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HE end of the cold war is arguably the most momentous event in

international politics since the end of World War II and the dawn
of the atomic age. Paraphrasing John F. Kennedy on the advent of nu-
clear weapons, one scholar sees the end of the cold war as changing “all
the answers and all the questions.” Another scholar, however, denies
that there have been any “fundamental changes in the nature of inter-
national politics since World War II” and asserts that states will have to
worry as much about military security as they did during the cold war
(Mearsheimer, in Allison and Treverton, 214, 235). Most of the fifty or
so authors whose work appears in the books reviewed here take the
more moderate position that the end of the cold war changes some of
the questions and some of the answers, but they disagree over which
questions and answers are at issue.
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Despite the disparity of views among the authors, three themes
emerge. First, military power has declined in importance in interna-
tional politics.? For some this means that military threats are less preva-
lent, while for others it means that military force is less useful as a tool
of statecraft. Second, there is a need to reexamine the way we think
about international relations and national security.® For some this need
stems from the changed circumstances of the post—cold war world; for
others it grows out of the collective failure of scholars to anticipate ei-
ther the timing or the nature of the end of the cold war. And third,
there is a need for a broader view of national security (see especially the
essays by Schelling and Peterson, in Allison and Treverton). For some
this means including domestic problems on the national security
agenda; for others it means treating nonmilitary external threats to na-
tional well-being as security issues.

Each of these books raises fundamental questions about the theories,
concepts, and assumptions used to analyze security during the cold war
and about those that should be used now, in its aftermath. This review
in turn seeks to lay the intellectual groundwork for a reexamination of
security studies as a subfield of international relations.*

The discussion is presented in three parts. The first surveys the
emergence and evolution of security studies as a subfield of interna-
tional relations. It suggests that scholars who wrote on national secu-
rity at the beginning of the cold war had a broader and more useful
approach to the topic than those writing at its end. The second part as-
sesses the relevance of security studies to the new world order. It argues
that the field’s treatments of the goal of security, the means for pursuing
it, and the domestic dimensions of security raise serious questions
about its ability to cope with the post—cold war world. And the third
part reviews proposals for the future study of security; these range from
holding to the status quo to abolishing the subfield and reintegrating it
with the study of international politics and foreign policy. It suggests
that a strong case can be made for reintegration.

2 See especially the contributions by Ernest R. May, Raymond L. Garthoff, and Robert Jervis in
Hogan,; the essays by Peter G. Peterson, Gregory F. Treverton, and Barbara A. Bicksler in Allison and
Treverton; and Gaddis, The United States and the End of the Cold War.

3 See especially the contributions by Ronald Steel and Robert Jervis in Hogan; Gaddis; and most of
the essays in Allison and Treverton.

* In order to make the subject manageable, this review article focuses on security studies in the
United States. This should not be interpreted as implying that important work was not done in other
parts of the world.
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1. THE EVOLUTION OF SECURITY STUDIES

It has become a commonplace to associate the origins of security stud-
ies with the twin stimuli of nuclear weaponry and the cold war.’ This
approach, however, can easily give the misleading impression that se-
curity studies was created ex nihilo sometime between 1945 and 1955.
Before one can understand the impact of the cold war on thinking
about national security, one must first examine the pre—cold war schol-
arship on the subject. Was there simply a void to be filled because no
one had been studying national security or war? Were existing ap-
proaches to the study of foreign policy and international politics too
narrow and rigid to accommodate students of the cold war? It will be
argued that each of these questions should be answered in the negative.
Indeed, in many ways the study of national security grew more narrow
and rigid during the cold war than it had been before.

THE INTERWAR PERIOD

If security studies is defined as the study of the nature, causes, effects,
and prevention of war, the period between the First and Second World
Wars was not the intellectual vacuum it is often thought to be. During
this period international relations scholars believed that democracy, in-
ternational understanding, arbitration, national self-determination, dis-
armament, and collective security were the most important ways to
promote international peace and security. They therefore tended to
emphasize international law and organization rather than military
force. Quincy Wright’s Study of War, published in 1942, was far more
than a single book by a single author. It was the culmination of a major
research project dating from 1926, a project that spawned numerous
studies by such scholars as William T. R. Fox, Bernard Brodie, Harold
Lasswell, Eugene Staley, Jacob Viner, Vernon Van Dyke, and many
others. In an appendix entitled “Co-operative Research on War,”
Wiright describes numerous scholarly research projects on aspects of

5 See, for example, Gene M. Lyons and Louis Morton, Schools for Strategy: Education and Research in
National Security Affairs (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1965); P. G. Bock and Morton Berkowitz,
“The Emerging Field of National Security,” World Politics 19 (October 1966), 122; Joseph S. Nye, Jr.,
and Sean M. Lynn-Jones, “International Security Studies: A Report of a Conference on the State of
the Field,” International Security 12 (Spring 1988), 8; and Richard Smoke, “National Security Affairs,”
in Fred I. Greenstein and Nelson W. Polsby, eds., Handbook of Political Science, vol. 8, International Pol-
itics (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1975). Smoke dates the emergence of the field from the mid-
1950s, with its concern about limited war and the massive retaliation doctrine.

¢ William T. R. Fox, “Interwar International Relations Research: The American Experience,” World
Politics 2 (October 1949).
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war conducted by various groups during the interwar period.” Fifty
years later A Study of War still stands as the most thorough and com-
prehensive treatise on war in any language. It inspires awe in its cover-
age of the legal, moral, economic, political, biological, psychological,
historical, sociological, anthropological, technological, and philosophi-
cal aspects of war.

For Wright, war was primarily a problem to be solved, a disease to
be cured, rather than an instrument of statecraft. The book was, ac-
cording to Fox, “as notable for its inattention to problems of national
strategy and national security as for its dispassionate portrayal of war as
a malfunction of the international system.” Except for a few scholars,
such as Frederick Sherwood Dunn, Nicholas J. Spykman, Arnold
Wolfers, Edward Mead Earle, and Harold and Margaret Sprout, the
study of military force as an instrument of statecraft for promoting na-
tional security tended to be neglected. This was the crucial difference
between security studies before and after 1940.

All of this changed rapidly with the onset of World War II, when
“national security became a central concern of international relationists
of widely different persuasions. For all of them, moreover, it called for
explicit consideration of force as it related to policy in conflicts among
first-ranking nation-states.” By 1941 a course on war and national pol-
icy, designed by Grayson Kirk, John Herz, Bernard Brodie, Felix
Gilbert, Alfred Vagts, and others was being taught at Columbia Uni-
versity; and similar courses were developed during the war at Prince-
ton, the University of North Carolina, Northwestern, the University of
Pennsylvania, and Yale.’® A book of readings developed for such
courses was nearly eight hundred pages long."

7 Wright, A Study of War, 2d ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965).

& William T. R. Fox, “A Middle Western Isolationist-Internationalist’s Journey toward Relevance,”
in Joseph Kruzel and James N. Rosenau, eds., Journeys through World Politics: Autobiographical Reflec-
tions of Thirty-four Academic Travelers (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1989), 236; emphasis in
original.

9 Ibid., 237-38.

10 Lyons and Morton (fn. 5), 37; Grayson Kirk and Richard Stebbins, War and National Policy: A
Syllabus (New York: Farrar and Reinhart, 1942); and Harold Sprout and Margaret Sprout, eds., Foun-
dations of National Power: Readings on World Politics and American Security (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1945), ix.

11 Sprout and Sprout (fn. 10). One indicator of the impact of this book is that the second edition
(1951) serves as the basic reference point for discussing the idea of “national power” in a textbook on
national security prepared for West Point cadets—long after the Sprouts themselves had repudiated
their earlier approach to analyzing power. See Amos A. Jordan, William J. Taylor, Jr., and Lawrence J.
Korb, American National Security: Policy and Process, 4th ed. (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1993),10; and Harold Sprout and Margaret Sprout, The Ecological Perspective on Human Affairs:
With Special Reference to International Politics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1965), 217n.
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THE FIRST POSTWAR DECADE

Later chroniclers of the history of security studies have suggested that
there was little academic interest in security studies until the mid-
1950s, when it was sparked by concern about the doctrine of massive
retaliation.’? Although it is true that national security was treated
within the broader framework of international relations and foreign
policy, it is not true that questions of the security of the nation were ig-
nored. By 1954 a rich literature on national security affairs was avail-
able to anyone wishing to design courses or do research.” It was, as Fox
observed, “to be expected that fifteen years of world war and postwar
tension, with national security problems continually at the center of
public and governmental interest, would shape the research activities of
social scientists generally.”**

It is difficult to make the case that the first decade after World War
IT was a period in which civilian intellectuals evinced little interest in
national security. To the contrary, it is more accurately described as the
most creative and exciting period in the entire history of security stud-
ies. Numerous courses on international politics and foreign policy were
added to college curricula during this period.’ Two major graduate
schools devoted entirely to international affairs were founded—the
School for Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins and the
School of International Affairs at Columbia University. Also founded
during this period were International Organization (1947) and World
Politics (1948), two major professional journals, both of which pub-
lished articles on national security. In addition, there were at least three
strong research centers focusing on national security: the Yale Institute
of International Studies had emphasized national security policy since
the 1930s and continued to do so after it moved to Princeton and be-
came the Center of International Studies in 1951. At Columbia,
Grayson Kirk encouraged the study of military force and national pol-
icy, and the Institute of War and Peace Studies was established in 1951.
And at the University of Chicago the strong foundations laid by
Quincy Wright were strengthened when Hans Morgenthau joined the
faculty in 1943. The Center for the Study of American Foreign Policy

12 E.g., Smoke (fn. 5), 275-87; Lyons and Morton (fn. 5); and Marc Trachtenberg, “Strategic
Thought in America, 1952-1966,” Political Science Quarterly 104 (Summer 1989).

13 For a sampling of this literature, see William T. R. Fox, “Civil-Military Relations Research: The
SSRC Committee and Its Research Survey,” World Politics 6 (January 1954).

4 Ibid., 279.

15 Grayson Kirk, The Study of International Relations in American Colleges and Universities (New York:
Council on Foreign Relations, 1947).
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was established under his direction in 1950. And in 1952 the Social
Science Research Council established a committee on National Secu-
rity Research, chaired by Fox.!¢

During the period 1945-55 scholars were well aware of military in-
struments of statecraft, but security studies was not yet as preoccupied
with nuclear weaponry and deterrence as it would become later on. Al-
though no single research question dominated the field, four themes re-
curred. First, security was viewed not as the primary goal of all states at
all times but rather as one among several values, the relative importance
of which varied from one state to another and from one historical con-
text to another. Brodie described security as “a derivative value, being
meaningful only in so far as it promotes and maintains other values
which have been or are being realized and are thought worth securing,
though in proportion to the magnitude of the threat it may displace all
others in primacy.”"” This view focused attention on the trade-offs be-
tween military security and other values, such as economic welfare, eco-
nomic stability, and individual freedom. Second, national security was
viewed as a goal to be pursued by both nonmilitary and military tech-
niques of statecraft. Warnings against overreliance on armaments were
common. Third, awareness of the security dilemma often led to em-
phasis on caution and prudence with respect to military policy. And
fourth, much attention was devoted to the relationship between na-
tional security and domestic affairs, such as the economy, civil liberties,
and democratic political processes.’®

The question then is not why there was so little interest in security
studies in the decade after World War II but rather why later descrip-
tions of the evolution of the field have been so blind to the work of
scholars prior to 1955. It is as if the field came to be so narrowly de-
fined in later years that the questions addressed during these early years
were no longer considered to belong to the field of security studies.'

16 For details on the teaching and research programs at Yale, Princeton, Columbia, and Chicago dur-
ing this period, see Lyons and Morton (fn. 5), 127-44; and William T. R. Fox, “Frederick Sherwood
Dunn and the American Study of International Relations,” World Politics 15 (October 1962). The SSRC
Committee was originally called the Committee on Civil-Military Relations Research, but this was
later changed to the Committee on National Security Policy Research.

17 Bernard Brodie, “Strategy as a Science,” Werld Politics 1 (July 1949), 477.

18 For examples of these recurrent themes, see Brodie (fn. 17); idem, National Security and Economic
Stability, Memorandum no. 33 (New Haven: Yale Institute of International Studies, January 2, 1950);
Arnold Wolfers, “ ‘National Security’ as an Ambiguous Symbol,” Political Science Quarterly 67 (De-
cember 1952); Frederick S. Dunn, “The Present Course of International Relations Research,” World
Politics 2 (October 1949); and Harold D. Lasswell, National Security and Individual Freedom (New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1950).

19 Two recent reviews of the evolution of security studies ignore or make only passing reference to

the contributions of such major figures as Wright, Wolfers, Fox, the Sprouts, Dunn, Lasswell, Earle,
and Spykman. Stephen M. Walt, “The Renaissance of Security Studies,” International Studies Quar-
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Since many of the authors of the books under review subscribe to a
broader view, this is unfortunate. Many current problems are related to
those addressed in the period 1945-55, for example, the trade-offs
among foreign policy objectives, the trade-offs between foreign affairs
and domestic affairs, and the trade-offs between nonmilitary and mili-
tary policy instruments.

THE “GOLDEN AGE”

The second decade after World War 11, 1955-65, has been described as
the “golden age” of security studies.”’ Unlike the previous decade, the
“golden age” was dominated by nuclear weaponry and related concerns,
such as arms control and limited war. The central question, according
to one reviewer, “was straightforward: how could states use weapons of
mass destruction as instruments of policy, given the risk of any nuclear
exchange?”?! This question, it should be noted, represented a shift in
focus from the previous decade. Whereas earlier research questions
considered what security is, how important it is relative to other goals,
and the means by which it should be pursued, the new focus was on
how to use a particular set of weapons. Contributors to this literature
included Thomas Schelling, Glenn Snyder, William W. Kaufmann,
Herman Kahn, Albert Wohlstetter, Henry Kissinger, and others.?
Although deterrence theory, one of the most impressive intellectual
achievements in the history of the study of international relations, was
a product of the “golden age,” the period also had its many blind spots.
Even scholars who defin¢ security studies in terms of military force
have noted the tendency during that period to overemphasize the mil-
itary aspects of national security at the expense of historical, psycho-
logical, cultural, organizational, and political contexts.” Edward A.
Kolodziej evidently has this period in mind when he observes that “a

terly 35 (June 1991); and Helga Haftendorn, “The Security Puzzle: Theory-Building and Discipline-
Building in International Security,” International Studies Quarterly 35 (March 1991).

2 Walt (fn. 19); and Colin Gray, Strategic Studies and Public Policy: The American Experience (Lex-
ington: University Press of Kentucky, 1982).

21 Walt (fn. 19), 214.

22 See Smoke (fn. 5); Lawrence Freedman, The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy (New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1981); Fred Kaplan, Wizards of Armageddon (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1983); and Tra-
chtenberg (fn. 12).

3 See, for example, Smoke (fn. 5); and Walt (fn. 19). The most enduring contribution of the “golden
age” was Thomas C. Schelling, T%e Strategy of Conflict (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1960).
Although concerned with nuclear strategy, Schelling stressed the applicability of his analysis to a
broader set of actors and problems, including foreign aid, tariff bargaining, child rearing, taxi driving,
investing in the stock market, tax collecting, house buying and selling, voting, playing charades, strik-
ing, price wars, traffic jams, kidnapping, daylight savings, etiquette, Lot’s wife, and selecting Miss
Rheingold.
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focus on threat manipulation and force projections became the central,
almost exclusive, concern of security studies.” This agenda, he notes,
“was certainly urgent and ample, but the questions raised were in-
evitably circumscribed, technical, and managerial.”*

THE DECLINE

If the cold war stimulated and nourished security studies before 1965,
the decreased salience of the cold war during the next fifteen years con-
tributed to a period of decline.” As Americans turned their interest
from the cold war with the Soviet Union to the hot war in Vietnam,
their interest in security studies waned. Although some might view this
as an irrational reaction on the part of those who thought they could
stop war by not studying it, this would be an oversimplification. In the
first place, security studies had been so preoccupied with U.S.-Soviet
relations, NATO, and nuclear strategy that it offered little help to those
seeking to understand the Vietnam War. As Colin Gray put it, the
leading strategists knew “next to nothing” about “peasant nationalism
in Southeast Asia or about the mechanics of a counterrevolutionary
war.”? Second, security studies had become so preoccupied with war as
an instrument of national policy that it had slighted the legal, moral,
and other aspects of war emphasized in Wright’s 4 Study of War. Third,
the desire to be “policy relevant” had led some scholars into such close
relationships with policymakers that they ceased to be perceived as au-
tonomous intellectuals and came to be considered instead as part of the
policy-making establishment. And fourth, the decline of interest in tra-
ditional security studies was partially offset by increased interest in
peace studies and peace research during the 1960s and 1970s, thus in-
dicating that declining interest in security studies was not tantamount
to a lack of intellectual interest in war.?’

Interest in security studies did not revive immediately after the Viet-
nam War; rather the lessened cold war tensions associated with détente
allowed other issues, such as economic interdependence, Third World
poverty, and environmental issues, to increase in salience. And the Arab
oil embargo served as a sharp reminder that threats to the American way
of life emanated from nonmilitary sources, as well as from military ones.

# Kolodziej, “What Is Security and Security Studies? Lessons from the Cold War,” Arms Control 13
(April 1992), 2.

3 Walt (fn. 19), 215; Smoke (fn. 5), 303—4; Nye and Lynn-Jones (fn. 5), 9; and Trachtenberg (fn.
12), 332.

2 Gray (fn. 20), 90. See also Smoke (fn. 5), 304-5.

77 See Jaap Nobel, ed., The Coming of Age of Peace Research: Studies in the Development of a Discipline
(Groningen, The Netherlands: STYX Publications, 1991).
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THE 1980s

The breakdown of détente and the renewal of cold war tensions in the
late 1970s and 1980s once again stimulated interest in security studies.
Student interest was rekindled, foundation money poured in, and re-
search burgeoned, as the old national security studies was replaced by
the new international security studies.

The new international security studies, however, looked much like
the version of national security studies that had evolved after 1955.
One writer, who had written a comprehensive survey of the field in
1975, noted the renaming of the field and observed that “the substance
of the problems addressed did not change markedly from what national
security specialists had been working on earlier.”?® Another writer pro-
claimed the rejuvenation of security studies in the 1980s as the “renais-
sance” of the field. Defining the field as “the study of the threat, use,
and control of military force,” he portrayed the renaissance as bringing
history, psychology, and organization theory to bear on such familiar
topics as deterrence theory and nuclear weapons policy and considera-
tion of such topics as the conventional military balance, the danger of
surprise attack, alternative force postures, and the role of the U.S.
Navy.?? Although there were undoubtedly new insights during the
1980s, such topics continued to reflect the preoccupation that had char-
acterized the field since 1955—the use of military means to meet mili-
tary threats. It is small wonder that a European security specialist,
noting the military focus of strategic studies, recently observed that
“in the United States the field of international security studies has
often been equated with strategic studies.”® The cold war not only
militarized American security policy, it also militarized the study of
security.?!

In sum, a case can be made that the origins of security studies pre-
date the cold war, nuclear weaponry, and the so-called golden age. The

% Richard Smoke, National Security and the Nuclear Dilemma: An Introduction to the American Expe-
rience in the Cold War, 3d ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1993), 328.

» Walt (fn. 19). Walt also portrays the “renaissance” as characterized by a commitment to more rig-
orous scholarly standards. Although he notes that much work on security topics fails to meet basic
scholarly standards and “should be viewed as propaganda rather than serious scholarship,” he concen-
trates his review of the field on works that do “meet the standards of logic and evidence in the social
sciences” (p. 213). He concludes, not surprisingly, that the field is doing quite well by social science
standards. For a cogent critique of Walt’s view of security studies, see Edward A. Kolodziej, “Renais-
sance in Security Studies? Caveat Lector!” International Studies Quarterly 36 (December 1992).

30 Haftendorn (fn. 19).

31 On the militarization of American security policy, see the essays by Allison and Treverton, Peter-
son, and Treverton and Bicksler, in Allison and Treverton; the essay by May in Hogan; and Richard H.
Ullman, “Redefining Security,” International Security 8 (Summer 1983).
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purpose of such an exercise is not just to set the record straight; it is also
a way of placing the study of security during the cold war in perspec-
tive. The cold war permeated thinking about security for so long that it
will be very difficult to break free from old habits of thought.

The cold war affected both the level of activity and the substantive
focus of research on security. It focused attention on nuclear weaponry
and strategies, on East-West relations, and on the security problems of
the United States and Western Europe. At the beginning of the cold
war, scholars operating within the broader framework of foreign policy
studies and international politics considered national security as one of
several important foreign policy goals, with important domestic di-
mensions and implications, to be pursued by nonmilitary as well as mil-
itary means. During the cold war the primacy of national security,
defined largely in military terms, came to be viewed more as a premise
than as a topic for debate. Similarly, military instruments of statecraft
became the central, if not the exclusive, concern of security specialists.

The question now is whether security studies so conceived is ade-
quate for coping with post—cold war security problems.

I1. SECURITY STUDIES AND THE NEW WORLD ORDER

During the cold war military threats to national security dominated all
others in the eyes of most security specialists. With the end of the cold
war have come numerous suggestions that resources once devoted to
coping with military threats now be used to deal with such nonmilitary
threats as domestic poverty, educational crises, industrial competitiveness,
drug trafficking, crime, international migration, environmental hazards,
resource shortages, global poverty, and so on.3? The challenge, according
to the Final Report of the Seventy-ninth American Assembly, is to “re-
think the concept of national security” (Allison and Treverton, 446—47).
Is the field of security studies capable of meeting this challenge? A ten-
tative answer is suggested by examining the field with respect to three
critical issues: the goal of national security, the means for pursuing it,
and the relation between domestic affairs and national security.

SECURITY AS A GOAL

The end of the cold war, like its beginning, raises the question of how
important military security is in comparison with other goals of public

52 See Allison and Treverton; and Joseph J. Romm, Defining National Security: The Nonmilitary As-
pects (New York: Council on Foreign Relations Press, 1993).
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policy. Although security specialists have become accustomed to think-
ing in terms of trade-offs within the military sphere, such as that be-
tween missiles and submarines, they have been reluctant to extend that
logic to trade-offs between military security and nonmilitary policy
goals. Instead, they have tended to assert the primacy of military secu-
rity over other goals. The following three passages are examples of this
tendency.

In anarchy, security is the highest end. Only if survival is assured can states safely
seek such other goals as tranquility, profit, and power.®

The axiom of the primacy of national security among the responsibilities of gov-
ernment cannot be escaped. . . . Governments, as a matter of empirical fact, al-
most invariably commit as many resources and sacrifice as many other desiderata
as they feel necessary to preserve their national security.**

States are surely concerned about prosperity, and thus economic calculations are
not trivial for them. However, states operate in both an international political
environment and an international economic environment, and the former dom-
inates the latter in cases where the two come into conflict. The reason is
straightforward: the international political system is anarchic, which means that
each state must always be concerned to ensure its own survival. A state can have
no higher goal than survival, since profits matter little when the enemy is occu-
pying your country and slaughtering your citizens. (Mearsheimer, in Allison and
Treverton, 222)

Each of these passages can be interpreted in (at least) two ways. On
the one hand, since neither national security nor survival can ever be
completely assured, there can be no limit on resources allocated to this
purpose; and thus no trade-offs with other goals are ever admissible.®
On the other hand, the passages may be interpreted as implying that
such trade-offs are admissible only after a minimum threshold of as-
surance of survival and/or national security has been attained. The lat-
ter, somewhat generous interpretation is surely the more defensible.

The trouble with the second interpretation is that it fails to distin-
guish between the goal of national security (or survival) and other im-
portant goals. For example, the economist could assert the primacy of
economic welfare, since states are likely to worry little about external
military threats if their citizens have no food, clothing, or shelter, that
is, no economic welfare. Likewise, the environmentalist could assert the
primacy of environmental concerns, since minimum amounts of

33 Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979), 126.

34 Smoke (fn. 5), 248; emphasis in original.

3 This is not to suggest that the authors of these passages actually advocate unlimited defense
spending. The relevant question is whether the logic of such passages provides any justification for a
limit.
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breathable air and drinkable water are more important than security
from external attack. In order to survive, states need minimum amounts
not only of security from external attack but also of breathable air,
drinkable water, economic welfare, and so forth. A state without armed
forces to protect it from external attack may not survive, but a state
without breathable air or drinkable water will surely not survive.

Of course, as King Midas learned, the value of anything—security,
economic welfare, clean air—is determined not only by one’s prefer-
ences but also by how much of it one has. The law of diminishing mar-
ginal utility is as applicable to national security affairs as it is to other
spheres of social life. Although it is true that military security is an im-
portant goal of states, it is not true that conflicts with other goals of
public policy will always—or should always—be resolved in favor of
security. In a world of scarce resources, the goal of military security is
always in conflict with other goals, such as economic welfare, environ-
mental protection, and social welfare. This is just another way of saying
that the pursuit of security involves opportunity costs—as does any other
human action. A rational policymaker will allocate resources to security
only as long as the marginal return from a dollar spent on an additional
increment of security is greater than that for a dollar spent on other goals.

In order to justify shifting resources from guns to butter, one need
not argue that butter is inherently superior to guns or that butter pro-
vides more total utility to society than guns. It is only necessary to argue
that the marginal utility of an expenditure on butter exceeds that of the
marginal utility of that same expenditure on guns. A rational policy-
maker cannot escape the necessity of comparing the value of an incre-
ment of security with an increment of other goals a# the margin. The
law of diminishing marginal utility suggests that the more abundant se-
curity is, the less valuable it is likely to be at the margin.* Those, in-
cluding many of the writers reviewed here, who believe that the end of
the cold war has made military security more abundant are therefore
likely to suggest that the time has come to shift resources from security
to other goals of public policy.

If Rethinking American Security is an accurate indicator, public policy

3% Even conceiving of security as a matter of degree seems to be difficult for some security specialists.
See Barry Buzan, People, States and Fear: An Agenda for International Security Studies in the Post—Cold
War Era, 2d ed. (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Rienner, 1991). Buzan asserts that the “word itself implies an
absolute condition . . . and does not lend itself to the idea of a graded spectrum like that which fills the
space between hot and cold” (p. 18). And Klaus Knorr notes that his treatment of security threats as
matters of degree “causes a lot of conceptual uneasiness” for other scholars. Knorr, “Economic Inter-
dependence and National Security,” in Klaus Knorr and Frank N. Trager, eds., Economic Issues and Na-
tional Security (Lawrence: Regents Press of Kansas, 1977), 18n.
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debates in the post—cold war world are likely to be increasingly con-
cerned with trade-offs between military security and other public pol-
icy goals. An earlier generation of scholars, writing within the
framework of foreign policy and international politics during the first
decade after World War II, viewed the goal of military security as one
of many public policy goals competing for scarce resources and subject
to the law of diminishing marginal utility.*” Many of their writings are
more relevant to the post—cold war world than are those of more recent
writers who assert the primacy of the goal of national security. To the
extent that today’s security specialists cling to the idea that security
dominates all other public policy goals, they are unlikely to make help-
ful contributions to the post—cold war debate on public policy.

MEANS TO SECURITY

Security studies has traditionally devoted less attention to the goal of
security than to the means by which it is pursued. More accurately, one
should say that the field has tended to focus on one set of means by
which security may be pursued, that is, military statecraft. One recent
review of the field, for example, ignores security as a goal and defines
the field entirely in terms of means, that is, “the study of the threat, use,
and control of military force.”® Likewise, Shultz, Godson, and Green-
wood focus their volume on “the traditional and historical essence of
the subject: the threat, use and management of military force” (p. 2).%
The reasons for the emphasis on means rather than ends are not self-
evident. A partial explanation for the emphasis on military force may
be found in the common practice of equating security interests with
“vital interests.” Since the latter are typically defined as those interests
for which a country is willing to use force, some confusion between
means and ends is almost inevitable.*” Another possible explanation is

37 E.g., Dunn (fn. 18); Wolfers (fn. 18); Lasswell (fn. 18); and Brodie (fnn. 17, 18). Defense econo-
mists, of course, have usually shared this view. Their voices, however, were more salient in security
studies during the “golden age” than during the 1980s. See Charles J. Hitch, “National Security Policy
as a Field for Economics Research,” World Politics 12 (April 1960); Charles J. Hitch and Roland Mc-
Kean, The Economics of Defense in the Nuclear Age (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1960); and
James R. Schlesinger, The Political Economy of National Security (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1960).
Walt’s (fn. 19) recent review, for example, pays scant attention to the views of defense economists.

38 Walt (fn. 19), 212; emphasis in original. Walt’s definition of the field is puzzling, since he had crit-
icized the tendency to define security solely in military terms in an earlier publication. Stephen M.
Walt, “The Search for a Science of Strategy,” International Security 12 (Summer 1987), 159-64.

3 For other reviews of the field that emphasize military force as a means rather than security as an
end, see Klaus Knorr, “National Security Studies: Scope and Structure of the Field,” in Frank N. Trager
and Philip S. Kronenberg, eds., National Security and American Society: Theory Process, and Policy
(Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1973); and Nye and Lynn-Jones (fn. 5).

“ See Bernard Brodie, War and Politics (New York: Macmillan, 1973), chap. 8.
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the tendency of security scholars to treat national security goals as
“given.” One writer describes the situation as follows:

In the field of . . . foreign policy studies it is possible—in fact mandatory—to
ask: “What goals do we want a foreign policy to accomplish?” But in national
security there is no parallel question. It is “given” that the goal is to enhance se-
curity. An entire dimension of potential theorizing—everything that concerns
problems of multiple possible purposes—is therefore nonexistent from its very
root, in national security affairs.*!

There is something peculiarly un-Clausewitzian about studying mili-
tary force without devoting equal attention to the purposes for which it
is used. Clausewitz’s famous dictum that war should be viewed as pol-
icy by other means was meant to imply that military force should be
understood in the context of the purposes it serves.*

From the standpoint of the military threats to security that tended to
dominate the cold war era, the emphasis of security studies on military
statecraft was understandable, though not necessarily justifiable. In the
post—cold war era, however, many have suggested that nonmilitary
threats be included under the rubric of national security (see especially
Allison and Treverton). Many of these problems—for example, environ-
mental protection, promoting human rights and democracy, promoting
economic growth—are not amenable to solution by military means. To
the extent that this is true, traditional security studies has little relevance.

The generation of scholars writing on security at the beginning of
the cold war not only defined national security in broader terms but
also had a more comprehensive view of the policy instruments by which
it could be pursued. Wolfers observed in 1952 that security “covers a
range of goals so wide that highly divergent policies can be interpreted
as policies of security” and concluded that although armaments were
often relevant, some situations called for “greater reliance on means
other than coercive power.” Lasswell, writing in 1950, cautioned
against “confounding defense policy with armament” and argued that
“our greatest security lies in the best balance of all instruments of for-
eign policy, and hence in the coordinated handling of arms, diplomacy,
information, and economics.” This broad view of the policy instru-
ments relevant to the pursuit of national security is likely to be more

“1 Smoke (fn. 28), 330. See also Smoke (fn. 5), 259.

2 See the interpretive essays by Bernard Brodie, Peter Paret, and Michael Howard, in Carl von
Clausewitz, On War (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976).

43 Wolfers (fn. 18), 484, 502.

# Lasswell (fn. 18), 75. Recent interest in “grand strategy” among security specialists has expanded
the term to include diplomacy as well as military means, but economic statecraft and information re-
main neglected. On this point, see Walt (fn. 19); and Kolodziej (fn. 29), 434.
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useful in the post—cold war world than one that confines itself to mili-
tary statecraft.

DOMESTIC AFFAIRS AND SECURITY

Although several of the authors reviewed here mention domestic con-
cerns, Peter G. Peterson argues in his essay “The Primacy of the Do-
mestic Agenda” (in Allison and Treverton) that American security is
now threatened more by domestic problems than by external military
threats. Noting the legislative mandate of the National Security Coun-
cil, created in 1947, to establish a forum for integrating “domestic, for-
eign, and military policies relating to national security,” Peterson
contends that the domestic dimension of national security tended to be
neglected during the cold war years. Recalling the National Security
Council’s early working definition of national security as preservation
of “the United States as a free nation with our fundamental institutions
and values intact,” he argues that American security is now less endan-
gered by military threats than by the crisis in education, an exploding
underclass, and underinvestment in productive capacity and infrastruc-
ture. He calls upon those traditionally concerned with national security
to broaden their focus to include concern for such domestic threats.

Peterson’s view of national security poses a severe challenge to a field
that has traditionally neglected domestic aspects of security. Indeed, to
the extent that domestic affairs have been considered at all, they have
been treated as sources of international conflict, as constraints on secu-
rity policy, or as partial determinants of security policy.* They have not,
however, been treated as sources of threats to security.

The close relationship between traditional security studies and the
realist paradigm makes the possibility of incorporating domestic affairs
especially difficult. Realists have tended to emphasize the anarchic in-
ternational system rather than domestic affairs in their treatment of
security issues. Similarly, the recent tendency to label the field interna-
tional security rather than national security is likely to make it even
harder to focus attention on the domestic aspects of security. The al-
leged benefit of international security is that it focuses attention on in-
ternational interdependence and the security dilemma in thinking
about security issues.

Once again, the writings of scholars at the beginning of the cold war
are more in tune with Peterson’s view of national security than are those
by today’s security specialists. Writing in 1949, Dunn spoke of a “grow-

* Nye and Lynn-Jones (fn. 5), 24; and Walt (fn. 19), 215, 224.
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ing realization” that a sharp distinction between domestic and interna-
tional affairs serves as a “serious obstacle to clear thinking” and pointed
to a “general tendency to reduce the line between ‘international’ and
‘domestic.””* Brodie in 1950 defended the idea of contracyclical ma-
nipulation of defense spending for the purpose of stabilizing the do-
mestic economy.”” And Lasswell, writing in the same year, sounds very
much like Peterson in warning against “conceiving of national security
policy in terms of foreign divorced from domestic policy” and in his call
for “balancing the costs and benefits of all policies in the foreign and
domestic fields.”

In sum, the field of security studies seems poorly equipped to deal
with the post—cold war world, having emerged from the cold war with
a narrow military conception of national security and a tendency to as-
sert its primacy over other public policy goals. Its preoccupation with
military statecraft limits its ability to address the many foreign and do-
mestic problems that are not amenable to military solutions. In re-
sponse, many of the authors reviewed here have called for the
development of new ways to think about international relations and na-
tional security.

For some authors, this impetus for reform of security studies stems
from the differences between the cold war era and its successor.”’ For
others, the failure to anticipate the nature or timing of the end of the
cold war revealed the deep-seated inadequacies not only of security
studies but also of thinking about international relations and foreign
policy more generally.*® One might argue that it is unfair to single out
security studies as bearing special responsibility in this regard, since no
scholarly approach or field of interest proved more prescient than any
other with respect to the surprise ending of the cold war. For security
studies, however, precisely the claim of special expertise with respect to
the cold war makes its failure to anticipate the end so embarrassing.
The cold war was not just another event to be analyzed; rather, it was
the progenitor of the field and its central focus from 1955 on.

% Dunn (fn. 18), 83.

47 Brodie (fn. 18).

48 Lasswell (fn. 18), 55, 75.

4 See the essays by Allison and Treverton, Peterson, May, Michael Borrus and John Zysman, and
Schelling, in Allison and Treverton; see Shultz, Godson, and Greenwood; and see the essay by Jervis,
in Hogan.

50 See Gaddis; and the essays by Gaddis and Ronald Steel, in Hogan. See also John Lewis Gaddis,
“International Relations Theory and the End of the Cold War,” International Security 17 (Winter
1992-93); and Kolodziej (fn. 29).
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II1. PROPOSALS FOR THE FUTURE

“Security studies as an academic field is in need of clarification,” ac-
cording to Haftendorn. “What is to be studied, how is it to be studied,
and how is security studies to be distinguished from various subfields
on the one hand and international relations on the other?”! Proposals
for the future study of security may be divided into three groups ac-
cording to the degree of reform they advocate.

Do NOTHING

Not everyone agrees that reform is needed. For Mearsheimer, the es-
sential defining characteristic of international politics has been and re-
mains a zero-sum competition for military security. Whereas others
may see a diminution of military threats to security, he maintains that
the end of the cold war does not “mean that states will have to worry
less about security than during the Cold War” (Mearsheimer, in Allison
and Treverton, 235).

For Walt, the end of the cold war expands the agenda of security
studies to include post—cold war security arrangements and makes the
study of “grand strategy” more important; but it does not necessitate re-
defining the scope of the field. The end of the cold war, he contends,

“will keep security issues on the front burner for some time to come.”?

MODEST REFORM

Security Studies for the 1990s is based on the premise that reform of se-
curity studies would have been in order even if the cold war had not
ended. According to this view, the latter event simply makes the case
for such reforms more compelling. Although some of the contributors,
especially Charles Kegley, Oran Young, and Edward Kolodziej, argue
for radical reforms, most concentrate on minor reforms consistent with
the editors’ conventional definition of the subject as “the threat, use and
management of military force, and closely related topics” (p. 2).

The editors identify weaknesses in the “first-generation curriculum”
(1950-90) of security studies, including overemphasis on nuclear de-
terrence, the United States, Europe, and the former Soviet Union and
neglect of the Third World, Asia, and nonmilitary instruments of pol-
icy. They then present model syllabi for eleven courses, which are dis-

51 Haftendorn (fn. 19), 15.
52 Walt (fn. 19), 225-27.
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cussed by various commentators. The three syllabi emphasizing eco-
nomic, environmental, and regional aspects of security are the only ones
that depart from the traditional security studies orientation. The inclu-
sion of the regional security syllabus by Kolodziej is somewhat anom-
alous, since he clearly rejects the narrow traditional definition of
security in favor of one broad enough to include domestic affairs, eco-
nomic issues, human rights, and more. The inclusion of courses on eco-
nomic and environmental aspects of security is in itself an innovation,
of course; but the proposed syllabi do not depart significantly from con-
ventional views of security. The syllabus on “environment and security,”
for example, emphasizes such topics as environmental tools of warfare
(herbicides, for example), environmental side effects of warfare, and en-
vironmental disputes as causes of war.

Overall, Security Studies for the 1990s presents a view of the field not
much different from the cold war version. What is needed, it suggests,
is not fundamental reorganization of the field but rather modest re-
form.

RaDICAL REFORM

Radical proposals for reforming security studies include those that call
for broadening the focus of the field and those that advocate reintegra-
tion of security studies with the study of foreign policy and interna-
tional politics.

Proposals for expanding the focus of security studies have been ad-
vanced by numerous scholars, including Ullman, Buzan, Haftendorn,
Kolodziej, and Kegley.>® Recognizing that threats to national survival
or well-being are not confined to the military realm, these proposals
expand the notion of security threats to include such matters as human
rights, the environment, economics, epidemics, crime, and social in-
justice.

These proposals are not necessarily tied to post—cold war develop-
ments. Indeed, any serious attempt to explicate the concept of security
is likely to lead to a broader view—which may explain why traditional
security specialists have usually avoided such exercises.”* Reflections on

53 Ullman (fn. 31); Buzan (fn. 36); Haftendorn (fn. 19); Kolodziej (fn. 29); and Kegley, “Discussion,”
in Shultz, Godson, and Greenwood, 73-76.

54 On this point, see Buzan (fn. 36), 3-12. Recent reviews of the field by Nye and Lynn-Jones (fn.
5) and Walt (fn. 19), for example, do not attempt to define the concept of security. Although many of
the contributors to Security Studies in the 1990s allude to the debate about alternative conceptualiza-
tions of the field, none of the eleven course syllabi includes the famous article by Wolfers (fn. 18) on
the concept of national security.
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the post—cold war world, however, have increased the number of pro-
posals for a broader conception of security.

For those seeking an enhanced understanding of the multiple vul-
nerabilities that beset humankind,” expanding the focus of security
studies is clearly a step in the right direction. But from the standpoint
of academic disciplines—admittedly a matter of minor importance to
nonacademics—the advantages are less obvious. For to expand the
scope of security studies is to blur even further the barely distinguish-
able line between the subfield of security studies and the main field of
international relations and foreign policy studies. As Klaus Knorr rec-
ognized two decades ago, “If we wanted to study with equal emphasis
all phenomena suggested by the term ‘national security,’ we would have
passed on to the study of foreign policy or international relations as a
whole.”%

Perhaps the time has come to abolish the subfield of security studies
and “pass on” or, more accurately, return to the study of foreign policy
and international relations. In commenting on one of the syllabi in Se-
curity Studies for the 1990s, Oran Young observes that “there is a strong
case for integrating international security studies into the broader cur-
riculum on international relations”(p. 351).57

The following are the principal arguments on behalf of such a case.

1. It overlaps too much with the fields of international politics and foreign
policy. Although expanding the focus of security studies makes the
problem more obvious, there has never been a clear line between secu-
rity studies and international politics and foreign policy studies. War
has always been a central concern of international relations scholars;
and national security policy, including war as an instrument of state-
craft, has been part of that concern since 1940. Various scholars have
noted the overlap, and none has been able to draw a clear line between
academic security studies and its parent fields of foreign policy and in-
ternational politics.*® The intimate connection between military force

55 Harold Sprout and Margaret Sprout, Multiple Vulnerabilities: The Context of Environmental Re-
pair and Resources, Research Monograph no. 40 (Princeton: Center of International Studies, Princeton
University, 1974).

5 Knorr (fn. 39), 6.

57 Kolodziej (fn. 29) warns against consigning security studies to “a ghetto within the academy” and
suggests that such studies be integrated into “as inclusive a spectrum of disciplinary units as possible”
(pp. 436-37). On “reintegrating” strategic thought “into the mainstream of the theory of international
politics,” see also Laurence Martin, “The Future of Strategic Studies,” Journal of Strategic Studies 3
(December 1980), 91-99.

58 E.g., Lyons and Morton (fn. 5); Bock and Berkowitz (fn. 5); Smoke (fn. 5); Knorr (fn. 39); and
Haftendorn (fn. 19).
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and foreign policy was clearly recognized before the “golden age” of se-
curity studies began:

On the important matter of the necessary relation between armed force and pol-
icy, nothing in the profession of a soldier—not his training, his tactics, his
weapons, his code of war—and nothing in military policy of any American com-
mand, from the battalion to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, is without reference to pol-
icy. Strictly speaking, there is no such thing as a purely military matter.%

The basic concepts of security studies (for example, power, balance
of power, the security dilemma, limited war, and various concepts from
deterrence theory) are covered in standard courses on international pol-
itics. And it would be difficult to imagine a course on foreign policy
that did not include military policy (which cannot be said for foreign
economic policy). In American universities at least, the dominance of
the realist paradigm ensures that standard security studies topics will be
covered.®

There is a certain irony in the fact that it is precisely the hard-core
realist security scholars who are in the weakest position to make the
case for security studies as a separate subfield. If one believes that mili-
tary competition among sovereign states is “¢he distinguishing feature of
international politics” (Mearsheimer, in Allison and Treverton, 214;
emphasis added), then one must assume that a well-designed course in
international politics will focus on many of the same topics as will a
course in traditional security studies. “Since Thucydides in Greece and
Kautilya in India,” asserts Kenneth Waltz, “the use of force and the
possibility of controlling it have been the preoccupations of interna-
tional-political studies.”! It is hard to make a case for the study of mil-
itary force as a subsidiary endeavor if one believes that this topic should
be the central focus of the principal field. Subfields, by definition, deal
with subtopics.

There is also a certain irony in the fact that the overlap is a natural
pedagogical consequence of the teachings of two intellectual heroes of
conventional security studies—Clausewitz and Schelling. The peda-
gogical implication of Clausewitz’s famous dictum is that war should

5 William Yandell Elliott et al., United States Foreign Policy: Its Organization and Control (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1952), 159. This view of foreign policy would be broad enough to include
even tank tactics, which are specifically excluded from the purview of security studies by Nye and
Lynn-Jones (fn. 5), 7; and Smoke (fn. 5), 251.

% On the dominance of realism in courses, see Hayward R. Alker and Thomas J. Biersteker, “The
Dialectics of World Order: Notes for a Future Archaeologist of International Savoir Faire,” Interna-
tional Studies Quarterly 28 (June 1984); and Alfredo C. Robles, Jr., “How International Are Interna-
tional Relations Syllabi?” PS 26 (September 1993), 526-28.

61 Waltz (fn. 33), 186.
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not be studied separately from broader issues of foreign policy and in-
ternational relations. When our thinking about war is divorced from
our thinking about political life, he argued, “we are left with something
pointless and devoid of sense.” And Schelling taught us to think
about war and military strategy in the context of international bargain-
ing processes in which conflict and cooperation are inseparable.’3 The
teachings of Clausewitz and Schelling provide powerful arguments for
integrating the study of security with the study of foreign policy and in-
ternational politics.

2. It impedes policy relevance. Despite the commitment of most secu-
rity studies scholars to policy relevance, the field is severely handi-
capped with respect to its ability to contribute to the broad debates on
public policy likely to characterize the post—cold war world. These
handicaps arise from its treatment of both means and ends. That relat-
ing to means is the more fundamental because it is inherent in the de-
finition of the field in terms of the threat, use, and control of military
force. Although some security problems may be adequately addressed
by comparing the pros and cons of various types of military statecraft,
most important problems involve consideration of nonmilitary tech-
niques of statecraft as well. Policymakers rarely define a security prob-
lem as, We have these weapons; now what can we do with them?
Rather, they ask, We have this problem; what means are available for
coping with it? Policymakers need help in evaluating the utility of a//
the instruments available to them, including diplomacy, information,
economic statecraft, and military statecraft.

Consider the following question, which many security specialists
would view as central to the field: “Under what conditions should states
employ military force and for what purposes?”* The obvious answer is
that states should employ military force when its prospective utility ex-
ceeds that of alternative techniques of statecraft. The problem is that
this can be determined only by comparing the costs and benefits of al-
ternative techniques of statecraft with those of military force. Those
who confine themselves to the study of one type of statecraft are logi-
cally incapable of judging the utility of that type of statecraft for any
problem with respect to which other types of statecraft are potentially
relevant.®®

62 Clausewitz (fn. 42), 605.

83 Schelling (fn. 23); and idem, Arms and Influence (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1966).

4 Walt (fn. 19), 226.

%5 For discussion of the logic of evaluating techniques of statecraft, see David A. Baldwin, Economic
Statecraft (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1985).
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Hedley Bull recognized this problem in his famous defense of strate-
gic studies:

No doubt strategists are inclined to think too readily in terms of military solu-
tions to the problems of foreign policy and to lose sight of the other instruments
that are available. But this is the occupational disease of any specialist, and the
remedy for it lies in entering into debate with the specialist and correcting his
perspective.®®

Bull’s proposed “remedy,” however, depends on the willingness and ca-
pability of others to correct the military bias of the security specialist.®”
In today’s context this passage would seem to suggest that subfields
other than security studies bear the responsibility for correcting the
military bias in security studies. There are, however, no other subfields
defined in terms of techniques of statecraft: the subfield of foreign pol-
icy studies is not defined in terms of diplomacy, and international po-
litical economy is not defined in terms of economic statecraft. What is
needed is a field of specialization that subsumes the study of all types of
statecraft, for example, traditional foreign policy studies.

With respect to ends, the handicaps of conventional security studies
are real but not inherent. The tendency to assert the primacy of na-
tional security and the consequent resistance to thinking in terms of
trade-offs between security and other goals impedes policy-relevant de-
bate, but this is a correctable defect. All that is required is a return to
the view that marginal utility analysis is relevant to judging the impor-
tance of security relative to other goals.

Another significant but remediable handicap is the tendency to treat
goals as given and to accept the framework of assumptions within
which policymakers define security problems.®® In the post—cold war
world it is precisely this framework of assumptions that needs to be re-
assessed. There is no inherent reason why those who study military
force must accept the outlook of those who use it. Witness the example
of the peace researchers.

Reintegrating the study of the threat, use, and control of military
force with traditional foreign policy analysis would facilitate both the

¢ Bull, “Strategic Studies and Its Critics,” World Politics 20 (July 1968), 599-600. Bull's concept of
strategic studies is roughly equivalent to the conventional American view of security studies in terms
of the threat, use, and control of military force.

¢7 In fairness to Bull, it should be noted that he was opposed to separating strategic studies from the
wider study of international relations.

¢ On this point, see Walt (fn. 19); Kolodziej (fn. 29); and Samuel P. Huntington, “Recent Writings
in Military Politics: Foci and Corpora,” in Huntington, ed., Changing Patterns of Military Politics
(Glencoe, IlL.: Free Press, 1962), 240. As early as 1949, Dunn (fn. 18) noted this tendency and ex-
pressed concern about allowing “the consumers of research, and especially the governmental decision-
makers, to determine the questions on which academic researchers shall work” (p. 84).
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assessment of the utility of military statecraft and the comparison of
security with other policy goals. Policy relevance would thereby
increase.

3. It is mislabeled. Unless one is willing to argue that military threats
to national well-being are the only ones that matter, it is difficult to jus-
tify labeling the study of the threat, use, and control of military force as
“security studies.” This cannot be dismissed as merely a semantic prob-
lem. Connotations have consequences, and for the last forty years the
consequence of designating something as a security issue has been syn-
onymous with asserting its relative importance. High politics implies
low politics; vital interests imply nonvital interests; and important is-
sues imply unimportant issues. “National security” is therefore not just
another label; it is a powerful political symbol. This has been well un-
derstood for a long time. In 1952 Wolfers pointed out that “any refer-
ence to the pursuit of security is likely to ring a sympathetic chord.”
And in 1993 Shultz, Godson, and Greenwood noted that “everyone
agrees that ‘security issues’ are important and deserving of national
prominence and financial support” (p. 1).”

It is precisely because “everyone agrees” that security issues are im-
portant that they should not be consigned to a separate subfield. Al-
though some subfields are more important than others, no other
academic discipline contains a subfield designated, in effect, “the study
of important issues.””!

4. Security is too broad. As a theoretical concept, “security” is too broad
to define a subfield. Broad analytical concepts, such as power, interde-
pendence, welfare, cooperation, conflict, public interest, and security,
are relevant to all subfields of international relations and should be the
special province of none. Buzan rightly points out that the concept of
security is broad enough to integrate the fields of international relations
theory, international political economy, area studies, peace studies,
human rights, development studies, international history, and so
forth.” It is precisely for this reason, however, that it should not be used
to delineate a single subfield. Lasswell understood the broad applicabil-
ity of the concept, which prompted his observation that “there are no

% Wolfers (fn. 18), 481.

7 For other studies referring to national security as a symbol of importance, see Buzan (fn. 36), 19,
370; and Brodie (fn. 40).

" Although it could be argued that American scholars were simply following standard governmen-
tal terminology, even this justification may disappear. President Clinton’s National Security Strategy of
Engagement and Enlargement (Washington, D.C.: White House, July 1994) emphasizes economic
prosperity, population growth, environmental degradation, mass migration of refugees, narcotics traf-
ficking, and promoting democracy, as well as traditional military concerns.

72 Buzan (fn. 36), 372.
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experts on national security. There are only experts on aspects of the
problem.””

The third and fourth arguments outlined above, concerning the mis-
labeling of the field and the breadth of the concept of security, are based
on the assumption that both the label and the concept are important to
security studies scholars. To the extent that such scholars are willing to
give up both the label and the claim of special expertise with respect to
the security problematique, those arguments would be nullified. Re-
naming the field as “military studies,” “war studies,” or something sim-
ilar, however, would not affect the first or second arguments discussed
above.

If reintegration of security studies into the broader curriculum of for-
eign policy and international politics is desirable, why not apply similar
logic to other subfields, such as international political economy (IPE)?
The answer to this question is instructive. If the rationale for subfields
is to ensure that important subtopics are not neglected, the emergence
of IPE as an identifiable subfield during the 1970s was justified by—and
a reaction to—the widespread neglect of the topic by international re-
lations scholars during the 1950s and 1960s.7* To the extent that the
larger field focuses on the politico-economic aspects of international re-
lations, the rationale for a subfield of IPE is weakened. In principle,
then, one can well imagine a situation in which the arguments for rein-
tegration of security studies would apply, mutatis mutandis, to IPE. If
the dominant paradigm for the study of internztional relations were
Marxist-Leninist, for example, one might well argue that a subfield of
IPE was unnecessary on the grounds that it overlapped too much with
the main field of study. Under such circumstances, one might argue
that a subfield of security studies is needed in order to ensure that
politico-military aspects of the subject are not neglected. The case for
the traditional subfield of security studies is strongest when realism is
not the dominant paradigm. It is paradoxical that traditional security
studies flourished during the cold war, when realism was at its apogee
and the rationale for the subfield would seem to have been weakest.

It is sometimes argued that the existence of security studies as a sub-
field is justified by the continuing importance of war and military strat-
egy in human affairs. The question here, however, is how, not whether,
to study war and military strategy. The reintegration of such topics into
the study of international politics and foreign policy would not put aca-

73 Lasswell (fn. 18), 55-56.
74 Susan Strange, “International Economics and International Relations: A Case of Mutual Ne-
glect,” International Affairs 46 (April 1970), 304-15.
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demic security specialists out of work. It would, however, set their work
in a broader context that would increase its relevance to the post—cold
war world.

IV. CONCLUSION

The emergence of security studies as an identifiable subfield of inter-
national relations was closely related to the cold war. Interest in the
field tended to rise and fall with cold war tensions, and the substantive
focus of the field tended to be dominated by cold war issues. Is there a
role for security studies now that the cold war is over? The answer to
that question depends partly on one’s view of the state of the subfield
and partly on one’s vision of the post—cold war world.

The vision of the post—cold war world presented by many of the con-
tributors to the books under review is one in which nonmlhtary forelgn
and domestic threats to American security have increased in impor-
tance, even as external military threats have decreased in importance.
As a means of pursuing national security, military force is viewed as less
useful than it used to be, though certainly not irrelevant. Some call ex-
plicitly, others implicitly, for a fundamental reexamination of the theo-
ries, concepts, and assumptions used to study national security during
the cold war.

The purpose of this review has been to lay the groundwork for such
a reexamination by contrasting the study of national security at the be-
ginning of the cold war with security studies at its end, by evaluating
the relevance of contemporary security studies to the new world order,
and by laying out a wide range of proposals for reforming security stud-
ies. The world of the 1990s is not the world of 1945-55, but some of
the modes of thought, policy concerns, concepts of security, and dis-
cussions of statecraft developed during that period appear more rele-
vant to the post—cold war era than those bequeathed to us by the cold
war. Scholars searching for ways to think about security problems in the
1990s may find it useful to consult the writings of this older generation
of scholars. The answers to today’s problems are not to be found there,
but some of the right questions are.
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