terms of which kinds of actors are responsible for producing or guaranteeing security.

Buzan & Hansen (2009, 10-13, 21) similarly identify five points of contention that have defined the major
academic debates within ‘International Security Studies’ as 1) whose security should be protected and studied,
2) which sectors should the study of security focus on, 3) should the study of security focus on only external
threats, 4) is the only form of security politics one of threats, dangers, and emergencies, and finally 5) which
epistemologies and methodologies should be applied to the study of security.

18 This is amajor emphasis of 'critical security studies’ (Lipschutz 1995; Krause & Williams 1997; Krause 1998),
but also emphasised by Baldwin (1997, 13-16) as a relevant aspect of the conceptual analysis of ‘security’

19 The ‘state’ or the ‘international’ level should not be assumed to be the dominant functioning levels. For
example, while Muna (2006, 95) identifies IPOLEKSOSBUDHANKAMNAS (an Indonesian acronym for ideology,
politics, social, cultural, defence, security, and national) as the ‘reference tool’ of the Indonesian state to find a
‘security balance’, Bubandt (2005) shows how local understandings of the world, including security, may win
over official policies.

20 The CopS approach (Buzan 1991; Buzan et al. 1998; Buzan & Waever 2003) includes three general ideas: 1)
securitisation, 2) sectors, and 3) regional security complexes. The complexes are where the levels come in.

21 After the end of the Cold War discussion on individual security was revived once more. Individual security
is contemporarily often termed as ‘human security’, as popularised by the UNDP in 1994. Human security as
a political concept has won considerable approval in East- and Southeast Asia (Cheng 2006). See Burke &
MacDonald (2007) for an example of how the individual or the human has been the referent of studies applying
the Aberystwyth School’s approach to the Asia-Pacific region, and Floyd (2007b) for the differences between
the notion and the CopS approach.

22 For Plato, the conquest of the fear of death would mean equality with Gods (Arends 2008, 269).
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Today, national security seems as natural a concept as any, yet it only came to its con-
temporary fruition in the United States of the 1940s, when it was used to explain Ameri-
ca’s relationship with the rest of the world (Yergin 1977, 193-194). Before the end of the
Second World War, ‘defence’ was the preferred term used by the military.>* ‘Defence’ has a
distinct opposite, which ‘security’ lacks, namely attack; security allowed the promotion of
‘defence’ against intangible threats. However, the war effort required the combination of
civilian and military activities which also led to a shift in terminology since security blur-
ring the distinction between military and civil issues, and also that between domestic and
international, made the war effort more palatable (cf., Carr 1946).%* Defence was usually
understood as following geopolitical lines, whilst security was freed from this constraint,
as it could be defined according to the needs of ‘national interests.*

‘National interests’, or ‘legitimate interests’, were a defining referent for security in the
1940s (see e.g., Lippman 1943). By the 1950s, the emphasis shifted towards what has
been termed ‘core values. It would seem that core values have been understood as major
referents of security®® at least since Arnold Wolfers’s (1952, 484) off-cited*” misquote®®
of Walter Lippmann’s (1943) definition of national security. Wolfers’s misquote of Lipp-
mann emphasised the role of core values in national security: “a nation is secure to the
extent to which it is not in danger of having to sacrifice core values.””

After the war, security was a useful tool to curtail the traditional mistrust of standing
armies in the United States. First Secretary of Defence Forrestall used national security to
legitimate a strong military establishment to fight a ‘future enemy’, which was reflected in
the National Security Act of 1947 (Yergin 1977, 209-210, 339-340).>° The consequences
of this new line of peacetime military development was quite apparent in Eisenhower’s
(1961) farewell address, in which he lamented the necessity to build a massive standing

2 ‘Defence’ has predominantly been used in military, sport, game and legal discourse, while ‘security’ had been
used in financial and psychological domains before its adaptations to the affairs of states (Chilton 1996, 132).
2+ Neocleous (2006, 367-369) emphasises the effect of President Roosevelt’s use of the concept of national
social and economic security had on security becoming a widely used concept. This may have contributed to the
popularity and usefulness of the concept of national security a few decades later. See also Yergin (1977).

%5 The newness and apparent usefulness of the concept of national security was apparent in Senator Edwin
Johnson’s comment to Navy secretary James Forrestall in 1945: ‘I like your words “national security” (Yergin
1977,194).

26 All types of political orders securitise their core values, the fundamental values on which they are based on. I
argue that securitisation speech is a way to identify and define threats to these core values, and their protection
can be considered a special type of politics, even in non-democratic political orders (Vuori 2004; 2007).
Graham Smith (2005) goes as far as to argue that all security is about the preservation of core values and the
realisation of political orders, whether the political entity securing its values is an individual, a state, a nation,
or a religious community. For him, this understanding makes the concept of security abstract enough to unravel
the difficulties produced by trying to place the referent object of security somewhere on a spectrum between
the individual and humanity as a whole: all of these entities can be the objects of security but security threats
can also emerge at any point on this nexus. Although I disagree with some of Smith’s argument (especially with
his interpretation of Buzan et al. 1998), his point on security measures arising when the core values of a politi-
cal order are judged to be in jeopardy by the members of the political order (cf., Smith 2005, 499), resonates
with my argument presented in Vuori (2007).

27 For examples of the ‘Chinese whispers’ see Buzan (1991, 16), Smith (2005, 489), and Albrecht & Brauch
(2008, 509).

28 Lippman’s (1943, 51) actual definition was: “a nation has security when it does not have to sacrifice its
legitimate interests to avoid war and is able, if challenged, to maintain them by war.” (Emphasis added.)

2 Emphasis added.

30 A similar and equally important development was the incorporation of ‘international peace and security’
into the UN Charter in 1945 (see Bothe 2008).
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army, and warned against the likelihood of unwarranted decision-making power shifting
to the ‘military-industrial complex. National security worked as a ‘package legitimiser’ in
the Cold War competition with the Soviet Union and the ‘Communist threat’ in general.
It became one of the watchwords in the dominant macrosecuritisations of the era.’! It
had been a means to deal with Pearl Harbour and latterly, nuclear weapons too: since no
state could be invulnerable any longer, defence in the traditional sense could no longer
exist.*? As such, national security thinking quickly spread around the globe and became a
dominant logic in both research and politics for several decades.

National security was a means to retain 'ragioni di stato’ policies™ in an era when
democratic ethics seemed to be making such a way of thinking increasingly unacceptable.
The national interest** and now national security, were ways to address the 'democrat’s
dilemma’ i.e., how to combine democratic values in domestic politics with an amoral and
anarchic international system.*> As such, national security could justify drastic measures,
such as intervention and war. By the late 1960s, then, it had achieved a status where it
seemed as if it had always been part of the conceptual landscape of international politics,
even though the concept was a recent intervention in this conceptual space (Neocleous
2006, 364).

As a result of this development in the conceptual history of security, an almost com-
plete divorce of the everyday sense of the concept and its use in international-affairs has
transpired. Ole Weaever (1995; Buzan et al. 1998) emphasises that security is what it does:
someone with the right amount of ‘socio-political capital’ claims that something valuable
is in peril, and this then justifies the use of ‘extraordinary measures’ and this moves the
issue into an arena of ‘special politics.

In this study, the understanding of ‘security’ is based on that of the Copenhagen School
i.e., security is what security does. Here security has ‘slipped’ off the objective-subjec-
tive-axis; security is neither objective nor subjective, but in between actors. This means
that ‘securities’ in various socio-political and historical contexts form social fields, where
certain habitus and positions are favoured vis-a-vis others, and where certain types of
symbolic capital are more effective and valued than others. Both these social fields and
the speech acts produced in them are relevant aspects of the study of securitisation, the
power politics of raising an issue into the social and political realm of security. Security,
then, does not have a constant meaning. In its contemporary use in international politics,
security is about survival, that is, the continued existence of valued referent objects. This
kind of understanding of security focuses our attention to the ‘power politics’ of speaking
security.

3

31 See Chapter 6.3.2.

32 See Tannenwald (2007) and Paul (2009) for how a tradition of non-use nuclear weapons has developed.

3 On the birth of ragioni di stato thinking, see Skinner (1998).

3% For a classical discussion, see Morgenthau (2006).

35 While various philosophers and state theorists (e.g., Montesquieu) had contemplated on the effects and

consequences of an essentially anarchical international order, the concept of anarchy was incorporated into 20™
century IR by G. Lowes Dickinson (1916; 1926).
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5. International Security Studies, the Copenhagen School,
and Critical Approaches to Security in Europe

Red Five, going in.
- Luke Skywalker

The problem of war and conflict has been at the core of International Relations as an aca-
demic field since its formal inception in 1919.! However, what today is termed Security
Studies has developed since the mid 1940s, largely influenced by the political popularity
of the concept of ‘national security’ in post-WWII United States (see previous chapter).
In the US, the field of study was largely labelled National Security Studies during the Cold
War, while in the UK the label was Strategic Studies. Since the 1980s the label Security
Studies has gained more ground as the field has been returning to its interdisciplinary
roots beyond IR.?

Most reviews of the field (e.g., Walt 1991, 213-215; Baldwin 1995, 123-124; Waver
& Buzan 2007; Williams 2008b) characterise the period after the initiation of studies
focusing on issues of security as a ‘golden age’ of security studies that lasted some ten
years (1955-1965). During this time, such studies produced theories and methodologies
that were incorporated into the broader field of IR (e.g., applications of game theory and
theories of deterrence), and scholars in the US also had policy relevance. This theoreti-
cally innovative period was, however, followed by a reduction of multidisciplinarity in
ISS, an increase in empirical and technically oriented studies, and the challenge of peace
research, which together eventually amounted to stagnation and the end of the line for
some of the theoretical assumptions of the ‘golden age’ (see e.g., Walt 1991, 215-216;
Baldwin 1995, 124). The results of the reduction of multidisciplinarity in International
Security Studies is evident in how Strategic Studies and Security Studies are often viewed
as more confined areas of study within Political Science and IR (see for example Baylis &
Wirtz 2007, 13; Figure 2). This has also been reflected in the majority of studies within

1 The establishment of scientific institutes for the study of international relations in the US and the UK were
given the task of focusing on the causes, conditions, and forms of war and peace, and on the approaches and
results of international conflict resolution (Albrecht & Brauch 2008, 504).

2 As Barry Buzan and Lene Hansen (2009) have recently ‘filled the lacuna’ on a lack of an intellectual and disci-
plinary history of ‘International Security Studies’, identified by Nye & Lynn-Jones (1988), and the ‘manifesto’
of the c.a.s.e. collective (2006) outlines the development of the Aberystwyth, Copenhagen, and Paris ‘schools’
of critical security studies in Europe (see also Weaever 2004a), further detailed review will be omitted here. See
also Baylis et al. (2007), Collins (2007), Williams (2008a), and Buzan & Hansen (2009) for recent reviews of and
introductions to contemporary approaches within the field.

101



Chapter 5

Political Science

International Relations

Security Studies

Strategic Studies

Figure 2: The relationship between Security Studies and other related fields of study for
Baylis & Wirtz (2007, 13).

the field of ISS, which were conducted in IR or Politics Departments at Universities.’

This period of stagnation lasted until the early 1980s ‘renaissance’ of security studies
(Walt 1991). There was a revival of theoretical debates and increasing discussions on the
concept of security (particularly in Europe), which coincided with the ‘critical’ versus
‘rational’ debates that were underway in IR (e.g., Keohane 1988). Recognising the partial
overlap of Strategic Studies and Peace Research, Barry Buzan (1983; 1991), for example,
proposed that ‘security’ should be the thing to focus on in both strategic and peace re-
search. Some of the topics studied by both should be kept separate, yet chances for joint
scholarly enterprises remain.

In the era of détente between the superpowers, the research foci of die-hard ‘Real-
ists’ and ‘Idealists’ began to shift. The ‘second generation’ of peace researchers collided
in the 1980s with many of the general trends in IR theorising. After the neo-neo-debate
(Waever 1996; 1997b), theoretical debates in IR opened up to include social theories and
developments in the philosophy of knowledge. The 1980s saw an increase in discussion
on ‘new security, with the broadening of the research agenda beyond the military realm*
that had been the focus of strategic studies for some time. Civil wars, ethnic conflict, ter-
rorism, and international crime, although all features of the Cold War era, now received
new attention as the bipolar nature of the international system began to shift. The agenda
of ISS became even broader, now encompassing questions from environmental problems

* Itis good to keep in mind that not all academic communities of IR have evolved the same way around the
world: IR or even political science do not have their own departments everywhere, and the 'great debates’ may
not have been that influential in all scholarly traditions of the study of international politics. For how the study
of IR has developed around the world, see Tickner & Waver (2009).

* Some examples of broadeners of the agenda include McSweeney (1999) with ‘identity’, Mathews (1989) on
‘environmental security’, and Thomas & Wilkin (1999) on ‘human security’ See also Lipschutz (1995), Krause
& Williams (1997), and Buzan et al. (1998).
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through to gender issues.’

At this junction, the so-called ‘Copenhagen School’ emerged from within the auspices
of the Copenhagen Centre for Peace and Conflict Research (also called Conflict and Peace
Research Institute, COPRI) that had been established in 1985 (Huysmans 1998a, 479;
Guzzini & Jung 2004b). The Copenhagen School began to work on the concept of security,
which it saw as both contested and under-theorised. It challenged the mainstream of ISS,
which, even though expanding its agenda, still hewed to an objectivist understanding of
security. For the mainstream, security remained a matter of objective threats ‘out there’,
only to be detected by the resultant enlarged agenda and group of experts, and responded
to by politicians. The Copenhagen School broke with this understanding by building on
Arnold Wolfers’s (1952) analysis of national security as an ‘ambiguous symbol. Security
is seen neither as objective nor subjective, but rather as an intersubjective practice (cf,,
Weever 1995, 51; Buzan et al. 1998, 31). The Copenhagen School argued that the pitfalls
of previous understandings could be avoided by focusing not on what security means, but
on what security does, or more exactly, on what is done by ‘speaking’ or ‘doing’ security.

The Copenhagen School’s approach can be viewed as an extension of ‘soft realism’ as
exemplified by Wolfers (1952; see also 1962), Kissinger (1957), and Jervis (1978). Just as
Jervis’s concept of non-offensive defence tried to overcome the ‘security dilemma’ (Herz
1950; Booth & Wheeler 2008a; Brauch 2008c), for the CopS, the normative push of non-
security aims to reduce the vicious spirals that security action and policies can otherwise
result in (Waever 2000a). The CopS also has ties to neorealism (Buzan et al. 1993) as well
as an interest in the ‘English School’ (Buzan 1993; 2001; 2004a; 2004b; Waever 1992;
1998; for a discussion, see Dunne 2005; Adler 2005; and Buzan 2005). Gender (Hansen
2000) and post-structuralist discourse approaches have also been part of the approaches
within the school or its next-door critics (Waever 1989c; Hansen & Waever 2002; Hansen
2006). Later members of the institute - since 2003 merged into the Danish Institute of
International Affairs - have introduced more sociological approaches (Guzzini 2000;
Jung 2001; Leander 2000). These later additions also reflect some of the criticism raised
against securitisation and the school in general (e.g., Bigo 1994; Bigo 2000; Bigo 2002;
Huysmans 1998a; 1998b; Williams 2003; Hansen 2000; Balzacq 2005; see Chapter 6.).

All in all, as reviewers have also noted (e.g.,, Huysmans 1998a; Eriksson 2001a; Wil-
liams 2003), the field of ISS which was long considered reactive, actually influenced dis-
cussions within IR and infused them with new approaches and ideas in the 1990s. How-
ever, the development of the Copenhagen School was not the only theoretical approach
that came to depict the European development of ISS in this period. What in the 2000s is
called the Critical Approaches to Security in Europe collective has its foundations in the
vibrant theoretisations of the 1990s. Exemplifying the newfound interdisciplinarity of
ISS (see Figure 3), Didier Bigo (e.g., 2000), coming from the field of criminology, inspired
Bourdieu-based studies of security. Drawing on the ‘Frankfurt School’, Ken Booth (1991)
and Richard Wyn Jones (1999) were among those to call for more focus on the security
of individuals. Another source of inspiration to discuss the study of security was political
theory (e.g., Huysmans 1998b). When these are combined with feminist (e.g., Tickner
1992) and post-colonial (e.g., Barkawi & Laffey 2006) approaches, and the increase of po-

> Seee.g, Brauch etal. (2008).
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litical interest in security in this decade,’ it may not be an exaggeration to call the 2000s
anew ‘golden age’ of ISS (Waever & Buzan 2007). The newfound interdisciplinarity of ISS
is evident in the way Betts (1997) relates Security Studies to other close fields (Figure 3):
while there is an overlap with Security Studies and IR for example, Security Studies also
has dynamics and interests that go beyond international politics.’

The some six decades of ‘International Security Studies’ has resulted in a fairly com-
plex structure of intellectual influences and approaches to the study of problems and
phenomena that are considered to be of interest.® Buzan & Hansen (2009, 222) provide
a figure (Figure 4) that displays this complexity, and also situates the CopS approach to
other prevalent contemporary approaches to International Security Studies.

The formation of the c.a.s.e. collective is an indication of the establishment of a second
generation of critical students of security, who are applying the theoretical approaches
developed in the 1990s. The present thesis - located squarely between the sociological
and linguistic boxes beneath Critical Constructivism in Figure 4 - is among those studies
that aim to critically develop the theory of securitisation which has the greatest number
of appliers of the various critical approaches.’

¢ The ‘Global War on Terror’ has defined much of the security landscape of the first decade of the 21 century,
but there have also been other new political discourses of security. The concept of human security’ (i.e.,
‘freedom from want, freedom from fear, and freedom to live in dignity’) has increasingly gained ground since
its inception in the 1990s (e.g., Thomas & Wilkin 1999). Various forms of ‘environmental security’ also shift the
focus away from threats posed by states, to problems facing individuals and communities as opposed to states
(see e.g., Brauch 2008a). See Brauch et al. (2008) for a comprehensive selection of various approaches to the
expanded security studies agenda.

7 For example ‘Surveillance Studies’ (e.g., Lyon 2006) and some aspects of critical geography (e.g., Koskela
2009) deal with issues of fear and unease, that are very close to the problems discussed within some areas of
critical studies of security.

8 Buzan & Hansen (2009, 35-38) identify 11 approaches within ‘ISS:’ 1) Conventional Constructivism, 2) Criti-
cal Constructivism, 3) The Copenhagen School, 4) Critical Security Studies, 5) Feminist Security Studies, 6)
Human Security, 7) Peace Research, 8) Post-Colonial Security Studies, 9) Poststructuralist Security Studies, 10)
Strategic Studies, and 11) (Neo)Realism.

9 The ‘critical field’ of European security studies has also not remained in stasis. Waever (2008a, 111) notes
how the triangle of the three schools of critical approaches to security in Europe has shifted with Paris and
Copenhagen becoming two poles with political theory of the ‘political’ becoming a new angle to approach issues
of security (e.g, in the form of the work of Rob Walker and Jef Huysmans). The c.a.s.e. collective has sought
to merge the schools but it remains to be seen whether this forms new research programmes. Other ‘second
generation’ developments of the securitisation approach include Balzacq (2005; 2010a; 2010b), Stritzel (2007),
Wilkinson (2007), and Salter (2008).
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Security
Studies

Figure 3 The relationship of Security Studies to other related fields of study for Betts
(1997).!
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Figure 4: The present study within the intellectual evolution of International Security
Studies as presented by Buzan & Hansen (2009, 222).

! Adapted from a PowerPoint slide used by Ole Weever at the PhD Course “Security Theory - Critical Innova-
tions”, November 27 to December 1 2006.
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6. The Theory of Securitisation and its Critics

Its only a model.
Shut up!
- Monty Python and the Holy Grail

The theory of securitisation was not the first to emphasise the political use of threat dis-
course. For example, Murray Edelman (1972, 13) noted that political scenes maintain an
ever-present threatening trend, be it acute or merely a potentiality to brood about. The
urgent and critical times we are always said to be living in is a tactic for politicians to
justify unpleasant actions that otherwise might arouse resentment or even resistance;
as the abstract notion of ‘national security’ means different things to different groups, to
claim to protect ‘national security’ is efficacious for reassuring the anxious' (ibid., 116).
Further, a particular instance of crisis or threat does not matter as much as the general
creation of a threat perception (ibid., 13), which is also one of the main positions of the
CopS. The conviction that current times are indeed critical, is the factor that brings wide
popular support for drastic measures such as peacetime drafts, the construction of fall-
out shelters or enacting restrictive legislation.

The theory of securitisation is perhaps the most systematic approach to study the use
of security arguments. By drawing on constructionist language theory e.g., J.L. Austin
(1975), Ole Waever (Buzan et al. 1998, 32) views securitisation in terms of the power
politics of a concept, that of security. According to his view, the construction of security is-
sues does not require objective threats. Under the right conditions, issues can be labelled
with ‘security’ irrespective of whether or not there is a ‘real’ threat. The implications of
this labelling are thought to provide legitimacy for the political actions of the securitising
actor. The study of securitisation does not mean the assessment of some objective threats
that ‘really’ endanger something; this would require an objective measure of security,
which no security theory has been able to provide (ibid., 30). Instead, this theory is a

1 Even anxious academics. The Dean of the Faculty of Social Sciences at the University of Turku presented
a security argument as the rationale to combine the Department of Political Science with the Department of
Contemporary History during his visit to the departments in September 2008. Whether aware of it or not, the
Dean followed the grammar of securitisation to the letter: if the departments were not merged, the Faculty
would cease to exist as its departments would be moved to other Faculties. The continued existence of the
Faculty would legitimate the special procedure to merge departments. Interestingly some of the faculty of the
department agreed with the threat, while others did not. The Dean’s securitisation was only partially success-
ful.

On January 1, 2010, the departments were merged.

2 Or combining university departments.
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means to understand the processes of constructing a shared understanding of what is
to be considered and collectively responded to as a threat (ibid., 26). Security is a self-
referential practice; it is by labelling something as a security issue that it becomes one
(ibid., 24).> The exact definition and criteria of securitisation is the “intersubjective es-
tablishment of an existential threat with a saliency sufficient to have substantial political
effects” (ibid., 25). Technically speaking, an act of securitisation is an illocutionary speech
act where an existential threat is produced in relation to a referent object; an act of secu-
ritisation classifies an issue as an existential threat which requires drastic measures, and
thereby brings about a status transformation for the issue in question.

In the CopS approach, the most important internal or constitutive rule of successful
securitisation is the form of security, its grammar.* By following the grammar of security
a plot is constructed. This plot contains an existential threat, a point of no return and a
possible way out (Waever 1995; Buzan et al. 1998, 32-33). A successful or consummated
(in Austin’s terms felicitous) performance of an illocutionary speech act brings in ‘conse-
quences’ or ‘effects’ in certain senses (Austin 1975, 113, 116-117). A successful speech
act leads to a number of changes, which would not have otherwise happened in the regu-
lar flow of events.’ Securitisation moves, whether they succeed or fail, can change the so-
cial situation and can be the basis for acts that would not have been possible or legitimate
without them. Thereby, securitisation can have inter-unit effects.

In addition to the constitutive rules - the ‘grammar’ of security - securitisation is de-
pendent on cultural factors (the conventions of illocutions), which may be unique to po-
litical systems and cultures. This requires that the method of inquiry should be based
on (cross-cultural) pragmatics (the study of the ways in which meaning is derived from
the interaction of utterances with the contexts in which they are used) and not purely on
semantics (the study of meaning) or universal linguistic rules. All societies have ‘rules.”®
These rules are products of historical and social contingencies, as are the referent ob-
jects and threats in security. When security logic and rhetoric is utilised to legitimate the
breaking of these rules, a case of securitisation arises (Buzan et al. 1998, 25-26).

My main argument in this study is that to speak of something as an issue of security
is a political choice, which may have several kinds of motives and political functions. The
CopS has also noted the plurality of meanings of security: even though in everyday use se-
curity has positive connotations, for states, security is a negative concern (Wolfers 1952;
Weever 19973, 15). Indeed, more often than not, security policy is guided by negative con-
cerns and its aim is to block negative developments. Perhaps due to the negative nature’
of security policies, many see securitisation as a form of naturalisation, or depolitisation
of political discourse (Buzan et al. 1998, 29; Huysmans 1998a; 1998b; Holm 2004). By
labelling an issue as one of survival, it becomes part of the language of nature, which is
an effective tactic for dominant individuals to work against heretical discourse and the
3 For Buzan et al. (1998, 31) the field of security is not equal in terms of positions of authority or the social
capital various agents can wield.

* “Among the internal conditions of a speech act, the most important is to follow the security form, the grammar
of security, and construct a plot that includes existential threat, point of no return, and a possible way out”
(Buzan et al. 1998, 32).

5 The causes of saying something differ from causes in the physical sense: causality in saying has to operate
through the conventions of language and it is a matter of influence exerted by one person on another (Austin

1975, 113).
¢ See Onuf (1989; 1998) on how certain speech acts construct social rules.
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symbolic revolution of the dominated (cf,, Bourdieu 1991, 131). Securitisation imposes a
feeling of obviousness and necessity; it moves the issue away from the non-determined
discourse of politics that would otherwise allow multiple interpretations and outcomes.
As such, security is an effective means to legitimate policies which might otherwise be
considered excessive or immoral as it stages issues as matters of survival above ‘regular
politics’ Security is therefore also an effective means of control.

If securitisation is successful, legitimacy created through the widening social process,
consisting of increasing cases of the act of securitisation, enables the speaker to break the
rules that normally bind behaviour and policies, after which the question can be moved
into an area of ‘special politics.” The perlocutionary effect of securitisation, as formulat-
ed by Weever, is political legitimacy; securitisation legitimises action otherwise deemed
non-legitimate.? The theory of securitisation in a way describes the frame, script, plot or
grammar of security - the way we have learned to understand what security is, what is
security, and how something becomes security.” Securitisation describes the process of
creating the social fact of security, but the script or plot of security contains further ele-

7 Huysmans (2002, 45-46) has formulated securitisation as involving three elements from a generic perspec-
tive. The first element emphasises political contexts and practices of mobilisation. The contingent practices of
enunciating security mobilise security knowledge in contingent political contexts. The second element focuses
on the ‘security field’, which is distinct from other fields of practice. The successful performance of security
practices integrates problem definitions, institutional processes, and expectations. Huysmans’s third element
is the security formation in Foucault’s sense. While the security field is a concrete manifestation, the security
formation provides the logic that binds disparate practices together into a field. The security formation makes
the category of security practices possible, as it provides the rules and the grammars for security practices.
While not applied in this study, the concept of security fields enables a technocratic view of securitisation
(Huysmans 2006a). Security experts, or professionals, engaged in this field, gain their capabilities of defining
problems from trained skills and knowledge, and from utilising these in their work (Bigo 2000; 2002). Profes-
sionals gain their positions of power by making claims about the boundaries of categories and who fit into them,
and who do not; “The power to classify is the purest of all deposits of professionalism” (Cohen 1985, 196). Role
taking is action, which creates and maintains political symbols, and responses to mutual role taking maintain
the rules that are actually played out in political practice. Once these patterns of role taking are established, they
become self-fulfilling and self-reinforcing. (Edelman 1972, 50-52.) For example, in the field of security, politi-
cians or administrators may start to think of their activities as a special kind of politics, that of national security.
They start to interact with other domestic and international politicians and officials, regarding them not just as
politicians, but agents of national security. As self-aware creatures, they may not only become politicians who
deal with national security, but in their own self-consciousness, agents of national security. For an application
of Bourdieu in security analysis see Williams (2007c).

8 T however reason that securitisation can also have other perlocutionary effects and aims beyond legitimacy.
See Chapter 6.3.2. below.

¢ Language and its grammar are pure potentiality (Agamben 1998, 23), but this potential can be used to do
and achieve a variety of things. In this study, illocutionary logic provides the basis from which a grammar for
securitisation is constructed, while the cultural practices and the social and political contexts of each empirical
case provide the vocabulary in the phenomena studied as securitisation. Grammars of security are powerful
as they can provide political legitimacy for immoral or extraordinary acts, and inform people how they should
seek safety from harm (cf,, Stern 2006, 188). See Pin-Fat (2000), Heyes (2003a) and Zerilli (2003) for studies
on the grammar of politics from a Wittgensteinian perspective.

Maria Stern (2006, 193) has summarised a grammar of discursive moves in securing a ‘we’ as a referent object
of security. The initial move is the imbuement of the object of security with an identity (cf., Weldes 1999) which
is then presented as being stable and certain. The temporal grounding of this identity in the past, present and
future is followed by the demarcation of a space where this subject of security resides. The fourth move is the
naming of danger and identification of a threat. The special delineation works both towards defining the subject
of security against the threatening Other and protecting the subject of security from this threat. The setting up
of cognitive borders between ‘us’ and ‘them’ work in defining dyads defining the two identities in many ways.
The construction of a threatening situation is alleviated by the promise to provide security, order and safety.
This promise is then said to be achieved through various security measures (Jackson 2005). Such a grammar of
discursive moves is quite close to the more condensed grammar of securitisation proposed by Weever.
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ments that entail priority and utmost importance.

Moving beyond the ‘grammar’ of securitisation, Waever has argued that the require-
ments of securitisation include two ‘outside’ elements: the social status of the actor (the
securitising actor has to be in a position of authority to the audience, which need not nec-
essarily be formal)'® and aspects related to the threat itself (issues are easier to produce
as threats if similar issues are generally considered to be threats).!! These two elements
are divided into further basic ‘variables’: referent objects, securitising actors, functional
actors, securitising moves, existential threats, facilitating conditions, and audiences. (Bu-
zan et al. 1998; Waver 2008b.)

Some of the original formulations of the above variables have become targets of
debate, or have produced confusion for appliers. The definition of securitising actors:
“actors who securitise issues by declaring something - a referent object - existentially
threatened” (Buzan et al. 1998, 36), is an example of how variation in definitions has
problematic entailments. While Wzever often emphasises the openness of the acceptance
of acts of securitisation by relevant audiences, declarations as speech acts do not neces-
sarily require this if the speaker making a declaration has the correct social position or
capital. The formulation quoted above seems to suggest that securitising actors could
‘decide’ on securitisation. Elsewhere, Waever (2008b, 582) defines a securitising actor
as: “the one who makes the claim - speech act - of pointing to an existential threat to this
referent object and thereby legitimising extraordinary measures, often but not necessar-
ily to be carried out by the actor itself.” In terms of speech act theory, this formulation
emphasises that securitisation cannot be decided, asitis a claim.!? This issue of whether
securitisation can be decided or not is closely connected the issue of the ‘success’ of secu-
ritisation. The other two basic variables of securitisation theory that have raised the most
controversy - facilitating conditions and audiences - are also connected to this issue.

Facilitating conditions are those under which the speech act of securitisation works,
misfires, or is abused (cf., Austin 1975). There are two types of facilitating conditions
external to the linguistic rules of the speech act of security. Firstly, the enunciator or secu-
ritising actor has to have a sufficient amount of socio-political capital or authority to per-
form securitisation acts."? Beyond the capital and other resources of the actor, contexts

10 “The particular persons and circumstances in a given case must be appropriate for the invocation of the
particular procedure invoked” (Austin 1975, 34).

11 This for example seems to be the case with democracy and non-democracy in the US: the political order of
India being democratic impeded the securitisation of India’s acquisition of nuclear weapons in 1998, whereas
Iran’s non-democratic political order facilitates the securitisation of its claimed attempts to acquire nuclear
weapons. Accordingly, India’s democracy was emphasised in speeches that justified the lack of a real response,
while Iran’s non-democratic order is emphasised in speeches where Iran is presented as dangerous. For a
comparison of US responses to these two states in regard to the nuclear issue via securitisation theory, see
Hayes (2009).

2 In my view, this seeming imprecision can be dealt with by the strands of securitisation presented in the
present study: some acts of securitisation are more formal and powerful than others, and some types of securi-
tisation acts require formal social authority while others do not. Most often, Weever presents securitisation as
the public legitimisation of extraordinary measures. The audience may also be restricted as “those who have
to be convinced in order for the speech act to be successful in the sense of opening the door to extraordinary
measures, otherwise not available” (Waever 2008b, 582).

13 Rita Taureck (2006b) has argued that instead of understanding Weever’s second facilitating condition as
‘context), it should be understood as capabilities in the Waltzian (1979) sense. Some securitisers have more
capabilities (in Bourdieu’s terms social capital) than others, and because of this they are more likely to succeed
in securitisation acts.
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and cultural experiences can impede or facilitate securitisation.'* Accordingly, a second
category of facilitating conditions has to do with the threat. Buzan (1991, 133-134) notes
how the nature of the threat and its intensity of operation have an effect on whether and
when an issue becomes an issue of national security. It appears that the perceived inten-
sity of an issue can have an effect on whether it is securitised or not.!® Facilitation or im-
pediment effects may also depend on certain historical experiences and vulnerabilities,
which may even take on the role of convention.'®

However, the way in which the CopS presents their view of facilitating conditions is not
entirely clear. Certain situations may actually impede securitisation, without being nec-
essary or sufficient conditions for achieving securitisation. As Stritzel (2007, 379) notes,
the CopS seems to conflate, or confuse, felicity conditions with facilitating conditions, in
their various formulations of facilitating/impeding conditions. For Austin (1975), felicity
conditions were conventions that regulate the appropriate use of utterances and they
were necessary conditions to achieve successful speech acts; felicity conditions were
not entirely identical with (social) conditions of success, but dealt with issues of uptake,
for example.'” For the CopS, however, these two aspects are not clearly separate: “On
the basis of theories of speech acts, we can say that there are three ‘felicity conditions’
of a successful speech act” (Waever 20003, 252). Yet, while felicity conditions deal with
the conditions of successful uptake, facilitating conditions should be seen as parts of the
more general social context. Further, facilitating/impeding conditions should be viewed
to facilitate or impede the politics of securitisation rather than to deal with the felicity of
the various elementary speech acts that comprise the more complex speech acts of secu-
ritisation. Indeed, felicity conditions are those types of conditions that could be termed
necessary or sufficient whereas facilitating/impeding conditions are conditions of the
situation or context of the utterance. It may be more appropriate to term these two types
of things as felicity conditions and facilitation/impediment factors.'®
14 This is also evident from different sectors of security having different ‘dialects’ when it comes to threats and
referent objects of security (Buzan et al. 1998, 27-28).
15 It seems that there can be degrees of urgency in respect to the general trend of existential threats. For
example, during the Cold War, it was as though the whole of humanity was moving across a minefield where
one misstep could have led to nuclear annihilation in a matter of hours, if not minutes. When the possibility of
such rapid acceleration of destruction is compared to the slowness of the degradation brought about by global
climate change, it seems that the threshold of "doom’ and the pace at which it can approach have changed in
respect to the most prominent of catastrophes that constitute contemporary (mainly Western) threat registers.
See for example Trombetta (2008) on how the rapidness or slowness of the possible realisation of threats may
be affecting contemporary notions of security.
16 E.g. in the ‘West’ during the Cold War, tanks were certainly seen as more threatening than pamphlets, due
to their historical record. In China however, pamphlets can be considered more dangerous than tanks, as on the
one hand they ‘guide’ the tanks, while, on the other, resistance to the symbolic control of the party is threatening
to the total control it otherwise proclaims to have.
17 Austin’s (1975, 14-15) felicity conditions included: A1) conventional procedures having conventional effects,
A2) particular persons and circumstances that are appropriate for the conventional procedure and its effects,
B1 & B2) the correct and complete execution of the procedure, and C1 & C2) the persons involved should have
the correct thoughts and intentions, and should also consequently act them out.
Austin’s point was to emphasise the difference of felicity conditions with truth conditions of statements. Already
Searle (1969) argued that Austin’s distinction between felicitous and infelicitous speech acts fails to distinguish
between those speech acts which are successful but defective and those which are not even successful. Searle’s
(Searle and Vanderveken 1985, 10) solution was to replace Austin’s division of felicity and infelicity, with the
possibilities of speech acts being unsuccessful, or successful but defective, or successful and nondefective.

18 For example, while an attack on skyscrapers is logically neither a sufficient nor a necessary condition to
achieve successful securitisation, this kind of an ‘event’ may be the kind of situation that facilitates the success
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Moving on to the variable of audience, it is important to note that whilst securitising
actors are necessary to label an issue with security, and that claimed threats, referent
objects, as well as facilitation/impediment factors can influence the plausibility of such
claims, the success of securitisation is up to the audience. The audiences of securitisa-
tion are those whom the securitising actor is attempting to convince in order to achieve
success for the securitisation move. As can be seen from the original formulation of the
audience in Buzan et al. (1998)," it is not surprising that several scholars have raised
critical points on this issue.?’

Many of the criticisms of the CopS notion of audiences can be attributed to the im-
precise original formulation of ‘audience’. Another contributing factor has been the ‘as-
sumption’ of democracy as the form of politics that can be detected in descriptions of
securitisation theory by many of its appliers. Although it indeed seems that the majority
of literature on securitisation views the audience as referring to the citizens of a state
(i.e., the electorate), and most functions of securitisation even in authoritarian contexts
require publicity, the audience does not have to be the ‘general public, as Weever (2003)
and Hansen (2000) have in fact noted. Furthermore, while Thierry Balzacq (2005) has
emphasised the role of the audience as the primary aspect of securitisation processes,
some critics emphasise that the role the ‘presumed’ general public as the audience of
securitisation is not that prominent. 2! Alan Collins (2005) notes how authoritarian elites
exert tight control on the dissemination of information. Similarly, Joseph Chinyong Liow
(2006, 52, 57) argues that in authoritative political systems, authorities can “bull-doze”
a securitisation discourse into the public domain without any open negotiation. Nicole ].
Jackson’s (2006) observations from Central Asia concur with these views of audiences
and securitisation in more authoritative systems.??

The problematic issue of assumed relevant audiences and political forums is also evi-
dent in Wilkinson’s (2007, 11-12) criticism that the CopS’s focus on identity privileges
speech acts over other forms of communication. She argues that people may ‘securitise
with their feet’ i.e., to migrate as a response to a perceived existential threat. Indeed, voic-

of securitisation acts.

It is also important to keep in mind that securitisation may be the means to achieve alternative agendas, that
securitisation may itself be a facilitating condition for something else. It may be that audacious attacks on
skyscrapers facilitate securitisation, and securitisation may facilitate something else. For example Huysmans
(20064a, 128) argues that the politicisation of existential threats facilitates the introduction of laws that would
otherwise be met with fierce resistance.

19 “Securitising move becomes securitisation only once an audience accepts it as such; securitisation can never
be only imposed, there is some need to argue one’s case” (Buzan et al. 1998, 25); “For individuals or groups to
speak security does not guarantee success. Successful securitisation is not decided by the securitiser but by the
audience of the security speech act. [...] Thus, security (as with all politics) ultimately rests neither with the
objects nor with their subjects but among the subjects.” (Buzan et al. 1998, 31.)

20 The audience has been a difficult aspect for appliers doing case study research in Asia for example (Curley
& Wong 2008b 8-9). Also Weaever (2003) has recognised the need for empirical studies on audiences in order to
develop a more general and applicable formulation of audiences in the model.

21 The ‘democratic bias’ (see Chapter 6.3. below) of many applications and appliers of securitisation theory
becomes very evident in criticisms of the theory that focus on the aspect of the audience (e.g., Balzacq 2005;
Mak 2006; Roe 2008). Balzacq (2010a, 67) goes so far as to suggest that a criterion for successful securitisation
would be parliamentary action. This bias has resulted in several authors discussing the power of authorities in
securitisation vis-a-vis ‘general publics’, as well as debate on whether or not publics have to be negotiated with
by authorities or whether authorities can dominate public agendas and discursive spaces.

22 Hayes (2009, 982) also notes how the audiences that securitising actors face in autocracies are very different
to democracies, and that this requires a very different language of securitisation.
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ing and disseminating security concerns may be very difficult for individuals or groups
in non-democratic settings.> However, this does not mean that a securitisation process
could not take place also, for example, within a family. The question remains what is the
relevant audience; not all securitisation discourses will be public on any level, ranging
from the individual to at least the regional or even global level (it would, for example, not
be hard to imagine the G8 or some other meeting of major powers containing macrose-
curitisation moves away from the limelight).?* For example, migration as an ‘emergency
measure’ can be an indicator of a successful securitisation process on the level of, say,
the family or clan. Civil strife may well contain a plethora of securitisation moves and
successful acts. But since such local or private processes may never be publicised, we
may never hear of these, and it is possible that no artefacts remain as evidence of their
occurrence.

The general public is, then, not primarily important in terms of securitisation or secu-
rity action in any type of political order (cf.,, Emmers 2007). For example, Collins (2005)
and Roe (2008) note how the UK parliament was more relevant than the general public in
the case of the UK’s involvement in the [raq war. Furthermore, some critics who have con-
sidered audiences in securitisation theory have emphasised that, even in single processes
of securitisation, there can be various relevant audiences. ].L. Mak’s (2006) analysis of the
‘partial success’ of securitising piracy in Malaysia and Singapore shows how the multiple
relevant audiences he studied reacted in various ways to the securitisation moves of dif-
ferent actors.”> Mark. B. Salter (2008) also notes how securitisation speech can change
in accordance with the audience, and with whether the discussion is happening at the
‘front’ or ‘back stage’; a securitisation act may be deemed successful for a technocratic
audience, yet fail for elite or popular audiences.?® Mak’s (2006), Salter’s (2008) and Roe’s
(2008) analyses also reveal how a securitisation discourse can change shape, and how
the practical policy applicability also fluctuates as the process develops.

The various strands of securitisation acts I formulate below may be used to compre-
hend the empirical observations on various audiences of even single securitising moves,
as the strands can have various and parallel audiences. In my view, the strands provide a
means to deal with the issue of multiple audiences within the abstract model of securi-

23 Butas the fall of the SED (Sozialistische Einheitspartei Deautschlands) in East Germany exemplifies, ‘people
demanding the power back’ by claiming ‘we are the people’, demonstrates that the people do have the power to
resist securitisation moves, even in non-democracies (cf., Waever 1989b; 1995). Wilkinson (2007, 21) therefore
misfires in arguing that this would or could not be considered through the CopS approach.

24 Buzan et al. (1998, 28): “Some security practices are not legitimised in public by security discourse because
they are not out in the public at all (e.g., the ‘black programs’ in the United States, which are not presented in the
budget), but this is actually a very clear case of security logic.”

% Indeed, just as securitisation moves can have several audiences and several forms, an act of securitisation
can also function on multiple levels either in terms of actors, referents, threats, or audiences. For example, the
Singaporean terrorism discourse works on at least five levels of securitisation: the individual, institutional,
state, the macro-, and the international level (Mak 2006, 88-90). Perhaps due to the complexity of the audiences
and the threats, the securitisation was only partially successful and indirectly effective, as the target audiences
did not take up the threat assessments and threat constructions of the securitising actors.

% What is deemed acceptable, proper, or necessary may also change for even successful securitisation acts.
The successful securitisation of the US war in Iraq may convince some to join the military, others to support
the President, while for some it may merely mean acceptance of the war as legitimate. Still, it can also have the
opposite effect in that some will oppose both the war and the securitisation of Iraq.

Salter (2008, 337) further points out how popular audiences of securitisation may not only accept securitisa-
tion, but also initiate the expansion of governmental power.
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tisation: the relevance of the different potential audiences of securitisation depends on
the function(s) the securitisation act is intended to serve. Some acts of securitisation can
serve as ‘system maintenance’ with a task to reproduce understandings of the self and
other. Here the audience of securitisation would be quite general and encompassing. In
other cases, for example in some tense crisis situations, the securitisation process may be
restricted to inter-elite audiences and struggles.?’ Just as with any rhetorical argument,
the form that a security argument takes depends on which audience it is directed at (cf.,
Perelman 1996). Indeed, when we examine securitisation processes in various types of
political orders, we soon realise that it is unhelpful to define the audience in the theory
in a specific way, as audiences are dependent on the socio-historical situation. Who has
to be convinced of the necessity of security action changes with the cultural and politi-
cal systems the securitisation occurs within: the audience could be the power elite, but
it could also be a group of fundamentalists. What could be said within the model is that
the audience has to be such that it has the ability to provide the securitising actor with
whatever she is seeking to accomplish with the securitisation. In each empirical analysis,
the specific audiences must be appropriately operationalised.

Furthermore, since the audience has a key role in the process of securitisation, my
reasoning is that Balzacq’s (2005) criticism?® illustrates that there is a need to bring the
audience into the theory in a more formal way. This can be achieved by expanding the
categorisation of the felicity conditions of securitisation, to add a fourth condition viz. 4)
conditions related to the audience of securitisation. In order to achieve successful securi-
tisation, the appropriate kind of audience has to be present i.e., different types of acts of
securitisation will demand different types of audiences in order to be considered as ‘suc-
cessful’. Indeed, not all audiences will be amenable to achieve successful securitisation.
Once such audiences have been identified, they could be further categorised according to
how successful the securitisation has been: the audiences could, for instance, be divided
into ‘believers’, ‘neutrals/indifferents’, and ‘non-believers’? Another dimension of suc-
27 For example Emmers (2003) argues that this has been the case in the securitisation of transnational crime
in ASEAN.

Haacke & Williams (2008) however contend that transnational crime beyond terrorism has in fact not been
securitised in ASEAN.

28 Thierry Balzacq (2005; 2010a, 61) criticises Weaever’s approach of reducing securitisation to the acts of the
speaker, to the illocutionary aspect of speech acts, and of not leaving any role for the audience of securitisation,
for the perlocutionary effects of securitisation. Balzacq (2005, 172-173; 2010a, 63-65) subsequently argues
that securitisation is better understood as a strategic (pragmatic) practice that occurs within, and as part of,
a configuration of circumstances, including the context, the psycho-cultural disposition of the audience and
the power that both speaker and listener bring to the interaction. According to him, the speech act approach
overlooks the external context, the psycho-cultural orientation of the audience and neglects the differential
power relations between the speaker and the audience. Furthermore, Balzacq views the speech act approach as
too formalistic, as reducing security to a conventional procedure like marriage or betting. For him, the meaning
of actions in world politics is not always determined by the conventional rules governing speech acts. Using
Habermasian (1979) universal pragmatics, or universal rules underlying communicative action, is not enough
for students of IR who should focus on discursive politics of security. Security should instead, in Balzacq’s view,
be seen as a strategic purpose of the securitising actor to “swing” the audience’s support towards a policy or
course of action, in a certain social context and field of power struggles.

Balzacq repeats the problem to only focus on securitisation as a means to legitimise future acts of the securitis-
ing actor, which has also been criticised by Wilkinson (2007), and already addressed in Vuori (2003) in addition
to the approach presented here. Balzacq's critique vis-a-vis the context of securitisation shall be returned to in
Chapter 6.2.3.

2 Fred Vultee’s (e.g,, 2010) work on securitisation as a media frame would seem to suggest the feasibility of
such categorisations.
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cess here could be the depth of success. For example, is the acceptance of a securitising
move superficial, or does it have a fundamental effect in terms of e.g., world views.

Partly due to the ‘success’ (Knudsen 2001) of the concept of securitisation, the approach
has attracted a variety of criticisms. What has been especially worrisome for some critics
has been the focus on the speech act of securitisation. Their concern is that a linguis-
tic emphasis excludes other relevant aspects of the ‘field of security’ from the analysis
(e.g., ‘securitisation’ with feet [Wilkinson 2007]). Some propose that, for example, silence
(Hansen 2000), contexts and audiences (Balzacq 2005), images and bodies (Hansen
2000; Williams 2003; McDonald 2008a), and the practices of security professionals (Bigo
2002) should be taken into account more elaborately by the framework.*’ A focus on
elites also concerns some (Huysmans 1998b; Williams 2003) as the focus on decisions to
securitise can lead to Schmittian decisionism ‘at the limit, with all the negative politics
ascribed such an understanding of the ‘political’

The wide remit of the concept of securitisation testifies to the utility of the approach,
although it has been understood by both critics and appliers in a great number of differ-
ent ways. Waver (2003, 16-17) celebrates the variety in the ways actual studies have
applied the concept, but some critics see the incoherence of the applications as a problem
that effectively denies the comparison of accumulated results (see for example Stritzel
2007). Indeed, it is precisely the wide variety of interpretations and applications of the
concept of securitisation that has been one of the prime motivations behind the present
study.

All in all, although the great variety of studies conducted within the Securitisation
Studies research programme is to be celebrated, the differences between various ap-
proaches may disperse the programme too much, and may result in communication dif-
ficulties among scholars who disagree on concepts and methods.>! However, in my view,
the explicated and subsequently more elaborate taxonomy of securitisation acts that I
introduce below makes possible the incorporation of most of the ‘anomalies’ identified
by various critics within the basic model of securitisation, by increasing its extension
(see Figure 7 in Chapter 6.4.). All too often, approaches that are complementary to one
another are seen as mutually exclusive.?? Various methods and methodologies may sup-
port each other to study empirical phenomena; but to make an argument for one set of
methods is not to necessarily dismiss others which indicate different types of enquiries.
However, it should be kept in mind that the theory of securitisation is not a theory of eve-
rything, not even everything pertaining to security and its academic study.>*

30" This criticism echoes a similar discussion of 'bringing practice back in’ to general IR theorising (Bigo 2000;
Neumann 2002); there are calls for a return to practices, that is, a return to traditional sociology from the
linguistic turn.

31 This problem has been commented on as ‘overly enthusiastic yet unsystematic appliers’ of the framework
creating more confusion.

32 Michael C. Williams (1999, 343) has pointed out the tendency of creating clearly opposing analytical
positions in security studies. He has similarly argued that the division between realist and constructivist
approaches to international relations theory is artificial, as many of the approaches share common intellectual
roots with ‘wilful realism’ (Williams 2005). This opposing positioning is misleading, and according to Williams
based on the reification of social sciences and the forgetting of the historicity of the understandings of humanity
that theories of rational choice are based on. One of the c.a.s.e. collective’s purposes has been to mitigate this

tendency, and not divide critically slanted security studies into opposite camps.
3 Indeed, as Mundle (1970, 274) notes, a theory may be used to explain something without explaining every-
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6.1. Desecuritisation: Function and Tactics

Ironically, even though the normative goal of securitisation studies is the negative cor-
ollary of securitisation, namely desecuritisation, the majority of theoretical debate and
empirical study has focused on securitisation.’* Indeed, desecuritisation has remained
under-theorised (Aradau 2003). For the CopS, whilst securitisation raises issues into
the realm of security policies and practices, desecuritisation lowers issues back into the
realm of ‘regular politics’ or removes issues from the political agenda altogether. Desecu-
ritisation has largely been understood in terms of deconstructing collective identities in
situations where relations between ‘friends’ and ‘enemies’ are constituted by existential
threats (Roe 2004, 280); i.e., they are securitised. Such a position has been criticised to
represent and reinforce a realist view of security (e.g., McDonald 2008a, 579-580). From
this critical viewpoint, ‘security as emancipation’ (e.g., Booth 2005) would be preferable
to the negativity of security bound to threats that Buzan et al. (1998) highlight. Indeed,
for Weever (1995), desecuritisation is a process by which security issues lose their ‘secu-
rityness’, and are no longer restrictive by nature. He has outlined three options for this:
1) simply not to talk about issues in terms of security, 2) to keep responses to securitised
issues in forms that do not create security dilemmas or other vicious spirals, and 3) to
move security issues back into ‘normal politics’ (Waever 2000a, 253).%°

As already noted, an analyst of securitisation or security cannot make judgements on
whether threats are ‘real’ as this would require an objective measure of security, which
no security theory has been able to provide (Buzan et al. 1998, 30). The analyst of secu-
rity may however assess whether a security reality is more conducive to the solution of
a political problem as compared to a situation with no security aspect. Waever (1995)
emphasises that often a non-security reality would be normatively preferable to a secu-
rity reality. ‘Asecurity’ or ‘non-security’ should however not be confused with insecurity:
security is a situation where there is a threat with measures against it, whereas insecu-
rity is a situation where there is a threat and no certain measures to counteract it (see
Figure 5 for the structural relations of difference of these concepts).>® What is desirable
is desecuritisation, which leads back to asecurity or non-security, a situation where there
is no threat, and thus no need for restrictive measures.

Claudia Aradau (2001) has noted that even desecuritisation is not without its own eth-
thing. Similarly, the point of theory is to deal with relevant empirical facts. Scientific theories do not make sense
if they remain purely a priori.
3¢ This mirrors the pattern of peace and conflict studies, where the vast majority of studies are on conflicts and
war, and not so much about peace.

35 These are in tune with Weever’s (1999, 334; see also CASE 2006, 474) suggestions of what a scholar can
actively do as regards the normative goals of the CopS: scholars can put ethical questions “at the feet of analysts,
decision-makers and political activists alike: why do you call this a security issue? What are the implications
of doing this - or not doing it?” Concerning desecuritisation, the analyst can 1) stop speaking about particular
threats and hope that this contributes to a desecuritisation process by avoiding the adoption of the agenda of a
securitising actor, 2) divert attention to other threats, and the analyst can 3) contribute to a different interpreta-
tion of the threat being securitised (Buzan et al. 1998, 34-35, 204-206). While an analyst cannot say whether
something is ‘really’ a threat (in the sense of this claim being an ‘objective scientific result’; of course, like
anyone else, analysts can make political/practical claims of the realness of threats), the analyst may comment
on the desirability or possible effectiveness of dealing with a claimed threat with a security logic.

3 “Security’ signifies a situation marked by the presence of a security problem and some measures taken

in response. Insecurity is a situation with a security problem and no response. [...] When there is no security
problem, we do not conceptualize our situation in terms of security.” (Waever 1995, 56.)
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Non-Security:
No threat so no
means to deal with
the threat needed.

Security: Insecurity:
threat and means to = Threat, but no means
deal with the to deal with the
threat. threat.

Presence of the security problematic

Figure 5: The Structural Relations of Difference of Insecurity, Security, and Non-security

ical problems. The absence of securitisation processes is not straightforwardly positive, if
threats are replaced by probabilistic risks. In her view, this could lead to the diminishing
of individual freedom, as individuals would be categorised as risks, by merely exhibiting
attributes that belong to authorities’ risk calculations. This argument can be expanded
onto the international level. For example, US rhetoric on rogue states, or the Blair ad-
ministration’s emphasis on failed states, might be considered relevant in this context (cf.,
Abrahamsen 2005). However, while Aradau (2001; 2003; 2004) focuses on the norma-
tive and theory-of-politics aspect of desecuritisation, the discussion on desecuritisation
here concentrates on the termination of institutional facts and on how desecuritisation
can work as a political tactic in the political ‘games’ of securitisation. The construction
of security issues is a very useful and powerful political tool for power-holders, yet even
this political move can be contested and resisted: desecuritisation can be viewed as a
counter-strategy or counter-move to securitisation.

6.1.1. Desecuritisation as a Termination of Social Facts

In contrast to the approach taken to desecuritisation here, Andreas Behnke (2006, 65)
views desecuritisation as necessarily a ‘withering away’: explicit debate on whether
something no longer is a security issue retains the logic and possibility of securitisation.
For Behnke, desecuritisation cannot be a speech act which affirms a new status for an
issue but it rather can only occur through lack of speech.’” However, a problem with tak-
ing silence as equating desecuritisation, is that silence does not necessarily entail that a
matter has lost its aspect of securityness, or that there are no threats (see discussion on
silence and the three ‘(t)ions’ in Chapter 6.2.). Indeed, not speaking about security may
not be as unproblematic and positive as Weever’s and Behnke’s positions suggest. On the
one hand, silence may mean that there is no possibility to voice security arguments even
though that might be prudent and legitimate. Lene Hansen (2000) has exemplified this
through the example of ‘honour Kkillings’ of Pakistani women remaining a silent secu-
rity issue. On the other hand, silence may also mean that security measures have been

37 A problem with this understanding is that everything has a potential of being securitised, whether an issue’s
desecuritisation is being debated or not (Buzan et al. 1998).
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successful: there is no longer a need to maintain the security reality of an issue very
‘loudly’, as the threat has been secured and is now silent; thus, silence may be the effect
of successful securitisation e.g., the result of government suppression.*® Silence may also
indicate that an issue is institutionally so thoroughly securitised that it no longer needs
to be voiced in particular situations; security may have become the dominant logic in a
field of practice.

Thus, whilst I shall reason below that security action cannot be a sufficient or a nec-
essary criterion for successful securitisation, here I contend that silence, or the lack of
securitisation speech, cannot be a sufficient criterion for the success of desecuritisation:
there can be security action with or without securitisation (and securitisation without
security action) and there can be silence with or without desecuritisation. I also contend
that explicit speech acts can function as desecuritisation moves: whether or not an issue
is successfully desecuritised may perhaps depend on a ‘withering away’ of the securitised
issue, but this withering away may begin with active moves.? Here it is useful to refer to
Jef Huysmans (1995, 65-67), who has proposed three approaches for desecuritisation
strategies: 1) the objectivist strategy, 2) the constructivist strategy, and 3) the deconstruc-
tivist strategy.*’ The objectivist strategy is premised on a traditional objective-subjective
understanding of security: that is, security has an objective content, while subjective no-
tions of this are either real or illusory. A person intent on desecuritising a matter with an
objectivist argument, would thus claim that the matter in question is not really a security
problem. Just as with securitisation, this type of securitisation strategy can be considered
a speech act, and it also has felicity conditions related to the socio-political capital of the
enunciator of the argument, the threat and the audience.

Similarly to Huysmans (1995), Jaap de Wilde (2008, 597) sees various ways out of a
securitised situation. For him, there can be desecuritising actors who evade, circumvent,
or directly oppose securitising moves by, for example, emphasising competing threats.
While de Wilde argues that security policies aim at desecuritisation (the solution to the
threatening situation), for him, desecuritisation can also happen independently from the
actions of securitising or desecuritising actors. Ways out of the securitised situation then
include the solution to the problem, institutional adaptation in the form of new repro-
ductive structures, changes in discourse (e.g., loss of interest or audiences), and the loss
of the referent object. For de Wilde (2008), securitised issues can either wither away, or
they can be actively desecuritised.

38 See Roe (2004; 2006) and Jutila (2006) for a debate on whether the desecuritisation of minority rights is
logically possible or not.

39 While not explicit on what would entail a desecuritisation move, Collins (2005, 582) identifies desecuritisa-
tion moves in the contested process of securitising Chinese education in Malaysia 2002. Unlike in 1987, in 2002
the process remained within the limits of ‘regular’ politics, i.e., the Internal Security Act or the Sedition Act were
not applied to the situation.

* The discussion here is closest to Huysmans’s objectivist strategy of desecuritisation. The other two strate-
gies may be more in tune with Behnke’s argument. Indeed, the aim of the constructivist strategy of desecuritisa-
tion is not to determine whether something is really a threat or not, the idea is rather to understand how the
process of securitisation operates (Huysmans 1995, 66). Before the securitisation process can be handled, its
causal processes have to be understood. The focus is on understanding how some issues end up within security
discourses and policies. While the constructivist strategy examines the ‘security drama’ from without, the
deconstructivist strategy looks out of the security drama from within. (Ibid., 67.) The deconstructive desecuri-
tiser tells a story of the ‘security problem’ in a way that does not recount the security drama. The threat or issue
is presented as having identities beyond security threats.
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The question of whether desecuritisation is a matter of withering away and depends
on silence, or whether it can, or even has to, be an active performative action is an issue, in
Searle’s (1995, 106) terms, of the termination of institutional facts: here desecuritisation
is seen as terminating the institutional fact of a securitised issue. In Searle’s view, when a
conventional power is destroyed, the negation operates on the collective acceptance and
not on the content of the acceptance. In terms of securitisation, this means that an ‘act of
desecuritisation’ would translate as ‘we no longer accept (X is an existential threat to Y).
Josef Moural (2002, 283-284) however argues that Searle’s formula would not allow the
distinction between a formal termination of a social institution and a collapse of a social
institution (e.g., as in the difference between a divorce and the collapse of marriage ac-
ceptance). ‘An act of desecuritisation’ would therefore perhaps be better phrased as ‘we
accept (X is no longer an existential threat to Y).

A good practical example of these two different ways of understanding desecuritisa-
tion as a termination of institutional facts from an eroding totalitarian socialist setting,
are the failed securitisation moves of the Socialistische Einheitspartei Deutschlands
(SED) in the German Democratic Republic (GDR) in 1989, also used as an example of
desecuritisation by Weaever (1995). As Steven Pfaff (1996) has shown, the revolution in
the GDR was conducted under the slogan ‘We Are the People’ (Wir sind das Volk) which
the protestors framed as their collective identity to thwart the prospect of a ‘Chinese so-
lution’ to the demonstrations (see Case III below). The ruling party, the SED, attempted
to frame the demonstrators as counter-revolutionaries, but failed and finally had to cede
power. Weaever (1989b; 1995) has emphasised that the fall of the SED was, inter alia, due
to the failure of the ruling party’s securitisation moves.*

In a way, by stating ‘we are the people’ and resisting the securitisation of the ‘West’
by the authorities,*? the protestors made the statement ‘we no longer accept (X is an
existential threat to Y)’ i.e., the protestors no longer accepted that the ‘West’ was an ex-
istential threat to the people of the GDR. As the authorities gave way, and conceded to
the slogans on the streets, they, in a way, made the implicit statement ‘we accept (X is no
longer an existential threat to Y)' i.e., the SED authorities accepted that the ‘West’ was no
longer an existential threat to the people of the GDR. The protestors made explicit moves
towards dismantling the social institution of a securitised ‘West, which the authorities
eventually accepted. The authorities no longer maintained the securitisation of the ‘West’
and the threat label withered away i.e., it was desecuritised.

The question then is about whether security is an institutional fact that needs
maintenance:*? so, extending the nuptial analogy, is securitisation like a wedding (once it
is done you do not have to care about it) or is it like a marriage that needs maintenance?**

*1 The majority of the mobilised security units and the protestors being from Leipzig, and in some cases family
members, quite likely affected the dynamic to not resort to the use of force. In China, the military units that were
deployed to take over Tiananmen Square were from other military regions, as some commanding officers had
refused to obey the orders to deploy to Beijing (see Case III below).

42 They were also resisting the securitisation of the protests. This is quite evident in the shouts of “wir sind
keine Raudis” and “wir sind das Volk”, as well as the singing of the International by the protesters in Leipzig on
the Ninth of October 1989.

3 Searle (1995, 43): as long as people continue to recognise the X as having the status function of Y, the insti-
tutional fact is maintained.

*  Securitisation for legitimating past acts (see Chapter 6.3.2.5.) indeed seems to be one means to maintain a
security status for an issue.
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In the case of desecuritisation: is it a divorce, or is it a collapse of a marriage (a formal
procedure, a shared disbelief in the continued existence of the marriage, or a lack of belief
in a wedding having taken place)?*®

6.1.2. Desecuritisation as a Political Tactic

Beyond the kind of philosophical or ontological issues discussed above, desecuritisation
can be viewed as a ‘play’ in a politician’s or activist’s ‘playbook. Desecuritisation can be
viewed as a political tactic that can be deployed before or after securitisation moves have
been put into play. My argument here is that, especially in non-democratic settings such
as the PRC, securitisation and desecuritisation provide a logic that legitimises suppres-
sion and resistance respectively, and that the vocabulary of both of these is drawn from
the resonant values, myths, laws, and proclamations of the authorities. In such contexts,
desecuritisation works towards contesting securitisation moves, or towards resisting se-
curitisation that has already occurred. These could be the tactics of the ‘targets’ or the
‘threat’ identified in the securitisation discourse. In addition to securitising actors and
the targets of securitisation articulating desecuritisation moves, desecuritisation could,
however, also work as a political tactic for actors that are neither the original securitiser,
nor the target being securitised.*® Overt desecuritisation moves may, for example, be pru-
dent political moves in situations where they are not a form of resistance, but attempts at
‘riding the tide’ of public opinion.

Indeed, overt desecuritisation moves may be necessary politically: ‘public opinion’
may be against some issue being dealt with under the label ‘security’, and in these types
of situations successful politicians may want to ride this ‘tide’ and somehow acknowledge
mistakes in previous assessments, go against the assessments of political opponents, or
claim that the situation requiring securitisation has changed. While silence on the issue
may be the final guarantor of desecuritisation, explicit desecuritisation moves may be
politically prudent or even necessary.

In situations where desecuritisation works against constituted security issues, formal
authority to dismantle such issues is of major importance. However, while the success
of desecuritisation may depend on actors with sufficient formal or other socio-political
capital to perform or promote desecuritisation, desecuritisation moves may also be ar-
ticulated by actors who do not have the sufficient socio-political capital to bring desecu-
ritisation about of their own means. This is often the case with social movements, which
have to reappropriate concepts, principles and slogans in order to utilise the symbolic
capital of authorities. The redeployment of the language of officials or ‘professionals’ is
% This analogy may enlighten what the Barack Obama administration has been debating regarding the question
of whether ‘waterboarding’ and other ‘harsh’ interrogation methods were legal or illegal in 2009-2010. Inter-
rogators using these methods were under the belief that they had the right to use ‘extraordinary measures’,
they believed that the securitisation of terrorism was in effect in legitimating these procedures. The Obama
administration seems to be retracting the right to use torture as an ‘extraordinary measure’; in a way not
recognising that these methods would be justified even when terrorism in general is securitised. For the Obama
administration, it could be reasoned, the marriage did not actually take place even though everyone present at
the reception thought it did. For how the breadth of practical applications of securitisations can fluctuate, see
Bendrath et al. (2007) and Salter (2008).

* Aradau (2003, 20) has a concern with the agents of desecuritisation being the same as the agents of securiti-

sation: the desecuritising agents should not only come from within the ‘self’ that securitised the issue, but also
from the previously silenced ‘other’
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an important means of resistance for many social movements.

Indeed, the question of ‘who’ or ‘what’ can securitise issues is one of the key issues or
questions that has driven Securitisation Studies. | however, wish to suggest that of equal
interest should also be the question of ‘who’ or ‘what’ can contest or resist securitisation,
and how this contestation or resistance can be manifested. [ address such issues here in
the context of the PRC, by consideration of the role of identity frames and imputations to
legitimise both social mobilisation and its suppression. After this, I will also discuss the
possibility of ‘pre-emptive desecuritisation’ as a political tactic.

6.1.2.1. Desecuritisation and the Justification of Resistance

Desecuritisation is viewed here as a means of contestation and resistance. Resistance?’

is seen here as emerging in the tension between contending projects/visions/practices,
and thereby, taking on many forms. Accordingly, the focus here is on instances where se-
curitisation is contested by ‘public actors’, or actors with formal authority, and resisted by
actors who do not have formal authority.*® Such contests of securitisation and desecuriti-
sation moves are viewed here as though moves in a game. This kind of an approach allows
for the omission of questions of sincerity and intentionality, which chimes with Foucault’s
critique of the modern subject* (Mitchell 1990; CASE forthcoming): the moves manifest
and can be detected regardless of whether the ‘subject’ exists within or without them, or
whether the subject can ‘own’ the moves or not.

As Scott (1987) emphasises, who resists, what, and how are important aspects of re-
sistance.’® All of these aspects are similar to the relevant aspects of securitisation, on
the issue of who is speaking e.g., in the name of what or whom is security being spoken
(Weever et al. 1993). Securitising actors and contesters or resisters of securitisation can
be on various social levels, and the power to securitise or contest securitisation may be

47 Resistance studies have established a network of scholars working on similar themes. See http://resist-
ancestudies.org/

Concepts of resistance variously incorporate other notions, such as ‘disguised resistance’, ‘critical resistance’,
‘off-Kilter resistance’, and ‘civil resistance.’ Close fields such as social movement studies, terrorism studies, and
subaltern studies have concepts with different but similar connotations e.g., ‘contention’, ‘protest’ ‘power strug-
gle’, ‘revolution’, and ‘mimicry’

Scott (1987; 1990) are classic, formative studies of resistance. See also Veivo (2007) and CASE (forthcoming)
for various notions of resistance.

4 Cf, de Wilde’s (2008, 596) distinction between private and public securitising/desecuritising actors.

4 If Foucault’s idea of the individual as a ‘relay’ of power is followed and power is viewed as productive, then
the modern subject of power (or the subject of modern power) has historically been produced, which then also
reproduces the fundamental mechanisms of power. The same form of power that exists at all levels, including
“state to family, from prince to father, from the tribunal to the small change of everyday punishments from the
agencies of social domination to the structures that constitute the subject himself” (Foucault 1979b, 84-85).

50 Scott’s (1987) typology leads to six types of resistance, viz.: Resistance exists in public as public declared
resistance (e.g., open revolts, petitions, demonstrations, land invasions) against material domination, as asser-
tions of worth or desecration of status symbols against status domination, and as counter-ideologies against
ideological domination; resistance exists in disguised forms (e.g., low profile, undisclosed, or ‘infra-politics’)
as ‘everyday resistance’ (e.g., poaching, squatting, desertion, evasion, foot-dragging), or direct resistance
by disguised resisters against material domination, as hidden transcripts of anger or disguised discourses
of dignity against status domination, and as dissident subcultures (e.g., millennial religion, myths of social
banditry, class heroes) against ideological domination.

See also Certeau (1988) on forms of ‘everyday resistance.
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dispersed even on a single level.’! While securitisation and its contestation are viewed

here as moves in a game, it is important to note that both securitisation and its contesta-
tion can be unintentional, and that both can have unintended consequences. Just as in the
general ‘security dilemma’, securitising and desecuritising actors have to deal with the
ambiguity of their speech acts and actions.

The plurality of power and resistance must be kept in mind when resistance and sup-
pression is considered: civil society is often understood as being a more authentic site of
social organisation, and also as being an opposing force to the state i.e., an authentic site
of resistance.’ But civil society can also be a site of conservatism, and civil society can
be co-opted by the state, as is frequently the case in East Asia in general, and in China in
particular (Callahan 2006, 99, 109).53 One should thus not see the relationship between
the state and civil society as a binary position, for neither the state nor civil society is
monolithic: scholars should not surrender to the ‘Westphalean straitjacket’ (Buzan & Lit-
tle 2001; Wilkinson 2007). In the context of East Asia it may actually be more helpful to
consider New Social Movements (the emphasis being on the plural) rather than a singu-
lar civil society, as based on European assumptions of social organisation (Callahan 2006,
117,122).

European orientalised assumptions of Asia often envision collectivism of a monolithic
character,; especially in the Chinese case. But even the claimed essence of Chineseness
of such visions i.e.,, Confucianism, can be used to highlight the plurality of forms of gov-
ernmentality, even in China. The Great Learning is explicit in the presentation of vari-
ous forms of governance and it transgresses the binary of the state and civil society thus
making the individual, civil society and the state codeterminous and mutually entailing
(Callahan 2006, 107). Governmentality®* joins the personal, the familial, communal, po-
litical, and cosmic in a Chinese articulation of pastoral politics, which diffuses power that
emanates from many nodes.>® Confucianism resembles the pastoral power identified by
Foucault (2007) in that it also repeats the diagrams of power on various levels.

The juridical power of the sovereign attempts to demarcate the power of the ‘prince’
and any other form of power. While disciplinary power also draws lines, or rather is a
practice of limitation and exclusion, it goes beyond the power of the sovereign and mani-
fests itself in a variety of practices (Foucault 1979a; 2007). Just as different geometries or
diagrams of power create different positions of dominance, they create different forms of
resistance as well. Resistance is never in a position of complete exteriority in relation to

51 Foucault (1979b, 85) puts power into perspective consisting of (a) a commanding head or ruler, and (b) the
obedient subject: “the formal homogeneity of power in these various instances corresponds to the general form
of submission in the one who is constrained by it - whether the individual in question is the subject opposite
the monarch, the citizen opposite the state, the child opposite the parent, or the disciple opposite the master. A
legislative power on one side, and an obedient subject on the other”

52 Cf,, discussion of authenticity in respect of the state and its ‘creation’ in Chapter 6.2.4.

% For example NGOs are more often than not government organised NGOs in China.

5 Governmentality in the form of biopolitics is also drastically apparent in China’s population policies. See
Greenhalgh & Winckler (2005).

55 The Confucian dictum#E 7, kLR, 4L, FF (jin jin, chén chén, fu fu, zi zi) is illustrative here: ‘A sovereign
is a sovereign, an official is an official, a father is a father, and a son is a son’ presents the various positions of
dominance, and while the dictum suggests that these are not the same things, and that they should not be
changed (i.e., one should not think the one can be like the other, and one should take this as being a good thing)
(Wierzbicka 1991, 426-427), the relationships also show how the diagram of power, in a Foucauldian sense, is
reproduced on various levels.
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power. There is no single locus of ‘great refusal’, no soul of revolt, source of all rebellions,
or pure law of the revolutionary. Just as there is a plurality of techniques of government,
there is a plurality of resistances to them. As William A. Callahan (2006, 108) notes: “The
relation between power and resistance is not clean or pure, but sticky.”

The possibilities and means of resistance, together with the use of identities in the
mobilisation of protest has been extensively covered in some of the research on protest
and social mobilisation on the Chinese mainland. For example, in Gries & Rosen (1994)
and Perry & Selden (2003a), various authors deal with the question of the legitimacy of
the contemporary CCP and the legitimisation of protest against it. Vivienne Shue (1994)
argues that the manner in which the Communist regime has legitimised itself offers a
‘grammar of protest’ to activists who can similarly use it to legitimise their protest. Patri-
cia Thornton (1994) notes how the type of legitimisation speech that authorities direct
at different social groups (such as workers, peasants and students) is important, as those
groups are likely to seize these group-specific legitimisations and use them to their own
benefit. Thornton (2002; 2003) also discusses the importance of the Internet as a space
of resistance for ‘cyber-cults’® like the FLG. Kevin ]. O’Brien (1996; see also 1994) has
developed the term ‘rightful resistance’ to describe the nature of typical low-key protest
in contemporary China, whereby protestors usually draw on various existing sources of
legitimisation for their protest, such as the legal code, CCP proclamations, social values
and moral codes, that they hope will help to deflect repressive actions taken by the au-
thorities.>’

The opportunities for contestation and resistance are influenced by the forms of sup-
pression authorities range against them. Comparative studies of social movements have
demonstrated how various forms of policing influence protest behaviour (Porta 1996).
The securitisation of social movements or activities is also a form of suppression: us-
ing soft forms of suppression e.g., labelling then increases the likelihood of subsequent
hard repression, as it lowers its costs both by intimidation of protestors and justifica-
tion of violence, and may thus eventually ‘up the ante’ on both sides of the struggle.”®

5 FLG is not the only online ‘problem’ for Chinese authorities: Xinjiang and Tibet activists in addition to
democracy dissidents also operate online in order to garner both domestic and international support and
attention. However, the effect of this ‘online dissidence’ or ‘cyber-separatism’ is difficult to gauge. Wayne (2008,
104) notes that for example in the case of exiled Xinjiang activists, exaggeration and inaccuracy is prevalent in
foreign statements which has resulted in the creation of a wedge between local populations and outside dissi-
dents. Similarly, Millward (2004) and Bovigndon (2004), argue that while Uyghur organisations and groups
outside China have provided international visibility, evidence of any actual influence on Xinjiang politics, seem
scant notwithstanding some Uyghur leaders’ boasts and Chinese authorities’ claims. Regardless of its effective-
ness vis-a-vis its target audiences, this online activity thereby provides a degree of plausibility for the Chinese
authorities claims of ‘anti-China forces operating both within and outside China’

57 In autocratic settings of domination, resistance may also take forms beyond mass mobilisation; discursive
or symbolic resistance may be more effective in these circumstances. For example, Thornton (2002) discusses
metonymical resistance even in spaces like doorways and the body. In a more public setting, Elin Saether (2008)
has studied the conditional autonomy of critical journalism in China by examining the opportunities journalists
may have to present ‘hidden transcripts’ or challenge the hegemonic discourses present in the media.

6 Repression is understood here as “any action by another group which raises the contender’s cost of collective
action” (Tilly 1978, 100). These actions that raise the contender’s costs, can further be divided into hard and soft
forms. Myra Marx Ferree (2005) argues that states engage in hard repression through use of force, and in soft
repression when they try to limit and ‘exclude ideas and identities from the public forum’ in nonviolent ways.
Such soft repression is specifically directed against movements’ collective identities and ideas that support
‘cognitive liberation’ or ‘oppositional consciousnesses.” In non-democratic systems like China, the use of soft
repression (e.g., labelling) is an integral part of hard repression (e.g., sending dissidents to labour camps). Both
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Thereby, securitisation arguments can, for example, be used for deterrence: they can sug-
gest that acquiescence would be preferable to the continuation of the securitised activity.
Once these types of securitisation moves appear in the media, for example, they often
become the natural focus of refutation and thereby also to protest legitimisation. This
forces those engaged in the securitised activities to discuss their own protest/movement
and its objectives among themselves and vis-a-vis their audiences in terms that will, it
is hoped, render the suppression ineffective, and mobilise popular support to give the
protest a sense of common cause. Indeed, it can be argued that in non-democratic states
most of this type of ‘identity talk’>® by protest movements is produced under either soft
or hard forms of repression. Which words and symbols are used to characterise an issue
has great importance for how it is understood, regarded, and responded to. Meaning does
not only imply what is at issue, but also what is to be done about the issue in question
(Schon & Rein 1994, 29).

As Williams (2007c, 69-70) notes, identity narratives are not private constructions but
social and relational. Narrative resources available to an actor are historically and socially
constructed and contained, and depend on recognition and acquiescence by others. Mere
identity imputations or avowals are insufficient as they must also be acknowledged by
others as legitimate. As such, the frames through which social movements are presented
can have significant effects, and the frame of national security is a powerful one in China.
To be labelled a revisionist, a running dog of capitalism, or a counter-revolutionary has
had drastic consequences for the bearers of these labels (cf., Koselleck 2004b, 155-157).
But if social activities are framed according to the set objectives of the authorities, the
likelihood of their suppression will diminish. Even criticism against the authorities may
be tolerable, if presented through the correct frame. For example, criticism of Chinese au-
thorities through a patriotic or nationalist frame is far more tolerated by state authorities
than many other frames of critique.

It is indeed well established in studies on Chinese social mobilisation that the way
the CCP legitimises its rule, is important for the ways in which the protestors in turn
legitimise their collective actions in Mainland China. However, most studies of social mo-
bilisation and the securitisation of social movements have biases to them. Studies of se-
curitisation focus on legitimisation from the side of the authorities, while protest studies
focus on legitimisation by the movements. Both literatures often overlook the interaction
between the authorities and protestors on the level of both discourse and practice.

The need to see protest legitimisation as a result of an interaction becomes apparent in

recollection of the fact that in post-totalitarian® states such as China, social movements
and protracted protests generally operate under some degree of repression, which itself
is often also the primary motive for the activists to produce protective identity framings.
While different actors with different identities are unequally equipped to engage in strug-
m unison, with soft repression preceding hard repression.
59 ‘Identity talk’ refers to processes whereby social movements’ identities are constructed and expressed
through communication among the movement’s participants and with non-participants. It occurs, for example,
when the activists explain the movement to others, recruit new members, proselytize their message by making
public pronouncements, and engage in disputes and debates. Identities are also expressed in cultural materials,
viz. names, narratives, symbols, verbal styles, rituals, clothing etc. See for example Snow & McAdam (2000) and
Polletta & Jasper (2001, 285).

0 For post-totalitarianism, see Havel (1992). For applications to analysis of Chinese politics, see Lai (2006)
and Paltemaa & Vuori (2009).

123



Chapter 6

gles over social knowledge (Williams 2007c, 70), the structures of non-democratic politi-
cal orders are more rigid and uncompromising than those of democratic orders where
the freedom of self-expression and identity formation is often considered to be a core
value. In non-democratic orders, in accordance with O’Brien’s (1996) concept of rightful
resistance, protestors/activists are usually compelled to frame their identities and goals
in accordance with the stated goals of the political order. Even in the initial stages of col-
lective action, the knowledge of past protests and their means of suppression can guide
activists in framing their movement’s collective identities and objectives in a pre-emptive
manner.

As such, there is nothing new in the notion that social movements and authorities
interact with each other on the level of identities that play a key role in mobilisation and
repression. Indeed, the idea that the success or failure of social movements is largely
dependent on the interaction between activists and authorities (the state) was made
clear in the ‘political opportunity structure’ approach to social movements of Charles
Tilly (1978).° As such, this interaction also holds true on the level of identities. The state
always engages in a ‘struggle over meanings’ with the movements, and this struggle in-
cludes identity avowals and imputations on both sides (Tarrow 1998, 22; Hunt et al. 1994,
185-186). Furthermore, it has been noted that frames are not built from scratch but they
usually employ ‘resonant ideas’ or the vernacular of ‘cognitive maps’ of societies.®? Ac-
cording to Doug McAdam (1994, 37-38), the central task in framing is to advocate a view
that both legitimises and motivates protest activity, and its success is partly determined
by the ‘cultural resonance’ of the frames which the activists draw on. Therefore, the audi-
ence of protests is seldom offered new, and thereby perhaps alien, ideas.®® Instead, mobi-
lisation draws on existing ideas which are applied creatively to the situation, something
which is called ‘frame alignment’ (Snow & Benford 1988, 204).%* Chaim Perelman (1996)
refers to this phenomenon with the terms of ‘precontracts’ or ‘premises’; they form the
self-evident starting-point for the argument that a political speaker makes to their audi-
ence, wherein the speaker attempts to fuse the obviousness of the shared undercurrent
with the argument being presented. Such precontracts have ‘cultural resonance’ and thus
make the movement and its identities appear natural and its message familiar (Gamson
1988, 227). They can also evoke emotions that are needed to activate collective action
(Tarrow 1998, 111).%°

¢ That movements’ identity frames also depend on the way outsiders frame movements, is also noted in the
new social movement research, for example, by Rachel L. Einwohner (2002) and that identities are constructed
also with strategic goals in mind, is noted by David L. Westby (2002).

2 In Indonesia, the ideological success of the New Order was largely based on the success of equating its notion
of political order with the traditional cultural concern of being ‘secure’ (Bubandt 2005, 284). The state order
resonated with stability, harmony and safety, which were significant cultural ideas in many parts of Indonesia
(Mulder 1998).

% Holger Stritzel (2007, 369-370) separates the socio-linguistic reservoir of analogies and contracts from the
socio-political context of more sedimented structures and positions of power. If securitising actors are able to
frame their discourse compatibly with existing linguistic reservoirs, and they have positional power, they are
more likely to succeed in getting their ‘texts’ to be the dominant narrative.

¢ Frank Pieke (1994) refers to what is basically the same phenomenon, through the concept of ‘recontextu-
alisation.

% In China, this has been observed, for example, in the way the CCP mobilised its revolutionary movement
through highly emotional frames, deliberately designed for this very purpose (see Perry 2002b; Snow & Benford
1988, 198-199).
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Ideologies are an especially salient source of frames and resonant ideas in totalitarian
settings, and therefore can guide both individual and collective identities and actions. Ide-
ologies also provide a ready value base upon which social movements and their activists
can construct their identities and legitimisation (Rokeach 1979; Warren 1990). As David
Apter notes, ideologies do indeed ‘dignify discontent’®® but they also dignify repression,
as ideology is also a tool to legitimise the totalitarian system itself (Guo 2000; Elo 2005).
Totalitarian ideologies define the actions and policies of power-holders as correct and
legitimate, as they work in accordance with and toward attaining the only permitted
world-view and set goals of a totalitarian system. Having only one accepted ideology also
legitimises the use of force to protect it. Thus, it follows that should a movement want to
avoid repression, it must align its identity framings with that of the official ideology.

The construction of security issues is a significant political tool for power-holders. As
Williams (2007c, 68-69) notes, legitimate identities are inextricably tied to roles, and to
structures of power: identities, roles and forms of action are fundamental components
of structures of social power. Accordingly, the capacity to claim identities, or to grant or
deny them to others, is a major source of social power. Securitisation is a major technique
by which to achieve precisely this, to imbue or deny certain identities, roles and forms
of action. While this is the case, the political move of securitisation can also be resisted.
Desecuritisation can be viewed here as a counter-strategy or counter-move to securitisa-
tion.

Thereby, in non-democratic settings, such as the PRC, securitisation and desecuritisa-
tion provide a possible logic to legitimise repression and resistance respectively, while the
vocabulary of both of these is drawn from the resonant values, myths, laws and proclama-
tions of the authorities. As an attempt to raise the cost of resistance, authorities resort to
framing activists with identities that render them as a threat to certain referent objects
which are usually some valuable goals of the regime. In contrast then, activists attempt
to desecuritise their movement by invoking identities that are aligned with these same
values and so frame their activities as conducive and not as threats to them. Although the
construction of identities for a movement serves other important functions too (such as
the mobilisation of popular support and providing the participants with a sense of be-
longing, commitment and legitimacy of collective action) (Gecas 2000, 95-100; Polletta &
Jasper 2001), these functions are not mutually exclusive. An effective frame will satisfy all
of them. The necessity to respond to the issue of security is, however, forced on activists
and becomes a prime constraint on their identity framings.

The question of social capital (Bourdieu 1991) is also related to identity framing. It
would seem that social movements, almost by definition, lack the socio-political capi-
tal needed to achieve desecuritisation, capital which the authorities have stored in their
formal positions. The desecuritisation of the movement is nevertheless something that
movements must try to effect when confronted with soft repression (denial of their iden-
tity frames by the authorities for example) in the form of securitisation (imputations of
negative identities thereto).” This is made possible by direct appeals to various audiences

 Quoted in Tarrow (1998, 21).

7 As Butler (2006, xix) notes, to charge those who hold critical views with negative labels such as treason,
or counter-revolution, does not necessarily aim to question the credibility of the views held, but rather the
credibility of those voicing them. Dissent is, at times, quelled by the prospect of receiving such negative social
stigmata. Dissent may risk becoming banned, becoming abandoned between life and law (cf., Agamben 1998,

125



Chapter 6

through the use of resonant collective and activist identities that carry moral authority
and therefore endow their carriers with socio-political capital, such as popular support
and approval. Furthermore, movements can also engage in the persuasion of leading au-
thority figures in the authoritarian polity, with the intent to effect their own definition
of the movement as acceptable. Through the use of resonant collective and individual
identities, activists can also attempt to utilise possible fissures among the authorities and
prompt those they deem responsive, to use their socio-political capital to desecuritise the
movement and thereby grant its activists the right of social activism.%®

Should this desecuritisation strategy fail to remedy the situation, and as the costs of
resistance increase, activists may turn to tactics which can be termed reverse-securiti-
sation and counter-securitisation. In a reverse-securitisation discourse, activists reflect
back the security arguments of the authorities in the same terms i.e., the adversaries’
identities are framed in exactly the same terms as the movement was framed. In a way,
activists will endeavour to present themselves as a ‘matched pair’ with the authorities, a
status which could increase their socio-political capital if their move were to succeed.®’
Activists can however discard the vocabulary of the authorities, and instead turn to coun-
ter-securitisation, where the authorities are still securitised, but the identity frames used
are not the same as those that the authorities use. Activists can turn to other reservoirs of
cultural resonance prevalent in the wider society or to their own inner discourses.”®

While securitisation and desecuritisation are powerful ‘moves’, it is good to keep in
mind that just as securitisation is a specific type of media-frame among others (Vultee
2010), securitisation/desecuritisation moves constitute one set of tactics among many
in a suppressor’s or resister’s ‘playbook’. It is possible to suppress and to resist without
securitisation/desecuritisation, but this would entail different costs than action with suc-
cessful securitisation/desecuritisation. From this point of view, processes of securitisa-
tion are a much smaller group of phenomena than processes of social mobilisation and
its suppression in general. Social mobilisation and its suppression can be based on and
achieved by a variety of tactics, yet the logic of security is one of the strongest among
these moves.

6.1.2.2. Desecuritisation as a Pre-Emptive Move

As was already noted, social movements can use the language of desecuritisation in order
to deflect securitisation moves, already even before they occur, or to resist them once
they appear. Indeed, antagonistic sides of a conflict usually blame one another, and depict
themselves as not constituting a threat. Desecuritisation can, however, also be a tacticin a
‘cold’ conflict, or even before any specific conflict situation arises; desecuritisation can be
used pre-emptively. This becomes evident when the foreign policy maxims of the PRC in

28-29).

% As O’'Brien (1994, 105-122) notes, attempting to find political leaders or organisations sympathetic to the
protestors’ cause is typical of contemporary protest in China, where protestors know that they need official
sanction to succeed in their endeavour, and that they can utilise the differences between the various levels and
organisations within the state.

% This kind of reverse-securitisation was apparent in both the Democracy Wall Movement and the 1989
Student Democracy Movement in China, see Paltemaa & Vuori (2006) and Case III below.

70 This has been evident in the case of Li Hongzhi and the Falungong, see Case IV below.
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the reform period are examined. Here, instead of viewing Chinese foreign policy maxims

as a feature of some ‘strategic culture,”! or strategic culture affecting or facilitating poli-

cies, these maxims are viewed as a tactic to avoid conflict, that is, a tactic of avoiding the
threshold of securitisation.

For example, the Chinese foreign policy slogan of a ‘peaceful rise’’ of the 2000s seems
to be a ‘pre-emptive desecuritisation move.”* This slogan explicitly runs counter to what
many theories and beliefs of international relations suggest about eventual conflicts with

71 Alastair lain Johnston (1995a; 1995b; 1996b; 1998; 1999; see also Burles & Shulsky 2000) disagrees with
the ‘pacifist bias’ prevalent in both Chinese political rhetoric and research on Chinese strategic culture. He
claims that the Chinese strategic culture is comparable to the ‘para bellum’ nature of strategic culture dominant
in the ‘West. The PRC leadership has a ‘Mencian; Realist world-view, which can be compared to French Gaullists
and American Republican isolationists. Johnston argues that strategic cultures are not limited to nations, but
that there are strategic cultures that span eras and nations. American and Chinese idealists share more in
common than American Realists and Idealists for example. Zhang Shu Guang (1999, 29, 44) shares a similar
view in stressing that the PRC’s strategic culture is rooted in the history of Chinese warfare. Matti Nojonen
(2008) makes a similar argument.

However, most Chinese analysts (see for example Zhang T. 2002) reject Johnston’s concept of ‘Cultural Realism’
and argue that traditional Chinese strategic culture has been thoroughly influenced by Confucian non-violence
and would be better termed ‘Cultural Moralism’, which refers to a prolonged practice of moralising and a persist-
ent emphasis on morality. However, the current Chinese strategic culture stresses material strength more than
cultural and ideational preferences. Therefore it is expressed in the form ‘Defensive Realism’, which is based on
‘active defence’ rather than the ‘passive or static defence’ of the imperial eras (Zhang T. 2002, 73, 87).

While Johnston strives towards positivist-type explanations (cf., Johnston 1999), including statistical data from
conflict behaviour (cf,, Johnston 1998), Chinese mainstream analysts (cf,, Zhang T. 2002) seem to be following
the line presented in official Chinese security documents and repeat the ‘common knowledge’ of Chinese strate-
gic behaviour, listing a host of ancient Chinese mottoes about ‘harmony’, ‘peace’, ‘benevolence’, and ‘kingly ways’
(Yong 1998, 325). Most Chinese analysts fail to incorporate a truly historical perspective into their conceptuali-
sations. Feng Huiyun (e.g., 2005) however has combined operational code analysis (Leites 1951; George 1969;
Holsti 1970) with temporal contexts in his studies of the world views of Chinese foreign policy leaders. Feng
argues that which ‘culture’ a decision-maker seems to apply, depends on the international situation e.g., how
real a threat of war appears.

These conflicting views on Chinese strategic culture as either Cultural Realism or Defensive Realism, reflect
the disparity between stated Chinese diplomatic objectives and the apparent realpolitik calculations that have
driven most of China’s significant foreign and security policy adjustments. Chinese culture contains elements of
both moralism and realism (Nathan & Ross 1997, 21). Incidentally, both are also elements of the Chinese classic
The Three Kingdoms (Luo 1999), in that, while realist stratagems win battles, they cannot unify the kingdom.
While it is difficult to assess whether Chinese culture is more violent than most others, it seems at least to be
not less violent than many; similarly, Chinese states have seldom been reluctant to use force in their defence
(Harrell 1990, 1, 7). Foreign military conflicts which China has participated in include the Korean war (1950-
53), border-clashes with India (1962) and the Soviet Union (1969), a 'punitive’ war with Vietnam (1979), and
island conflicts over the Paracels (1974) and Sprattlys (1988). In 1954-55 and 1958, China bombarded islands
in the Taiwan-strait, and in 1995-1996 conducted missile tests next to Taiwan. These uses of force would seem
to be at odds with Chinese claims for benevolence and non-violence. However, all of the conflicts have been
interpreted in China as ‘foreign aggression’, which has then compelled the Chinese government to take resolute
action. China has also supported the weaker party in 56 percent of the inter-state wars listed by the Corre-
lates of War Project, in accordance with its self-portrayal of ‘anti-hegemonism’ (Singer & Small 1994; see also
Johnston 1998; Whiting 2001; Wang 2003).

72 See The Information Office (2005) for the White Paper ‘China’s Peaceful Development Road.

China has had also other foreign policy maxims that emphasise aspects of peacefulness e.g., the ‘five principles
of peaceful co-existence’, and China has proclaimed itself to be working towards a ‘multipolar world’, towards
China’s ‘peaceful rise’, and most recently towards a ‘harmonious world’

73 The peaceful rise maxim could also be seen as a rebuttal of the US China threat discourse (see e.g., Bernstein
& Munro 1997, Timperlake & Triplett 1999, and Mosher 2000), which China has countered with a desecuritisa-
tion discourse (see e.g., Yee & Zhu 2000). The official maxim can be read as a pre-emptive move to avoid the
China threat discourse becoming official US policy. It is as if the maxim had been developed to rebut theories
of hegemonic wars.
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rising powers.”* It can be read as a tactic aiming to keep China off the acute security agen-
da of concerned states; the principle of ‘peaceful rise’ pre-emptively argues that China is
not a threat to other states’ security, although China’s ‘comprehensive national strength,
consisting of economic, political and military elements, and China’s capabilities of pro-
jecting it even militarily, are increasing. Desecuritisation may then not only be about the
termination of an institutional fact, but a move directed at the prevention of the construc-
tion, or solidification of an institutional fact.”

This dynamic also seems to be at work in China’s positions on the issues of Chinese
migration to Russia’s Far East being securitised in Russia as part of the ‘China threat’”®
(see e.g.,, Lukin 2000 and Wishnick 2008) and the securitisation of human smuggling
across the Taiwan Strait (Chin 2008).”” Whilst Russian politicians speak security at home
and cooperation in China,”® Wishnick (2008, 84) identifies the Chinese position on the
issue of Chinese migration to Russia as being consistently one of desecuritisation: for
Chinese officials, the issue of migration is an economic and administrative issue, not an
issue of security.”® She (ibid., 96) argues that this kind of asymmetric position may lead
to increased tension: even while the Russian side has not implemented drastic measures,
but merely incrementally made Chinese immigration more difficult, the Chinese desecu-
ritisation stance may signal a lack of concern or even the ‘masking’ of a deliberate pro-
gramme. A most fortuitous situation would emerge if both sides emphasised the position
of desecuritisation, effectively rendering the issue one of non-security. Like securitisa-
tion, desecuritisation tactics can have unintended consequences.

6.2. Perception, Securitisation, and Action - When is Securitisation
Successful?

Desecuritisation, whether viewed as a termination of social facts or as a political tactic
that works against securitisation, is closely connected to the issue of timing and success.
For Waever, successful securitisation is achieved when the relevant audience®” accepts

7% For a critical review of the applicability of various models on power-transition and major war to the Chinese
case, see Chan (2008).

75 For how these ‘tactics’ have played out vis-a-vis various social movements in the PRC, see Paltemaa & Vuori
(2006) and cases Il and IV in part two.

76 There are various ‘China threat’ discourses in the US as well as in states in Asia, see Yee (2000).

77 The issue of human smuggling from Mainland China to Taiwan was securitised by Taiwanese officials in
the 2000s along three referent objects (Chin 2008, 106-107): societal security, economic security, and public
hygiene. Chin (ibid., 111) argues that on the Mainland, Chinese officials securitise the issue of human smuggling
within the state bureaucracy while they present a position of desecuritisation concerning the issue to officials
on Taiwan. The PRC has had laws that forbid human smuggling since 1979, but the issue received more atten-
tion in the early 1990s with more specific legislation put into place. The desecuritisation of the issue regarding
people emigrating or being smuggled to Taiwan is however problematic for Mainland officials due to the unique
status Taiwan has: The issue is a thorny one for the Mainland, which has to use each opportunity to maintain the
‘one China policy’ Accordingly, Mainland officials use special terms for people who have illegally moved or been
moved to Taiwan and to states the PRC recognises. Similarly, in negotiations between Mainland and Taiwanese
officials, the issue is phrased with different terms on different sides of the negotiating table.

78 Good political speakers fuse underlying precontracts into their speeches (Perelman 1996), which means
that the same issue can be voiced quite variably for different audiences.

79 Chinese scholars even contest the whole issue by arguing that the Chinese in most instances are not migrants
but ‘overseas workers’ (Wishnick 2008, 93) who only want to make some quick money and return to China.

80 The relevant audiences vary from system to system, and from issue to issue. The relevant audience similarly
depends on the functions of the security argument: functions of mobilisation, control, deterrence and legiti-
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the security argument to an extent that makes it possible to use extra-ordinary measures
to counteract an alleged threat (Buzan et al. 1998, 25), which requires some basis of plau-
sibility (cf., Haacke & Williams 2008). The exact definition and criteria of securitisation
presented by Buzan et al. (1998, 25) is the “intersubjective establishment of an existen-
tial threat with a saliency sufficient to have substantial political effects.”®! The important
criterion here is the “securityness of security” (Waever 1997a, 24).%?

The successful achievement of securitisation speech acts requires both a correct ‘il-
locutionary grammar’ (Searle & Vanderveken 1985; see Chapter 6.2.1.2.) and a sufficient
amount of ‘socio-political capital’ from the speaker:® in order to invoke the ‘social magic’
of (national) security, the speaker has to be in the correct social position (e.g., chairman
of the Central Military Commission) and use the correct form of speech (e.g., ‘We have to
take these resolute measures in order to safeguard social stability and unity’).#* Aspects
related to the threat itself also facilitate or impede securitisation (issues are easier to
produce as threats if similar issues are generally considered to be threats) (Buzan et al.
1998, 32-33). Neither the linguistic nor the social felicity conditions of securitisation are
entirely determining or sufficient conditions for successful securitisation. No individual
can be guaranteed successful securitisation, as this is up to the audience (Weaever 1997a;
2000): Securitising moves fulfil the criterion of securitisation only after (the relevant)
audience(s) accepts it as such; securitisation can never be only imposed, but there is
some need to argue one’s case (Buzan et al. 1998, 25). Securitisation can therefore always
fail (Waever 1995; Buzan et al. 1998, 31; cf,, Derrida 1988). In contrast to considering
linguistic rules as determining, Waever has argued that due to the social character of se-
curitisation, formal authority is not sufficient to achieve success: securitisation cannot be
closed off by finite criteria for success (Waever 2000a, 286; 2000b, 10).85

It is worth asking what the success of speech acts means, when the possibility of in-
felicity or the failure of the speech act is always present in speech acts situations (cf,
Derrida 1988, 15). Here it is important to remember that the success or failure of speech
acts is not a binary division. Already Searle (1969) argued that Austin’s distinction be-

macy, may ask for differing audiences. The audience of securitisation can then be key members of the political
elite, voters, or a group of militant fundamentalists, for example. Also Mak (2006) and Salter (2008) emphasise
that securitisation acts can have multiple and varying audiences.

81 QOr in Buzan (2008, 553): “Securitization is when something is successfully constructed as an existential
threat to a valued referent object, and that construction is then used to support exceptional measures in
response”; or in Waever (2008b, 582): “Securitization is the discursive and political process through which an
intersubjective understanding is constructed within a political community to treat something as an existential
threat to a valued referent object, and to enable a call for urgent and exceptional measures to deal with the
threat.”

82 The “securityness” refers here to the Sausserian division of signs into the signifier, the signified and the
referent.

8 Taureck (2006b) argues that this aspect is actually from the Waltzian root of securitisation theory: the social
capital and position of securitising actions should be taken in the model in the way capabilities are distributed
in Waltz’s model.

8+ As Williams (2007c, 67) notes, ‘security’ is not a property of either speech acts or discourse, or knowledge
discourse, or of social organizations; ‘security’ is a function of all three.

8 In order to gain a better understanding of when securitisation is successful, when securitisation is not
successful, or when it fails, should also be studied. It seems that more attention is being given to the aspect
of failure in securitisation processes, as indicated by some of the examples used in the present study, and also
by a group of papers at ISA 2009. See for example Mak (2006); Salter, Mark B. (2008; 2009; 2010); Stritzel
(2009); Ruzicka (2009); Vuori (2005; 2010). It is however good to keep in mind that some of the initial texts on
securitisation specifically emphasised how securitisation can fail (e.g., Waever 1989b; Waever 1995).
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tween felicitous and infelicitous speech acts, fails to distinguish between those speech
acts which are successful, but defective, and those which are not even successful. Searle’s
(Searle and Vanderveken 1985, 10) solution was to replace Austin’s division of felicity
and infelicity, with the possibilities of speech acts being unsuccessful, successful but de-
fective, or successful and nondefective.®® In regard to acts of securitisation, the felicity of
speech acts and the success of the political function of securitisation should be similarly
separated: achieving a felicitous speech act does not yet necessarily mean that an issue
has been successfully securitised, nor does it mean that the politics of securitising an is-
sue have been be ‘successful. Further, the success or failure of securitisation as a form of
politics is not a binary division either: there can be a continuum of success and failure.®’
A security argument can be accepted wholeheartedly and embraced proactively to the
extent of even enlisting in the military for example, while the same security argument
may fail to obtain ‘genuine’ legitimacy in the privacy of other individual minds. The act
may still achieve a degree of success, if the audience adheres to the ‘rituals’ the practice
entails and subjugate themselves to its discipline (i.e., apathy equals legitimacy). Alterna-
tively, the utter failure of securitisation acts may lead to a system collapse (Waever 1995).
In all, the criteria of successful securitisation processes as politics depend on the function
security arguments are intended to serve.*®

86 See Chapter 6.2.1.2. for the conditions for a successful and nondefective performance of illocutionary acts
defined by Searle & Vanderveken (1985).

8 Liow (2006) and Roe (2008) also suggest this. Various audiences can accept the security argument to various
degrees, but even when the security nature of an issue has been accepted, there can still be disagreement on
how threats should be responded to, or which kinds of real policies the security nature of an issue actually
justifies (see also Bendtrath et al. 2007; Salter 2008).

Buzan (2008, 553) makes the CopS position somewhat clearer by noting that attempts at securitisation may
have widespread success and be quite durable (e.g., the communist/Soviet threat in the US after 1947), or
they may have limited success (e.g., US attempts to construe Iraq as a threat), or they may fail (e.g., the erosion
of support for the war in Vietnam in the US). This succinct scale could be continued with the ‘epic failure’ of
securitisation (e.g., fall of socialism in Europe in the late 1980s) (I owe the term ‘epic failure’ to Mika Harju-
Seppénen).

8  Buzan et al. (1998, 25-26) are unclear, or even self-contradictory, in their statements on the criteria of
successful securitisation: “We do not push the demand so high as to say that an emergency measure has to
be adopted, only that the existential threat has to be argued and just gain enough resonance for a platform to
be made from which it is possible to legitimise emergency measures or other steps that would not have been
possible had the discourse not taken the form of existential threats, point of no return, and necessity (ibid., 25).
[...] Securitisation is not fulfilled only by breaking rules (which can take many forms) nor solely by existential
threats (which can lead to nothing) but by cases of existential threats that legitimise the breaking of rules
(ibid.). [...] A successful securitisation thus has three components (or steps): existential threats, emergency
action, and effects on interunit relations by breaking free of rules (ibid., 26).”

The confusion that can be attributed to these statements, seems to point to the last one. What Buzan et al. are
taken to mean in the present study, is that successful securitisation has three components: 1) (the acceptance
of) claimed existential threats and 2) a platform for emergency action, 3) which can affect interunit relations.
The kind of confusion discussed here is evident in, for example, how Emmers (2007, 112, 115, 123) deals with
the issue of failed and successful securitisation. He identifies successful securitisation as a two-stage process in
Buzan et al. (1998), with stage one being a securitising move, and stage two being the success of convincing a
relevant audience of a referent object being existentially threatened. He then argues that “only then can extraor-
dinary measures be imposed” (Emmers 2007, 112). He further (ibid., 115; see also 2004) argues that successful
securitising acts should entail both the convincing of an audience and the adoption of emergency measures.
Confusion arises when Emmers (2007, 123) points to the failure of both the Bush and the Blair administration
to convince the international community of the security nature of the invasion of Iraq: “even after the start of
the hostilities, the US administration failed to convince the wider international community of the necessity and
legitimacy of the conflict. [...] The process of securitisation therefore failed to move beyond its first stage.” If
an agent can take extraordinary measures only after the first two stages of securitisation have been success-
ful (cf., Barthwal-Datta 2009), how can the securitisation be a failure for Emmers when the measures (i.e.,
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Some of the critique of the CopS points to the imprecision of the theory on the issue
of successful securitisation: questions arise in regard to audiences and the success of se-
curitisation (Balzacq 2005; 2010a; McDonald 2008a; Barthwal-Datta 2009; Ciuta 2009;
Léonard & Kaunert 2010) as well as on the lack of more general criteria for successful se-
curitisation (Emmers 2003; Emmers 2004; Emmers 2007; Caballero-Anthony et al. 2006;
Jackson 2006; Roe 2008).*” Some critics of the CopS approach argue that the focus on
speech acts leaves out threats that cannot be voiced, so that the CopS approach is unable
to deal with ‘silence’ i.e., that the theory is blind to situations where security arguments
could or, as argued by some, should appear (Hansen 2000; repeated by many).”® For ex-
ample, Wilkinson (2007, 11-12) argues that the CopS’s focus on identity in its discussion
of societal security privileges speech acts over other forms of communication e.g., dem-
onstrations.”! Others argue that threats which are real threats to some people, remain off
the agenda of states (McDonald 2008a; Barthwal-Datta 2009).°> Some (McDonald 2008a;
Trombetta 2008; Ciuta 2009) criticise the CopS’s approach to ‘security’, and the impreci-
sions or contradictions inherent within their writings.

As a significant amount of the types of critique above can be traced to the ambigui-
ties, or even contradictions, of definitions of security used by the CopS,”* and to how
securitisation relates to security, it is worth outlining this study’s own reading of the re-
lation of securitisation and security. This reading can, I hope, solve some of the critical
points raised, both in terms of the lack of criteria for successful securitisation, and the

invasion) were implemented? For this reason, I argue that this underlines how the ‘three (t)ions’ are separate
(see below), and how securitisation for the legitimisation of future or past acts, is a political choice independent
of the use of security measures; in the example used by Emmers (2007) the attempt to legitimate forceful action
failed, yet forceful action was still taken; force can be used without public legitimacy via securitisation, but this
entails different costs than the use of force with public legitimacy via securitisation. This demonstrates how the
estimation of success and failure often depends on the function securitisation is intended to serve: different
strands of securitisation have different political functions, and thereby also different criteria for estimating
success and failure.

8 McDonald (2008a, 575) argues that the CopS approach could not decide when securitisation took place in
the UK decision to go to war in Iraq: was it the definition of the issue as an issue of security, when an audience
backed this up, or when extraordinary measures were implemented. I would reason that securitisation is a
process, often incremental, and that securitisation moves or acts can change shape as the process goes on, as
was the case in the examples (securitisation of asylum-seekers in Australia is another) McDonald also uses (see
for example the analyses in Part II). Salter 2008 also emphasises the processual nature of securitisation, and
argues that the duration of the process is a relevant factor in terms of the success and failure of practical policies
that are carried by or tied to the securitisation discourse. The various strands of securitisation can be used to
analyse various types of speech acts in these kinds of processes.

9% As Butler (2006, xvii) notes, what cannot be said or shown in part constitutes the public sphere. What can
be said/heard and what can be shown/seen sets limits for what can be considered as public, and thereby as
viable political actors.

91 These types of criticisms seem to miss that while Austin focused on spoken language for the sake of simplic-
ity, other means of communication beyond speech were never excluded from even the initial formulations of
speech act theory. Indeed, for Austin (1975), it was possible to perform illocutionary acts even non-verbally.
Similarly, one can make a promise without using the verb ‘promise. As Buzan et al. (1998, 33) note, the same
applies to securitisation: even though it can, the word ‘security’ does not have to be used in order for an issue
to attain the status-function of security, or for the handling of the issue to begin following the logic or rationale
of security (cf., Huysmans 20064, 4). Ciuta (2009, 310) seems to miss this feature of speech acts in his criticism
of Buzan et al. (1998).

92 The Critical Security Studies, or ‘Aberystwyth’ approach to security, contradicts the Copenhagen under-
standing of security as for them security means emancipation which should be striven for (Booth 2005). For
CSS, students of security can deem what is ‘real’ security (meaning the security of the individual).

% Ciuta’s (2009) critique precisely identifies this problem, even though he phrases it in a different manner.
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consequences of ‘silence’ in regard to securitisation.”® Threat perceptions, securitisation,
and security action are logically, and at times even practically separate from each other,
and this is why security action alone cannot be the criterion for successful securitisa-
tion. Further, in my view, the appearance of ‘silence’ in situations where there could be
a securitisation discourse, which, for example, might appear in other societies, is good
for the theory in terms of the possibility to form and ‘falsify’ empirical assumptions as
drawn from the theory and empirical observations in other socio-political contexts. After
presenting my reading of the relationship of securitisation and security, [ shall illustrate
how securitisation discourses may, or may not appear, by investigating whether or not
the four contemporary macrosecuritisation discourses ‘postulated’ by Buzan & Waever
(2009) are part of prevalent security narratives in China. Here, [ will also reflect on the
debates that have revolved around the issue of structure and agency among appliers and
developers of securitisation theory. This discussion entails examination of the event and
context, as well as the possibilities of deciding in securitisation processes.

6.2.1. Securitisation, Not Security, is a Speech Act

A major criticism of the securitisation framework presented by those appliers who focus
on politics outside Europe has been that the criteria or indicators for successful secu-
ritisation have been ill defined. Some empirical appliers would prefer a more ‘rational-
ist’ (e.g., Emmers 2004) or policy oriented approach to securitisation, which could then
also have prescriptive applications (Caballero-Anthony et al. 2006).” In this vein, Jack-
son (2006, 312) considers the approach too ‘vague’, as it makes it difficult to identify the
key indicators of the securitisation processes,’ resulting in difficulties for understanding
how, why and when securitisation occurs.”’” Like Caballero-Anthony & Emmers (2006),
Jackson asks to which degree the language of security has to emerge, how much money
needs to be allocated, or whether there have to be substantial administrative changes in
order for an issue to be securitised.”® Emmers (2004, 15; see also Emmers et al. 2008,

9 The ‘Aberystwyth School’ approach to and understanding of security is a fundamental issue and leads to a
different kind of analytical and normative approach. See for example Buzan et al. (1998, 33-35), CASE (2006),
and Floyd (2007a).

%  While some of the chapters of the edited volume in question include references that go beyond Buzan et
al. (1998), the chapter that deals with the limits of securitisation theory (Caballero-Anthony & Emmers 2006)
unfortunately does not engage with the various debates about securitisation theory.

% Buzan et al. (1998, 25) however argue that the study of securitisation does not need indicators beyond the
direct analysis of discourse and political constellations. While important parts of analysis, the central focus
of securitisation analysis should not be on the actors (ibid., 32), or policy action, but instead the practice of
securitisation, “the power politics of a concept” (ibid.), which can be studied directly.

97 Salter (2008, 325) proposes that scholars could measure various things in order to deem how well they
are in accordance with the prescriptions of the securitisation speech act: 1) to which degree the issue is part
of wider political debates, 2) is the description of the threat accepted or rejected, 3) is the solution accepted or
rejected, and 4) are new emergency powers accorded to the securitising agent. In addition to the difficulties of
setting thresholds and criteria to assess when a policy or an opinion is in accordance with the securitisation
(e.g., when is something accepted or rejected; the basic epistemological problem is not solved by dividing the
question into four categories; see the discussion below for why Salter’s fourth aspect cannot be sufficient crite-
ria for successful securitisation); as Edelman (1972) notes, threats in political speech are, most of the time, left
on an intangible level. The specifics of security are often left for the technocrats who may, as Salter (2008) also
notes, be more successful with some policy initiatives than with others, even though all of them would carry the
banner of a relevant securitisation discourse.

% For Weaver (Buzan et al. 1998, 25) these are not issues, as for him the criteria of successful securitisa-
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62), Caballero-Anthony & Emmers (2006), Jackson (2006, 313; 2008, 158), and Wish-
nick (2008, 96) all argue that securitisation theory should have criteria to define when
securitisation had been practically achieved;’” they are not satisfied with ‘only rhetorical’
securitisation. For them, securitisation would only be achieved after the implementation
of ‘extraordinary measures. '

Roe (2008) argues for the inclusion of two aspects to estimate the success or failure
of securitisation viz. identification and mobilisation.'’! Through his analysis of the legiti-
misation of UK participation in the Iraq war, he argues that issues can have an intersub-
jective security status without actual mobilisation of security measures. The same has
been noted by Emmers (2003; see also Caballero-Anthony & Emmers 2006) and Jackson
(2006) who argue that securitisation should be deemed ‘successful’ only after policy im-
plementation.

Caballero-Anthony & Emmers (2006) identify further limitations, or shortcomings, of
the CopS approach. They argue that securitisation theory should explain why decision
makers choose to use either securitisation or desecuritisation. They are interested in the
motivations and intentions of the securitising actors. They also take into account the rise
or decline of levels of existential threats in respect of the outcomes or impacts of secu-
ritisation.!> Waever (2007a), however, emphasises that it is not necessary to deal with
what the motivations or intentions of policymakers are, as it is sufficient to consider what
they have elected to say and do'® (with which I concur and thus omit those aspects of
sincerity when explicating the concept of securitisation below in Chapter 6.3.2.). Indeed,
an individual’s ‘real’ (as opposed to conveyed) intentions are not relevant here, but rather
speech act analysis is used to model explicit and verifiable formulae for what people con-

tion are met when there is a basis for legitimacy: there do not have to be actual ‘emergency measures’ for an
issue to be securitised. At the same time though, mere securitisation moves are not enough either: the relevant
audience has to accept the securitisation argument for it to be successful (ibid.). The criteria for this, however,
remain unspecified. As I argue here, security measures and their public securitisation are theoretically and at
times even practically separate from each other, and thereby the application of security practices cannot be a
sufficient criterion for the success of securitisation.

9 The emphasis of action beyond ‘talk’ is also evident in Iver Neumann’s (1998; 2001) further peg of ‘violitisa-
tion” when the threshold of physical violence / killing is passed. For a study of Russian foreign policy in the
1990s through this ‘revised’ framework of securitisation and violitisation, see Wagnsson (2000).

100 This demand is in part a result of securitisation moves in the ASEAN context which have not had policy
implications (see e.g., Emmers 2003). Haacke & Williams (2008), however, argue both that transnational crime
has not been securitised by ASEAN, except in the case of terrorism, and that it is not necessary to expect policy
measures from ‘successful’ securitisation. For them, collective identification of a threat would be enough.
Similarly to Abrahamsen (2005) and Emmers (2007), they further argue against a strict distinction of political
and security issues: policy agendas are often crowded and security may provide urgency for a matter that is
perceived as a problem, yet the language of security may not entail ‘emergency measures’ but rather incremen-
tal policies.

101 Alan Collins (2005, 570) identifies three stages: securitisation moves, acceptance of moves, and mobilisa-
tion, while for Emmers (2007) there are two stages, and for Haacke & Williams (2008) there are two steps.
For Buzan et al. (1998, 26): ‘a successful securitisation has three components (or steps): existential threats,
emergency action, and effects of interunit relations by breaking free of rules’

102 Buzan (1991, 133-134) already notes how the nature of the threat and its intensity of operation have an
effect on whether and when an issue becomes an issue of national security. While Buzan et al. (1998) are vaguer
on this question, it seems that the intensity of an issue can have an effect on whether it is securitised or not for
them as well.

103 Skinner (2002, 40-43) supports the same kind of approach in his method for studying the history of
concepts: historians have to (most of the time) take the stated beliefs of people 1) as being conventionally
truthful, 2) at face value, and 3) as a part of a broader network of other conventionally held beliefs.
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vey in their utterances and discourses by conventional (socio-)linguistic means.'* Simi-
larly, to assess differing levels of real existential threats would entail that securitisation
analysts could then deem what is a real threat and what is not, contradicting one of the
founding principles of the CopS i.e., that security analysts cannot say what is, and what is
not, real security without a political move being made.'? Indeed, it seems that Caballero-
Anthony et al. (2006) promote normative securitisation studies in the guise of ‘normal’
security analysis.

It would seem that some of the criticisms presented above are consequences of con-
ceptual imprecision in the CopS’s various formulations of what security is. For example, in
my view, to state “we can regard ‘security’ as a speech act” (Waver 1995, 55; emphasis in
original) is not entirely accurate and easily leads to confusion regarding the relationship
of security, securitisation, and the role of speech acts (cf., Balzacq 2005; Stritzel 2007;
Ciuta 2009). For example, Felix Ciuta (2009, 312) identifies the problem of taking ‘securi-
ty’ both as a ‘speech act’ and as ‘survival’ (or more precisely as having the means to repel
an existential threat).'° To avoid such confusion, I believe that it would be more precise

104 For Skinner (2002, 82) speech act analysis is a way to gain a grasp of what people mean and do with what
they say (the meaning of words may indeed differ from what people mean by using them). He (ibid., 91-93)
argues that there are at least three kinds of meanings: 1) what do certain words mean in a certain context, 2)
what does something mean to me (i.e., the reader), and 3) what does a writer mean by what is being said in a
given text. Knowledge of the intentions and motives of a writer may guide us to understand the relationship
of the writer to the text (ibid., 96-97), yet the recovery of intentions does not mean the recovery of ideas in
‘other minds’, it means the recovery of the intersubjective meaning of utterances, be they in the form of hand or
sound waves. For Skinner (ibid., 98, 100) what Austin (1975) calls successful uptake equals the understanding
of the primary intentions of issuing an utterance (which does not necessarily convey the motivations of issuing
the utterance); Wierzbicka (1991, 197-199) emphasises that there are numerous ‘illocutionary devices’ that
guide listeners’ or readers’ interpretations of what an utterer is intending to convey. Skinner’s approach to the
analysis of meaning in text, entails that the illocutionary intentions and perlocutionary intentions of issuing an
utterance may vary and may be separate from each other, in addition to the varying and more unpredictable
perlocutionary effects of illocutionary acts: what Skinner’s approach amounts to is that if the conventions of
illocutionary acts in a certain socio-cultural situation are known, you can infer what an utterance is intended
to do (its illocutionary force, if not the illocutionary act itself), and thereby to infer what the utterer means by
doing what is being done. Yet the desired perlocutionary effect is not guaranteed: one’s reassurance can indeed
be another’s threat (Edelman 1972, 13).

While the ‘death of the author’ announced by Barthes (1979, 73-78), Foucault (1979c, 141-160), and Derrida
(1976, 6-100) is an important point regarding literary criticism, it is similarly important not to take this vein of
thought too far: the virtual limitlessness of interpretation is more important in some situations than in others
(cf., Skinner 2002, 121). While [ can interpret a student raising her hand in my class in various ways, the conven-
tions of these kinds of social situations usually allow me to be confident that she is asking for permission to
speak, and not confusing me for a Roman Caesar to be hailed. Some utterances are indeed devoid of the sorts of
contextual or illocutionary indicators that would allow us to infer the intentions of issuing the utterance, e.g.,
Nietzsche’s note on forgetting his umbrella as used by Derrida (1979, 122, 123; Derrida 1988, 63). But these
types of utterances are what Plato called orphan letters, and they are not the norm in communication. Derrida
is correct in insisting that we cannot be sure of what Nietzsche meant, but absolute certainty is too tall an order
for scholarship in general. Derrida’s points and approach largely remain philosophical.

15 Indeed, an analyst of securitisation should not take a stand on the existence of elephants, nor on the danger
of their stampeding in lecture halls (cf., Footnote 44 of Chapter 3.), but to analyse how these kinds of claims
become, or do not become, accepted as issues of security. This of course does not entail that the existence
or non-existence of stampeding elephants in a lecture hall would not be a very important facilitating factor
(i.e., type of situation) for some audiences’ acceptance or refusal of an argument to securitise a stampede of
elephants.

196 Buzan et al. (1998, 21): “Security is about survival” Waever (1995, 56): “Security’ signifies a situation
marked by the presence of a security problem and some measures taken in response. Insecurity is a situation
with a security problem and no response. [...] When there is no security problem, we do not conceptualize our
situation in terms of security.”
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to express the CopS understanding of security in terms of securitisation speech acts.'%” Al-
though many threats, referent objects and means of threat repulsion are based on ‘brute
reality’, security is a socially constructed, intersubjective and self-referential practice (cf,,
Buzan et al. 1998, 24, 31). Contrarywise to what Monika Barthwal-Datta (2009) argues,
this would mean that there can be threatening things without them being securitised for
even the CopS.'% For just as a matter can be securitised without being a ‘real’ threat, ‘real’
threats can remain without a security label.!”” Of interest for the CopS approach are those
instances where securitisation moves occur, even though it could be possible that there
were no such moves. That there is ‘silence’ in situations where there could, and according
to some, also should be securitisation, or security measures, is important for the theory
of securitisation as a theory, and it also opens up interesting avenues for research.''’ But
before delving further into this issue, first an elaboration on why security is not a speech
act, but securitisation is.

As already noted, the exact definition and criteria of securitisation presented by Buzan
etal. (1998, 25) is the “intersubjective establishment of an existential threat with a sali-
ency sufficient to have substantial political effects.” At times, however, Weaever (1995, 55)
states that “security can be considered as a speech act”, while at others, that security is a
socially constructed, intersubjective and self-referential practice (Buzan et al. 1998, 24,
31),'""! where the important criterion is the “securityness of security” (Weever 1997a, 24).
On the other hand, for Waever (19973, 14), security signifies (X counts as Y in context C

107 While the phrase ‘security is a speech act’ (Waever 1989a; 1995) is the slogan used to distil the CopS
approach to its core by both key members, appliers, and critics, on a close reading, some texts of the CopS
suggest that my formulation may be what is actually meant: “the process of securitisation is what in language
theory is called a speech act” (Buzan et al. 1998, 26); “the process of securitisation is a speech act” (Weaever
20044a, 9). This seemingly slight alteration of the 1995 formulation would seem to support my argument that
the underlying idea actually is that securitisation (and not security) is a speech act. While not putting attention
on the difference to security being a speech act and securitisation being a speech act, some appliers ‘quote’
the CopS as presenting securitisation as a speech act: for example Mark Neocleous (2006, 366) notes that
“’Security’ on this view, is the outcome of ‘securitising speech acts’,” while for Hans Giinther Brauch: “security is
the result of a speech act (securitization)” (Brauch 2008a, 28); “’securitization’ has been referred to as a ‘speech
act’” (Brauch 2008b, 65).

108 “Securitisation is not fulfilled only by breaking rules (which can take many forms) nor solely by existential
threats (which can lead to nothing) but by cases of existential threats that legitimise the breaking of rules”
(Buzan et al. 1998, 25).

109 For example Roxanna Sjostedt (2008, 8) points out how there has been a multitude of instances where
decision makers have failed to recognise deadly developments as threats to ‘national security. Waever (2008b,
585) also argues that cultures and identities can disappear without this aspect being securitised.

10 If a securitisation discourse cannot be detected where it could be assumed to be prevalent, it could be
asked, like Lorraine Elliott (2007), why a matter is ‘undersecuritised’ This would entail the use of different
types of methods than securitisation analysis, as it is difficult to analyse something that is not there with tools
that are meant to analyse something that is there. These types of questions would not entail deeming whether
something is ‘really’ an issue of security, but to perhaps investigate why it is that politicians have elected not to
use the language of securitisation in a certain issue. This avenue of investigation would be close to how Skinner
(2002, 28-29) would investigate why some thinkers seem to believe in the existence of witches, while others
do not.

111 Or: "national security, that is, the security of the state, is the name of an ongoing debate, a tradition, an
established set of practices and, as such, the concept has a rather formalized referent” (Weever 1995, 48); “the
label ‘security’ has become the indicator of a specific problematique, a specific field of practice” (ibid., 50). In
this view, securitisation is an operation within the field of practice of security: “The specificity, in other words,
is to be found in the field and in certain typical operations within the field (speech acts - ‘security’ - and modali-
ties - threat-defence sequences), not in a clearly definable objective (‘security’) or a specific state of affairs
(‘security’)” (ibid., 51). (Emphasis in original.)
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[Searle 1969, 35]) the presence of an existential threat and adequate measures to deal
with it, while insecurity signifies the presence of a security problem without the means
to tackle it. This definition of security means that security is a state of affairs or a status.
Further, taking security as a self-referential social practice means that security itself is
not a speech act, but both a status-function and/or a practice.

While these various formulations or aspects of ‘security’ can elicit confusion, the issue
may be clarified by stating that securitisation is a complex speech act, which has a key
role in the social construction of security, and thereby in the social practices of security,
as well as the achievement of a security status for an issue; a security status is imbued
by the perlocutionary effects of this constellation of elementary speech acts (see Chapter
6.3.2. below). This understanding of securitisation and security entails that securitisation
is neither necessary, nor sufficient, to achieve ‘security’ (as means to repel an existential
threat): there can be activities that can bring about a security logic, or set of practices
without explicit securitisation (Huysmans 200643, 4), and a referent object may remain
insecure even after its successful securitisation (if there are no actual means to repel
the threat). Thus, the core of securitisation theory is the intersubjective establishment
of a security status for an issue. This core is not concerned with threat perceptions, or
whether something is really a threat, nor is it concerned with security measures.

This understanding of security and securitisation also entails that policy measures or
security activities, are insufficient and unnecessary criteria for the success or failure of se-
curitisation (here as ameans of publiclegitimisation).!'? Securitisation and security policy
action are logically separate, that is, threat perception, securitisation and security policy
action are not codeterminant.'*3 Indeed, as Aristotle (2009, book IX, section 8) noted,*

112 Contra Caballero-Anthony & Emmers (2006).

13 Collins (2005) identifies three stages of securitisation: securitisation moves, acceptance of these by the
audience, and emergency measures. He notes how securitising actors in Malaysia have used the language of
security without proposing the use of emergency measures or escalating to the third stage of securitisation.
Like Kyle Grayson (2003), he argues that security language may become a 'Frankenstein’s monster’ in the sense
that it may unleash unpredicted consequences if left unchecked (cf., the ‘security trap’ identified in CASE 2006;
the ‘Golem’ would, however, be a more apt metaphor here, as the ‘monster’ of Frankenstein was an awry scien-
tific experiment, the product of which merely sought the approval and love of its creator, while the Golem was
created for protection but turned out to be too unwieldy and disastrous for its creator. I was reminded of this
by Paul Whybrow.). For Collins, desecuritisation does not necessarily entail that some issue is not an issue of
security, it merely means the handling of the issue through 'regular politics’ and not by using the 'monster.’ For
Grayson (2003) and Collins (2005), like for Waever (1995), security practices may turn out to be counterpro-
ductive vis-a-vis the object of concern (the same argument is also made by Elliott 2007).

Unlike Collins (2005), Haacke & Williams (2008) identify securitisation as a two stage process: similarly to the
argument given here, for them, emergency measures are not necessary for securitisation to have taken place.
114 “Every potency is at one and the same time a potency of the opposite; for, while that which is not capable
of being present in a subject cannot be present, everything that is capable of being may possibly not be actual.
That, then, which is capable of being may either be or not be; the same thing, then, is capable both of being and
of not being. And that which is capable of not being may possibly not be.” (Aristotle 2009, Book IX Section 8.)

It seems that a theory of action requires that an actor has a choice (Heiskala 2000, 16); if there is no choice, for
Giddens (1984), we would be talking of an agent. This entails that in order for securitisation to be an action,
there has to be a possibility to not make a securitisation move, as well as the possibility of making one. Securi-
tisation Studies embarks on its avenues of investigation precisely from the actualisation of this choice, from the
“practice of securitisation,” from “the power politics of a concept” (Buzan et al. 1998, 32).

Whether or not to securitise is a two-level dilemma for decision makers, similar to the more general ‘security
dilemma’ (Jervis 1976, 58-113; Booth & Wheeler 2008b, 137; see also Brauch 2008c): decision-makers have
both a dilemma of interpretation and a dilemma of response in making the choice whether or not to securitise an
issue. The possible benefits and costs of securitisation have to be weighed as in any political choice (cf,, Waever’s
[1995, 80] analogy to raising a bet). Because securitisation is such a powerful political move, it may have major
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one can have a skill but not use it.!'® Referring to Karup Pedersen, Wzaver (2007a) black-
boxes the intentions and thereby the perceptions of security policy decision-makers.!1®
While logically there are eight possible situations vis-a-vis the three ‘(t)ions’ i.e., threat
perceptions, securitisations (as legitimisation of future acts) and security actions, the
CopS has been primarily interested in instances of securitisation. Further, normatively
or morally, it might make sense to retain the aspect of threat perception (the assumption
is that decision makers should be sincere in their legitimisation arguments), but for the
sake of a securitisation analysis, it must be omitted.

The eight logically possible combinations of the three binary variables'!’ are illus-
trated here by the Daoist symbol of the Taiji (N1, taiji; the great or ultimate, the origin of
the [¥], yin and the FH, yang) and the eight trigrams (/\#, bagua) that surround it*!® (see
Figure 6 and Table 1). The Taiji or Yin-Yang symbol in the centre represents or symbolises
here the aporia of security (Burke 2002), the inseparability of processes of securitisation
and insecuritisation (CASE 2006, 461), and the inside/outside of security/insecurity:
freedom and security depend on each other (Huysmans 2006a, 88-89),!'% and security
promises more than it can deliver (Hietanen & Joenniemi 1982, 35-36); it is not possible

inter-unit effects: if there is no securitisation of some issue, this may encourage others to keep moving towards
a coercive solution, while securitisation perceived by others as ‘paranoid’ or over-excessive, for example, may
lead to increased tension, even into a ‘security paradox. While the ‘securitisation dilemma’ and its material and
psychological bases (the symbolical ambiguity of security means, and the problem of ‘other minds’) are not the
main interests of the CopS, it could be possible to combine the study of securitisation with these more general
approaches to security and international relations, as is strongly suggested by the variables considered relevant
in analyses via the Regional Security Complex Theory. For a view of how securitisation as action and perception
could fit into more elaborate models of system and complexity theory, see Mesjasz (2008, 48-52).

15 Holdcroft (1978, 75) notes how the question of whether someone in a position of authority intends to use
their authority when making an utterance, is indeterminate: persons in positions of authority do not always
choose to exercise their authority. In addition to not performing an utterance with formal authority when an
opportunity for this arises, for example, a formal command may be given with the hope that it will be disobeyed.
This entails that while an utterance may conform to the conventions of a certain illocution, its perlocutionary
intentions may differ from the usual expectation of intention. The possibilities of such occurrences depend on
the formality of the situation: a judge may personally not want to give a severe punishment, yet regardless of
intentions, the performance of the utterance will have a ‘conventional outcome.” Speech acts may indeed have
unintended consequences.

Marina Sbisa (2001, 1809) also emphasises that in certain situations speech acts may be performed merely
to ‘fulfill one’s role’, and that the intention or commitment to perlocutionary goals does not necessarily affect
the conventional illocutionary effect. Yet, if the lack of such commitment is marked somehow, in less formal
situations, this may result in an unhappy situation.

116 Human causation is often equated with psychological causation. Social determinants of behaviour are
however often more interesting as well as accessible, as opposed to psychological ones. This is why Itkonen
(1983, 13) argues that the question of how social determinants are internalised in the individual psyche may
safely be ignored.

17 Just as the/\ 3 (bagua) can be increased, the logical possibilities of combinations may be increased, if
instead of a binary division, multiple values for the variables were to be proposed (e.g., successful but defective,
partially successful securitisation etc.).

118 The/\F (bagua) are eight diagrams (32Z252222Z2Z=S) used in Daoist cosmology to represent a range
of interrelated concepts. The eight symbols consist of three lines, each either ‘broken’ or ‘unbroken’, which
represent a [f]-line (yin) or a fH-line (ydng) respectively. These symbols are often referred to as trigrams in
English. In the Book of Changes (%4, Yi Jing) the Taiji was surrounded by 64 pairs of trigrams (7~ JUh,
litshisi gud), and was used in Daoist fortune telling and philosophy to explain how from [¥] and FH come the J\
4, and from these the /N1,

119 Whilst today, security is often depicted as limiting freedom, as security in a way blocks or ties down, for
Montesquieu, for example, “political freedom consists in security, or at least in the opinion which one has of
one’s security” (quoted in Rothschild 1995, 61).
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to have a completely secure inside or a completely insecure outside, security entails inse-
curity (Walker 1993; Bigo 2001; CASE 2006).12° The trigrams represent the binary pos-
sibilities vis-a-vis the three ‘(t)ions’, which are also presented in table-form (Table 1).1%!

What is important is that the various combinations of the three variables entail differ-
ent costs for decision makers or securitising actors: for example, security action without
legitimisation in the form of securitisation may be costly in terms of trust or popular
support.}?2 While logically there are eight combinations of these three variables, Secu-
ritisation Studies is most interested in situations where the ‘social magic’ of security is
‘cast’ even when this is not logically a necessary condition (i.e., C, E, G, and H in Table
1). Furthermore, Securitisation Studies is not concerned with what decision-makers or
securitising actors ‘really’ think, or whether or not they are sincere (i.e., the inner ring
of perception is removed). This means that the possibilities are reduced to four,'?* and
of original interest out of these combinations have been securitisation with no security
action, and securitisation with security action. The eight logically possible combinations
entail that the existence of actual policy consequences following securitisation moves,
cannot be used either as a sufficient or a necessary criterion for the success of securi-
tisation: security action is possible with or without either successful or infelicitous se-
curitisation. In sum, security action or shifts in security policies may be an indicator of

120 The symbol can also represent the relationship of potestas (the normative and juridical) and auctoritas
(the anomic and the metajuridical) that Agamben (2005, 86) identifies as the antagonistic, yet functionally
connected elements of ‘Western’ legal orders; the symbol could represent the ‘holding together and articulation
of the two aspects of the juridico-political machine that institutes a threshold of undecidability between anomie
and nomos, between life and law, between auctoritas and potestas. For Agamben (2005, 88), the symbol would
be the political, the nexus between violence and law. Within IR, the symbol could also represent the relationship
between political realism and idealism.

121 The perceptions of threats, means of securitisation, as well as the types of security action can vary greatly
along with sectors and actors of security. Even the division of private and public securitising actors (Wilde
2008) makes this evident.

In the case of a family, for example, a perceived threat could be the rumoured execution of people with a certain
ethnic background that the family also shares, occurring in a nearby location. This perception of threat could
be securitised within the family by arguing that the family must leave their home before it is too late. Security
action here could be the seeking of refuge, or the sending away of the family’s children, even through the means
of ‘illegal emigration.” Such processes could be difficult to trace with the conventional methods deployed by
students of securitisation, but for example, interviews of refugees might be a way to discover whether or not
such ‘private’ securitisation moves take place in real situations (Wilkinson’s [2010] method to study securitisa-
tion that draws on ethnography could be one avenue to approach these kinds of investigations).

Conversely, the study of processes of public securitisation is easier, as there are more traces of such processes.
A government could, for example, perceive its own citizens of foreign descent as a threat in a crisis situation.
This kind of perception could be securitised by, for example, arguing that such individuals’ loyalties may not lie
with their new state, or that foreign agents may easily infiltrate such groups. Security action in such situations
could, for example, be their internment.

These two examples illustrate how securitisation can be possible for both private and public actors, but which
may entail different difficulties vis-a-vis the empirical study of such processes. They also show, however, that
the three aspects are not deterministic, but that each is logically independent. A family could be mendacious
as to the reason their children are being sent away, or a claim of an existential threat can be used to legitimate
‘illegal immigration’ without there being a genuine threat perception for example. Likewise with public political
machinations.

122 While all of the combinations are logically possible, it seems that certain combinations are more likely than
others. For example, while ‘insincere securitisation’ may be an even likely tactic for a politician, ‘insecure securi-
tisation’ may be a risky proposition. Securitising threats which cannot be repelled may lower public morale and
make the securitising actor seem weak. This may be one factor which has worked towards keeping difficult
issues such as the abolishment of nuclear weapons and climate change off the top of states’ security agendas.
123 e, no securitisation with no security action, no securitisation with security action, securitisation with no
security action, and securitisation with security action.
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Figure 6: The eight possible combinations vis-a-vis threat perception, securitisation (as
legitimising future acts) and security action.

Perception e . .
Securitisation Security Action
of Threat ty
Non-security or 0 0 0
asecurity
Insincere or
. . 0 0 1
ulterior security
Insincere or 0 1 0
ulterior securitisation
Perceived insecurity 1 0 0
Securitised insincere or 0 1 1
ulterior security
Sincere security without 1 0 1
securitisation
Perceived insecurity 1 1 0
with securitisation
Sincere security with 1 1 1
securitisation

Table 1: The eight logically possible situations vis-a-vis threat perception, securitisation

and security action.
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successful securitisation of one or another strand, but such shifts cannot be either suf-
ficient or necessary conditions for success.

As the above discussion has shown, there have been many criticisms of the CopS ap-
proach which derive from empirical analysis that views securitisation as successful only
after policy implementation. To define the success of securitisation on implementation of
policies would, however, require a vast amount of criteria for success e.g., when a policy
would have been implemented to a degree to satisfy the criteria for successful securiti-
sation. Indeed, instead of focusing on policy implementation, it is better to separate the
felicity, uptake and other linguistic aspects of successful securitisation from the success
of the whole securitisation process and the success of the politics of securitisation. This
means that a speech act of securitisation can be successful, but that the process and the
politics of securitisation may still fail. The assessment of these aspects of security policies
has not been discussed within the original securitisation framework, and no readily avail-
able methods to tackle this exist. Perhaps due to the difficulty of defining these kinds of
criteria, and the operationalisation of them being beyond most research projects, Weever
(e.g,, 1995) has often emphasised that as an open social process, securitisation cannot be
closed off by finite criteria i.e.,, no one can be guaranteed the success of securitisation.

In my view, the success in achieving a security status for an issue, and even the mobi-
lisation of concomitant security measures, should be separated from the assessment of
the success or failure of the politics of securitisation, whether this is taken to entail the
intersubjective establishment of a status function, or the mobilisation of policies. The
success and failure of the politics of securitisation depends on factors beyond individual
samples of discourse. This means that this kind of analysis requires methods beyond the
textual analysis of security speech. The analysis of text through the securitisation frame-
work can be used to deem whether or not a securitisation discourse is manifest in it
(value 1 or value 0). The success or failure of securitisation moves requires analysis of the
political and social context beyond the specific text (e.g., how political constellations and
interunit relations are affected) (value 1 or value -1) e.g., opinion polls, demonstrations
and reactions of other units. Assessment of the success of the politics involved entails
the deployment of even further methods of analysis. Indeed, the theory of securitisation
is not a theory of everything; it is a constitutive theory of how issues receive the status-
function of security.!?*

124 The theory of securitisation can be combined with other social theories in order to enhance our under-

standing of, for example, mobilisation, suppression and resistance. This is something that some critics of the
approach seem to have overlooked; some seem to try to include all relevant aspects of politics into the theory
of securitisation, when a better tactic would be to combine the theory of securitisation with other theories and
thus discern what insights securitisation theory might provide rather than vice versa.

This is also suggested by Regional Security Complex Theory: whether or not a matter is securitised, is first used
to deem whether a security complex exists, or not. After the identification of a complex, other means are used to
assess it. If securitisation theory can be combined or connected to regional security complex theory in this way,
I argue that securitisation theory can be combined to other political theories or analytical frameworks too.

See Paltemaa & Vuori (2006), Vultee (2010), and Chapter 6.1.2. on how frame theory can be combined with
securitisation theory (Eriksson 2001a suggests a similar combination), and Limnéll (2009) and Léonard &
Kaunert (2010) on how Kingdon’s (2003) agenda setting theory, can be combined with securitisation theory.
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6.2.2. The Appearance and Non-Appearance of Securitisation Discourses:
Macrosecuritisation with Chinese Characteristics

That the CopS is interested in cases where there is ‘security talk’ has raised criticism from
scholars who argue that some unvoiced threats should be securitised; the CopS approach
has been criticised as unable to deal with ‘silence’ i.e., that the theory is blind to situations
where there could or; as argued by some, should appear the voicing of security arguments
(Hansen 2000). Some critics (see for example Kent 2006; Jackson 2006; Wilkinson 2007;
Barthwal-Datta 2009) of the CopS approach which focus on the lack of gender and the
exclusion of ‘silence’ in the original formulation of securitisation theory, often refer to
Lene Hansen’s (2000) article on the problem of Pakistani women being unable to voice
their lack of security, due to the hegemonic discourses which silence them.'?> Some of
the critics who attack the CopS from this angle seem to be wishing to be able to articu-
late ‘real’ security threats. The problem this understanding brings with it is, firstly, the
challenge to deem what is and what is not a real security threat, regardless of what the
referent object of security would be (this lengthy debate need not be reiterated here).'?®
Another problem is the paternalism of ‘speaking for the silenced. For example, some fem-
inist scholarship has been criticised for speaking for ‘Third World’ women, thereby also
depriving them of their own voice and agency (see e.g., Butler 2006, 41, 47). Speaking
security is never ‘innocent’, even when the intentions accord with so called ‘good’ mor-
als e.g., equality and non-violence. Indeed, “any attempt to define other people’s security
for them necessarily excludes those people’s own constructions of meaning” (Kent 2006,
347; cf, Hansen 2000; Ramiah 2006). Whether something should be securitised or not is
a normative, ethical and political question. Scholars can also deal with these types of is-
sues and make interventions, but in these situations it has to be recognised that such are
political moves, not ‘scientific’ results. Indeed, Ciuta (2009, 323) is correct in noting how
prescriptive observations cannot be justified analytically, but only normatively.

Here though, I would like to argue that from a scholarly and theoretical point of view
the existence of ‘silence’ on possible ‘security issues’ is positive for the theory: securitisa-
tion does not appear everywhere, not even everywhere where it could.!?” We can expect
a securitisation process to emerge - and this may prove to be a false hypothesis; such a
possibility of ‘falsification’, in my view, increases the explanatory potential of the theory.

125 While many scholars (e.g., McDonald 2008a) use Hansen’s argument to criticise the CopS approach for
dismissing those without voice or power, Jackson (2006) points out how the CopS approach provides an
accurate description of the realities of Central Asia: it is almost impossible for people to raise concerns in an
authoritarian setting; the CopS framework enlightens us on why some issues receive less attention than others.
That ‘the people’ may not have a voice in these issues is not the ‘fault’ of the CopS, but a feature of the political
order.

Silence is also not as definitive on what it means or entails in regard to securitisation. Silence may, for example,
indicate that security measures have been successful: there is no longer a need to maintain the security reality
of an issue very ‘loudly’ as the threat has been secured and is now silenced; silence may be the effect of success-
ful securitisation, a result of government repression, for example. Silence may also indicate that an issue is
so institutionally securitised that it no longer needs to be voiced in particular situations; security may have
become the dominant logic in a field of practice.

126 See the ‘Eriksson Debate’ in Footnote 11 of the Introduction above.

127 In respect of theories of action, this means that securitisation is a choice, and thereby an action; securitisa-
tion is not deterministic, but a (political) choice (but not always a decision).
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I demonstrate this kind of ‘confirmation’ and ‘refutation’ of empirical hypotheses with a
digression into Chinese macrosecuritisation discourses.

Buzan and Waver (2009; see also Buzan 2006 and 2008) have argued that at certain times
higher order securitisations embed themselves into most political discourses and prac-
tices in a way that incorporates, aligns and ranks more parochial securitisations beneath
them. This was the case, for example, during the Cold War, when the struggle between
the two ideological camps overrode many other security concerns and discourses.'?® In-
deed, it seems that macrosecuritisations and their consequently ‘macro’ desecuritisation
define, or at least provide, hegemonic labels for contemporary political eras, viz. the ‘Cold
War’, ‘post-Cold War’, and the ‘Global War on Terror’ (GWoT). Perhaps consequently, Bu-
zan and Waever (2009) identify or ‘postulate’ four such higher order securitisation proc-
esses, namely ‘Cold War’, ‘Anti-Nuclear discourse’, ‘Global Climate Change’, and ‘Global
War on Terror".

While macrosecuritisations label and may dominate security discourse, these larger
constructions may also be vulnerable.'? This is evident, for example, in the failure to
transform the dominant security discourse in Indonesia after the fall of Suharto. During
the Cold War, the macrosecuritisation of socialism in the ‘capitalist camp’ worked quite
well in Indonesia, and the traditional ‘vernacular’ of security could be stretched to cover
socialism as the representative of ‘bad elements’ working against the societal order there
(Bubandt 2005). This has, however, not been the case with the ‘Global War on Terror’:
the new US-led macrosecuritisation has not worked in the same way as the Cold War
macrosecuritisation, even though they are still framed in accordance with local traditions
and resonant values.!** As Bubandt (ibid.) notes in the case of Indonesia, higher level
securitisations (e.g., GWoT) do not always triumph over lower level securitisations, be
they national, international, or macro-level. Indeed, no one is guaranteed the success of
securitisation (Waever 1995; 1997a; 2000), not even global power macrosecuritisers.

While Buzan and Waever (2009) discuss the global level, state level discourses can
also have macrosecuritisations which bundle horizontal securitisations and provide
them with a ‘higher’ status. In China, although Mao’s securitisation moves can be read as
a part of the overriding macrosecuritisation of the era, and macrosecuritisation scripts

128 Buzan & Weever (2003) argue, for example, that the Asian security complexes were overlaid by the dominant
bipolar struggle during the Cold War, and the results of this can still be seen in the contemporary security
architecture of the region.

129" In addition to vulnerability, even the breadth of the legitimisation effects of even successful (macro)securi-
tisations may fluctuate. This is evident for example in the US securitisation of ‘cyberthreats’: here the threat of
cyberattacks fluctuated from state attacks (pre-9/11) to terrorist attacks (just after 9/11), back to state attacks
(quite soon after 9/11) (Bendrath et al. 2007). The GWoT temporarily subsumed the ‘cyberthreat’ securitisa-
tion, but it was deemed that a return to ‘regular’ state (i.e., ‘axis of evil’) threats, was more conducive for the
securitisation of cyberthreats. Salter (2008) also emphasises variances in the effectiveness of accepted under-
standings of threats to specific policy initiatives. Stritzel (2009) deals with these types of issues as a translation
of threat images. See also Nissenbaum & Hansen (2009) for discussions on ‘cyberthreats’ and securitisation
theory in general.

130 For example, Emmers (2003) notes that the GWoT has not succeeded beyond rhetorical commitment at the
official level within ASEAN. The different level of success of the two macrosecuritisations becomes quite appar-
ent through an example of the politics of T-shirts. Timo Kivimaki (2007) has observed an Indonesian security
officer putting on an Osama bin Laden T-shirt after work. While tacit support of bin Laden would seem tolerable
in contemporary Indonesia even for security officers, donning a Che Guevara T-shirt under the Suharto regime
would have quite likely had dire consequences for a similar officer.
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provided many moves and processes with vocabularies and categorisations, macrosecu-
ritisation as a phenomenon or category of practice alone does not explain these securiti-
sations. The question then becomes: how are macrosecuritisations, ‘watchwords’, and the
institutionalisation of certain securitisations linked together?

Buzan & Wever (2009) argue that various ‘niche’ securitisations can be brought to-
gether into a macrosecuritisation framework. Didier Bigo’s concept of security continu-
ums'?! also seems relevant here. Specific issues can be joined together both horizontally,
and in the case of macrosecuritisations also vertically, by which parochial and local is-
sues can be provided with a macro or even global significance. The use of watchwords,
or institutionalised securitisation (Buzan et al. 1998, 27-29), endows these continuums
with ‘master signifiers’ (Buzan & Weever 2009) which reduce the need for elaborate argu-
ments about the securityness of specific cases. Indeed, the continuous use of watchwords
(like ‘counter-revolution’, ‘socialism’, or ‘terrorism’) can be seen as an indicator of a suc-
cessfully institutionalised securitisation.'*?

While the practice of ‘grafting’ new issues or tokens onto institutionalised security
is quite evident as a practice, how do the four candidates, or hypotheses, for macrose-
curitisation status postulated by Buzan and Waver fare in the case of China? Can the
‘Cold War’, ‘Anti-Nuclear discourse’, ‘Global Climate Change’, and ‘Global War on Terror’ be
deemed as overriding securitisation discourses or themes in China?'*?

When we examine the first of these discourses, we notice that, overall, the Cold War is the
paragon of Buzan and Waever’s concept of macrosecuritisation (cf,, Buzan’s 2006 article:

131 The concept of security continuums comes from Bigo’s (1994, 164; see also 2000; 2001; 2002) studies of
the internal security field in Europe. In a security continuum, a general feeling of unease or insecurity is linked
to a group of issues e.g., terrorism, organised crime and immigration, as they are often listed together in official
European documents without any overarching justification for doing so. Thereby, as a field effect, the fear of
terrorism is grafted on to issues of migration, for example.

Security continuums can also be found in the Asian context, for example, in Singapore where piracy and terror-
ism have been conflated in public official statements (Young & Valencia 2003; Mak 2006) - a move which failed
for the International Maritime Bureau in Malaysia but succeeded for the Mahathir administration which linked
pirates, foreign terrorists, and illegal migrants (Mak 2006). Accordingly, Indonesian undocumented labourers
have also been successfully linked with criminal activities and even terrorism as ‘existential threats’ in Malaysia
(Liow 2006). Illegal migration has also been connected to terrorism in Australia (Emmers 2004; Huysmans
2005; Emmers 2007; McDonald 2008b). In Indonesia, cross-border crimes such as terrorism, money launder-
ing, and drug trafficking have been linked, while illegal trade in small arms and weapons is securitised only in
connection to national integration. ASEAN links other forms of transnational crime together with terrorism
in its policy declarations (Haacke & Williams 2008). In China, the issue of North Korean immigration has also
been framed in terms of security by the PLA (Curley 2004, 18), but the ‘Strike Hard’ and the campaign against
the ‘three evils’, are the cases in point to discuss security continuums in contemporary China, which will be
examined in more detail later below.

The partial successes and failures of the instances of securitisation analysed by the authors referred to here
seem to suggest that security continuums can be used to facilitate securitisation moves. Indeed, it is easier to
securitise some types of issues than others. Linking some issue into a continuum of prevalent security issues
provides a sense of plausibility for the claims of the securitisation actor who is intent on labelling a new issue or
token as a security problem. The securityness of one issue can be ‘grafted’ onto another. For example the CCP’s
‘war on drugs’ (see Dutton 2005, 155-161) used the category of counter-revolution to link drug use and trade
to this institutionalised securitisation.

132 For Chinese watchwords and master signifiers indicating institutionalised securitisation, see Chapter
7.1.1.

133 These candidates are used here to show how some hypothesised discourses may appear empirically (1),
while others may not (0). An example of a securitisation discourse that appears, and has interunit effects, yet
fails (-1) is discussed in Chapter 9.
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is the GWoT the new Cold War?). States indeed had to align themselves along or explicitly
outside (i.e., the Non-Aligned Movement) the lines of the two inclusive universalist ide-
ologies formed around the camps of the ‘West’ and ‘East’ during the Cold War. Formative
speeches and documents after the Second World War already showed the formation of
this bipolar constellation. Harry S. Truman (1963 [1947]) distilled the emerging con-
stellation in his ‘Truman doctrine’: “at this moment in world history nearly every nation
must choose between alternative ways of life.”’** This division was also evident in Mao’s
(1949a) speech to the first Central Committee, in preparation for the declaration of the
People’s Republic (see Chapter 7.1.2.): Mao clearly leaned to one side in the early constel-
lation of the Cold War.

Just as with the rest of Asia, Chinese security arguments and visions were largely over-
laid and aligned by those of the US and the Soviet Union. However, China in the Cold War
demonstrates the vulnerability of macrosecuritisations. Buzan & Weaever (2009) utilise
the Sino-Soviet split as an example of this when ‘parochial’ securitisations begin to be
disaffected by the macrosecuritisation or withdraw from it. In its early stages, the PRC
leaned to one side and consequently received massive support from the Soviet Union.
However, relations between Stalin and Mao were strained from the start and this ten-
sion, inflamed by further problems, led to the Sino-Soviet split in the late 1950s. During
the ‘polemics’ (1965; Gittings 1968) between the two Communist Parties, it was quite
evident that both Soviet and Chinese securitisations were pulling away from the two in-
clusive universalist macrosecuritisations of the Cold War (Chen 2001; Liithi 2008).

While the socialist camp was being split, anti-American rhetoric retained its strength in
China even during the heights of the Sino-Soviet split when the Soviet Union was formally
declared as China’s greatest enemy (Barnouin & Yu 1998, 98). However, the potential for
change in the macrosecuritisation constellation was already evident in the institution-
alisation of Khrushchev as a harbinger of security issues both in the US and the PRC of
the 1960s. After an armed border conflict with the Soviet Union in 1969, Chinese assess-
ments considered the situation of ‘fighting with two fists’ as unfavourable for China.'*’
This opened the way for closer Sino-US relations with the Nixon administration, negoti-
ated by Henry Kissinger.*® Here Carl Schmitt’s (1996) analysis of friends and enemies
seems to hold water: Sino-US relations were at their best in the 1970s and 1980s when

134 In his speech after the 2001 terror attacks, George W. Bush (CNN 6.11.2001) aimed for the same kind of
universality in his macrosecuritisation move on terrorism: “You are either with us, or you are with the terror-
ists.”

135 This shift also had domestic dimensions. Lin Biao issued an emergency six-point directive ‘On Strengthen-
ing Defences and Guarding against an Enemy Surprise Attack’, which placed the armed forces on red alert,
increased weapons production, and ordered commanders into combat positions. Lin’s apparently autonomous
order angered Mao, and was countermanded. This episode that demonstrated how the military could be
mobilised without Mao’s orders, perhaps put fuel on the fire of suspicions that would eventually lead to the fall
of Lin Biao and to the 'Lin Biao Affair’, see Chapter 8. below.

While the fear of losing control of the military may be one explanation for why Mao did not support the large
scale mobilisation of military units, MacFarquhar & Schoenhals (2008, 319) provide another: instead of costless
political mobilisation, high profile military mobilisation could actualise the ‘spectre’ of Soviet attack. In terms
of securitisation theory, when shifted to the level of practice, the securitisation of the Soviets could escalate
further; the political functions of a domestic political mobilisation based on an external threat could spill over
into inter-unit relations and become a self-fulfilling prophecy. Indeed, with a ‘matched pair’, securitised interac-
tion can become unmanageable.

136 See Burr (1999) for the transcripts of the negotiations between the Chinese and Kissinger and Nixon.
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they shared a common adversary in the Soviet Union.!*’ China no longer fought with two
fists, but now deemed Soviet Imperialism as worse than US imperialism.!*3

The difficulty in comprehending the Sino-Soviet split until its very visible practical im-
plications on the one hand, and the devastation of the ‘Nixon shock’ of 1971-1972 on the
other, attest to the power of the Cold War macrosecuritisation. China’s ideological disa-
greements with the Soviet Union and realpolitical calculations with the US demonstrate
that China was indeed engaged in Cold War macrosecuritisations and it was a major
threat for both camps. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, this constellation changed
again and the 1990s became a period of, at times, very tense Sino-US relations.

In respect of the second macrosecuritisation discourse i.e., the anti-nuclear discourse,
as Buzan & Weaver (2009) have noted, during the Cold War the anti-nuclear movement
was not successful in achieving the abolition of nuclear weapons. While the level of the
claimed threat was global and all-inclusive the relevant audiences in the leaderships of
the nuclear states were not convinced to a sufficient degree to relinquish their nuclear
weapons.'*? Nuclear powers retained lower level securitisations at the top of their agen-
da, which has meant that the universal character of the anti-nuclear macrosecuritisa-
tion suffers, in a way, from the ‘tragedy of the commons.” According to Buzan and Waever
(2009), the ability to generate successful macrosecuritisations is not only dependent on
power, but also on the construction of a higher level referent object capable of appealing
to and also mobilising the identity politics of a range of actors. It seems that it is also more
difficult to mobilise actors around a unity of positives than a unity of negatives e.g., the

137 Mao’s appeasement with the US flew right in the face of the polemics (1965) he had been conducting with
the Soviets; Mao himself contradicted one of the major stated reasons for launching the Cultural Revolution
(see Chapter 8. below). It seems that beyond the veneer of ideological disagreements, the polemics and the
Sino-Soviet split were about more than this (Liithi 2008).

PLA marshals had already indicated the benefits of improved relations with the US in the latter half of the 1960s,
but MacFarquhar & Schoenhals (2008, 320) argue that Lin Biao’s ‘first order’ was the trigger that launched Mao
on the path to improve relations with the US; if the emergency situation with the Soviets had continued, this
would have only increased the importance of the PLA in politics, which had already increased as a result of the
Cultural Revolution, and thereby also increased the importance of Lin Biao. Retaining his unrivalled position
required desecuritisation away from an emergency in the military field, so that the party could once again gain
control of the gun rather than vice versa. Improved relations with the US would remove the acute threat from
the south as well as providing support against the threat from the north.

138 Interestingly, China was also not in alignment in the macrosecuritisation constellation of its own Three
Worlds theory: while proclaiming to be part of the Third World, Sino-Indian relations were strained at best after
the late 1950s and the occupation of Tibet, actually boiling into an armed border conflict in 1962.

139 The Cold War also witnessed major successes in the limitation of nuclear arms, and especially in the preven-
tion of the spread of nuclear weapons. The successes include the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Partial Test-Ban
Treaty, and the various limitation treaties between the U.S and the Soviet Union. Further, the role of civil society
and the anti-Nuclear peace movement cannot be discounted in the 1970s and 1980s discussion on the place-
ment of intermediate range nuclear missiles in Europe.

The failure of the anti-nuclear macrosecuritisation is evident in that two decades after the end of the Cold
War none of the five NPT-recognised nuclear powers has relinquished nuclear weapons (France and the UK
for example legitimising their arsenal with terrorist threats, see e.g., Blair 2006), three states have conducted
nuclear tests after the Cold War ended (India, Pakistan, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea) and Israel
is widely thought to possess nuclear weapons. The US unilaterally abolished the ABM-treaty and is building
missile defences. The CTBT has not been ratified by either the US or China, and the NPT-renewal process has
also run into difficulty. Similarly the Moscow Treaty did not actually reduce the number of nuclear arms, but
only those on active duty. However the Atomic Scientists reset their ‘Doomsday Clock’ one minute back to six
minutes to midnight in January 2010 in the hope that the negotiations between the Obama and the Medvedev
administrations effects a new treaty with actual reductions in the number of warheads and means of delivery.
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blame for the initiation of a nuclear holocaust is easier to pin on ‘them’ rather than ‘us.'*

The absence of a ‘matched-pair’ in the anti-nuclear securitisation discourse has been an
impeding factor in this process.

What has been China’s policy alignment in terms of anti-nuclear macrosecuritisation,
mainly operated by Western non-governmental organisations and the transnational net-
works they have been able to construct?'#!

The PRC acquired nuclear weapons in 1964 because its leadership believed that its
alliance with the Soviet Union did not guarantee China’s security (Lewis & Xue 1988;
Johnston 1996a; Freedman 2003). Due to the resource constraints the PRC faced, the
leadership believed it necessary to also develop a self-reliant dissuasion strategy through
nuclear deterrence. It seemed a more viable option than deterrence through either de-
fence or conventional forces.'* Yet more incentives were the implicit and explicit nuclear
threats made by both the US and the Soviet Union.!*’

The role of nuclear weapons is not restricted to pure military calculations and deter-
rence however. Chinese statesmen are often quoted as affirming that nuclear weapons
have always played a more political than military role for China.'** In the Chinese analy-
sis, the question has been of a power resource: Germany and Japan have gained in impor-
tance and influence through their economic power, while the UK and France are only able
to cling to a major power status through their nuclear forces.'*’

The emphasis on nuclear weapons as political tools is also evident in China’s consist-
ent argument that it developed nuclear weapons to counter the hegemonic aspirations
of the superpowers, and that it supports the total prohibition of nuclear weapons. Thus,
even here, an attitude that goes against the anti-nuclear macrosecuritisation is present;

140 The paranoid attitude of the Cold War is evident in McNamara’s anecdote from the era of negotiating the
Partial Test Ban Treaty: US military representatives argued that the Soviets would cheat by testing on the dark
side of the Moon (The Fog of War: Eleven Lessons from the Life of Robert S. McNamara, directed by Errol Morris
2003, Sony Pictures Classics). It seems that President Kennedy’s Secretary of State McNamara was eventually
convinced of the anti-Nuclear macrosecuritisation together with an impressive cast of ‘cold warriors’ (see e.g.,
Schultz et al. 2008).

141 For studies and histories of non-governmental anti-nuclear movements, see for example Wittner (1984;
1993; 1998; 2003) and McCrea and Markle (1989).

142 While the field of nuclear weapons was omitted from the various rectification campaigns of the Cultural
Revolution, Mao’s emphasis on red being better than expert, had had negative effects on China’s engineering
field (see Paltemaa & Vuori 2009). Deng Xiaoping taking charge in a pragmatic vein was quickly reflected in
the field of nuclear and missile technologies as well. In 1975, China conducted a series of successful satel-
lite launches, which culminated in 1980 in the launch of China’s intercontinental ballistic missile, Dongfang 5
(Lewis & Xue 1988, 213-214). While China achieved a credible second strike capability around this time (Sagan
& Waltz 1995), official threat assessments were already reduced by 1975. Even though world war between the
superpowers was still deemed inevitable, China being involved in a war within the next three to five years was
considered as unlikely (MacFarquhar & Schoenhals 2008, 388-389).

143 Displaying too much restraint from Mao’s point of view, the Russians hesitated in backing the Chinese with
their nuclear umbrella when China was shelling Quemoy in 1958; Khrushchev made a nuclear threat against the
US only after the crisis had, in effect, subsided (Christensen 1996; Freedman 2003, 264). This hesitation pushed
the Chinese towards even more concentrated efforts to construct their own bomb, which exacerbated Russian
perceptions of Chinese recklessness in the question of nuclear war. It even seems that the Soviets indicated to
some of the European Socialist states in the 1960s the possibility of a ‘surgical strike’ on China (MacFarquhar &
Schoenhals 2008, 313), but the US responded that it would not tolerate a nuclear attack on the PRC.

144 For example Mao’s comment “the atomic bomb is not so big, but if you do not have it, you are not counted.
0K, let’s make some such bombs” (quoted in Liu 1999), illustrates the acknowledgement of the political power
of nuclear weapons but is in stark contrast to the concerns of the anti-Nuclear macrosecuritisation.

145 For an example of this kind of argumentation see Liu (1999).
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the Chinese criticism of nuclear weapons has been more about nuclear weapons as tools
of imperialism rather than as an existential threat to humanity. In the words of Mao (1969
[1946]):'4¢ “The atom bomb is a paper tiger which the US reactionaries use to scare people.
It looks terrible, but in fact it is not. Of course, the atom bomb is a weapon of mass slaughter,
but the outcome of a war is decided by the people, not by one or two new types of weapon.”
The line continued when China announced its first nuclear test (Xinhua 16.10.1964): “The
atomic bomb is a paper tiger. This famous saying by Chairman Mao Tse-tung is known to all.
This was our view in the past and is still our view. China is developing nuclear weapons not
because it believes in their omnipotence nor because it plans to use them. On the contrary,
in developing nuclear weapons, China’s aim is to break the nuclear monopoly of the nucle-
ar powers and to eliminate nuclear weapons.” While the aim of abolishment is promoted
here, it is not argued for with any threat to humanity or civilisation; the issue is closer to
desecuritisation on the issue of such weapons as a threat to humanity as such.'¥’

After the Cuban missile crisis, while both the political leaderships of the US and the
Soviet Union were acutely aware of the dangers of the nuclear Damocles sword that hung
over their heads and thus in that sense were, at times, aligned with the anti-nuclear mac-
rosecuritisation, Mao remained adamant in his dismissal of nuclear war as a disaster for
China. Mao’s belittlement of nuclear weapons was in accordance with the people’s war
(AN KE4r, rénmin zhanzhéng) strategy which emphasised the value of China’s vast re-
sources of manpower instead (‘rifles plus millet’). As morale and political indoctrination
were of utmost importance to this strategy, Mao had to ensure that the people would not
succumb to fatalism which could be caused by an overemphasis on the destructive force of
nuclear weapons. In fact, warnings of a nuclear world war that could annihilate the coun-
try were actually considered reactionary in 1960s China (Powell 1965, 61), which meant
that the anti-nuclear macrosecuritisation itself was thereby institutionally securitised.
Nuclear blackmail and threats were thus countered in this strategy by denial, since Chi-
na had no credible second strike capability for some considerable time (Lewis 2007).'4®
146 Mao’s views on nuclear weapons accorded with his doctrine of people’s war. The principle of people’s
war which was the mainstay of Mao’s military thinking, was developed during the Chinese civil war and the
war against Japan, a time when there were no nuclear weapons, and even if there had been such weapons,
Mao’s guerrillas would have had no access to them. The strategy was directed against the massive invasion of a
superior force and it comprised three phases (retreat, stalemate, offence). The idea was to ‘lure the enemy deep’
or ‘exchange space for time’ so that the enemy would have to extend its forces too far so that the inferior forces
of the Chinese could mount an offensive with locally superior forces. These elements were also present when
Mao (1974b [1969]) was discussing war with the Soviet Union in 1969.

147 Mao’s speech at the 1957 Moscow Conference on a nuclear third world war which would lead to the victory
of socialism (Mao 1986) was not received well by Khruschev, who deemed Mao’s views on nuclear weapons as
both naive and dangerous. Accordingly, Khrushchev reneged on the secret agreement to supply the Chinese with
a nuclear bomb in 1959, when the world’s largest technology transfer programme ended with the withdrawal
of 1400 soviet experts in 1960 (see Paltemaa & Vuori 2009).The difference of Mao’s view of nuclear weapons
becomes clear when his position is compared to Soviet and US pronouncements around the same time: The
Russians argued that in a nuclear war “the weak will be exhausted before the strong” (Freedman 2003, 265).
Mao’s comments on and attempts to gain the ‘bomb’ also worried Kennedy who made inroads into possible joint
US-USSR action against the Chinese in the 1961 Vienna summit. China was also a galvanising factor in bringing
about the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty in 1963, which enraged Mao. (Scott 2007, 47.) In 1963, president Kennedy
similarly asked to insert nuclear weapons into the mix of planning action against Chinese nuclear plans, as
Chinese development of nuclear weapons would be “potentially a more dangerous situation than any we have
faced since the end of the Second World War, because the Russians pursued in most cases their ambitions with some
caution” (MacFarquhar 1972, 200).

148 In 1961, Chinese military leaders maintained that China could not be defeated by long range nuclear
weapons, even if combined with chemical and biological weapons (Powell 1965, 59). After the Gulf of Tonkin
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The evolution of the post-Mao nuclear weapons doctrine towards ‘limited deterrence’
(Johnston 1996a) seems to indicate that an anti-nuclear macrosecuritisation has not
been a guiding principle in China’s nuclear policies.'*’ Even though China has seemed
to be in line with the objective to abolish nuclear weapons, the legacy of Mao’s cavalier
attitude towards nuclear weapons both as mere political paper tigers, and the survival of
the Chinese nation in the event of a nuclear war, have gone starkly against the premises
of anti-nuclear macrosecuritisation.

Paradoxically, while still officially in line with the anti-nuclear stance with its call for
the abolition of nuclear weapons, China is yet to relinquish its own nuclear weapons ca-
pacity, and for a long time was prepared for what it believed would be an inevitable nucle-
ar war. Since the end of the Cold War, China has, in effect, increased its nuclear prowess,
as it has modernised its own nuclear forces while both the US and Russia have reduced
their own stockpiles of active nuclear warheads. In fact, the evolution of the Chinese mili-
tary doctrine towards the limited use of nuclear weapons in limited conflicts takes China
still further away from the premises of anti-nuclear macrosecuritisation.'*° Indeed, anti-
nuclear macrosecuritisation has not appeared in China in the form of the Western, mainly
non-governmental anti-nuclear macrosecuritisation; securitisations with respect to nu-
clear weapons have focused on national referent objects, rather than global civilisation.

As regards the third macrosecuritisation discourse, namely global climate change, during
the past two decades, the threat of global nuclear conflagration has subsided from the
most acute threat registers of societies and ‘global climate change’ seems to have usurped
the top position among ‘doomsday scenarios.'>! Indeed, climate change has been advo-
cated as a global, or in some places national security issue by numerous non-governmen-
tal organisations,'>? as well as by the 4™ Assessment Report of the International Panel on
Climate Change in 2007. It seems that the IPCC estimates of the likely effects of climate

incident 1964, Mao divided China into three strategic areas, as a plan for withstanding a nuclear war: the
remote and difficult terrain in inland China would be appropriate for a people’s war under nuclear conditions
(Barnouin & Yu 1998, 93). However, this plan was not properly effected until 1969-1971 when Mao called on
China to be “prepared for war” both physically and psychologically (Mao 1974b [1969], 285).

149 The role of nuclear weapons seemed to gain in importance, as deterrence through denial was altered to
deterrence through retaliation after Mao’s death. Deng’s (Wu 1999, 207) comment makes a case in point: “While
you have some deterrence force, we also have some; but we do not want much. It will do just to possess it. Things like
strategic weapons and deterrence forces are there to scare others. They must not be used first. But our possession
will have some effect. The limited possession of nuclear weapons itself exerts some pressure. It remains our position
that we will develop a little [nuclear weapons]. But the development will be limited. We have said repeatedly that
our small amount [of nuclear weapons] is nothing. It is only to show that we also have what you have. If you want
to destroy us then you yourself will receive some retaliation.”

150 Interestingly, the US 2005 Doctrine for Joint Nuclear Operations also indicated many signs of considering
limited nuclear weapon use a relevant option (Joint Publication 3-12). Lewis (2007) does not agree with the
view that China has shifted from minimum deterrence to minimal deterrence, but that China still seeks the
‘minimum means of reprisal’.

151 This tendency becomes clear from two of the latest resets of the ‘Doomsday Clock’, which emphasised the
role of “global climate change” in 2007 and 2010; see Vuori (2010a).

152 While the focus here is on whether the Global Climate Change macrosecuritisation is organising securitisa-
tions in China, some macrosecuritisation moves include China as a major threat in the discourse, as it is one
of the largest emitters of greenhouse gases, yet is not in a position to be able to tackle it as the vast majority
of Chinese energy production comes from coal. While in 2008 China’s energy imports were still only a small
fraction of its total energy consumption, China is likely to become one of the largest energy importers. As such,
it would seem that the world’s largest coal producer will continue to use of its own coal.
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change have given impetus and plausibility for the discourse of climate change as a se-
curity issue,'>® whereas previously the environment was mainly politicised rather than
securitised (Buzan et al. 1998; Buzan & Weever 2003). Climate change has also been on
the agenda of the UN Security Council (Bothe 2008) and it flashed in the 2008 US presi-
dential election, for example when Barack Obama, in his second debate with John McCain
on October 7, stated that energy and climate change should be considered a national
security issue.

Environmental issues have become some of the most discussed sectors of ‘broadened’
or ‘new’ concepts of security.** In the post-Cold War period, also China has emphasised
that it is working under a ‘new concept of security’. The new concept is a departure from
previous notions in that what China now pursues is, to a large extent, the security of
its ‘sustained development, or its ‘comprehensive national power’ on a range of battle-
grounds (inter alia in military, political, economic and technological areas).'>* Just as in
the rest of East- and South-East Asia, the Chinese largely perceived security in military
and geopolitical terms, until recent years (Cheng 2006, 90);'3® comprehensive security
has now, however, become the most widely used security concept in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion. Sustained development!"’ is seen as a guarantee, or even a necessity, for the other
objectives of national security. Sustained development then becomes both a security ob-
jective and a means for security.

In contemporary Chinese thought, sustained development requires opening up and in-
teraction with the outside world, which has brought more attention to the interrelations
between internal and external threats. This new security concept reflects an increased
awareness of the risks of accommodation to international regimes, so that the increased
interaction and dependence on foreign influence in Chinese society and the economy
have blurred the boundaries of Chinese ‘interests.” As a result, China has become more
supportive of multilateral approaches in international security activities.'*® Taking part
in multilateral fora reduces the likelihood that these organisations could be used ‘against’
China. '’

China has been one of the major producers of CO2 emissions in the world for some
decades now. Although China participated in the Kyoto Protocol and the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change, it is deemed to be a developing nation and
mawareness in Europe and the US, which may also provide tangible support for securitisation moves,
has been increased by the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize award to the IPCC and Al Gore. An Inconvenient Truth
(directed by Davis Guggenheim 2006, Lawrence Bender Productions) has played a not insignificant role in
raising awareness in the US and Europe.

154 See for example Deudney (1990) and Trombetta (2008) for discussions.

155 See Chapter 7.1. below for a discussion of Chinese notions of security.

156 Military considerations have not disappeared from Chinese security estimates (Ong 2007), and the procure-
ment of offensive weapons platforms still seems to be the norm in the rest of Pacific Asia as well (Hartfield &
Job 2007). Indeed, old preoccupations with territory, sovereignty and core values have not disappeared from
Chinese security thought, but merely been ‘secured’ to the extent that other preoccupations can take the main
stage.

157 Although Chinese leaders increasingly include the rhetoric of sustainable development in their rhetoric and
policy planning, notably sustained development still takes priority over sustainable development.

158 Beyond being one of the permanent five of the UN Security Council, the first Chinese headquarters of an
international organisation is that of the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation, which is mainly focused precisely
on security issues. China has also been active in the six-party talks on the North-Korean issue, and also taken
part in the ASEAN Regional Forum.

159 See Johnston (2003).
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has therefore had no CO2 emission reduction obligations. In 2008, the year in which Chi-
nese officials also admitted that it was the largest producer of the so-called greenhouse
gasses, the Chinese authorities issued their first White Paper on Chinese policies towards
Climate Change (Information Office 2008).

An analysis of China’s policy positions in this White Paper (Information Office 2008)
indicates that China is willing to align itself with the general trend on issues of climate
change: while the issue is expressed as a major concern for humanity, the proposed means
to tackle it are closer to ‘macropolitisation’ than macrosecuritisation. For example in the
Foreword to the White Paper, the issue is presented as a global concern: “Global climate
change and its adverse effects are a common concern of mankind.” However, the reason for
this challenge to the survival and development of human society is placed on the activi-
ties of developed nations. China is depicted as a developing nation, which is thereby being
adversely affected by Climate Change, which threatens its “natural ecosystems as well as
the economic and social development.” While “[f]ully aware of the importance and urgency
of addressing climate change” as well as its likely negative impacts on Chinese society in
the form of “augmented threats to the safety of life and property, and to the normal order
and stability of social life,” the measures listed in the White Paper'®® do not go past ‘regu-
lar’ policies and are in fact stated as being in line with the current political line of the Hu
Jintao government: “the concept of harmonious development between man and Nature | ...
and...] the Scientific Outlook on Development, establishing a harmonious society and stick-
ing to the sustainable development road.”

Thereby, the Chinese authorities do not advocate or strive to legitimise any ‘breaking
of rules’ via the issue of global climate change. The paper does raise the issue as a major
concern with adverse effects, yet it does not raise the issue as an issue of national or
global security requiring drastic measures. ‘Actively participating in worldwide efforts to
address climate change’ and ‘adapting’ to climate change, cannot be considered ‘special
politics’ beyond the regular bargaining in international relations.!®' As such, China still
argues for the necessity to place its own economic development before the reduction of
emissions.

The White Paper thus raises the urgency of the issue of Climate Change, which is re-
flected in the broad range of government measures, projects, tax-relief and legislation, as
well as international cooperation and awareness raising. A final boost beyond being an
urgent political issue to that of national, or in this case global or universal security, is not
apparent in the document, or any other major policy outlines published by the Chinese
authorities.'®> Thus, while the official Chinese security concept has been broadened in

160 “To address climate change, China adheres to the following guidelines: To give full effect to the Scientific Outlook
on Development, adhere to the fundamental state policy of resources conservation and environmental protec-
tion, control greenhouse gas emissions and enhance the country’s capacity for sustainable development, center
on securing economic development and accelerate the transformation of the pattern of economic development,
focus on conserving energy, optimizing the energy structure and strengthening eco-preservation and construction,
and rely on the advancement of science and technology, increase international cooperation, constantly enhance
the capability in coping with climate change, and make new contribution in protecting the world environment.”
(Information Office 2008.)

161 “The UNFCCC and the Tokyo Protocol are the main programs for addressing climate change. The two documents
lay the legal foundation for international cooperation in dealing with climate change, and reflect the common
understanding of the international community.” (Information Office 2008.)

162 See for example State Council: China National Plan for Coping with Climate Change; Outreach session of the
G8 summit; APEC meeting; East-Asia Summit; Boao Forum for Asia; Chinese president and premier ‘energeti-
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the 1990s and 2000s, Climate Change is still not labelled as a major security concern,
even though it is recognised as a major concern for the whole of humanity. According to
the Chinese authorities, a solution to the issue requires international economic, techno-
logical and legal cooperation, rather than uni- or multilateral security measures. While
China participates and engages in the ‘macropoliticisation’ of climate change, this, how-
ever, cannot be deemed successful macrosecuritisation in the Chinese case. This would
support Buzan and Weever’s (Buzan et al. 1998; 2003; 2009) observation that environ-
mental securitisation has mainly been successful in politicising issues rather than secu-
ritising them.

As regards the final macrosecuritisation discourse of the GWoT, while the anti-nuclear
and climate change discourses are either non-existent or remain within the realm of
‘regular politics’ respectively, the discourse of the Global War on Terror seems to be on
a different dimension in terms of its prevalence and effects. In the 2000s China has been
actively engaged in this dominant macrosecuritisation of the era. The Chinese official
response to the September 11 airline hijack attacks in the US already leaned towards
the macro level, when Jiang Zemin described terrorism as a “common scourge” for the
international community (People’s Daily Online September 12 2001). Similarly in a May
2002 position paper (Foreign Ministry 2002), the Chinese authorities noted that “[t]he
September 11th incident indicates that non-traditional security issues as represented by
international terrorism are of graver concern. [...] [R]recent years have seen a noticeable
rise of international terrorist activities, which constitutes a real threat to regional and in-
ternational peace and is becoming an important factor of uncertainty affecting the security
situation.” While supporting many US initiatives by, for example, backing U.N. Resolution
1373 and ratifying China’s accession to the International Convention for the Suppres-
sion of Terrorist Bombings and also as a party to the International Convention for the
Suppression of Financing Terrorism,'®* China had even presaged the issues of terrorism
and religious extremism in its own domestic security continuums in the 1990s.!** While
China has engaged in the GWoT discourse, it has its own dynamic in and utility for it, for
the GWoT discourse is not as overriding as for example it is in the US,'® yet it has been
useful for China.!®

cally promote global action to cope with climate change’ (Information Office 2008).

163 Chinese support has, however, not been unequivocal. China criticised the US invasion of Iraq as well as its
permanent bases in Central Asia for example. While the early stages of the GWoT warmed Sino-US relations, US
activities in Asia can still be read as a means of containing China.

164 Chinese security continuums containing separatism predate even the initiation of the Shanghai Coopera-
tion Organisation’s ‘threat package’ of the ‘three evils’ in the form of the strike hard campaign, which was
launched in April 1996 as a nationwide crackdown on crime. While an influential report published in Renmin
ribao (29.4.1996) focused on various criminal activities, as Dillon (2004, 84-85) reports, the focus of the
campaign was directed at unofficial political organisations and separatist activities in Tibet, Inner Mongolia and
Xinjiang. The initial criminal element was put into a continuum with “violent and terrorist cases organised and
manipulated by national separatist forces” as well as “unlawful religious activities.” A securitisation discourse
was quite evidently apparent already here. In this process, Islam was singled out as the greatest religious threat
to national stability when compared to Christianity, Buddhism and Daoism (Dillon 2004, 90). Three years later,
this was to be changed when Falungong received the status of the overriding threat (see Case IV below).

165 In his interview for 60 Minutes in 2008 (CBS 2009), president elect Barack Obama for example listed the
capture or killing of Osama bin Laden as a top national security priority for the US. On May 2, 2011 Obama
announced that Osama bin Laden had been killed in a US military operation in Pakistan.

166 Tn addition to warming Sino-US relations, Chinese authorities also have other uses for securitising separatist
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If, for example, the Chinese campaign against the ‘three evils’ (i.e., ‘religious extrem-
ism, separatism, and terrorism’) is examined, it becomes quite clear how the GWoT mac-
rosecuritisation has been utilised to bring China’s domestic ‘problems’ (e.g., Taiwanese,
Xinjiang and Tibetan separatists, and the Falungong) into the macro-process, and to link
other issues within the same constellation (the ‘international struggle against cults’ is
also utilised in this discourse for the same purpose).'®’ This also exhibits how macrose-
curitisations can be of political utility but without a ‘common concern.!®®

Quite soon after the US had initiated its ‘War on Terror’ and thus defined the main
global security discourse for the 2000s, on October 19-21 2001, Chinese representatives
at the APEC summit in Shanghai identified ‘Eastern Turkistan terrorist forces’ as a part of
the global terrorist movement that the US and its allies were fighting, and further specifi-
cally claimed that Uyghur separatists in Xinjiang had connections with Osama bin Laden
and Al-Qaeda. Eventually China was also successful in getting the “East Turkistan Islamic
Movement” (ETIM) on the US and UN terrorist organisation list.'®” The ‘three evils’ is also
the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation’s main threat package’ and has been used to se-
curitise human trafficking by linking it too with terrorism (Jackson 2006, 310).!7°

Thus, as global security discourse witnessed its most important shift since the desecu-
ritisation of the Cold War, the Chinese authorities linked the insurgency in Xinjiang!”! to

activities in its ‘periphery’ The securitisation of Xinjiang insurgency as terrorism and separatism, in addition
to the other two hotspots Taiwan and Tibet, works towards motivating the Chinese majority against these
movements, and thus, according to Wayne (2008), increases the Chinese authorities’ legitimacy and possibili-
ties to deal with insurgency and separatism. The graver the securitisation, the graver the threat, and the more
the authorities are endowed with legitimacy or approval for the actions they take to deal with the claimed
threats.

167 The strike hard campaign in Xinjiang has contained many elements of threats, referents and benefits.
Hostile forces both internationally and within, were portrayed as ‘colluding in jeopardising Chinese unity
and social stability’, thereby endangering social development (cf., Wayne 2008, 23). The acts of the Chinese
authorities were working toward repelling these threats and thereby ensuring the Chinese border (and sover-
eignty) and the continuation of economic development and social progress. While the continuum of ‘violent and
terrorist cases organised and manipulated by national separatist forces’ as well as ‘unlawful religious activities’
portrayed an insecure situation vis-a-vis violent crime, separatism and illegal religion, there were also reports
of the successes of the strike hard campaign. In accordance with ‘security grammars’ these reports portray the
means of achieving security, the repulsion of the threat. The possibility of continued insecurity was however
retained, even in celebratory reports on the progress of the ‘strike hard’ campaign.

Garner Bovigndon (2004, 4) also notes that the PRC’s other provincial-level autonomous regions i.e., Inner
Mongolia, Guangxi, Ningxia and even Tibet, have been far quieter in terms of unrest in the 1990s, which may
explain the authorities emphasis on Xinjiang unrest as a threat. While Xinjiang has been the focus of Chinese
authorities and the Western Press, other insurgencies, for example in Palestine, Chechnya, Aceh and Mindanao,
have been far more violent and frequent in terms of incidents (see IISS database, http://www.iiss.org/publica-
tions/armed-conflict-database/).

168 It would appear that China or Indonesia, for example, do not use the GWoT macrosecuritisation out of a
concern for the ‘West’ or the United States, but for their own concerns. Similarly, on the other side of the constel-
lation, while Al-Qaeda may want to subsume all Islamist movements to within their base-walls, most Southeast
Asian movements have local or regional aspirations and do not share the goals of bin Laden, even though they
may have contacts and cooperation with Al-Qaeda.

169 ETIM was listed as an international terrorist organisation by the US and the UN on August 26 2002. The US
Department of State’s (2004) report Patterns of Global Terrorism 2003 has also had ETIM on its list of interna-
tional terrorist groups, while other groups listed by China were deemed as ineligible for the list.

170 The concern about these three issues lumped together was already present in the first statement of the
meeting between the five participants (China, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia and Tajikistan; Uzbekistan was
admitted to the group in June 2001 when the SCO was formally promulgated), which has retroactively been
nominated as the initial meeting of the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation where the security continuum of
‘splittism’, ethnic exclusion and religious extremism was clearly present.

71 On the level of practice, the Chinese response to the insurgency in Xinjiang since the ‘Baren uprising’ of
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the international campaign against terrorism. In January 2002, the Information Office of
the PRC State Council (2002) released a document which is still the most comprehensive
account published openly of separatist resistance and organisation in Xinjiang by Chinese
authorities (Millward 2004). This document, as well as the increased flow thereafter of
official information on violent incidents in Xinjiang, previously termed as ‘splittism’, but
after 2001 as ‘terrorism’, demonstrates the practical effects of the GWoT macrosecuriti-
sation in Chinese official policies.'”? In accordance with the new global trend of security
speech, ‘East Turkistan terrorists’ were now presented as a security threat to interna-
tional society, that is, the security and stability of related countries and regions, the sta-
bility of society, and the lives and property of all ethnic groups in Xinjiang (Information
Office 2002). As Buzan & Waver (2009) note, it indeed seems that the selection of which
terms are elevated to top official status as security issues, is both an international as well
as a domestic concern.'”?

As is evident from the above analysis of the four macrosecuritisation discourses with
‘Chinese characteristics’, Chinese authorities have either formed their own dynamic in
the securitisations (Cold War and GWoT discourses), or they have not actually securi-
tised the issue at all (anti-nuclear discourse), although perhaps tacitly acknowledging
the existence of the discourse (global climate change discourse). While this supports the
existence of macrosecuritisations as an organising force in global security discourse, it
also seems to indicate that the discourses and their ‘high’ status are more likely to be uti-
lised on issues where parochial interests are of concern. The analysis also demonstrated
how assumptions of the appearance of securitisation discourses can be ‘falsified’ through
empirical investigation.

1990 has evolved into a ‘four-in-one approach’ consisting of the PLA, the People’s Armed Police, the Xinjiang
Production and Construction Corps (ft[4!, bingtudn), and the people (Xinhua 26.5.2003). Other clusters of
instances of violence Chinese official sources consistently refer to, are a series of explosions and attempted
bombings in 1992-1993 involving busses and stores as targets, and a wave of protests, explosions and assas-
sinations in 1996-1997, which coincided with the initial meetings of the ‘Shanghai Five’ and the initiation of
the ‘Strike Hard’ campaign. (Dillon 2004, 62-65; Millward 2004.) Wayne (2008) describes how the Chinese
anti-insurgent operation has evolved: the initial use of PLA-force has been replaced with an emphasis on the
People’s Armed Police and the Xinjiang Production and Construction Corps. (Wayne sees the success of the
Chinese anti-insurgency activities as resulting from unique cultural, political and other situational factors, but
also from the emphasis on bottom-up techniques.) The Chinese have used a mixed set of hard- and soft-power,
ranging from eliminating insurgent leaders to co-opting groups and integrating ideas into the ‘core’ of Chinese
society.

172 Jackson (2008, 154-155) notes how the 9/11 US attacks effected a restructuring of priorities throughout
Central Asia.

173 In his analysis of the Beijing Review and Government Work reports, Wang Hongying (2003) has found four
persistent images of China presented in these official publications directed at foreign publics. These portray
China as 1) a peace-loving nation, 2) a victim of foreign aggression, 3) an opponent of hegemony, and 4) a
developing country. Andrew Scobell (2001) argues that Chinese elites hold three core beliefs: that the Chinese
are a) a peace-loving people, b) not aggressive or expansionist, and c) only use force in defence. These images
seem to be internalised and constitutive as they have moulded Chinese foreign policy in the long-term, while
‘strategic images’ of China as a bastion of revolution have only had slight or short-term effects (Wang 2003;
cf., Van Ness 1970). ‘Realist’ Chinese behaviour may then be interpreted and perceived in China through these
self-perceptions, which turns behaviour that is interpreted by others as aggression, into defence against foreign
aggression.

153



Chapter 6

6.2.3. Security, Event, Context — The Post-Structurality of Securitisation Theory

We have seen above that securitisation discourses may or may not appear in the ‘wild’.
This raises the question of ‘what explains’ securitisation or ‘what makes it understand-
able’ Here we are venturing into the debate on what kind of a theory the ‘theory’ of secu-
ritisation is, or should be.

As already noted, there have been a number of critics of the CopS approach who have
had reservations with the emphasis placed on speech acts in the framework. These de-
bates have created multiple positions, but they seem to revolve around the same issue of
contention between structure and agency.!” One such division has been formed around
views on the ‘event’ or ‘performance’ of speech acts. Inspired by Jacques Derrida (1978;
1988) and Judith Butler (e.g., 1999), Weaever’s early works on securitisation (e.g., Waever
1989a; 1995) emphasised the ‘internalist’ aspect of securitisation. This ‘postmodern’ or
‘performative’ understanding has been criticised by scholars, who focus on the ‘external-
ist’ or ‘constructivist’ aspects of securitisation. They have emphasised the process of se-
curitisation, and especially the ‘field’ of security (Bigo 1994; Balzacq 2005; Stritzel 2007),
drawing from the works of Pierre Bourdieu.!” Balzacq (2010c) posits this division as one
between philosophical and sociological approaches; Wzver, on the other hand, sees this
division as one between constitutive and causal theories.

As regards the issue of causality as opposed to constitutiveness, my reasoning is that
causal theories of securitisation should be based on a theory of how security issues are
constituted. While also examining actually occurred speech, the theoretical propositions
regarding the illocutionary logic of speech acts of this present study, accordingly, operate
within the dimension of constitutiveness. It must also be noted that even when dealing
with empirical investigations, there will always be a causal jump between securitisation
and actual ‘brute’ effects e.g., violent dispersion of protestors, or breakout of war.!’® In a
similar way, I contend that the sociological study of securitisation processes should be
based on a linguistic foundation with respect to speech acts.!”” In terms of the internal/
external division, I suggest that the rules of language, as well as conventions of securitisa-
tion, are intersubjective and thereby external. Yet, these rules and conventions can be ap-
plied creatively so that acts of securitisation can constitute something that was not there
before; even if the conventions and social assets necessary to bring about something new

174 In addition to the distinction of the internalist and externalist understandings of securitisation i.e., empha-
sis on the event or process nature of securitisation, there has also been a distinction between emphasising the
spectacle of politics (on politics as a spectacle, see Edelman [1972], and Debord [1992]) or the technocratic
nature of more mundane securitisation (e.g., Bigo 2002; Huysmans 2006a). The spectacle of securitisation
emphasises securitisation as ‘high politics’ e.g., major representatives of states are in the best position to voice
security and therefore the study of securitisation should focus on these processes. The technocratic approach
emphasises the ‘security professional’ who by her actions sets what is security, i.e., modulates insecurities.

175 Waever’s theory actually contains elements of both the internalist and externalist understandings, which
can be found in his three facilitating conditions, for example. Holger Stritzel (2007, 366) sees this as creating
conceptual tension within Weever’s theory.

176 Empirical appliers to Asian contexts have effectively made the same conclusion; see e.g., Curley & Wong
(2008a).

177 The basis for this argument has been presented in Chapter 1.2. above. It is, of course, possible to develop
means to study securitisation without examination of speech acts at all: even securitisation can be studied on
several levels of analysis, and the focus can be on various aspects of securitisation processes, e.g., the resources
available to actors and the nature of the relations (e.g., amity/enmity) of relevant actors.
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would be external, the act itself can create something new that is internal to the act. Simi-
larly, most social facts are ontologically subjective but epistemologically objective (i.e.,
intersubjective); social facts or status functions of security can be both self-referential
and intersubjective.

The basis for my position may become clear through an analogy of the study of other
speech acts. If the linguistic root of securitisation theory is taken seriously (as in this
study), then the linguistic study of securitisation in IR should be equivalent to the lin-
guistic study of, say, promising in IR. Such a study of promising would not make much
sense without including the relevant contexts of the empirical objects of study. Yet, these
contexts would not close promising off. A ‘model’, a ‘grammar’, a ‘theory’, or a ‘langue’ of
promising is required in order to study promising in specific empirical contexts.!”® While
equivalent in this way, the study of promising and securitisation in international politics
would also differ in an important way. Promising is similar to pre-theoretical objects such
as chairs and dogs, whereas securitisation is a theoretical object (cf., Chernoff 2009);
‘promising’ is part of a folk-taxonomy (Wierzbicka 1991) whereas ‘securitisation’ is an
artificial academic notion. While it can be fairly certain that promises exist, and existed
before a linguistic theory of promising, this is not so certain in the case of securitisation.
From an instrumentalist point of view, we do not have to assume that the theoretical ob-
ject of securitisation exists, yet we can begin our investigation ‘as if” it would.

Effectively, the argument posed here is that real processes of social construction are
more complex than academic models of them. Accordingly, models are more formal, and
based only on a certain aspect of such processes. Thereby, I contend that for the theory
of securitisation, the focus on speech acts is the most productive foundation to build on.
But this does not entail that processes of securitisation need only concern speech acts. In-
deed, Huysmans (2006a, 25) argues that the rationale of security should not be confused
with the ‘physical utterance of security’ The security rationale refers to constellations
of meanings that allow for speech acts of securitisation to do their work; “security ra-
tionalities define the meaning of security” (ibid., 147). Huysmans emphasises that these
constellations of meanings need not be understood as a set of rules that could easily be
changed or manipulated, but that they can undergo change like a grammar or a language.
Securitisation speech acts draw on historically constituted and socially institutionalised
sets of meaning, which have to retain some continuity in order for the speech acts to have
the capacity to generate meaningful speech.!” This constellation of meanings makes it
possible for the performativity of securitisation speech to succeed: thus, how certain is-
sues are perceived and understood can change to be in accordance with this ‘rationale’
i.e., securitisation speech can be used to create a new situation.'8"

Issues of interpretation, perception, reception, and perlocutionary effects are even more
prominent if we examine how images and symbols can be intertwined into securitisation

178 Habermas (1984) makes a similar point in how ‘universal’ and ‘empirical’ pragmatics should work together,
lest the study of language be ‘empty and blind.

179 Huysmans’s (2006a, 147) intention is to shift emphasis from the language of security to the logics of its
practice.

180 Even though securitisation also often draws on pre-existing images and understandings, and in this manner,
some processes of securitisation can be viewed as a ‘translation of threat images’ (Stritzel 2009), even here, it
should be borne in mind that a translation is also a creation of something new.
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discourse or rationality. Indeed, there have been numerous calls to include images and
the media environment generally in the analysis of securitisation and the wider construc-
tion of security issues (e.g., Hansen 2000; 2011; Williams 2003; Moller 2007; McDonald
2008a). For example Michael C. Williams asks not only how images affect securitisation
acts, but also how the visual representation of various policy options influences security
practices, and how images impact viewers in a way that is different from that of words on
listeners, or text on readers.'8!

For Plato, speech was primary to text, as any text could become an ‘orphan letter’,
while in a speech situation the sender and the receiver(s) were present and unambigu-
ous (Derrida 1978; Ranciére 2008)."%> While messages cannot be transmitted without
interpretation even in situations of direct speech communication, with a written text ‘au-
thentic communication’ or ‘real meanings’ become even more complicated, as shown by
Jacques Derrida. For Michel de Certeau (1988, xxi), even reading is not passive, for the
reader enters the text, moves back and forth along it, and ‘lives’ within it. Indeed, reading
a text creates an intertextual situation, where every instance of reading, even of the same
text by the same person, has the potential to be unique, as the reader will connect the text
being read with different connotations, texts and experiences.183

While written text is more open to interpretation than a situation of direct speech
involving non-verbal communication, the interpretation of images is even more open.
Images do not necessarily constitute a language, which makes the communication of spe-
cific meanings rather challenging. Most importantly, images can convey emotions with-
out recourse to language, which may be the aspect in which their relevance for acts of
securitisation is the most significant.

However, without a previous securitisation, or a security rationale that the image rep-
resents or connotates, it would be difficult to convey an act of securitisation with images
alone. If an image is to have an influence on an act of securitisation, it must be ‘anchored’
to a meaning, that is, the ‘floating chain of signifieds’ has to be affixed to a preferred
reading of the image (Barthes 1977, 38).!3¢ Since images can convey emotion, affective
images especially can have a facilitating effect in securitisation processes where, on the
one hand, threats and fear, yet on the other, certainty and relief, play major roles. Just as
with standard advertisement practice, when bound to securitisation processes, images
can evoke emotions that thereby facilitate the ‘purchase’ of a securitisation argument,

181 This approach to the inclusion of images in securitisation processes seems to suggest that the focus of study
should be on how images operate to the facilitation or impediment of the legitimacy of certain policies being
proposed or implemented by officials. It would, however, be interesting to also investigate how images impact
political choices of decision-makers: for example, how do video-recordings of demonstrations by security
‘professionals’ affect political decisions on how demonstrations in particular, or in general, should be handled?
This is an especially pertinent question as video surveillance capabilities are being increased in many states
and societies.

182 There are numerous ‘illocutionary devices’, e.g., intonation that guide listeners’ interpretations of the ‘force’
of real utterances (Wierzbicka 1991, 197-199). Also Sbisa (2001) emphasises the possibility to ‘qualify’ illocu-
tionary force in various ways.

183 See Der Derian & Shapiro (1989) for a selection of studies in the intertextual nature of international
relations and their study.

18 Huysmans (2008, 177) notes how images of sewed-up eyelids and lips of individualised and ‘biologised’
refugees have no political significance without the mediation of public media, mobilisation, and contestation in
courts. Similarly, while such images may be evocative emotionally or aesthetically, without their anchorage to
issues of immigration and refugees, their political message is lost.
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in addition to providing either evidence or a degree of plausibility for the claims of the
securitising actor. But as Frank Méller (2007) has argued, even textual interventions into
images cannot guarantee that they will then be understood and perceived the way the
intervention suggests. Instead, it is important what the perceiver, or consumer, of the
images does with them (Certeau 1988). Images intended to facilitate an argument, may
actually, contrarily, end up impeding it. The consumer or receiver of an image can also
resist the general flow of signs (Tarasti 2005).

To examine such an aspect of securitisation requires entry into a less discussed view
of securitisation processes, namely securitisation as symbolic action.'®> As with most of
‘high-politics’ and other formalised social processes, senders and receivers with the right
kind of ‘socio-political capital’ have to be present in order to have ‘social magic’ success-
fully conjured (Bourdieu 1991). Edelman (1972, 95) has similarly argued that although
all of an interlocutor’s acts take place in a setting, that is usually taken for granted whilst
focus is on the actions of those involved instead. However, some formalistic acts greatly
depend on their settings, which are not merely physical, but in their essence social and
fundamental for symbol formation (Ibid. 103).'%¢ Religious ceremonies often require a
special setting, as do many official political events, such as sessions of parliament, where
correct symbols have to be present, be they in the form of cloak or gavel. Settings may
have conducive resonance for the political message delivered: think of for example the
declaration “mission accomplished” behind George W. Bush on the deck of the aircraft
carrier Abraham Lincoln during his speech on May 1 2003. The immediate setting of any
political act can then be widely recognised as either appropriate or inappropriate for the
kind of act committed.'®’

Images may be strong facilitation or impediment factors in securitisation/desecuri-
tisation processes, yet, as their interpretation is up to their perceiver, they have to be
anchored to certain meanings in order for them to operate as part of a securitisation/
desecuritisation process.'®® Without ‘anchorage’ the images may remain too open in in-
185 Interestingly, while the relevance of ‘contexts’ for securitisation speech acts has been widely examined, the
symbolic settings of securitisation speech acts have received relatively little attention. Mark B. Salter (2008)
has studied the effects of settings on securitisation processes; whether a securitisation discourse is taking place
in a popular, elite, technocratic, or scientific setting can affect how threats and remedies are articulated. While
Buzan et al. (1998) deal partly with this issue in terms of the sectors of security having ‘dialects’, this could
also be the case in terms of types of actors and audiences. Defining these types of factors too specifically would
however risk biasing a certain type of political order. I argue that the features of settings identified by Salter
should be part of the facilitating factors within the model; certain settings facilitate, or impede, certain types of
securitisation arguments.

Here the settings of securitisation acts do not draw on dramaturgy and the stage and backstage of securitisation
speech, but on the symbolic settings of securitisation: how do symbols present at security speech situations
affect securitisation? Thus, which symbols facilitate, and which impede, securitisation acts?

186 The symbolic uses of politics are closely connected to political speech acts in formal settings. Edelman
(1972, 98) has identified three functions for the settings of political acts: 1) to impress large audiences, 2)
to legitimise a series of future acts and thus maximise acquiescence to and compliance with them, and 3) the
establishment or reinforcement of a particular definition of the self as a public official.

187 This is where Michael Moore also derives his satire in Fahrenheit 9/11 (2004, directed by Michael Moore,
Fellowship Adventure Group): it seems an inappropriate symbolic setting for President Bush to be securitising
terrorists while he is playing golf.

188 For example the Doomsday Clock of the Atomic Scientists (Vuori 2010a) demonstrates how symbols can
be intertwined with security discourse. The symbol of the Clock evokes and thereby facilitates all of the crucial
ingredients involved in a securitisation grammar: the lateness of the hour (urgency), impending doom (existen-

tial threat), as well as the possibility to reverse course by moving the hands of time far away from midnight (way
out). Thus, display of the Clock can be seen as a securitisation move, but the uptake of this move depends on the
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terpretation to have any meaningful chance of securitisation, that is, they remain floating
signifiers. The causal effects of symbols and images may be impossible to determine and
quantify ‘in the wild.

The above discussion of images in relation to securitisation processes reinforces the, al-
ready noted, prudence of separating the felicitous achievement of a securitisation act,
and even the successful constitution of a security issue, from the success of the politics
in construction of a security issue. The assessment of these types of issues requires tools
beyond securitisation theory, which demonstrates how security issues are constituted
through speech acts.'® A phenomenon (e.g, the social construction of security) can be
modelled in various ways, allowing various interventions or understandings on it. The
social construction of security can be studied through the theory of securitisation, but
other options are available as well.!”®

The quantification of causality in social relations is indeed difficult, and as regards
linguistic causality, this functions in a different way than physical causality, as already
noted by Austin: the causes of saying something, differ from the causes in the physical
sense; causality in saying must operate through the conventions of language, and is a
matter of influence exerted by one person on another (Austin 1975, 113). This illustrates
the insight of Weever in his formulation of securitisation theory as a constitutive theory:
since it is virtually impossible to quantify the causal effectiveness of social constructions,
it is prudent to understand the constitution of social reality. To reveal the contingency of
these constructions, and their political nature vis-a-vis issues of even security, creates an
opportunity for an ethical intervention, by either the scholar who studies securitisation
or the reader of scholarly work.

Speech acts are not limited to speech: they can be accomplished through either the
act of speaking, writing, hand signals, image creation or any other system of symbols
and meaning representation.!”! From the point of view of politics, these various means
to achieve communicative interaction, inclusive of the use of images and the systems of
meaning to which they can be attributed to, are embedded in fields of power and prac-
tices. Thereby it is important to keep in mind that what speech act theory, and thereby
also securitisation theory is about, is not words (or verbs), but illocutionary force. Such
forces may be brought about by words and utterances, but other forms of interaction
(e.g., images) may at times also achieve perlocutionary effects.'*?

institutionalised status of the previous securitisation moves connected with it, that is, one has to be aware of
the status of the Doomsday Clock in order for the securitisation move to be effective. Not all clock-faces entail
a securitisation move.

189 For example McCrea and Markle (1989, 58) suggest resource mobilisation theories focusing on mobilisation,
mass media manipulation, and coalition building to explain the ebb and flow of the nuclear peace movement.
The question is how to combine norms, material constraints and social constructions into one study? How do
securitisation arguments and moves weave into the more general practices of social mobilisation, its legitimisa-
tion and suppression?

190 See for example Weldes et al. (1999), CASE (2006), and Hansen (2006).

91 Indeed, Austin (1975, 119-120) emphasised that even in instances where an illocutionary act can be
performed non-verbally, the means for achieving its ends non-verbally most of the time have to be conventional,
even though you can use unconventional means of achieving uptake.

192 Enquiries into the means of illocutionary acts beyond utterances would demand that the theory of securiti-
sation develop its stance on theories of signs. Thus, this type of research now requires a semiology/semiotics/
semiosis of securitisation. | have made some suggestions on how to connect Peircean semiotics onto the protec-
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The realisation that speech acts are about more than ‘mere’ words may lessen some
of the anxiety of critics who frown upon the study of such acts. Further, as already noted,
for some, securitisation is about more than ‘speech acts’ For Huysmans (2006a, 153):
“Securitisation is not a speech act but a multidimensional process in which skills, expert
knowledge, institutional routines as well as discourses of danger modulate the relation
between security and freedom.” His move to incorporate political theory and Foucauldian
techniques of government into the study of the politics of insecurity, takes this approach
beyond what the CopS has presented in their works. Huysmans recognises that what he
is doing in the ‘wake’ of the linguistic turn of Security Studies and Foucault, is to focus
on the technocratic analysis of techniques of government. This kind of move brings with
it more levels of analysis than the CopS approach. My reasoning here is that a theory of
communication or linguistic interaction should be the basis on which such broader ap-
proaches should be built on, and that the linguistic foundations of this kind of approach
should be as explicit as possible. That speech acts of securitisation are rarely isolated
incidents or one-off affairs does not mean that the logics and grammars of the linguis-
tic acts that form practices and processes of securitisation should not be explicated to a
greater extent than they have been before.!> Making the roots of the framework of secu-
ritisation more defined also strengthens the branching out of the approach.

While Huysmans goes beyond the CopS approach by incorporating various other aspects
to the study of securitisation, Thierry Balzacq (2005; 2010a) is the leading critic of the
CopS’s ‘linguistic’ approach, which is why his argument is used as the counterpoint to
the one outlined here. It seems that the difficulties in Balzacq's critique may derive from
two sources, namely Bourdieu (e.g,, 1991) and Habermas (e.g., 1984). Balzacq (2005)
emphasises the sociological aspect of securitisation processes, and argues that a focus
on speech acts reduces the aspect of, for example, power to a linguistic convention like
betting. While, in my view, the CopS approach does not do this, the problematic reading
may be a result of Bourdieu’s critique of some structural linguists who take the rules of
language as entirely determinant. However, Balzacq’s (2005; 2010a, 63-65) main argu-
ment is that securitisation should be taken as a ‘pragmatic act), rather than a speech act.
This position may derive from Habermas’s (1984) theory of communicative action, more
specifically from his problematic position on illocutionary and perlocutionary acts in his
division of communicative and strategic action. While Balzacq is correct to argue that se-
curitisation is often, at least partly, about the convincing of audiences, and that securitisa-
tion often has perlocutionary intentions, this does not mean that securitisation should be
viewed as a perlocutionary (i.e., pragmatic) act; illocutionary acts can also have strategic
objectives.!**

tive belt of securitisation theory elsewhere (Vuori 2011).

193 The example of the Doomsday Clock also illustrates how a process of securitisation can last for several
decades. Indeed, while securitisation theory is best understood as a constitutive theory, it does not mean (as
some critics and commentators seem to suggest) that the analysis of securitisation would have to be limited
to the ‘creation’ or the ‘constitutive moment’ of securitisation. ‘Real’ securitisation can be a lengthy process
indeed, not purely a decision or a moment of creation. Since reality and political speech is fuzzier than the
elegant models scholars create (cf., Wilkinson 2007), elegant models still allow a focus on relevant aspects of
infinitely complex phenomena to be attempted.

9% Balzacq's language of ‘security is a pragmatic act’ is not clear in this respect: as was noted before, security
is not a speech act, and thus is unable to have perlocutionary effects in this sense (security may however, for
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Launching his critique from an externalist and sociological angle, Balzacq suggests
that Weever has conflated the illocutionary and perlocutionary aspects of speech acts in
his theory of securitisation; Balzacq (2005, 176-177) argues that Waver’s approach re-
duces securitisation to the acts of the speaker, to the illocutionary aspect of speech acts,
which leave no role for the audience of securitisation, that is, for the perlocutionary ef-
fects of securitisation.'”> Balzacq seems to repeat Pierre Bourdieu’s (1991) criticism of
formal and structural linguists. Bourdieu (ibid.; see also Thompson 1991, 2) argued that
such approaches fail to grasp the social and political conditions of language formation,
and especially language use. Weaever frequently (e.g., Buzan et al. 1998, 46-47; Weaever
20004, 286; Weaever 2003) notes that this was Bourdieu’s way to counter the tendency of
some post-structuralists and philosophers of everyday language to consider the internal
linguistic features of speech acts as entirely determinant. This was part of Bourdieu’s
project to free sociology from all forms of domination by linguists and their conceptuali-
sations (Bourdieu 1991, 37).

Balzacq (2005, 185) presents securitisation as a strategy to swing audiences to favour
the securitising actor. However, in my view, although a relevant aspect of securitisation,
securitisation and security are not only about swinging audiences. As already noted, to
speak of a matter as an issue of security is a political choice, which may have several
kinds of motives behind it. Indeed, the perlocutionary effect of securitisation, as Weaever
presents it, is legitimacy: securitisation justifies acts which would otherwise be consid-
ered unjustified i.e., it makes morally unacceptable policies'*® become morally accept-
able, because they are seen to ensure the existence of something that should survive.
However, legitimacy is not the only perlocutionary aim of securitisation. The process of
securitisation may utilise securitisation moves with different aims as it goes on. Securi-
tisation may first be used as a warning or a deterrent, then as a basis to legitimise future
drastic acts, and finally as a post-hoc justification, for example. In addition to legitimacy,
controlled silence can also be the sign of a successful securitisation. The success of secu-
rity as silence may not be about swinging an audience in ones favour, but also to obtain
desistance from some form of action e.g., popular resistance/uprising.

Another point of contention in these debates on securitisation is an echo of those on
formality and openness within speech act theory’s applications in social theories. For ex-
ample, Balzacq (2005) criticises Weever of reducing securitisation to conventional prac-
tices like marriage and betting. It should however be noted that while some speech acts
have what Holdcroft (1978, 18-19) terms ‘conventional consequences’, not all do. Unlike
standard perlocutionary effects, some speech acts (like a marriage declaration) do not
have consequences that may or may not occur.'?” In this sense securitisation is unlike bet-

example, have connotations or, through affects, some other effects). The speech act of securitisation however
can have intended or unintentional perlocutionary effects. It might be clearer to posit that securitisation is a
speech act, which when successful, brings about the status function of a security issue.

195 For Waever however, as we have already seen and will see below, the success or failure of securitisation has
always been up to the audience, who the securitising actor tries to convince of the validity of her argument.
Indeed, I reason that the perlocutionary effect is in fact the criterion for the success or failure of securitisation
and a relevant aspect in the explication of the strands of securitisation speech acts.

19 Sometimes politicians too: securitisation has been utilised in interfactional struggle in the People’s Republic
of China for example.

197 For Habermas (1984), some speech acts rely on social institutions, while others are more open, which for
him allows ‘communicative action. While securitisation seems to conform to illocutionary conventions, most
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ting: while betting has conventional consequences, securitisation may or may not have
them, depending on the ‘strand’ of securitisation.'”® Most securitisation moves are open
in the sense that they are not declarations, in the sense that they have to be argued and
their ‘success’ depends on effecting the desired perlocutionary effect.!”

While illocutions may be performed with perlocutionary intentions (Searle & Vander-
veken 1985, 10; cf,, Cohen 1973, 500; Holdcroft 1978, 21) and an illocutionary act may
have a role to effectuate a matter, this does not necessarily mean that it has to be a per-
locutionary act (Holdcroft 1978, 22). This becomes evident when it is noted how non-
sensical it would be to say for example that ‘I convince you that you should do this’, or
‘I persuade you that you are wrong’, or even that ‘I legitimise this as an issue of national
security. Thereby, I believe that Habermas (1984) has a problem in categorising speech
acts with perlocutionary intentions as ‘strategic’, while leaving illocutionary acts with-
out perlocutionary intentions as ‘communicative acts.’ Indeed, as he himself recognises,
argumentation, which clearly should be the prime example of interaction that strives for
understanding,>”’ can have “strategic [i.e., perlocutionary] aspects.” Indeed, while argu-
mentation seeks understanding, it also aims at convincing, which is a perlocutionary ef-
fect; thereby, I would argue that even understanding is a perlocutionary effect.

Another aspect of the internal/external debate on acts of securitisation is the issue of
the ‘self-referentiality’ of security. Accordingly, Balzacq (2005, 171) also brings this point
of contention up in his critique of the CopS approach. Like other criticisms of the ‘inter-
nal’ aspect of securitisation theory, he identifies a problem with the self-referentiality of
security, with it being considered an intersubjective process: we either have to argue that
security is a self-referential practice, thus forsaking perlocutionary effects, or we have to
hold fast to the creed that using the concept of security also produces a perlocutionary
effect, in which case we have to abandon self—refererltiality.201

Thus the question arises: does the emphasis on audiences and perlocutionary effects,
that is, the intersubjectivity of securitisation as discussed above, lead to security as not
self-referential, as Balzacq argues? I contend that recognising the necessity of both illo-
cutionary and perlocutionary aspects does not mean security is not self-referential. John

acts of securitisation do not seem to have conventional consequences.

198 And even in the case of strands which do have conventional consequences, even these are open and can
fail, or be refused (even if only by violating the norm or convention); no act of securitisation is guaranteed or
omnipotent in terms of it becoming a working social reality, no matter what kind of power of declaration some
conventional and institutionalised social position may have.

Indeed, Weaever’s (1995, 80) footnote on securitisation being akin to raising a bet is an analogy rather than an
equivalent.

199 Securitisation for deterrence differs in this sense, as its effects come into play only after a declaration
has taken place. In the realm of security, declarations of war would be another example of a speech act with
‘conventional consequences.” A declaration of war is however quite different from most securitisation moves.
See Chapter 6.3.2. below for the various strands of securitisation proposed in this present study.

200 Habermas's (1984; see also 1979) communicative actions easily reads as extremely idealist. Even a precur-
sory reading of Schopenhauer (2005) shows how academic debates, which should be the form of life that most
resembles Habermas’s communicative action, can be strategic indeed; Schopenhauer’s ‘eristic dialectics’ shows
how academic discussions can be quite bereft of both truth and understanding.

201 Weever’s internal aspects in his formulations of securitisation theory may be derived from his views on
the possibilities allowed by discourse analysis of texts: discourse analysis should work within the text, and
seek trancendental signifieds. This does not however mean other methods could not be deployed in order to
examine variables beyond certain discourse samples. That the analysis of acts of securitisation works within
discourse samples does not mean that these samples would be all there was or is as regards actually occurred
social constructions of certain security issues.
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Searle (1996, 32-34) has noted that concepts that name social reality seem to have a
peculiar kind of self-referentiality. Following Searle’s way to approach this issue, in order
for something to be security it would have to be something considered to be security. If
everybody ceases to believe this something to be security, then it ceases its function as
security, and eventually ceases to be security.>?? The very concept of security is self-refer-
ential, as in order for something to fall under the concept of security it must be believed
to be satisfying the definition of security; part of being security is that it is believed to be
just that, security. This is a feature of all social facts.

Further, continuing along the externalist approach, Balzacq (2005, 181) argues that
language does not construct reality; at best it shapes our perception of it. I concur with
this position when it comes to issues such as, for example, the colour spectrum. However,
social facts such as the status function of security are fundamentally different: they are
political issues that exist only in a human-dependent form, even though some ‘threats’
have their basis in ‘brute reality’ Yet, such brute facts have to be provided with a layer of
social reality in order to have a status function for humans. Self-referentiality does not
mean a divorce from the ‘real world’ or even ‘brute reality. Social facts are epistemologi-
cally objective, yet ontologically subjective. At the same time, the construction of social
facts and institutions (like security) are both self-referential and intersubjective. A tank
is only a ‘tank’ to humans who perceive the status function of a tank, even if a ‘tank’ can
still cause their death without a status function of any kind. Similarly, that a status func-
tion for the human independent phenomenon of hurricanes is provided, clearly, will not
affect what the physical effects of hurricanes are (unless this leads to, for example, human
action in preparation for them). But hurricanes are also not spoken about as a security
threat in the sense security in relation to international relations is (e.g., hurricanes can-
not jeopardise the sovereignty of states which are social institutions, unless the hurri-
cane happens to also eliminate humanity as such).?®® Security in international affairs is
relational, but one cannot be relational with hurricanes.?%

But the question remains: why does security constituted by a belief to be security, not
lead to infinite regress (cf.,, Searle 1996, 52-53)? I reason, along Searle’s lines, that the
word ‘security’ marks a node in a complex network of intertwined practices inclusive of
defence and surveillance;?% further, ‘security’ is a modality (Hansen 2000) or a rationale
(Huysmans 2006a) that can operate in the absence of ‘security words.” Although Balzacq
(cf.,, 2005, 180) seems to view the term or concept of security as being a necessity to
produce the speech act of securitisation, for Weever (e.g., Buzan et al. 1998, 27), the word
‘security’ is not required in order to have securitisation.?® The speech act of securitisa-
202 Waever (20004, 253) seems to implicitly follow this understanding when he speaks about the normative
goal of securitisation studies; he has proposed that securitisation studies should aim at desecuritisation.

203 Catastrophic effects of hurricanes can, of course, facilitate threats that can bring the sovereignty of a state
to an end, if another state sees its opportunity for an attack or a secessionist group decides to take action, for
example.

204 We may be witnessing a shift in the predominant understanding of ‘security’ in international politics: slow
physical processes in the global atmosphere seem to be attaining a sense of a threat to survival, which is of
a different nature to those posed by humans via states and their weaponry. Whether such slowly progress-
ing threats will be incorporated into ‘security’, or whether they will be conceptualised in a different manner,
remains to be seen. See Trombetta (2008) for a discussion of this issue.

205 See e.g., Lyon (2006; 2007).

206 Searle and Vanderveken (1985, 10) argue that speakers often perform illocutionary acts implicitly through
the explicit performance of other illocutions by relying on background knowledge and the mental capacities
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tion does not happen if, for example, an actor utters the word security, but through the
production of an impression of a threat to something’s existence (e.g., by claiming and
warning) through the suggestion that some emergency action will repel the threat. In-
deed, the word security may not have to be used at all, as security can manifest itself on
a metaphorical level, implicitly or through institutional security (e.g., when some phrase
automatically contains the element of security and priority) (ibid.).?’” What is sufficient
is that something is considered to have the role of security in a network of practices.
Thereby infinite regress, as a result of the self-referentiality of social facts, is not appar-
ent. The word security functions as a linguistic placeholder for the practices that are a
part of it, and what is termed security is itself a network of practices: the word security
does not need to be used. The self-referentiality of ‘security’ then becomes intersubjec-
tive and thereby does not lead to infinite regress.

The above debate within Securitisation Studies has been about whether securitisation
theory should emphasise the illocutionary or perlocutionary aspects of speech acts of
securitisation. Due to this debate, it may be prudent to state my own view and reasoning
on this contentious issue. The debate on the issue of illocutionary and perlocutionary as-
pects is closely connected to the various views on political theory and theories of politics
that appliers of the approach have taken. Thereby it is also prudent to state my viewpoint
on this issue here as well.

My aim for the present study is to explicate the speech actlogic of acts of securitisation,
and thereby to provide solutions for the empirical problems that have been identified by
appliers of the securitisation framework. By provision of a typology of ‘strands’ of secu-
ritisation*® the semantic content of ‘securitisation’ lessens and ‘securitisation for some
purpose’ increases, and thereby the extension of ‘securitisation’ is greater than before.
While the emphasis here is on the explication of the variation in the political functions
of securitisation, it is also important to note the shared semantic content of its various
strands - after all - securitisation is ‘all about security’. To elucidate the shared illocution-
ary elements of the various types of securitisation acts may also clarify the view here on

shared with the hearer, in order to achieve understanding (asking whether someone knows where something
is, implies a request for directions for example). Securitisation speech acts can also be indirect, and rely on the
relevant background. Similarly, certain illocutionary acts can imply perlocutionary intentions. For example, a
promise could imply a threat.

Ted Cohen (1973, 500) and David Holdcroft (1978, 21) argue in a similar vein that a perlocution can be the
point of an illocution. They further argue that while an illocution may be performed in order to bring about a
perlocutionary effect, the opposite is not possible. You may threaten in order to intimidate, but you cannot elect
in order to vote.

Ciuta (2009, 316) argues that speech acts are by definition explicit, and that therefore the CopS could not
analyse ‘implicit security’, or the logic of security, which it deems more important than the word security. There
is however a huge discussion of ‘implicit speech acts’ beyond the points brought up here. It is prudent here to
recall that speech acts do not always depend on certain ‘explicit’ verbs for example: a promise can be made
without using the verb ‘promise’

207 This institutional nature of securitisation is evident in the ‘macro-securitisations’ engaged in during the
Cold War (Buzan & Waver 2009). Edelman (1972, 14-15) has also noted that some threats come to be shared
universally and thus are claimed to have the same consequences for everyone. The wide public processes that
these types of threats are constructed by make it very difficult to react to them in any other way than as threats;
threats will be the focus of attention whether the media is controlled by private interests or propaganda minis-
tries. Communism, counter-revolution, or terrorism will entail a security element and logic, depending on the
context where they are used (Buzan & Weever 2009; cf,, Edelman 1972, 15).

208 See chapter 6.3.2. below.
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what exactly happens in illocutionary acts of securitisation.

When we compare the elementary speech act sequences of the five strands of securi-
tisation posited below (see Table 2), it becomes apparent that they all share the speech
acts of a claim and a warning. The combination of these acts commits the securitising
actor to the view that there is an existential threat to a valued referent object, and that its
continued existence requires or has required drastic measures (to paraphrase the main
point: ‘this issue has/had to be dealt with before it is/was too late’). This then forms the
shared elementary stem for the strands of securitisation: the securitising actor commits
to the view that to repel a threat to a referent object’s existence requires drastic meas-
ures. It also displays how the word ‘security’ does not need to be used in order to ‘do
security’: what is required is the social institution/rationality/modality of security, and
precisely this is evoked by the shared illocutionary stem of securitisation.

Although the various strands of securitisation display how ‘security’ can be used for
various functions or purposes in terms of perlocutionary goals, the securitising actor al-
ready does something beyond communication in the illocutionary utterance of securi-
tisation, namely commits to the goal of a ‘status transformation’ or maintenance on the
issue in question into that of ‘security’ or threat repellence. This commitment takes place
irrespective of whether the utterance act is felicitously performed or not. Thereby, al-
ready the illocutionary act may change or alter the social situation, as it brings the social
institution/rationality/modality of security to bear on it. The success or felicity of the
illocutionary act beyond uptake is a perlocutionary matter (is the hearer convinced, for
example), but as the two level securitisation dilemma also shows, the illocutionary act
on its own already evokes the possibility of the status transformation, even if it ‘fails’?%’
What the transformation that happens in the illocutionary act is, depends greatly on the
socio-political context.>!” But it is important to note that for the various perlocutionary
intentions to succeed, the constitutive change that takes place in the illocutionary act of
securitisation also has to be successful.

As was already stated, the debate on the illocutionary and perlocutionary aspects of
securitisation speech acts is closely connected to different views on theories of politics.
This connection has recently become a new explicit point of contention within the litera-

209 This viewpoint can perhaps be elucidated with an analogy of punching: whether or not there are effects
caused by a punch, the status of the social situation may already be transformed in the act of punching (‘You
tried to hit me?!"), which may depend greatly on the social context of the punch (e.g., whether it takes place in
a contest, in jest, illegally, or in self defence). Thereby, irrespective of whether the punch lands on its target,
misses it, or either is dodged or parried, the act of punching is done in the punch and the puncher commits
(irrespective of intention or sincerity) the status transformation it entails. Furthermore, just as speech acts can
have both intended and unintended consequences, so can a punch.

210 As Marina Sbisa (2001, 1797, 1801) notes, some illocutionary acts can have ‘conventional effects’, which
may depend on the ‘power’ of the utterer (e.g., authority, influence, legitimation, capacity, or competence) and
the uptake of the hearer. As was already noted above, a similar notion has been put forward by Holdcroft (1978,
18-19), who posits that some speech acts can have ‘conventional consequences’. Which illocutionary acts have
conventional constitutive entailments is an empirical matter to be investigated.

In the case of acts of securitisation, as was noted above, to commit to an illocutionary act of securitisation,
in some social situations, may have consequences, some of which may be conventional. For example, with a
declarative illocutionary force, the success of the strand of securitisation for deterrence depends on its conven-
tional ‘effects’ or ‘consequences’, as the deterrent effect is based on the possibility of realisation of the proposed
measures. Declarations of states of emergency or war are other examples of instances where there are conven-
tional effects when the correct speakers, hearers, and other social conventions are present. Often, these effects
have even been codified into laws.
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ture on securitisation theory.?!! Different participants in the debates on securitisation
theory hold different views on what politics is, and this is often reflected in the way they
approach securitisation theory as well. Many critics have also noted that the theory of
politics which can be deduced from securitisation theory is inconsistent or self-contra-
dictory.

Indeed, politics may be approached from a variety of angles. It can be viewed as a
productive activity (e.g., postmodern approaches that draw on Foucault), reproductive
activity (e.g., approaches that draw on Bourdieu), or an allocatory activity (e.g., approach-
es that draw on Easton). Furthermore, politics can be viewed both as an arena and an
activity (e.g., approaches that draw on Palonen). It could be possible to limit the theory
of securitisation to one theory of politics, and inject that into the theory, and it could be
argued that the theory of securitisation needs to contain a theory of politics - or even
that the theory of securitisation is itself a theory of politics. My viewpoint is, however,
different. In accordance with the minimalist view on the core of the theory, and the goal
of theory travel, my contention is that securitisation theory can be used to elucidate phe-
nomena and practices in accordance with all of the above approaches to politics. This is
made possible by a minimal core, and the adaptation of the protective belt in accordance
with the theory of politics applied in each study. An empirical applier of the theory of
securitisation could connect some theory of politics onto the protective belt of the frame-
work, while another applier could attach a different theory to it. Thereby, the speech
act approach to securitisation can be used to investigate how identities are produced in
processes of securitisation, yet it can also be used to investigate how securitisation oper-
ates in bureaucratic battles of resource allocation. When the core of the theory is kept
minimal, such variation in the types of problems investigated with the approach does not
have to be a question of either or. It may be necessary to have some theory of politics in
order to apply securitisation theory, but it may not be necessary that the combination of
securitisation theory and a theory of politics would always stay the same.

To sum up the above discussions, we know that IR has witnessed a series of metatheoreti-
cal debates on structure and agency.>'? Thus, it is no surprise that the issue has flared up
within the debates on securitisation theory, too. In this view, the debates on the internal
and external aspects of acts of securitisation seem to revolve around the same issues
that Chomsky and Foucault (2006) discussed in their famous debate on human nature.
Proponents of the internal aspect emphasise the creativity of acts of securitisation, in
that performative acts of securitisation bring something new into situations that was not
there before. Conversely, proponents of the external aspect emphasise that acts of secu-
ritisation depend on various structures that emanate from the situation itself, for it is not
possible to do certain things, if certain other things are not first in place. I believe that a
middle-position should be adopted on this issue, just as Chomsky and Foucault did in the
end: not everything is possible, even performatively, if certain ‘structures’ are not in play,
while such ‘structures’ can be applied or manipulated creatively. While many processes

21 A forthcoming issue of Security Dialogue based on the 20™ anniversary of securitisation theory conference
held in Copenhagen in September 2010 engages this debate explicitly.

412 For debates and discussion of the agent-structure problem in IR, see Wendt (1987; 1999), Hollis & Smith
(1991), Carlsnaes (1992), Buzan (1995), and Wight (2006).
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of securitisation depend and build on existing norms, threat images and even previous
processes of securitisation, bringing these to bear on some particular issue is concomi-
tantly a way to create something new.

The capabilities (e.g., habitus and socio-political capital) of actors and how these are
distributed in a particular social field, enable and constrain the creative use of perfor-
matives. The field and the capabilities are, however, not the same as the context of the
utterance or performance of speech acts: for Searle & Vanderveken (1985, 27-28), the
context of an utterance consists not only of speaker, hearer, time, place but of also related
other features of the speaker,; hearer, time and place that are relevant to the performance
of the speech acts. Securitising actors can choose to perform securitising moves, but they
cannot decide on the perlocutionary effects these will elicit i.e., securitising actors cannot
decide on the success or failure of their illocutionary acts.?!* Thereby, securitisation is an
open social process which can always fail, and which can be refused (Waever 2000b, 10):
“it is necessary always to keep open the possibility of failure of an act that previously suc-
ceeded and where the formal resources and position are in place (the breakdown of com-
munist regimes in Eastern Europe) and conversely that new actors can perform a speech
act they previously were not expected to (the environmental movement). [...] Therefore,
the issue of ‘who can do security? and ‘was this a case of securitisation?’ can ultimately
only be judged in hindsight. [...] It can not be closed off by finite criteria for success.” For
Derrida (1988, 15), the possibility of infelicity or the failure of the speech act is always
present in speech act situations. Searle and Vanderveken’s (1985, 10) solution to the is-
sue of success and failure, or the felicity and infelicity of speech acts was to broaden the
possible ‘results’ of speech acts, to those of speech acts being unsuccessful, successful but
defective, or successful and nondefective. Beyond issues of success and failure of speech
acts in terms of criteria such as uptake, Habermas (1984) raises the point of the ever
present possibility of refusal: hearers can challenge the social convention a speech act is
based on. While such refusals may be a taboo or have severe consequences, e.g., a court
martial for refusal to follow orders, the logical and practical possibility of such remains.
Structures and agents are both required to achieve securitisation, and both should be
taken into account in its empirical investigation.

6.2.4. Carl Schmitt in Copenhagen and Beijing - the Concept of the Political and
Securitisation Theory

As the previous sub-chapter demonstrated, the issue of structures and agents in bringing
about securitisation has been a multifaceted debate. ‘Who’ can ‘speak security’ is a rele-
vant question here, but even more pertinent is whether those who that have the ability to
speak security can decide on the success of such speech, or on whether or not a security
policy is implemented. Weever’s emphasis of the internal aspect of acts of securitisation
has worried many because of its similarity with ‘decisionism’ However, while processes of
securitisation can be viewed as a form of politics that defines limits between the normal
and the ‘special’ or the ‘exceptional, as the above discussion already indicated, speakers

23 In analoguous terms, one can choose to make a flanking operation, but one cannot decide that it will be

successful.

166



Chapter 6

cannot always decide on the success of securitisation.?!* This is one of the fundamental
differences between the theory of securitisation and readings of Carl Schmitt’s notion of
the political within Security Studies.

Schmitt (e.g.,, 1996; 2005) discussed the state of exception in the context of constitu-
tional legal systems. For him, the essence of the political is the moment when normative
procedural constraints on political power have to give way to the necessity to recognise
the enemy,”!” thus revealing the primacy of the exception over the norm.?!® The power to
decide on such an exception to regular procedures and limits defines a sovereign,?'” and
the authentically political moment of creation.?'® Even though Schmitt has never disap-
peared from the ‘scene’ in Europe (Koivusalo & Ojakangas 1997, 35), since the end of the
1990s his thoughts have gained intensive attention in European security studies.?!’ The
opening salvos for this new barrage of debate came from Jef Huysmans’s (1998b) and
Michael Williams’s (2003) articles. The newfound interest in Schmitt has been fuelled by
Giorgio Agamben’s (2005; see also 2001) discussion on the state of exception and ‘bare
life’ (Agamben 1998), journals such as Telos have constantly discussed Schmitt, and such
illuminaries as Chantal Mouffe (2005; see also 1999) and Jacques Derrida (2005) have
found it necessary to engage with Schmitt to develop their own conceptualisation of poli-
tics. Schmitt has even been relevant in China studies, as exemplified by Michael Dutton’s
(2005) study of policing in China, which I will discuss below. As Markku Koivusalo and
Mika Ojakangas (1997, 36-37) note, Schmitt has been either an inspiration or a target
for criticism and debate for a broad spectrum of positions ranging from the neo-right to
Maoism and even the Green movement.

As was just noted, many commentators on securitisation studies (e.g., Huysmans
1998b; 2006a; Williams 2003; Alker 2006) have found similarities between securitisa-
tion and Schmitt’s decisionism.?>° Waever (2007a) too, recognises these similarities, but
denies that Schmitt would have influenced him before the development of his own un-
derstanding of securitisation.”?! As will be seen, although the two approaches do share

2% A securitising actor can choose to make a securitising move, but thereafter the actor cannot decide whether
the move succeeds or fails. Some acts of securitisation have conventional perlocutionary outcomes whilst
others do not.

25 Schmitt (1996, 26): “The specific political distinction to which political actions and motives can be reduced
is that between friend and enemy.”

26 Schmitt (2005, 5): “This definition of sovereignty must therefore be associated with a borderline case and
not with routine.”

47 “Sovereign is he who decides on the exception,” (Schmitt 2005, 5). The sentence in the original German
is “Soverdn ist, wer tiber den Ausnahmezustand entscheidet”, which implies the possibility of the sovereign in
plural. Thereby, the sovereign is not necessarily an individual person, but the position from which a new order
is established, and exceptions from it determined.

218 For Agamben, the political is the nexus between violence and law (Agamben 2005, 88), and “in modern
biopolitics, sovereign is he who decides on the value or nonvalue of life as such” (Agamben 1998, 142).

219 The same trend has happened within IR. See for example Odysseos & Pepito (2007), and the exchange
between Chandler (2008a; 2008b) and Odysseos & Pepito (2008).

220 For example Huysmans (2006a, 135) identifies the Schmittian understanding of the political as a move from
normal to exceptional politics, as the political problematic of securitisation. While securitisation is different
from Schmitt’s position, Huysmans argues that taking securitisation as the legitimisation of the ‘exceptional’ is a
particular way to view the political. Neal (2006) similarly posits securitisation as among the various approaches
to ‘exceptionalism’ he discusses and critiques.

221 Andreas Behnke (2000, 91-92) argues, similarly to Huysmans (1998b), that the separation of politicisa-
tion and securitisation reifies and depoliticises the constitution of political communities through sovereign
decisions. Behnke argues that Weaever rejects securitisation because it disturbs the silence of the sovereign
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similarities, there are also clear differences, which have also been noted (Williams 2003;
Neal 2006). A discussion of Schmitt’s and Agamben’s approaches to ‘states of exception’,
with a Daoist digression, will elucidate these differences.

We can begin by noting that, for Schmitt, the authentically political moment of creation
boils down to a struggle between (Christian) good and evil; for Schmitt (2005, 36): “all
significant concepts of the modern theory of the state are secularized theological con-
cepts”; “every political idea in one way or another takes a position on the ‘nature’ of man
and presupposes that he is either ‘by nature good’ or ‘by nature evil’” (ibid., 56).2** Yet
what is deemed to be good or evil is in itself a political and moral question. Leo Strauss
(1996, 95, 99, 101) already noted this problem with Schmitt’s ‘affirmation of the politi-

cal’, which Strauss demonstrated was merely an ‘affirmation of the moral”:

“the opposition between the negation and the position of the political can be traced
back to a quarrel over human nature. [...] The opposition between evil and good los-
es its keen edge, it loses its very meaning, as soon as evil is understood as innocent
‘evil’ and thereby goodness is understood as an aspect of evil itself. Schmitt [has to
nullify] the view of human evil as animal and thus innocent evil, and to return to
the view of human evil as moral baseness. [...] [H]e affirms the political because he
sees in the threatened status of the political a threat to the seriousness of human
life. The affirmation of the political is ultimately nothing other than the affirmation
of the moral”

Indeed, instead of going ‘beyond good and evil, Schmitt is basically bound to Christianity,
and thereby to a Manichean understanding of the world and how it is ultimately consti-
tuted. This is evident in his assumption of the existence of basic dyadic relations (Schmitt
1996, 26): "Let us assume that in the realm of morality the final distinctions are between
good and evil, in aesthetics beautiful and ugly, in economics profitable and unprofitable.”
In the realm of politics, then, the basic dyad is famously that of friend and enemy. How-
ever, a Daoist double reading of dyads through the Yin-Yang principle, and of sovereignty
through the ‘sage-ruler’ (25 A\, shéngrén), show how a morality beyond basic dyads and
‘deciding’ could be possible.

While for Schmitt (2005) it is the sovereign that decides,?** for Laozi (2004) it is the
sage that cannot decide. For Schmitt (1996) it is not important how, or on which grounds,
ajudgement or decision is made, but that it is made in the first place, so that, in each situ-
ation a judgement on what is right and wrong, what is good and evil, or what is beautiful
and ugly, comes about. Conversely for Laozi (2004), the ability to lack such judgements is

decisions that precede the ‘liberal democracy’ that is already included in the theory of securitisation. In a way,
Behnke fleshes out the ‘democratic bias’ of the paradigmatic form of securitisation theory, see Chapter 6.3.

222 (Ojakangas (2002, 35) presents one possibility for why Schmitt was ‘stuck’ to a dichotomous morality:
Schmitt was a ‘true believer’ who saw Christianity as essentially anti-Jewish and exclusionary of Judaism.

223 As Huysmans (2006a, 137) puts it: “The Schmittian sovereign does not move value questions to the private
realm but publicly decides what counts as right and wrong” (cf,, Schmitt 1996, 53-68). The Daoist sage is
precisely the opposite of this understanding of the sovereign; a Daoist sage-ruler is against vitalism, against
creative acts of will. “The wise ruler is a non-judgemental, self-effacing mother” (Roberts 2004, 131). Instead
of an tiber-mensch, the sage-ruler is an unter-mensch (Moeller 2006, 135); while Schmitt aims at being ‘beyond
good and evil, the Laozi (2004) achieves precisely this: the Laozi is non-humanist philosophy.
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precisely what makes the sage a sage: all other people know that good is good and bad is
bad, except the sage-ruler (Moeller 2006, 103-104, 106; Laozi 2004, §2, §49).2*

As Ojakangas (2002, 119) notes, the Reich or Polis, that is, the state, is by no means rare
in the world, but rather, what would be rare, for him, would be the non-creation of the
Reich, the suspension of power and rulership. It would also seem that Daoist states have
been rare, if not non-existent. A Daoist state would practice inaction or non-interference
(B TC A, wéiwiwéi): the sage would be a leader who would neither decide (contra Sch-
mitt) nor judge (contra Arendt).?*® This kind of state would be essentially different from
those formed in the Judeo-Christian tradition and the types of judicial orders discussed
by Schmitt, since they would not be based on absolute dichotomies, but rather on the Yin-
Yang principle. Yet even here there would be ‘limits’: only the sage would know that she
actually does not know (what is good and what is bad).?*

With his vitalist philosophy, Schmitt sought the authentic political condition or experi-
ence, which was the definition of the enemy and the decision on the state of exception, the
real possibility of ‘physical killing’ (Schmitt 1996, 33; Huysmans 2006a, 135-138).2%7 As
Strauss (1996, 107) suggested, Schmitt sought ‘pure and whole knowledge’, which could
only be gained by the means of return to the origin, to ‘undamaged, non-corrupt nature.
The leading philosopher of contemporary ‘exceptionality’, Giorgio Agamben seems to re-
sist this position, or at least its desirability. For Agamben (2005, 88), “purity never lies at
the origin”: the ‘disenchantement of fictions’ (like the unity of life and law) merely allows
the possibility of the origin’s new conditions. As Koivusalo (2001, 100) notes, Agamben
has dealt with the issue of ‘authenticity’ or ‘origin’ in most of his works, by returning to
the issue of the limits and power of language, always in a slightly different manner. In a
way, this could be seen to conform to the circular principles of Daoism: “Reversal is the
movement of the Dao” (Moeller 2006, 102), “the things of the world are generated from
presence; presence is created from non-presence (ibid., 39).”*?® Agamben’s objective to
seek to end that which has been, and move towards that what is, but has never before
already been, equals the truest form of infantia (Koivusalo 2001, 107-108). In Daoism,
the origin is similarly always present; it is neither more authentic nor purer than the
224 The sage-ruler has two key characteristics: inaction and being without personal qualities (Moeller 2006,
59; Laozi 2004, §48). The sage-ruler will not be opposed, as there is nothing to oppose; the sage-ruler must
make sure that there is no distinguishable person or ‘interest’ at the centre of power (Moeller 2006, 62-65).

225 One could think that perhaps the Laozi (2004) is not about politics or a social theory, but as Moeller (2006,
57) notes, the Laozi is a text of human leadership, and like many other philosophical texts of its time, it was a
guidebook for political leaders.

226 Daoist thinking could also make possible the essentialist-resistant politics Mouffe (2005, 7) seeks: just as
“neither the totality nor the fragments possess any kind of fixed identity, prior to contingent and pragmatic
forms of their articulation,” Daoist principles deal with emptiness and form (form is emptiness, emptiness is
form). Moeller (2006, 20) suggests that the Dao describes the structural interplay of emptiness and fullness,
or non-presence and presence. The Laozi does not seek ‘external sources of energy’, it does not look for acts
of creation; genuineness is not to be found in the origin, as the origin is always present (Laozi 2004, §14). As
Roberts (2004, 21) notes, history in Daoism becomes a nonchronical and everpresent antiquity; virtue does not
emanate from some paternal history, but is accessible in the authenticity of the present.

227 Schmitt (1996, 29): “The political is the most intense end extreme antagonism.” For Laozi (2004), a moral
aspect is absent even in issues of war: instead of ‘good’ and ‘bad’, or enemy and friend, the Laozi conceptualises
military confrontations in terms of ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ (Moeller 2006, 84). The function of military forces is to
act as deterrents (Laozi 2004, §80). The Daoist approach to military engagements is in tune with Sunzi (2005):
the aim is to make the opponent expend energy while the defendant remains inactive.

228 In Laozi (2004, 112) the Stanza 40 is translated as: “The Way moves on by contra-motion; Yielding is the
application. Becoming begets all beings below; Becoming begotten of negation.”
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present.’” Thus, in a way, the objective of the sage is to be in-between the social and
the corporeal, to be in a state of infancy. The sage-ruler is non-present, a human desert,
‘an infant that does not yet smile’ (Moeller 2006, 67). Unlike the superior individual, the
‘gentleman’ (5 ¥, jiinzi) emphasised by Confucianism, in Laozi, the sage is childlike and
never a commanding father; the sage has no ruler-vassal relationship (1, jin-chén)
nor father-son relationship (%, fu-zi) that are among the cardinal relationships of Con-
fucianism (Roberts 2004, 18).2*° The Laozi envisages a system of rule that is not based on
paternalism, nor vitalist moments of creation or decision.

Beyond the notions of infantia and the lack of purity in origins, Agamben (1998; 2005)
departs from Schmitt in that when for Schmitt the state of exception is truly exceptional,
for Agamben the state of exception has become the rule.?3! This state of affairs came about

229 ‘Out of one comes two, out of two comes three, out of three comes a multitude of things. In Laozi (2004,
116) Stanza 42 is translated as “The number one of the Way was born. A duad from this monad formed. The
duad next a triad made; The triad bred the myriad, Each holding Yang And held by Yin, Whose powers’ balanced
interaction Brings all ten thousand to fruition.”

As Moeller (2006, 51-52) notes, the Dao is not an origin or an ultimate beginning: “neither the cosmos nor
society has been ‘created’ or ‘planned.” Neither of them is grounded in some initial ‘action’ or ‘agency.” Unlike
Christianity, there is no creator in Daoism. Accordingly, the Daoist state is not based on vitalist philosophy a la
Schmitt. The Laozi is non-teleological, and avoids concepts of some original acts of creation, or of entities that
would precede their own existence; the Laozi does not seek external sources of energy (Moeller 2006, 52-53).
A ‘secularised’ Daoism would then lead to a different understanding of sovereignty than the ‘secular’ theology
of the political Schmitt examines.

230 The Daoist critique of the definition of the enemy as the founding moment of political orders, and the basis
of the political presented here, should not be taken as an argument for how things metaphysically ‘really’ are:
I use the Daosit critique as a double reading of the necessity of the enemy/friend dyad. I argue that there is no
need for a doxa, or even an orthodoxa concerning the political. If a Daoist sage is a sovereign who cannot decide,
then perhaps sovereignty can be something beyond deciding on the exception.

Another possible reading of how a state can be founded without defining an enemy also comes from Chinese
state-philosophy. Without going deeply into the traditions, it can be noted that in imperial China, the basis for
legitimate rule of the emperor was the mandate of heaven (K, tianming). This mandate was however not
permanent. Should there be a succession of bad harvests or natural disasters, this could be interpreted as the
heaven announcing that the mandate was revoked. This legitimated rising up against the emperor, and setting
up a new cosmological order with a new emperor.

Although culturally and temporally anachronistic, these kinds of situations could be interpreted as states of
exception, moments of overturning the reigning political order and replacing it with another. This however did
not necessitate the definition of an enemy.

See Perry (2001) on how the idea of challenging the mandate of heaven has influenced popular protest in
China.

231 Huysmans (2008, 166-167) also emphasises the difference between Schmitt’'s and Agamben’s ‘state
of exception’: Schmitt grounds the political in a conception of the exception, while Agamben grounds it in a
conception of the exception-as-the-rule.

Agamben draws inspiration for this from Walter Benjamin’s (1999b, 248) sentence: “The tradition of the
oppressed teaches us that the ‘state of emergency’ in which we live is not the exception but the rule.”

There indeed are examples of ‘emergency powers’ as the rule for decades. This was for example the case in
Malaysia where states of emergencies were in place for several decades, and in the US which has, for the most
part, been in a state of emergency since President Roosevelt declared one during the ‘great depression’ (the
four states of emergencies declared after 1933 were terminated in 1978, only to have a new national emergency
declared in 1979, which has been followed by 30 others in a fewer number of years [Neocleous 2007, 10]).
Agamben however does not continue Benjamin’s (1999b, 248-249) point: Benjamin called for a ‘real state of
emergency’ which would improve the positions of struggle against fascism. Indeed, it is important to realise
that what Balakrishnan (1999, 264) notes on Schmitt, applies to Benjamin as well: the political context of
both Schmitt and Benjamin is ‘nearly the exact opposite’ to Agamben’s, despite the camps in Guantanamo or
Woomera.

Agamben (2005, 2) argues that the state of exception has become a global technique of government, and thus
it blurs the distinctions between constitutional forms. Before (1998, 115) he argued that “if today there is
no longer any clear figure of the sacred man, it is perhaps because we are all virtually homines sacri” But if
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in Nazi-Germany when the state of exception ceased “to be referred to as an external and
provisional state of factual danger” and came “to be confused with juridicial rule itself”
(Agamben 1998, 168). Agamben (1998; 2001) uses the political theoretical analysis of
‘camps’ as his example of how the exception is incorporated into the normal, of how a
state of exception is willed into being.>*? The ‘camp’ is a space that opens up and is given
permanence when the state of exception is left to remain in normalcy, yet is excluded
from it (Agamben 1998, 169-170, 175; 2001, 36). The ‘Jew’ could be put into camps only
after she had been stripped of all aspects of citizenship, after she had been ‘denational-
ised’ (Agamben 1998, 132) and had become ‘bare life’, life that could be killed by anyone
without consequence (Agamben, 2001, 25).>* Agamben (2001, 13) argues that the state
of exception has become the sole form for legitimising power, and that power constantly
aims to produce a state of exception. Via biopolitics, the pre-eminence of the bios over the
zoe, bare life has become the only value of modern politics for Agamben, and this is where
modern democracies and totalitarian orders are in solidarity (Agamben 1998, 10, 122;
cf, Koivusalo 2001, 114-116).2%

However, it would appear that Agamben conflates a state of emergency and a state of
exception,?*> which Schmitt (2005, 5) clearly keeps separate; for Agamben (2005, 4), the
state of exception (Ausnahmezustand) contains the ‘state of necessity’ (Notstand), ‘emer-
gency decrees’ and ‘states of siege’ (état de siége), as well as ‘martial law’ and ‘emergency
powers.” As was already noted, for Schmitt (2005, 5), the state of exception is more excep-
tional: the exception is not merely a construct applied to any emergency degree or state
of siege.?*® Rather, the exception is a borderline concept, which should not be considered

this would be the case, how would the people in the ‘camps’ be any different from citizens who have rights
and entitlements, any different from those who would not be banned ‘outside the city’? If all are banned, does
that not mean that all are inside or outside? This shows how practices of securitisation may be viewed as
more specific techniques of abandonment or banning. On the level of technocratic practice, this may entail the
banning of a trench-coated man in a subway, for example.

At times Agamben also seems to paint with too broad strokes, for example, in terms of what is global and what
is the West: in Agamben (1998, 176), “the camp, which is now securely lodged within the city’s interior, is the
new biopolitical nomos of the planet,” actually turns out, a few pages later (ibid., 181), to be “the fundamental
biopolitical paradigm of the West.”

232 Jurists came up with the concept of a ‘state of willed exception’ (einen gewollten Ausnahmezustand) in order
to establish the National Socialist state (Agamben 1998, 168).

233 Agamben (1998, 8): homo sacer (the sacred man) “may be killed and yet not sacrificed,” as the homo sacer
is already in the possession of the ‘gods of the underworld’ (ibid., 73).

234 Mika Ojakangas (2002, 112-116) argues that Agamben'’s interpretation of biopower is different to Foucault’s
biopower: for Foucault, the sovereign can only deal with ‘bare life’, but biopower goes beyond the power to
decide on death, as it aims to exclude death itself; Foucault’s biopower precisely deals with life in all of its forms,
not just bare life as Agamben suggests. Biopower cannot rule through merely the threat of death as sovereign
power, biopower requires a plurality of techniques of power (cf, Foucault 2007). Further, while Agamben
(1998) portrays for example the extermination of the ‘Jew’ as ‘lice’ as being a paragon of the biopolitics of bare
life, Foucault might have seen this as a form of thanatopolitics instead, i.e., the politics of death (cf,, Agamben
1998, 122).

235 In Agamben (2001, 9), for example, he defines a state of exception as a temporary suspension of the legal
order, something similar to a state of emergency, which is often part of a legal order.

236 Schmitt (2005, 5): “the exception is to be understood to refer to a general concept of the theory of the state,
and not merely to a construct applied to any emergency decree or state of siege.”

Agamben (2005, 4-5; see also Agamben 1998, 166-169) recalls the historical introduction of the Napoleonic
decree of a state of siege, and when the possibility to suspend the constitution was introduced into law. That
such possibilities are inscribed into a legal order precisely shows that they are not what Schmitt’s state of
exception was about. When Schmitt (1996, 46-47) for example discusses the hostis declaration of the Romans,
he uses this as an example of how internal enemies are decided on by the sovereign. Deciding on the exception
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routine. The exception, thus, cannot be factually circumscribed or codified in law: indeed,
the exception can, at best, only be characterised as extreme peril or a danger to the ex-
istence of the state (ibid., 6); “what characterizes an exception is principally unlimited
authority, which means the suspension of the entire existing legal order” (ibid. 12). For
Agamben (2005, 23) by contrast, the state of exception can be the total, or partial, sus-
pension of the legal order and the state of exception is neither internal nor external to
the juridical order but in a ‘zone of indifference’ where inside and outside blur into one
another. The legal order is permanently suspended in the ‘camp’, and thereby the camp
remains outside the legal order (Agamben 2001, 37). It seems then that, for Agamben,
the camp represents a specific or limited suspension of the legal order and is thereby
different from what Schmitt describes as a state of exception; the camp is a permanent
special order that houses ‘bare life’, which no longer can be written into the order beyond
it (ibid., 40).27

As can be seen from the above reasoning, for Schmitt, the sovereign decides on the state
of exception and also defines the enemy. This forms the metaphysical basis of the po-
litical and the political involves the definition of mortal enemies. This decision, however,
remains solely with the sovereign. This then crystallises the first difference between de-
cisionism and securitisation.

Weever has argued that due to the social character of securitisation, formal authority
is not sufficient to achieve success. Securitisation can always fail and no one person can
conclusively hold the power of securitisation (Buzan et al. 1998, 31). Securitisation can-
not be closed off by finite criteria for success (Waever 2000a, 286; 2000b, 10). Therefore
no single individual can be guaranteed that her decisions will be accepted; securitisation
is an intersubjective, social process. Huysmans illustrates how Schmitt’s understanding of
the political renders politics as a politics of fear; to base a political order on the fear of the
enemy is a dictatorial principle of governance that enforces executive authority and de-
nies the possibility and capability of others to interpret and act in the world in a different
way (Huysmans 2008, 170). Therefore, Schmitt’s understanding of politics would seem to
be contrary to what communication studies have otherwise demonstrated on the open-

and deciding on the enemy are two different things for Schmitt, when for Agamben they seem to be conflated.
Thus, for Schmitt, what Agamben conceptualises as the ‘ban’ or ‘abandonment’ is not about the exception, but
about the enemy.

237 Butler (2006, 57) identifies the Guantdnamo Camp Delta as just such a space. The Bush administration’s
legal arrangement for this camp does indeed seem to have parallels with what Himmler did with the initial
camps for political prisoners in 1933 (Agamben 1998, 169); similar to the camps in Hitler’'s Germany which
were placed under the authority of the SS, and thereby outside the German legal order, the Bush administration
has placed ‘enemy combatants’ captured outside the US legal order.

While the case of Guantdnamo has been a popular example of how the state of exception has become the rule
(for a critique, see Neal 2006), it seems that this specific camp may not be that permanent after all, at least in
this specific geographic location. Whether or not indefinite detention (cf., Butler 2006, 63) remains an indefinite
practice for the Obama administration remains to be seen.

Another problem with Agamben'’s conception of camps when actual practices are investigated, is that he does
not give a voice for Homo Sacer: Agamben presents the people interned in camps as hapless victims who have
no agency. Yet, when for example the Woomera camp in Australia is examined, those interned in the camp had
agency even though they did not have a voice (see for example Huysmans 2005 on the Woomera detention
centre and the protests there). Constructions of worthless and powerless others may be dangerous, as that
other may prove to have agency and voice after all (e.g., North Vietnam vis-a-vis France and the US) (I owe this
insight to Tarak Barkawi).
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ness of all interpretation; there is always a surplus of meaning in a text (Derrida 1988;
Laclau & Mouffe 2001; Fiske 1992).2*® Habermas (1984) also emphasises the possibility
of refusal, even in highly formal and institutionalised social situations.

Another difference between the state of exception and securitisation is that while the
state of exception is general and all-encompassing, the nullification of the legal order and
the setting up of a new ‘Ordnung’, securitisation is specific and limited.?* It would seem
that a considerable amount of the recent literature on the state of exception, especially
in terms of the war on terror; is confused as regards Schmitt’s concept of the state of ex-
ception.?** Schmitt clearly states that the state of exception is not about a siege on a town,
but that it is about the nullification of law to instigate a new order and sovereign i.e., it is
about revolution.?*! Camps do not nullify an entire legal order, but are exceptions within
the judicial order (Agamben 1998; 2001). This is a significant phenomenon and should
be further analysed, but even so, this state of exception may still not be the correct con-
cept and understanding to assess this inclusion of the exclusion.

A third difference between decisionism and securitisation is that the number of ac-
tors who can speak security is greater than those who can decide in the vein of Schmitt.
While Schmitt’s metaphysics is based on a judge’s prerogative of decision, which is used
to return to the origin of a legal order, it may be possible to conjure up images of situa-

238 While interpretations retain the possibility of openness, it is also frequently the case that people will
interpret matters in a similar way. There are also consistencies in cultures and societies in terms of the under-
standing of concepts. The roles people assume may also influence interpretations: people who share the same
role learn to respond in similar fashion to particular signs. Specific types of political speech to specific types
of audiences, may specify a certain response with a high confidence; in a way, Graham Allison is speaking of
this when he states that ‘where you stand depends on where you sit’ (Allison & Zelikow 1999). Meanings and
ways of responding to them are not the same for everyone, but perceptions of group interests and mutual
role-taking may bear a significant influence on them. (cf.,, Edelman 1972, 115.) For Weever (2007a) however,
the possibility of re-articulation, the surplus of meaning, is a condition for the possibility of politics. Like him,
it may be advantageous to take a middle-ground position on the issues of Derrida-style (over?)emphasis of
freeflowing reinterpretation and the Foucauldian emphasis of dominant discourses and structures. Structures
may dominate, but they can also be used creatively to undermine them, as a form of resistance.

239 Insightas provided to me by Ole Weever during the Q&A session to his keynote lecture at the Culture and the
Configuring of Security Conference in Hor, 7.11.2007. See also Weever (2008a, 109).

240 As Neocleous (2007, 14) notes: “governments much prefer to work under the cloak of legality [...] far from
suspending the law, violent actions conducted in ‘emergency conditions’ have been legitimated through the
law on the grounds of necessity and in the name of security.” This demonstrates how most ‘emergency condi-
tions’ differ from what Schmitt describes as a ‘state of exception’, and how securitisation similarly differs from
Schmitt’s approach.

211 The discussion on the state of exception can be seen as continuing an even older discussion on ragione
di stato and coup d’état. Michel Foucault's (2007, 261-266) discussion of coup d’état’s also comes very close
to securitisation. For Foucault a coup is a suspension, or a temporary departure, from laws and legality; it
is an extraordinary action against ordinary law, while ragione di stato demands that it must command laws
themselves. While ragione di stato is always exceptional in relation to public, particular and fundamental laws,
most of the time it still respects the law it has stipulated down. But in the name of the salvation of the state,
ragione di stato can free itself from the binds of law. A coup d’état is a self-manifestation of the state: “necessity,
urgency, the need to save the state itself will exclude the game of these natural laws and produce something
that in a way will only be the establishment of a direct relationship of the state with itself when the keynote is
necessity and safety” (ibid., 262). While prepared in secrecy or behind the scenes, coups, are for Foucault, like
security arguments, by their nature theatrical or public because they need support: “to win support, and so that
the suspension of laws with which it is necessarily linked do not count against it, the coup d’état must break out
in broad daylight and in so doing reveal on the very stage where it takes place the raison d’état that brings it
about. No doubt the coup d’état must hide its preparatory processes and moves, but it must appear solemnly in
its effects and in the reasons that defend it” (ibid. 264-265).
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tions where also non-sovereigns can create mortal enemies.?*? The Atomic Scientists re-
sponsible for the creation of nuclear weapons concomitantly also created a global threat
i.e., the possibility of thermonuclear annihilation. Securitisation moves that have posited
human civilisation as jeopardised by such a possibility, are one of the macrosecuritisa-
tion discourses postulated by Buzan and Weever (2009). I have elsewhere (Vuori 2010a)
analysed the anti-nuclear macrosecuritisation moves of the Atomic Scientists, by which
I demonstrated how the theory of securitisation differs from Schmitt’s political: not all
securitising actors can ‘decide’?** Some actors have to convince others of the necessity of
their suggested remedies to deal with existential threats. Furthermore, the anti-nuclear
macrosecuritisation discourse demonstrates that securitisation moves do not always
have to entail the creation of an existential enemy. To reason via enmity, and to be able to
refer to a ‘matched pair, seems to make securitisation arguments more convincing, but
this does not make the construction of an enemy a logical necessity for securitisation.**
While the securitisation moves of the Atomic Scientists argue for the initiation of a new
international Ordnung (cf.,, Schmitt 2003), and thus come close to what the political en-
tails for Schmitt, they are not sovereign.

Furthermore, the securitisation moves of the Scientists work via a different route than
that on which securitisation is generally assumed to operate. Instead of sovereign deci-
sions, or legitimisation of the exceptionality of state action, their securitisation moves
have strived for increased awareness of the threat of nuclear weapons and, thereby, for
the inclusion of this issue on the agenda of decision makers via the pressure of public
opinion. Indeed, it seems that the way in which the Atomic Scientists perceive security,
exceptionality and desecuritisation differs from the way they are generally approached.
While nuclear weapons are often viewed as means to achieve the security of states and
their sovereignty, the security that the Scientists seek is security from such weapons.
Final desecuritisation could be achieved only once the possibility of waging war with
these weapons was eliminated - that is, when the world would be ‘emancipated’ from
nuclear weapons. 2*° The ‘exceptional’ the Atomic Scientists are proposing, then, is not

242 Incidentally, from this point of view, Alan Moore’s (1995) graphic novel character of Ozymandias is interest-
ing: While not a sovereign in Schmitt’s sense and thereby unable to decide on the enemy, Ozymandias quite
concretely creates an impression of an enemy, and thereby constitutes a more encompassing ‘us’ via a global
threat.

243 [ use the initial securitisation move of the Atomic Scientist as an example of a securitisation move to raise
an issue on the agenda below in Chapter 6.3.2.1. This strand of securitisation also shows how securitisation
moves by non-state actors, who may not have recourse to ‘extraordinary measures’, can still nonetheless ‘speak
security’, and thereby exemplifies how ‘securitisation without the state’ (Bartwal-Datta 2009) can be studied
within the framework of securitisation.

244 Collins (2005, 571) for example argues that the consequence of securitisation is the generation of a threat-
ening other, the creation of friends (us) and enemies (them). As the example of the securitisation moves of the
Atomic Scientists and Moore’s (1995) Watchmen show, a matched pair of friends and enemies may facilitate
a securitisation, but it is not a necessary condition, nor a result of securitisation. Trombetta (2008, 598) also
suggests something similar in the case of the securitisation of the climate, which has “avoided the identification
of enemies and has involved actors other than states.”

25 ‘Ways out’ of threatening situations when expressed as parts of securitisation processes are generally
thought to entail exceptional, immoral or illegitimate measures. Here it seems that the actions of the Atomic
Scientists differ from more ‘conventional’ securitisation measures: their call for exception is from sovereignty
rather than in support of it.

In respect of such views of ‘exceptionality’ as an integral part of securitisation and when the anti-nuclear stance
is being discussed, it is prudent to remind of the ethical push that guides this study, and that is viewed here
as the push of the CopS as well. Just as Waever (1999) has argued that scholars studying securitisation should
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more powers or measures for the state, but a new international order, where state sov-
ereignty would be reduced. That they nonetheless make arguments that conform to the
grammar of securitisation, is further demonstration that securitisation is not equivalent
to Schmitt’s political.

Now that the differences between Schmitt’s concept of the political and securitisation
theory have been established, [ will present my argument for why securitisation theory
is a more appropriate and powerful analytical approach to the study of Chinese politics
than a Schmittian framework. This will lead us into a discussion of the nature of the Chi-
nese political order and the role of defining enemies and opponents in it.

Michael Dutton (2005) has studied Chinese policing by using Schmitt’s concept of the
political.>*® He demonstrates how campaigns against various enemies were frequent in
Mao’s China, which might even be understood as the formation of a rule as Agamben
(1998; 2005) suggests. Dutton (2005, 18-21), however, argues that this type of politics
ended with Mao’s death: his successor Deng Xiaoping’s politics were no longer concerned
with the definition of the enemy. During the ‘reform period’, incidents of ‘enemy defini-
tion’ are, for Dutton, separate instances which no longer form the definitive element of
Chinese politics of policing; for Dutton, ‘the political’ in China ended with Mao’s rule when
policing and the political were decoupled. Indeed, many scholars (e.g., Baum 1996) have
described Deng’s China through various fang/shou (ji /1%, fang/ shou; let go/tighten) cy-
cles and not Schmitt’s political. However, does the definition of enemies becoming more
‘exceptional’, suggest that the ‘political’, as Schmitt saw it, has ended? I would suggest that
another division that stems from Schmittian metaphysics provides a more illuminating
answer: rather than the end of the political, the qualitative change is a result of a change
from constitutive to constituted power.

A cardinal element of Maoist politics was the almost continuous campaigning against
various types of enemies. This is already evident in the opening sentence of the Selected
Works of Mao Zedong (Mao 1926): “Who are our enemies? Who are our friends? This
is a question of the first importance for the revolution.””*’ Dutton (2005, 3) uses this as

not be either fatalist or defeatist when it comes to the role of the analyst and the security policies of states,
Hannes Alfvén (1981, 4-5) has argued that proponents of the elimination of nuclear war i.e., proponents of
the macrosecuritisation of nuclear war, should not be fatalists either, saying that the catastrophe is coming no
matter what, or defeatists, saying that nuclear omnicide would be equivalent to an inevitable natural disaster.
The ethic of the anti-Nuclear Movement then seems to be close to the ethic of a critical scholar studying security,
also exemplified by the Bulletin’s editors’ call at the end of the Cold War: “National security’ should no longer
Jjustify bankrupt policies and conceal misdeeds. |...] People must work more vigorously to demilitarise their socie-
ties” (Editors 1990, 3). It is important to emphasise here that, in my view, this has also been the ethical push of
securitisation studies. For contrasting views of this issue, see for example Wyn Jones (2005).

246 Dutton (2005, 304) emphasises the class issue in the definition of enemies: “Maoist China lived life politi-
cally and, in the process, transformed everything into a binary political question framed in the language of class.”
Thereby, the definition and search for enemies would seem to concur with Schmitt’s friend/enemy dyad. Yet,
as MacFarquhar & Schoenhals (2008, 201) also note, it may actually be that the influence for the centrality of
the friend/enemy distinction for the CCP actually emanates from Lenin; or, more specifically, from his Kossack
dictum of Kto, Kogo (xTo koro?), or ‘Who, whom?’ (i.e., ‘who will prevail over whom’). Lenin’s dictum was in use
in China, for example, by Liu Shaoqi in his discussions with Mikojan in the 1940s (Heinzig 2004, 149), and was
also in use in the Polemics (1965, 471-472): “[A] very long period of time is needed to decide ‘who will win’ in
the struggle between socialism and capitalism.”

See Palmujoki (1995, 39-40) for how the dictum was adopted and operated via Stalin in North Vietnam'’s politi-
cal language and practice.
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the platform from which to launch his analysis of the tradition of policing in China. Using
Schmitt’s principle of defining the enemy as the essence of the political, Dutton argues
that this was indeed the essence of policing in China before the establishment of the PRC
and during Mao’s rule. However, the problem with this argument is that Dutton takes only
this one aspect of Schmitt’s metaphysics into account:>*® he fails to deal with the issue
of exceptionalism and the issue of constitutive and constituted power. Mao had defined
enemies even before the declaration of the People’s Republic, and he would continue to
do so after it up to his death, in 1976. It should be considered then whether the Maoist
‘political’ was about defining the enemy, and about making the ‘state of exception’ the
rule, and whether this changed in post-Mao China.

To begin this examination, it must be enquired as to what exceptionality means in po-
litical orders that are not liberal democratic, or more precisely, what an exception means
in a non-democracy where the legal order is not settled but in continual flux or a fluid
state.”*” Why do non-democratic orders for example declare martial law when they could
use their prerogative power regardless? Mark Neocleous (2007, 14) may have one an
answer here: governments seem to prefer to operate under the cloak of legality, so that
in lieu of suspension of law, violent actions of state apparatuses conducted under ‘emer-
gency conditions’ have been legitimised through the law, on grounds of necessity and in
the name of security.>” Indeed, it would seem that even in political orders in which the
state is ideologically legitimised as an exception, adherence to laws, decrees, and other
principles remain necessary to legitimise forceful actions, once the initial stage of the
revolution has been accomplished. After this point, the use of force may in fact well be
read as a sign of weakness. The post-totalitarian order where freedom is a technique of
government seems more effective in the longer term.

The issue of constitutive and constituted power seems more pertinent to comprehend
the differences between the type of political rule in the Mao and post-Mao orders, rather
than to take the differences as an end to the use of the enemy/friend dyad in Chinese
politics. Agamben (1998, 12) views the dictatorship of the proletariat as the state of ex-
ception, which is the transitional phase leading to a stateless society. If we agree with this
viewpoint, then the PRC has been - and remains - a state of exception itself. But can this
248 Dutton (2005, 304): “I have no interest in Hitler’s so-called crown jurist beyond this.”

Dutton’s application of Schmitt has also further problems. For Schmitt, defining the dyad is a decision, yet
Dutton (e.g., 2005, 77-78) describes the dyad as a discourse which shifts, without indication as to how this
occurs. For example during the anti-Japanese war, there was a shift in the basis for defining the enemy from
class to the nation (Dutton 2005, 77-78). It seems that even for Dutton (ibid., 80), the political is not a decision,
but a “dyadic process of framing politics.” For Dutton (ibid., 308): “Be it in the singular or in the collective, then,
the enemy defines us.” But why then is there a need to change who the enemy is? The enemy/friend distinction
is not enough of an explanation for the totality of Chinese politics during Mao’s lifetime. The defining of enemies
is better viewed as a technique, a mechanism, or a logic, which may also have unintended consequences. The
theory of securitisation provides much greater nuance for studying such techniques than Schmitt’s metaphys-
ics. For Dutton, the dyad takes centre stage and seems to explain everything in Chinese policing. I, however,
contend that while the construction of impressions of threats and the legitimising effect of claiming to repel
them is an important political technique, the effects of these kinds of tactics and strategies are qualified i.e., they
are not the only matter that affects politics or politicking. As also Dutton (2005) admits, this kind of politics did
not end with Mao. My reasoning is that it is important to study both Mao-era and post-Mao era politics through

the same analytical framework, and just as important to be able to study Chinese politics through the same
framework as other political systems.

249 7izek (2002a) has noted that totalitarianism is mired in a liberal-democratic notion of normalcy.
250 An example is how for the Mahathir administration in Malaysia the use of emergency measures without
legitimisation risked being perceived as an abuse of power (Collins 2005, 578-579).
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understanding enlighten us? In the case of the socialist dictatorship of the proletariat, the
exception is not from a legal order, but the moment of crafting a classless and, as a result,
stateless society. In the CCP’s contemporary official doctrine of a ‘harmonious society’,
this end goal still remains.

Lenin (2004 [1917], 13-18) famously argued for the withering away of the state in
three stages:?*! “The first stage—the bourgeois state: in capitalist society, it is the bourgeoi-
sie that needs the state. The second stage—the state of the dictatorship of the proletariat:
during the period of transition from capitalism to communism, it is the proletariat that
needs the state. The third stage—the communist society: the state is not necessary, it withers
away.” This doctrine entails that the state is a state of exception; thereby the state of the
dictatorship of the proletariat is the state of exception that is used to effect the stateless
state of existence. For Agamben (2005: 2), modern totalitarianism is a form of legal civil
war that allows for the elimination of not only political adversaries but whole categories
of people; what for Marx was a class struggle, turns in modern totalitarian regimes into
a constant war which can only end when the ‘People’ and the people are merged into a
classless society or a messianic state (Agamben 2001, 31).2% The state of exception is the
means to accomplish this. In these terms, the Chinese case presents the state operating in
a state of exception: the state is the means to eliminate the state through the elimination
of classes and thus achieve the ‘withering away’ of the state itself, as classes and the civil
war between them would cease to exist. Yet, as regards Dutton’s (2005) argument to the
end of the political in China, classes, clearly, still remain in the People’s Republic.>> This
might mean that the PRC remains, too, a state of exception, as it has classes and it is for-
mally a state. For Schmitt (1996), the political would only end when there came to be only
one state, and the ‘possibility of real physical killing’ was no longer possible: for Schmitt,
the mere possibility of antagonistic contradiction entails the political. Along this line of
thought, the political should remain in China, regardless of the frequency of external or
internal enemy definition.

Moving beyond the definition of enemies, in Schmitt’s terms, Mao appears to have
sought the continual renewal of the nomos i.e., the pure immediacy of rule unmediated by
law.?>* The transition from Maoist politics to post-Mao politics is then, perhaps, a transi-
tion from the constant renewal of the nomos, in terms of exceptional politics, to settling
the state down and ruling it through law. It is also a transition from constituting power to

%51 The original idea of the state withering away is from Engels, but it seems that Lenin’s explanation of what
this means vis-a-vis the state and the revolution has been more influential, for example, in the Polemics (1965,
448).

252 Agamben (2005, 2) also notes how the state of exception is closely connected to civil war, insurrection
and resistance. While various sovereigns have the possibility to limit the rights of citizens during ‘states of
siege’ or ‘emergency’, the counterpoint for such rights is the right of citizens to resist the sovereign (Agamben
2005, 10-11; cf,, Ojakangas 2002). For example, the constitution of the German Federal Republic institutionally
securitises the democratic constitution, as its Article 20 states that “against anyone who aims to abolish that
order, all Germans have a right of resistance, if no other remedies are possible” (quoted in Agamben 2005, 11).
253 Deng’s post-Mao analysis of the Chinese society and state, suggests that China operates in a ‘normative
interregnum’ (cf.,, Huysmans 2006b, 14) where the pre-PRC order is no longer valid, yet the communist order is
not yet born; for Deng, the Chinese state cannot wither away until China has moved on from the ‘primary stage
of socialism’, which will take ‘a hundred years’, or ‘a very long time.

5% Totalitarian rule seems to favour, if not even necessitate, state structures that are in flux (for example, Adolf
Hitler ruled under a state of exception, or Ausnahmezustand, until the very end in 1945).
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constituted power i.e., a transition from revolution to state (cf.,, Agamben 1998, 41-42).2%

While the PRC continues to become more and more constituted e.g., in the form of its
legal system becoming more extensive and predictable, the party still retains its potential
of prerogative. Similarly to what Agamben (ibid.) suggests in both the cases of Nazi Ger-
many and the Soviet Union, the party-state structure of the Chinese political order can be
viewed as a means to retain constitutive power within a constituted power.>>

Thus the CCP in the PRC seems to concur with the paradox of sovereignty that Sch-
mitt (2005, 7) identified, since the sovereign is both outside and inside the legal order;
it is in the remit of the sovereign to decide if the constitution is to be suspended in toto.
Furthermore, there remain classes in the PRC, so that the state as exception would still
needed in respect of Lenin’s (2004 [1917]) theory of the withering away of the state;
ergo, the potential for the political in Schmitt’s sense, and the possibility to define inner
hostis, remain in China. Yet Dutton’s observation on the reduction of the all-pervasiveness
of seeking internal enemies still holds true in post-Mao China too. Dutton (2005, 19-20)
himself recognises that there are still instances of internal enemy definition in China,
but defining them is no longer the ‘rule’, but now the exception. In sum, this means that
another explanation is needed rather than the ‘end of the political.>*” As such, perhaps it
is not necessary to essentialise the dyad, but to examine the use of asymmetric political
concepts through other means.

6.3. Applying the Theory of Securitisation to the Study of Non-Democratic
Political Orders

In contrast to the empirical cases studied here, the vast majority of literature on the prac-
tice of securitisation has focused on political systems that can be considered more or less
democratic. This is probably due to a large extent to the ‘Europeanness’ of the approach
(Huysmans 1998a, 499-502), as it was after all induced from European politics.>® While
this European aspect is manifest in both the theoretical formulations and empirical ap-
plications of the CopS approach, it has to be noted that the originators of the theory did
not intend for it to be only applicable to Europe or democratic systems: national security
is an immensely convenient tool to justify actions and policies - in all types of states
(Buzan 1991, 11; see also Buzan et al. 1998). Indeed, Huysmans (1998a) argues that se-

255 In the case of the Cultural Revolution as a dissolution of the rules set up to rule the CCP, the question
remains: was Mao afraid of losing the constitutive power of the revolution, or of losing his own position of
authority and influence. Interesting as this question is, it is beyond the remit of this present study.

256 The Chinese system of ‘invisible ministries’ or xitongs (& %, xitdng), that informally connect legally separate
segments of the state bureaucracy (Lieberthal 2004) appears to have a similar function. In this kind of a system,
neither the sovereignty nor its constituting power can be located wholly within or without the juridico-legal
state system of the PRC.

257 Questions arise, such as: Why was martial law declared in 1989 for parts of Beijing, when the Chinese state
is supposed to be a state of exception, and the CCP retains a prerogative position? Was a decade of post-Mao
politics enough to reify the Chinese state beyond an exception, or was the declaration of martial law more about
gaining legitimacy for actions that broke the moral rules of leadership? Would the overt use of exceptional
power in the form of force been too costly for the leadership that could no longer rely on the charisma and
popularity Mao commanded two decades before? And here it is notable that even Mao used the language of
threats during the Cultural Revolution to legitimise the dissolution of rules (see Case I).

258 Weever (20044, 2) also identifies the context-boundedness of the development of the CopS approach, in
addition to the development of the other ‘European’ critical schools of security studies (see also CASE 2006).
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curitisation theory is a framework that can, and should, be put to the test outside Europe.
The applicability of the approach beyond Europe has also been noted by Hayward Alker
(2006, 73) who maintains that it allows and encourages comparative historical/empirical
investigation into securitisation/desecuritisation practices, in democratic, authoritarian
and totalitarian societies and politics.?>’

While the application of the approach to all types of political systems has been promot-
ed, the normative push of the research program has been towards democracy; although
securitisation theorists have been reluctant to be normative in the manner that Critical
Security Studies proposes, the built-in ethics of the approach is clearly a democratic im-
pulse.”®® Indeed, although the originators of the theory of securitisation intended it to be
applicable to non-democracies, a certain preference, or even ‘bias’?®' towards democratic
decision-making can be detected in the ‘paradigmatic understanding’?®? of the theory:
the practice of securitisation has been understood as a means of naturalising politics, a
means to avert certain issues beyond the democratic process of government. In this un-
derstanding, security issues represent a type of special politics, which legitimises the use

259 Some appliers of securitisation theory beyond Europe have criticised the ‘Eurocentricism’ of the CopS (e.g.,
Caballero-Anthony & Emmers 2006, 5-6). Nils Bubandt (2005) has similarly criticised the universal premise
of concepts like ‘human security. Just as sociologists of modernity seem to make an argument for a ‘genuine’
modernity, Bubandt sees global security discourses as producing a hegemonic understanding of security. He
argues for ‘vernacular security’ or multiple securities: understandings of security vary on the local, national
and global level and these understandings intersect but are not always compatible (see Muna 2006 for a similar
argument).

Bubandt (2005) is indeed correct to emphasise the social constructedness of securities and insecurities. Most of
his arguments are, however, already present in the CopS approach when combined with the sectors and levels
of security complex theory. Felix Ciuta’s (2009) argument that the CopS does not ‘listen’ to what the objects of
study have to say about the meaning of security does not seem to hit its target squarely, as Weever (1989b, 301)
has for instance argued that security means different things to different societies at different times, because
the core fears of societies, or social groups, are unique and relate to vulnerabilities and historical experiences.
Similarly, Buzan et al. (1998, 27) state that their “claim is that it is possible to dig into the practice connected to
this concept of security in international relations (which is distinct from other concepts of security) and find a
characteristic pattern with an inner logic.” As security is what security does, it is possible to use the approach
to study securitisation in various contexts and various levels. Indeed, it seems that many critics of the theory of
securitisation do not take the sectors and levels of Regional Security Complex Theory (Buzan 1991; Buzan et al.
1998; Buzan & Waever 2003; Buzan & Waever 2009) into account when they criticise the CopS.

Using an anthropological approach, Kent (2006, 346) agrees with Bubandt and criticises most security theories
asinherently ethnocentric. Claire Wilkinson (2007) uses the ‘Westphalian straitjacket’, coined by Buzan and Little
(2001), as the gist of her critique of the CopS approach when applied outside Europe. Like Bubandt, she argues
that the Euro-American understanding of the state and society is taken as unproblematic or even normative in
the study of ‘states’ and ‘societies’ elsewhere, and if empirical results conflict with IR theories, similarities with
‘Westphalia’ are emphasised. Alexandra Kent (2006) shares this concern of assuming European understandings
of security in studies of Cambodia, but while Curley (2004) criticises the CopS approach of Eurocentricism,
she finds that it resonates with the discussion of illegal immigration as an issue of non-traditional security
in Northeast Asia, in her survey on theoretical approaches to analyse the securitisation of migration. See also
Curley & Wong (2008a).

The CopS is not alone with its European emphasis, which is present even more significantly in the Critical
Approaches to Security in Europe Networked Manifesto (CASE 2006). Consequently, it too has provoked similar
criticism (e.g., Walker 2007; Behnke 2007; Salter 2007).

260 See the ‘Eriksson debate’ (Eriksson, 1999 onwards), Huysmans (2002) and Weever (2003); on the distinc-
tion between the normativity of Critical Security Studies and securitisation analysis, see Taureck (2006a), CASE
(2006), and Floyd (2007a).

261 See for example Laustsen & Weever (2000), Taureck (2006a), and CASE (2006); even critiques of securitisa-
tion theory display the same tendency, see Huysmans (1998b), Aradau (2004), Balzacq (2005), Muna (2006);
still some criticise the Copenhagen School of dismissing democracy (Bigo 2002).

262 In the sense Phillip Huang (1991, 308) uses it.
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of ‘special procedures’ through necessities of survival (Buzan et al. 1998, 36).

This built-in ethical push towards democracy - hence desecuritisation - should not,
however, limit the study of securitisation to democratic political systems. If Securitisa-
tion Studies is to be an encompassing research programme, it should take into account
security speech and politics in all types of political systems. As such, the main theorists
of the theory have understood all types of political systems as applicable for analysis
within the framework, as evidenced in their analysis of security complexes around the
globe (cf., Buzan & Waever 2003), but they have not spelled out how this might be accom-
plished beyond its abstract idea. Unfortunately, the majority of both critics and appliers
of the theory seem to assume that the theory is only applicable in democratic societies.
The argument goes>®® that totalitarian or other non-democratic political systems do not
need political legitimacy in the same way as democracies do. The leaders of totalitarian
systems can rule by force, without special justification. There is no need to move security
issues away from the democratic process into ‘special politics’, as there is no democratic
process to begin with.

However, when non-democratic political systems are examined, it is noticeable that the
above assumption is not always the case (cf.,, Arendt 1976; Jahn et al. 1987; Waever 1989b).
Indeed, a more obtainable reasoning is that all governments must exercise a minimum of
both persuasion and control, and that security arguments are used to achieve both.2** As
Christian Davenport (2005, xv) points out, authoritarian regimes usually frame repres-
sion as a necessity arising from some political threat, not something that is done because
it can be done. Legitimacy is perhaps the most significant element in the survival of any
social institution and all governments must exercise a minimum of both persuasion and
coercion in order to survive (Wiberg 1988, 120). All societies require some form of ritual,
as without such devices no polity can survive and retain the acquiescence of its members
(Edelman 1972, 3). This is applicable to both democratic and non-democratic systems;
even the most despotic states are headed by individuals who depend on the favourable
beliefs of some key figures in the polity. Even tyrants need people to do their bidding, and
loyal actors and subjects are important in totalitarian systems (Elo 2005, 128-131). In
the long term, purely coercive rule is impossible and even brutal oppression can turn into
a disadvantage for the oppressor. Authoritarian regimes too have to legitimise their use
of extraordinary measures (Holm 2004, 219), and security is a strong legitimator even in
non-democratic political systems.

But does security have a similar function in non-democratic political systems, as it
does in democratic ones? Why would it seem that the current form of securitisation the-
ory does not function in the analysis of these systems? What is ‘special politics’ when no
democratic process exists from which to move security issues away from? What is the
political function of security in non-democratic systems? Can we still utilise the concept
of securitisation in analysing the security politics of non-democracies? Yes we can, but
further categories of securitisation acts have to be introduced. As Caballero-Anthony &
Emmers (2006) and Wilkinson (2007, 13) also emphasise, an examination of the impact

263 This argument has been presented to the present author at conferences and in referee comments.

264 Collins (2005, 578-579) for example notes how the Mahathir administration of Malaysia needed public
legitimisation with its use of the Internal Security Act to detain university personnel in 1987, as the use of
emergency measures alone risked being perceived as an abuse of power.
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of operationalising European concepts as deduced from politics in a liberal-democratic
order in specific non-European and non-democratic contexts must be made.

Based on illocutionary logic (Searle and Vanderveken 1985), I propose here that the
complex act of securitisation can contain several kinds of perlocutionary intentions and
effects, and thus, that securitisation can be utilised for a range of political purposes. The
explication of the concept of securitisation and its more complex categorisation allows
the precision and usefulness in the liberal democratic context to be retained, whilst hon-
ing the theory conceptually in order to utilise it to analyse security issues and politics
in non-democratic contexts. To move from one social and political context to another,
an explication that is based on illocutionary logic is required so as to be able to move
up and down on the ‘ladder of generality. Security serves various political functions in
various contexts. If the purpose of Securitisation Studies is to gain an increasingly precise
understanding of who can securitise (actors), which issues (threats), for whom (referent
objects), why, with what kinds of effects, and under which conditions (i.e., what explains
when securitisation has been successful) (Buzan et al. 1998, 32; Buzan & Waever 2003),
it becomes useful to investigate security speech in as many contexts as possible. Moving
from context to context, however, means that we have to be careful not to distort our
concepts.

One possible candidate for such distortion is the notion of ‘special politics’, largely
left undefined by Buzan et al. (1998, 36). This notion seems to be closely related to the
tripartite classification of: 1) non-political issues - which are outside of the purview of
the state, 2) political issues - which are on the agenda of ‘regular politics’ and 3) security
issues — which is the arena of ‘special politics’ i.e.,, non-democratic decision making due to
necessities of survival (cf., Buzan et al. 1998, 29).2° Due to the Euro-emphasis of empiri-
cal securitisation studies conducted to date, this understanding easily premises democ-
racy as the norm of politics,?*® as securitisation is often seen as a means to move issues
beyond the democratic process of government. Yet also states which have no democracy,
have security issues.?” Thereby, how are we to deal with the social construction of secu-
rity issues in these states, and what is ‘special politics’ in non-democratic systems??¢®
265 Mouffe (2005, 2-3) has criticised the kind of thinking that separates the political into a sphere or sector of
activity in the way the CopS does. Instead, she suggests that the political is a dimension that is inherent in the
ontology of human beings. See also Jutila (2006, 171-174) on the problems of the understanding of politics of
the CopS. He suggests that Kari Palonen’s distinction of politics as a sphere, and politics as activity, should be
the method to conceptualise politics. In my view, as I have already reasoned above, the securitisation theory
framework can be used together with a variety of approaches to or theories of politics.

266 Balzacq (20104, 67) goes even so far as to suggest that securitised issues have to be parliamentary issues, a
move that would remove securitisation from Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union, as well as the PRC.

267 This is already most clear from Buzan & Waever (2003) who use securitisation theory to discuss all the
regional security complexes around the globe, as studies which utilise securitisation theory in Asia highlight.
See for example Emmers (2003; 2004; 2007), Curley (2004), Collins (2005), Caballero-Anthony et al. (2006),
Paltemaa & Vuori (2006), Jackson (2006), Wilkinson (2007), Elliott (2007), Haacke & Williams (2008), Curley
& Wong (2008a), and Barthwal-Datta (2009). Critical studies of security in Asia that utilise the other European
critical ‘schools’ of security studies seem to be much fewer in number. An exception here is Burke & McDonald
(2007). See Alagappa (1998), Pettiford & Curley (1999), Bubandt (2005), and Kent (2006) for critical views that
do not apply any of the CASE approaches.

268 This is often understood as breaking the rules of liberal democratic decision-making. The model of securiti-
sation does not, however, necessitate this kind of thinking. As Collins (2005, 571) also notes, special procedures
or emergency measures may take various forms according to the socio-political system. He argues that an

extraordinary or emergency measure is an action that goes beyond the remit of the usual measures used by the
securitising actor. Such measures could include, for example, the imposition of martial law or special legislation
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It is important to repeat here that in order to avoid premising any form of politics as
the norm within the theory of securitisation,?®® ‘special politics’ cannot be defined very
specifically; yet, it can be postulated that all societies have ‘rules.” These ‘rules’ are prod-
ucts of historical and social contingencies, as are the referent objects and threats in secu-
rity. When security logic and rhetoric is utilised to legitimate the breaking of these rules,
we have a case of securitisation. (Buzan et al. 1998, 24.) If security can be used in democ-
racies to relieve decision makers from the democratic process, in some other political
systems, decision makers can also then be relieved of some other constraints they would
usually have to take into account, for instance, morality or the infallibility of leadership.

However, [ propose here that security is not always about ‘special politics’ in the sense
of breaking rules. In totalitarian socialist systems, struggle and antagonistic contradic-
tions among enemies can sometimes be considered ‘normal politics’, or even politics
which follows the ‘rules.?”° In these situations, security speech can be utilised for other
purposes than to legitimise the breaking of rules. Security can, for example, be used to
reproduce the political order and to control society.

Furthermore, it is often difficult to distinguish between ‘normal’ and ‘special’ politics
in authoritarian states, in which most opposition has been suppressed and where the
army, which often holds the real power, remains highly secretive (cf., Emmers 2007).2!
Accordingly, the study of Chinese politics undertaken in this present study is also prob-
lematic, as the party there remains secretive of its political processes, and ‘emergencies’
have been dominant in many political campaigns or even leadership eras (see Part II).
Similarly, the official and formal description of power relations in the Chinese constitu-
tion does not have real relevance to the de facto analysis of Chinese politics, which can be
well described as ‘informal’ (Baum 1995; Lieberthal 2004).

Studies in other non-democratic political orders have revealed similar problems. From
her analysis of Algerian politics, Ulla Holm (2004, 219) concludes that in these types of
systems it is not easy to analyse who is securitising what, and how successful this secu-
ritisation is. For Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, Nicole ]. Jackson (2006, 312) identifies
the same problem: decision-making structures are closed and the authoritarian political
leaders are able to make rapid decisions in constant ‘emergency mode. Tajikistan poses a
further problem due to its ‘fluctuating’ political system. Jackson (2006) conte