https://doi.org/10.1017/50260210510001555 Published online by Cambridge University Press

Review of International Studies (2011), 37, 2269-2292 © 2011 British International Studies Association
doi:10.10171S0260210510001555 First published online 5 Jan 2011

Republican security theory revisited

JORG KUSTERMANS*

Abstract. Republicanism is getting increasing attention in International Relations. Engaging
Daniel Deudney’s Republican Security Theory, it is argued that republicanism should be
interpreted in ideological terms, that it is a polysemous tradition of political thought, and
that it matters because it is socially embodied in world political practice. Special attention
is given to republicanism’s relationship to the question of technology. A short case study of
the Cold War illustrates the central claims of the argument.
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Introduction

The discovery of a republican legacy in the history of political thought, as well as
the ensuing dispute over its significance,! are slowly finding their way into the study
of International Relations (IR). Considering the lively reception that republicanism
was bestowed within the history of ideas and within normative political theory, its
adoption into our disciplinary vocabulary should probably be welcomed. Never-
theless, the fulfilment of the promise of republican international theory is not
foreordained. One important reason is that it remains unclear just what the
substance of republican international theory is. As was recently observed: ‘[t]he link
between republicanism and international relations theory is far from obvious’.”? I
concur. However, this problem is no preserve of republicanism and thus not due
to some characteristic feature of republican political thought — say, it possibly
being an anachronism under the condition of (post-)Ymodernity.® It applies to
liberalism no less.* What is more, theories that transcend the domestic realm by

* The author would like to thank three anonymous reviewers, Nicholas Onuf, Maarten Van Alstein,
and the members of VIEW for their valuable comments.

! For a concise introduction, see Adam Tonkins, Our Republican Constitution (Oxford: Hart ublishing,
2005), pp. 52-6.

2 Katya Long, ‘Civilising International Politics’: Republicanism and the World Outside’, Millennium:
Journal of International Studies, 38:3 (2010), p. 773.

* A common argument against the feasibility of modern republicanism is that a truly republican polity
is only possible when it is small-sized. Modern states are big-sized and can hence not be republican
in practice. Compare Fransisco Herreros, ‘Size and Virtue’, European Journal of Political Theory, 6:4
(2007), pp. 463-82.

4 John Hobson and Martin Hall, ‘Liberal International theory: Eurocentric but not always
Imperialist’, International Theory, 2:2 (2010), pp. 210-45.
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definition — cosmopolitanism for instance — and hence need not be ‘linked’ to the
international realm, likewise form the object of interpretive struggle.’

And here lies the crux: whenever a political theory is articulated, this specific
articulation partakes in a broader political tradition, affirming a particular strand
of it, or even reinventing it altogether. Whereas a specific articulation of a certain
theory is at least potentially coherent, a political or intellectual tradition is almost
by definition polysemous. The problem of the ambiguity of political traditions is
exacerbated when a certain tradition is transposed to a new realm of experience,
and harnessed as a coherent theory along the way. In this case, a process of
disambiguation has to take place.® If republicanism is a polysemous tradition of
(domestic) political thought, as I will argue it is, it should therefore come as no
surprise that it is ‘far from obvious’ how to translate it into a theory of
International Relations. Disagreement is bound to surface since any one theory can
hardly satisfy the whole of a tradition.

In this article, it is argued that republicanism is a historically evolving and
substantively ambiguous tradition of political thought indeed. However, in spite of
internal differences, the various strands of republicanism do share a family
resemblance, which sets them apart from liberal political theory. In order to clarify
this point, I suggest that one distinguishes republicanism as an ‘institutional form’
from republicanism as an ‘ideology’. Besides an intrinsic interest in republican
theory, a broader methodological concern has informed the writing of this article.
How might traditional political theory figure in (sociological or explanatory)
analyses of modern International Relations? How can it be incorporated? And how
is it incorporated most fruitfully? On this point, I argue that theories can
productively be reconceived as ideal-typical discourses, which, potentially, find
expression in actual world political practices. As such, theories become tools for
the (re)interpretation of empirical reality. I demonstrate the value of this approach,
as well as of interpreting republicanism ideologically, through an analysis of
republican security. Specifically, I consider how technology becomes securitised
when republicanism is understood in ideological terms.

Both the transposition of republicanism to the international realm and its
contemporary significance are the very topic of Daniel Deudney’s recent book-
length study,” much as they are mine. Moreover, Deudney considers technological
change to be a determining influence in international politics. However, in spite of
sharing similar concerns, we end up with a very different account of republican
security. For this reason, I choose to develop my argument by means of a thorough
engagement with Deudney’s interpretation of republican security theory. The
purpose of engaging Deudney is not primarily to prove him wrong, but rather to
demonstrate how different theoretical and methodological premises inform our
respective arguments and make them work.

Next I describe Deudney’s theoretical framework in some detail. This second
section refrains from questioning the republican nature of his endeavour and

5 Pauline Kleingeld, ‘Six Varieties of Cosmopolitanism in Eighteenth-Century Germany’, Journal of
the History of Ideas, 60:3 (1999), pp. 505-24.

% Compare Kenneth Waltz, ‘Realist Thought and Neorealist Theory’, Journal of International Affairs,
44:1 (1990), pp. 21-37.

7 Daniel Deudney, Bounding Power: Republican Security Theory from the Polis to the Global Village
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2007).
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engages issues of theoretical substance and consistency only. At this point,
Deudney’s theory is evaluated as a security theory, not as a republican theory
per se. However, in the third section, I do assess Deudney’s republican credentials.
In this third part, I introduce the distinction between republicanism as an
‘institutional form’ and republicanism as an ‘ideology’. Deudney adopts the former
understanding. In International Relations, Nicholas Onuf and Heikki Patoméiki
have adopted the latter. In the fourth section, I discuss republican security in
relation to the ‘question of technology’® in order to further clarify what is
distinctive about republican security. From section three and four it will become
clear that Deudney’s security theory is more liberal than republican and it is
explained why Deudney should, but chooses not to, uphold this distinction. In a
fifth and final section, I interpret the Cold War as a case of republican security in
practice. The intention here is to show the process of ideal-typifying political
theory for empirical purposes.

Bounding power: Deudney’s security theory

As a political tradition, republicanism is no household name in IR. ‘Republics’ do
feature in democratic peace theory, but they are tied ideologically to liberalism.
The democratic peace argument is a cherished element of liberal international
theory: it is their liberal constitution that renders republics peace-loving.” They are
liberal republics, not socialist, nor ‘republican republics’. Taking into account its
rise to prominence in intellectual history generally, and in the history of the early
American republic particularly, the relative absence of republicanism within our
discipline is surprising. Would not IR benefit from being taken beyond Hobbes and
Locke, beyond realism and liberalism?'°

It is this conviction that animates Deudney’s Bounding Power. The book is an
elaboration of Republican Security Theory, grounded in a historical excavation of
the republican tradition from The Polis to the Global Village."' The book’s bottom
line is that republicanism — as a tradition of political thought — is better able to
articulate a viable security theory for our contemporary global nuclear age than is
either (IR) realism or liberalism. Realism is too narrowly focused on the anarchy
problematique and liberalism has simply not concerned itself sufficiently, nor
coherently, with issues of security. Republicanism, on the other hand, does deal
with security issues, but perceives a danger coming from hierarchy as well as from
anarchy. What is more, throughout its historical development, it has shown a

8 Martin Heidegger, ‘The question concerning technology’, in David Krell (ed.), Martin Heidegger
Basic Writings (San Fransisco: Harper, 1993).

° John Macmillan, ‘Liberalism and the democratic peace’, Review of International Studies, 30:2 (2004),
pp. 179-200.

19 “Locke et praeterea nihil.” See Robert Shalhope, ‘Toward a Republican Synthesis: The Emergence of
an Understanding of Republicanism in American Historiography’, The William and Mary Quarterly,
29:1 (1972), pp. 49-80.

" Daniel Deudney, Bounding Power. Throughout this essay the focus is on the theoretical elaboration
of republican security theory (introduction, chapters 1 & 2, and conclusion), less so on the historical
exegesis that informs it (chapters three to nine). The reason is one of space and competence. Note
also that the aim here is not to prove Deudney right or wrong, but rather to disclose how his theory
works, and what his premises foreclose.
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concern with the role of nature and other material factors, as well as an
engagement with the role of technological evolutions. It can deal with changing
material and technological conditions, argues Deudney. That is why it could prove
useful in tackling insecurity in the nuclear age. Indeed, ‘[t]he overall republican
security project has been to achieve security by simultaneously avoiding the
extremes of hierarchy and anarchy over successively larger spaces in response to
changes in the material context, particularly changes in violence interdependence.’!?

Any security theory should start with a definition of security. David Baldwin
has suggested that security be defined as ‘a low probability of damage to acquired
values’. In these general terms, the definition is, however, not operational yet.
Specification is necessary. At the very least, this entails answering two further
questions: ‘Security for whom? and ‘Security for which values?”."* According to
Deudney, republican security theory holds the individual to be the referent object
for security, and physical survival its ultimate value. ‘Achieving security requires
restraint of the application of violent power upon individual bodies.”'* Any other
entity or value in international politics or foreign policy is either instrumentally
related to the individual’s physical survival, or is derivative of it. Concretely, this
means that the state is an instrument established for the sake of individuals’ needs
and that people cannot enjoy wealth, or prestige, when they are no longer alive.
‘Actually existing’ security policies might have different referent objects or reflect
different preference sets, but they should not.

Going one step further down the line still, any theory of security should
articulate an ‘anthropology’ (in the philosophical sense of the word) — be it a
reflection on the ‘ontological status of the state’' or an account of the natural
needs of individual human beings. Deudney’s philosophical anthropology is
biologically grounded. It is their mortality, their existence as ‘perishable corporeal
beings’,'® that drives people, if they are not somehow misled, to seek protection
from physical violence. People are foremost bodies, so that a crippled body entails
crippled agency, and, accordingly, a dead body no agency at all. Therefore, it is
unnatural, and accordingly irrational, for people to fight. And yet they do, which
necessitates the establishment of a political order. Why do people fight in spite of
fighting being irrational (except in the case of self-defence)? Deudney lists three
reasons. First, there are natural devils ‘willing to risk death [...] to achieve power’.
They upset the theoretically possibly peaceful state of nature, and if they achieve
leadership, they make hierarchical constellations unbearable. Second, human
rationality is bounded. Specifically, human reason can be overwhelmed by
emotions, causing people to over-react — and fight if need is (mistakenly) perceived.
Third, people have second natures. They are not only driven by natural needs (the
foremost being security-as-survival), but equally by social needs. It is their
attachment to social identities that explains a lot of security-dysfunctional
behaviour.!” While, at times, Deudney avers that this view of human nature is

12 Deudney, Bounding Power, p. 4.

'3 David Baldwin, ‘The Concept of Security’, Review of International Studies, 23:1 (1997), p. 13.

' Deudney, Bounding Power, p. 14.

'> Erik Ringmar, ‘On the Ontological Status of the State’, European Journal of International Relations,
2:4 (1996), pp. 439-66.

¢ Deudney, Bounding Power, p. 31.

7 Tbid., pp. 31-3.
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typical of Western republican security theory only, ultimately he believes it to be
universally valid. He is merely describing ‘a core of robust consensus’,'® grounded
foremost in biology. Biological science has sufficiently demonstrated what man is
ultimately about.

The end of security theory and policy firmly established, the focus turns to
means. Baldwin has noted a ‘tendency of some security scholars to define the
subfield entirely in terms of “the threat, use, and control of military force™." Not
so Deudney, definitely not when it comes to the means of security policy. In order
to achieve durable security, he proposes political, not military, solutions. Military
technology features in the argument (more on which below), but as a causal force
calling for a security policy, not as a causal force in solving security problems.
Authoritative political order enables a secure environment. What is more, not any
political order suffices. Ultimately, only the republican variant is viable. Weak
states are not, nor are despotic states. This begs the question what a republic is,
and what it is about it that makes it republican. In the very beginning of the book
(p. 2), Deudney formally defines republics as ‘polities based on political liberty,
popular sovereignty, and limited government’, repeating the definition a few pages
later (p. 13), with a minor specification: the general notion of ‘polities’ becomes the
more specific ‘plural political orders’. Somewhat surprisingly, ‘political liberty’ is
left undefined. The reason is that Deudney is elaborating a security theory, so that
the only freedom of concern to him is the freedom from violence. The discussion
is not one of ends, but one of means. With respect to these, Deudney argues that
their reliance on political structures of restraint set republican political orders apart
from hierarchical political orders.”” Both an individual’s fellow-subjects and its
rulers ought to be bound by structures of restraint which disable the possibility of
doing bodily harm. Those structures can be of a natural or a social kind. The tight
intertwinement of republicanism and the rule of law is paradigmatic of its focus on
structures of restraint.”! Think in this respect of practices like Montesquieu’s
separation of powers, or of the promotion of federal and confederal constitutions.
But think also of the stopping-power of water or mountain chains. And, finally,
think of virtue — a notion as complex as it sounds simple.?> Deudney stresses that
republican (security) theory (as such) has no a priori preference for one specific
method of restraining. He therefore considers the Cambridge School’s reading
of republicanism as civic, or neo-Roman, republicanism to be reductionist. It
invalidly generalises what is historically contingent. Virtue is not the essence of
republicanism, even if it is compatible with it.?*

Internationally, the republican insistence on structures of restraint translates
into an institutional preference for practices of hiding and/or co-binding, and a
wariness of balancing and dominating. The reason that Deudney is concerned with

8 Ibid., p. 31.

19 Baldwin, ‘Concept of security’, p. 16.

2% Deudney, Bounding Power, p. 2, 14.

2! Philip Petitt, Republicanism: a theory of freedom and government (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1997); Paul Magnette, Citizenship: the history of an idea (Colchester: ECPR Press, 2005).

22 Section 3 ‘Liberalism et praeterea nihil’ discusses the notion of virtue at some length.

23 Contributions to the Cambridge School’s account of republicanism include: John G. A. Pocock, The
Machiavellian Moment: Florentine Political Thought and the Atlantic Republican Tradition (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1975); Gisela Bock, Quentin Skinner, and Maurizio Viroli (eds),
Machiavelli and Republicanism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990).
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balancing is that so-called ‘internal balancing’ might undercut ‘interior balances’.
Shoring up its resources, centralising its decision structures, against an external
enemy, the republican state can lose from sight (and lose) its distinctively
republican nature. The choice for domination leads to similar problems. This is
why, in fact, republics prefer to hide in splendid isolation, a possibility that was
traditionally conditional upon favourable topographical conditions. Material
isolation facilitates political isolation. With the advent of the globalisation of
violence, hiding has become increasingly difficult. A second best solution is to
co-bind with others in ‘various forms of union (alliances, leagues, confederations,
and federations).?* The major advantage of co-binding over balancing and
dominating is that it allows the republic to retain its internal structures of political
restraint. But note that co-binding, that is, joining together with other republics in
various forms of union, is geared toward the pooling of power. Only if republics
join together can they muster sufficient resources to be safe from external dangers
without undermining domestic freedoms. Admittedly, the argument is rather
self-centered: if it were not for its domestic effects, co-binding would not be
preferable over dominating. This brings me to a first of two observations. It is
noteworthy that Deudney presents these four possible strategies as ‘a set of foreign
policy [...] practices’.> In its prescriptive mode, Deudney’s republican security
theory is concerned with foreign policy, less so with international order. It starts
from a (hypothetical or actual) republic and theorises how it can best preserve its
(better: its citizens’) security. It is concerned with ‘a republican conception of a
republic’s security’, not with ‘a republican conception of international or world
security’. A second remark concerns the role of virtue. Whereas in theory virtue
was still recognised as a historically contingent feature of republicanism, with
respect to republican foreign policy practices, it is not even mentioned. Thus, a
notion like ‘neo-diplomatic’*® education or conscious attempts at socialisation are
not taken into account. And yet, ‘virtue’ hovers in the background. Co-binding,
that is, is not indiscriminate: it ‘entails republics joining together with other
republics’.*’ The preference for teaming up with the like-minded is justified in
functional terms: republics have, empirically speaking, a better historical record
when it comes to alliances and federations. There is something disarmingly
commonsensical about the idea that similar units cooperate better than do
dissimilar units. The question is, however, if this justifies dissimilar units not even
trying to cooperate. Does ‘functionality’ justify exclusion? Does ‘is’ straightfor-
wardly lead to ‘ought’? And also, has functionality empirically been the motivating
force for republics to co-bind, for example, in NATO?

‘No universal history leads from savagery to humanitarianism, but there is one
leading from the slingshot to the megaton bomb.?® This quote from Adorno kicks
off Deudney’s first substantial chapter, highlighting the central role that technology
plays in the argument. A deep concern for the international implications of nuclear

2* Deudney, Bounding Power, pp. 55-8.

25 Ibid., p. 55, emphasis added.

26 The concept is Der Derian’s. Cf. James Der Derian, On Diplomacy: a Genealogy of Western
Estrangement (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1987).

27 Deudney, Bounding Power, p. 57.

28 Adorno in Deudney, Bounding Power, p. 27.
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technology drove Deudney to elaborate his practical philosophy.? Technological
evolution, in general, is assigned primary causal force in the theory’s reading of
historical development. Technological evolutions are said to matter because not
every instance of anarchy breeds insecurity. Anarchy is incompatible with security,
and thus calls for the establishment of authoritative government, only when it is
marked by an intense degree of violence interdependence, that is, when it is a ‘first
anarchy’. Whereas originally nature (as mainly topography) determined the size of
this area, since the 18th century, with the advent of the industrial revolution,
man-made technologies have become determining in this respect. Technological
changes spur changes in the material context, which determine the size of the area
of first anarchy and, relatedly, of rational political order.*® Technology, then,
features as a changing set of implements, whose (dys)functionality can be assessed
in utilitarian terms. Technology is something people use, with greater or lesser
effect. Technology can be more or less effective: a slingshot kills, a megaton bomb
kills more (and farther away).

Liberalism ‘et praeterea nihil’?

In summarising Deudney’s theoretical argument, so far I have focused primarily on
it being a security theory, using Baldwin’s by now classic treatment of the concept
of security as a convenient signpost. While Baldwin’s main complaint was that
most security scholars do not specify their concept of security well enough,
Deudney does not suffer this flaw. As a theory of security, Bounding Power is
sufficiently and transparently specified. His position, while debatable, is unambigu-
ous. But how about its republican credentials? To what extent is Republican
Security Theory, as Deudney conceives it, actually republican?

A first attempt at answering this question could start by returning to
republicanism’s roots in Greek antiquity, and further back to Hellenic mythology,
and then on to its rediscovery and reformulation in Renaissance Italy, for an
analysis of classical republicanism’s view on questions of external security and on
military matters. One important observation would likely be that unlike Deudney,
who separates the military from the political and downplays the importance of the
former, classical republican theorists paid a lot of attention to military affairs.
Consider, in this respect, the figure of the Homeric warrior, Aristotle’s discussion
of the virtue of courage (not in the least in battle), and Machiavelli’s oeuvre-wide
concern with the art of war. Generally, then, warfare was explicitly accepted as an
important practice of the polis. But the question remains if this recognition was
happily welcomed or if it was rather experienced as a tragic occurrence. Do
classical republicans glorify war? Or do they treat warfare as a necessary evil? If
the latter interpretation prevails, then there is no ground yet to doubt the
republican character of Deudney’s security theory. Hypothetically, centuries of

2% “The stakes and divisions over intensifying security globalization and the status of broadly liberal
political arrangements are particularly acute concerning nuclear weapons.” Deudney, Bounding Power,
p- 3, emphasis added. See also, Daniel Deudney, ‘Nuclear Weapons and the Waning of the
Real-State’, Daedalus, 124:2 (1995), pp. 209-31.

3 Deudney, Bounding Power, p. 37.
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political-institutional engineering might well have rid the world of the need to
organise defence militarily. However, if the former interpretation holds true, then
Deudney’s theory can hardly pose as republican theory anymore. What is more, in
that case, Deudney would likely not want to be labelled as such in the first place.

Concerning the Homeric warrior, Richard Ned Lebow has shown in some
detail that he was not primarily driven by his appetites, but by, what Lebow calls,
the spirit. When he fought, he did so in pursuit of glory. Because of this quest for
honour, he would regularly persevere in battle in spite of continued fighting being
antithetical to his, and his community’s, strategic interests and material security.*!
And yet this was no egoistic pursuit. Honour societies sanction risk-seeking
behaviour: they foster warriors and sing approvingly about them in their epic
poems. The lIliad, in fact, stands as a prime example. However, when Aristotle
praises courage in battle and when Machiavelli writes a discourse on the art of war,
it is far from obvious that they consider warfare virtuous as such. Thus, Aristotle
opines that ‘true courage’ ought to be tempered because it poses problems for the
city. For this reason, citizens ought to do the soldiering, because they ‘act from a
variety of motives’, courage being one of which, security another, and they have
‘a larger purpose in mind, namely, the defense of the city’.*> People who act
uniquely ‘for the sake of the noble’ constitute a threat because they are forgetful:
they become oblivious to the needs of the city and to the fact that their greatness
is dependent on that very city. Similarly, Machiavelli argues in favour of a citizen
militia when considering the defence of Florence. Consider the following excerpt
from the Art of War.

A well ordered City, therefore, ought to desire that this training for war ought to be
employed in times of peace as an exercise, and in times of war as a necessity and for glory
[...] And any citizen who has other aims in (using) such exercises is not good, and any City
which governs itself otherwise, is not well ordered.??

These sentences come at the end of a paragraph which explains that good officers
desire to return to their land after the war and good soldiers to return to their
occupations and trades. In this they differ from mercenaries, who have a vested
interest in war dragging on endlessly and care less about the fate of the city. Also,
mercenaries have no scruples to serve tyrants, whereas this would mean the death
of the city and thus suicide for the citizen-soldier. War should therefore not be
practiced as a profession by professional soldiers, but as a sometimes necessitous
activity by citizens. With respect to these considerations, John Pocock has
remarked correctly that ‘they are limited to the extent that they explain why only
the citizen can be a soldier. The contention that only the soldier can be a good
citizen is also being made, but much less explicitly.”** Other republican theorists of
Machiavelli’s time, like Donato Giannotti, made the latter argument much more
explicitly, observing, for instance, that ‘austerity and discipline’ mark the soldier’s

3 Richard Ned Lebow, A Cultural Theory of International Relations (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008), p. 150.

32 Lee Ward, ‘Nobility and Necessity: The Problem of Courage in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics’,
American Political Science Review, 95:1 (2001), pp. 77-8.

3 Niccolo Machiavelli, The Art of War — Neville Translation (1521), p. 13. Available at:
{http://files.libertyfund.org/files/984/Machiavelli_0523_EBk_v5.pdf} accessed on 10 February
2010.

3 Pocock, The Machiavellian Moment, p. 201.
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life and that only ‘lovers of poverty have pursued liberty, founded republics and
overthrown tyrants’.>> Only soldiers are made of the materia that makes for good
citizens.

Upon inspection, one notices a certain tension in classical republican thinking
on military practice and virtue. Because it assumes different roles in different
republican theories (or proto-republican in the case of Homer) and sometimes
within the same one, warfare also receives different valuations. Sometimes it
appears as an intrinsic good, sometimes as an instrumental good, and sometimes
as an instrumental evil. Homer firmly adopts the first position, Gianotti firmly the
second. Aristotle, one could say, adopts a combination of the first and second
position, Machiavelli a combination of the second and third. Deudney, for his part,
would seem to adopt a qualified version of the third position; qualified to the
extent that military virtue, in his view, was but no longer is necessary.>®

Note, moreover, that from within the Homeric worldview, a republican security
theory comes close to being a contradiction in terms. Considerations of honour
trump considerations of security: death before dishonour. From Aristotle on, the
notion does become meaningful, but it should be duly observed that not the
individual citizen but the polis is to be secured. Here Deudney’s focus on individual
corporeal survival does set him apart from the classical republican tradition. His
instrumental understanding of military virtue, on the other hand, in no way
disqualifies Deudney as a republican. Nor actually does his disdain for military
practice. Both can be fitted within certain variants of the classical tradition or be
read as valid extensions of it.

However, there is a stronger case to be made, a case which does not primarily
hark back to republicanism’s roots, but one which focuses attention on republi-
canism being a political ideology and on it being a living tradition. Setting up this
case, within a security studies context, it is instructive to juxtapose Baldwin’s
concept of security (which guided us through the previous section of this article)
to the Copenhagen School’s concept of securitisation. While Baldwin allows for a
degree of subjective appreciation (not in the least as a cause of threat inflation (that
is, as a source of irrational distortion), ultimately he considers insecurity to be an
objectively assessable condition.?” The Copenhagen School, on the other hand, is
sociological through and through, defining securitisation as a process whereby an
issue ‘is presented as an existential threat’.*® Emergency measures are called for,
and normal political procedures suspended. In an important sense, Deudney’s aim
in elaborating republican security theory is to prevent securitising processes to
prevail, that is, to free security from securitisation. Thus, strategies of balancing
and dominating are warned against because they are apt to trigger a process of
securitisation — short-circuiting democracy/the republic in the process. Taking this
prescriptive aim into account, it becomes clear why security has to be defined in

3 Tbid., p. 293.

36 Another matter altogether is if contemporary ways of waging war still feature warriors, if
contemporary military practice allows for (military) virtue. On this issue, see Christopher Coker,
Waging War Without Warriors? The Changing Culture of Military Conflict (London: Lynne Rienner
Publishers, 2002).

37 Baldwin, ‘Concept of security’, p. 13.

3 Barry Buzan, Ole Waver and Jaap de Wilde, Security: a New Framework for Analysis (Boulder:
Lynne Rienner, 1998), p. 23.
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as objective terms as possible, and why therefore Deudney has, ultimately, to take
recourse to biology. The objectivist definition is a defence against threat inflation
and as such against the development of a garrison state.

However, one unfortunate consequence is that, in the same movement, the
distinction between liberalism and republicanism becomes meaningless. Of course,
Deudney is explicit on this issue. Unlike Nicholas Onuf,** who seeks to cash out
the distinction, Deudney does not accept the liberalism-republicanism divide.*
Rather, he presents his republican theory as completing contemporary liberal
international theory, by providing it with a security dimension and by giving due
attention to material factors. Deudney’s reconstruction ‘sets forth a view of
Liberalism’s main predecessor [republicanism] as the locus for a much more
powerful Liberal international approach’.*' His is a contribution to liberal
international theory. This assessment finds support in Deudney’s rendition of his
“first Liberalism’, that is, the freedom from violent death, as a ‘negative freedom’.*?
Other indications of Deudney’s liberalism are his biological definition of man and
his translation of domestic republicanism to the realm of International Relations
through foreign policy practices. Deudney starts with an essential state, in casu: a
republic, that is exogenous to the international realm and gauges how it should act
abroad if it wishes to preserve its identity in interaction. The (admittedly
impossible) preference for strategies of hiding is telling in this respect. To hide is
to choose privacy over publicity. It is to prefer not to participate in the polis. There
is a tight connection between liberalism and the preference for privacy. On most
accounts, though, republicanism deals only with public action. Its business is the
res publica. Republicanism does not deny the bulk of men’s intuitive preference for
the private, but exalts, and considers exemplary, the desire of great and noble men
to act in public for the public good. What transpires is that Deudney appears to
promote the republic as the most desirable political form, but shuns republicanism
as an ideology.*® He is, what Michael Sandel has called, a ‘procedural republi-
can’.** His ideological commitments, for their part, are liberal-democratic,** even
if he de-ideologises them by advancing arguments from biology in their defence.

There are sound arguments, however, to add an ideological dimension to an
analysis of republican security theory, in spite of Deudney’s no less appropriate
warning against the likelihood of ideology being securitised. One is normative, the
other is substantive. The first reason to put emphasis on republicanism’s ideological
commitments is that it is instrumental in warning against us embracing it all too
quickly. Reducing republicanism to a political form reduces our deliberations in

3 Nicholas Onuf, The Republican Legacy in International Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1998).

49 Notice that this is no personal quirk. Like Deudney, many historians of ideas doubt the validity of
distinguishing liberalism and republicanism as though they were separate paradigms. Cf. Kalyvas
and Katznelson, Liberal Beginnings; Vickie B. Sullivan, Machiavelli, Hobbes and the Making of a
Liberal Republicanism in England (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004).

4! Deudney, Bounding Power, p. 269.

42 Ibid.

43 Onuf, Republican Legacy, pp. 6-7.

4 Michael Sandel, ‘The Procedural Republic and the Unencumbered Self’, Political Theory, 12:1
(1984), pp. 81-96.

45 “Within the crowded marketplace of contemporary political and international thought, the views and
commitments of this author [Deudney] are, in simple terms, liberal-democratic and globalist.’
Deudney, Bounding Power, p. Xi.
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favour or against it to rational means-ends calculations. Reconceiving it as an
ideology, on the other hand, adds a consideration of ends to our deliberations. The
second, substantive, reason to add an ideological dimension is that this inserts a
conception of politics into the analysis that is more in line with how classical
republicans conceived of it. It takes us beyond a notion of politics as strategic
interaction, or the state as a mere instrument for the protection of its subjects’
material interests.*® Thus, Aristotle recognised that, historically, the polis might
have come into being ‘for the sake of the necessary, or mere life’, but that it
‘continues for the sake of the noble or the good life’.*’ Similarly, Renaissance
republicans, including Machiavelli, used ‘the word politico to denote [...] the
practical life of a community’, which comprises more than ‘the formal structure of
the constitution’, and includes a desire to ‘shape, to educate the passions of the
citizens’. Politics was about ‘the concrete collective life of the city, the customs, the
habits and the passions of the city’.*® Adding ideology ups the ante with respect
to what, or who, counts as republican. What is more important, it has far-reaching
consequences for how republican security will be conceived.

An ideological account of republicanism, articulated in International Relations
by Nicholas Onuf and, in a very different way by Heikki Patomiki,* centers
around the notion of pursuing greatness and/or liberty as citizens among citizens.*
It would: (a) insist on the primacy of ‘the whole over the parts’; (b) would
accordingly insist that community enables agency and, (c) that agency is a public
quality. In terms of rule or leadership, republican ideology is (d) concerned with
identifying those most suited to rule. These four defining components set
republicanism firmly apart from a liberal theory of politics and man. However, as
it stands, the fourth element remains somewhat of an empty slot. It is no surprise,
therefore, to find that discussion among republican theorists has historically dealt
predominantly with this aspect of the theory.

Consider John Pocock’s erudite rendering of the republican tradition in
Renaissance Italy.”! Pocock’s narrative puts Machiavelli centre stage. Renaissance
republicanism is an attempt to come to grips with, and to articulate a practical
philosophy for dealing with, what Pocock terms the Machiavellian Moment: the
recognition that republics exist in historical time, that they have to be founded
and that they can perish, and that, while they exist, they are subject to the vagaries
of fortuna. But while Pocock credits Machiavelli for defining republicanism’s

46 Deudney, Bounding Power, p. 14.

47 Ward, ‘Nobility and Necessity’, p. 80.

48 Maurizio Viroli, ‘Machiavelli and the republican idea of politics’, in Gisela Bock, Quentin Skinner,
and Maurizio Viroli (eds), Machiavelli and Republicanism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1990), p. 156, emphasis in original.

49 Heikki Patomiki (ed.), Peaceful Changes in World Politics (Tampere: TAPRI, 1996); Patomiki,
‘Republican public sphere and the governance of globalizing political economy’, in Maria Lensu and
Jan-Stefan Fritz (eds), Value Pluralism, Normative Theory and International Relations (Houndmills:
Macmillan, 2000), pp. 160-95; Patomiki and Teivo Teivainen, A Possible World: Democratic
Transformation of Global Institutions (London: Zed Books, 2004); Patomiki, ‘Rethinking Global
Parliament: Beyond the Indeterminacy of International Law’, Widener Law Review, 13 (2007),
pp. 373-91.

0 Quentin Skinner, ‘Machiavelli’s Discorsi and the pre-humanist origins of republican ideas’, in Gisela
Bock, Quentin Skinner, and Maurizio Viroli (eds), Machiavelli and Republicanism (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990), p. 125.

3! Pocock, The Machiavellian Moment, chaps 1-1X.
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philosophical and practical predicament most appositely (and eloquently), he
documents many more solutions to the quandary than Machiavelli’s only. Nor
does he ever imply that Machiavelli’s was the more republican solution per se.

Two axes of intra-republican debate stand out. The first concerns the political
role of the elites and the people respectively. The second turns around the relative
weight, and political significance, of different kinds of virtue. The first debate harks
back to Aristotle’s well-known discussion of the different modes of organising a
political system: as a monarchy (one), an aristocracy (the few), or a democracy (the
many).>? Since each mode of organisation was presumed to have its shortcomings,
and to turn vicious if not kept in check, the well-ordered polity would have to be
a carefully balanced combination of the three modes. Renaissance republicans
continued to ponder this issue. Macchiavelli, who, it will be noticed, increasingly
comes across as an atypical republican, gave a substantive (and active) role to the
many. Even though the people will clash with the elites, their military skill and
bodily energy are indispensable in countering the challenges posed by fortuna. On
wild seas, boats that do not rock, will not stay afloat. What is more, Machiavelli
was of the opinion that ‘those who condemn [a popular republic’s] tumults, are
failing to recognize that there are two contrasting outlooks in every republic, that
of the leading men and that of the ordinary citizens, and that all the laws made
in favour of liberty are born of the disunity between them’.>* However, this view
contrasted sharply with the view of most of his contemporaries. These thinkers,
like Fransesco Guicciardini, conceived of the republic as a harmonious whole, in
which concord was to be preserved. Harmony within was seen as a precondition
for attaining greatness.>® As a result, they inclined toward privileging the political
role of the elites. The elite steered the polity, keeping it on a steady course. The
many figured as context for the few to act. The liberty of the many lay in their role
in ensuring that the acknowledgement of the virtue of the few would be ‘truly
public and the rule of virtu and onore a true one’.> “The one’, for his part, differed
in no way from the few. He merely figured as ‘the culmination of the elitist
edifice’.”® But these few republican ‘aristocrats’ were no threat to the free nature
of the city, because their rank was not inherited. Not the possession of ‘private
means’, nor birth right, but the display of public virtue assured accession to the
rank of the few,’” at least in theory so.

This dispute did not reach a decisive conclusion in Florence, and was very
much still in evidence when republicanism hit the English shores in the early
seventeenth century. Witness the much-discussed Putney debates.”® Ideologically,
republicanism shows itself to be compatible with ‘elitist’ and ‘popular’ conceptions
of rule. In International Relations, Nicholas Onuf is an elitist republican, Heikki
Patomidki a popular one. Thus, Onuf states at the outset of his rendition of the
republican legacy in international thought that °[b]y necessity, republics are

%2 And their vicious counterparts: tyranny, oligarchy, and (again) democracy.

33 Skinner, ‘Machiavelli’s Discorsi’, p. 135.

> Ibid., p. 128-9.

35 Pocock, The Machiavellian Moment, p. 253.

%6 Ibid., p. 262.

57 Viroli, “Machiavelli and the republican idea of politics’, p. 155.

8 Samuel Dennis Glover ‘The Putney debates: popular versus elitist republicanism’, Past & Present,
164 (1999), pp. 47-80.
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hierarchical and coercive’, and avers that, according to republican theory, only
‘some few should rule’.® Accordingly, with respect to the management of
globalisation, he puts his hopes on the well-educated, urban elites.®® Patomiki, for
his part, signs up to the republican tradition in order to justify widespread popular
participation in world politics and interprets the World Social Forum as the
practical enactment of republican theory.®!

A second source of discretion in republican ideology concerns the nature and
kinds of virtue (which is perhaps no essentially defining feature of a ‘procedural
republic’s’ ruling strategy, but probably nonetheless one of republicanism as an
ideology). Roughly, two conceptions of virtue can be told apart: civic and
‘romantic’.%? Civic virtue refers to a genuine, non-self-interested, concern for the
common good. It entails the duty of patriotism (or Westernism, or globalism).
Romantic virtue refers to the co-constitution of virtuous citizens and virtuous
communities, and entails a much more explicitly ethical, or potentially religious,
conception of virtue (and thus, when transposed to international politics, of
statehood and of international community).

There is an outspoken tendency among contemporary republican political
theorists, who don’t merely describe but consciously defend the republican
tradition and its contemporary relevance, to reduce republican virtue to civic
virtue, and to interpret it as being instrumental in sustaining a (qualified) negative
conception of liberty. From this perspective, Machiavelli turns into an archetypal
republican indeed. However, in the same move, Aristotle, Hannah Arendt, and
Alasdair Macintyre are defined out of the republican tradition — quite explicitly
50.% This is no insignificant loss to the tradition, I would argue. Also, it is not
warranted on account of Pocock’s authoritative history. Remember that Pocock
first described the republican conundrum and then proceeded to describe the
various republican responses to it. His was no history of consensus but one of
intra-republican debate, even if core premises were shared. Given ‘virtue’s’ central
importance in the republican tradition, it is therefore not surprising that, besides
its civic interpretation, Pocock documents several other interpretations, for
instance, of civic virtue being intrinsically tied to ‘military virtue’ and to ‘religious
virtue’. Thus, Girolamo Savonarola, a Dominican priest and one-time ruler of the
Florentine republic, combined republican and apocalyptic themes in his rhetoric.
Pocock accordingly insists that we should be careful not to ‘construct a false
antithesis. [...] The attempt to realize a civic community was not far removed, in

% Onuf, Republican Legacy, p. 7.

0 Ibid., chap. 10.

¢! Heikki Patomiki, ‘The Role of “Critical” in the Theory and Practice of Global Civil Society’,
Globalizations, 4:2 (2007), pp. 312-7.

%2 ‘Romantic republicanism’ is an existing but not well-known category in debates about republicanism.
I take the notion to refer to a reactive strand of modern republicanism, which thematises modernity
(in terms of a loss) and proposes to return to more classical ways of organising the political
community. In this vein, Onuf speaks of communitarianism as a ‘romanticized republicanism’. Onuf,
Republican Legacy, p. 4. Inspiration for the label comes from: Elizabeth Wingrove, Rousseau’s
Republican Romance (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2000). It has to be noted that the
concept of ‘romantic republicanism’ is an anachronism before modernity. Before then, it is probably
more apt to speak of a civic and an Aristotelian, or a Roman and a Greek, kind.

% Quentin Skinner, ‘The republican idea of political liberty’, Gisela Bock, Quentin Skinner, and
Maurizio Viroli (eds), Machiavelli and Republicanism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1990), p. 293.
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the thought of the time, from the attempt to realize the holy community [...]".%*
In a comparable vein, Donato Giannotti discerned similar, and similarly beneficial,
qualities in soldiers, citizens, and Christians alike. Civic and military practice
should accordingly be infused with religious practices: ‘[...] the citizens in arms,
mustered by their officers, shall hear mass, take an oath of obedience at the altar,
and listen to an oration making clear the religious as well as civic meaning of their
duties [...]". Pocock continues: ‘Such ceremonies were actually held [...]".%> Pocock
considers these sentiments and practices Aristotelian and contrasts them with
Machiavelli’s republicanism. Machiavelli’s concern was with civic virtue only. He
opined that ‘a city that wants to live politically demands good citizens’. Good
citizens care for the common good. They display civic virtue. But note that even
Machiavelli believed that ‘politics has an important ally in religion” when it seeks
to promote good citizenship.

The claim here is not that republicanism is essentially wedded to a religious or
Aristotelian understanding of virtue, but exactly that essentialist definitions are not
productive, nor warranted historically. The point is, therefore, that republicanism’s
focus on virtue is potentially, but not necessarily, merged with (or divorced from)
religious interpretations of community and politics. In the process, variants of
ideological republicanism increase in number. For surveyability’s sake, I have
distinguished two variants: civic and romantic republicanism. In contemporary
international theory, Onuf and Patoméki (and in fact Deudney), I suggest, subscribe
to a civic conception of virtue (as globalism). In contemporary international practice,
neo-conservatism might well be an articulation of romantic republicanism.®’

The implication of reconceiving liberalism and republicanism as ideologies is that
they can be expected to develop different security theories, not only with respect to the
means of security, but more fundamentally with respect to its ends. Whereas liberalism
takes individual corporeal survival to be the ultimate end of security, republicanism is
generally more concerned with the survival of the polity qua polis or republic. And even
if both would take the ‘individual’ as the ultimate referent object for security, the end
of security would not be the same. In this respect, Hannah Arendt’s distinction
between man as animal laborans (concerned foremost with bodily survival, and
relegated to the private realm), man as homo faber (who works in isolation), and man
as citizen of the polis (speaking great words, performing great deeds, always in public)
is telling.®® If the polis is the (ideal and impossible) model of all subsequent
republicanism, then republican security theory seeks to achieve security, not as
corporeal survival, but rather as, for instance, public dignity. That is, with reference to
the Copenhagen School, liberalism and republicanism securitise differently.

% Pocock, The Machiavellian Moment, p. 104.

% Ibid., p. 292.

6 Viroli, ‘Machiavelli and the republican idea of politics’, p. 155.

7 Patricia Owens argues that neo-conservatism is a perversion of ‘real’ republicanism. In my opinion,
this judgment has to be qualified in light of republicanism’s history and its intra-ideological variety.
This reinforces my intuition that we should be careful about embracing republicanism all too
quickly. Cf. Patricia Owens, ‘Beyond Strauss, lies, and the war in Iraq: Hannah Arendt’s critique of
neoconservatism’, Review of International Studies, 33:2 (2007), pp. 265-83.

% Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1989).
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Republican security and the question of technology

How does republicanism securitise differently? Consider, in this respect, Carl
Schmitt. While I am aware that it is not common to label Schmitt a republican and
that it is unclear if he self-identified as such,® I will argue that, given my account
in the previous section, at least the ‘early’ Schmitt qualifies as a republican thinker.
He was a republican, moreover, very much concerned with international politics.”
Interestingly, Schmitt, much like Deudney, identifies technology as a major factor
in modern social and political interaction.”! However, unlike Deudney, he does not
identify the preservation of physical security as the main security challenge for
contemporary politics. He does not fear the extinction of ‘physical being’’? but that
of ethical being. Underlying these different worries lies a different understanding of
the nature and extent of technology, and, I argue, the enactment of a different
strand of republicanism (or, in Deudney’s case, liberalism).

In 1923 Schmitt wrote Roman Catholicism and Political Form, an early and
lesser known essay.”® At the time of writing, Schmitt was still a practicing Catholic
and he aimed to describe the political idea contained in Catholicism, and defend
its relevance. In the essay, he developed a critical analysis of the state of Europe
and a blueprint for where to take the continent. In keeping with his predilection,
Schmitt identified the main threat that Europe faced — Europe’s enemy. This was
the Soviet Union. Schmitt considered Russia a threat not because he feared a
Soviet military invasion nor because of more general geostrategic considerations,
but because he thought it to be hostile to the European ‘idea’.”* What is more, the
Soviet Union’s incompatibility with the idea did not stem from its alleged atavism.
Schmitt did not dislike Russia for its putative feudalism or more general
backwardness, nor did he exclude it from Europe because it was (half-)Asiatic. On
the contrary, Schmitt thought the Soviet Union to be the ultimate embodiment of
modernity. The Soviet Union was too modern.

What, then, was wrong with the Soviet Union and modernity? Basically, and
still according to Schmitt, they represent egalitarianism (Dostoyevsky), instrumen-
tal rationality (Lenin), and a more general opposition to the European ‘idea’
(Bakunin). Schmitt summarises the problem as that of ‘technology’. The Soviet
Union embodies the technological way of thinking and acting, which he considers
exploitative. In a similar fashion, modernity reduces human being to a biological
or material process. Domestic socialism and liberalism to a greater or lesser extent
share these features and they should therefore not be the leading forces in the
struggle with the Soviet Union. Catholicism, on the contrary, values substantive
human content. Men are more than animals. They are ethical human beings. Also,

% But note the favourable references to Aristotle and Rousseau in Carl Schmitt, Crisis of
Parliamentary Democracy, trans. Ellen Kennedy (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 1988).

70 On Schmitt and international politics, see Louiza Odysseos and Fabio Petito (ed.), The International
Political Thought of Carl Schmitt: Terror, Liberal War, and the Crisis of Global Order (London,
Routledge, 2007).

7! John McCormick, ‘Fear, Technology, and the State: Carl Schmitt, Leo Strauss, and the Revival of
Hobbes in Weimar and National Socialist Germany’, Political Theory, 22:4 (1994), pp. 619-52.

72 Rom Harré, Physical Being (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 1991). Unlike Deudney, Harré offers a
thoroughly sociological reading of the body’s place in social theory.

73 Carl Schmitt, Roman Catholicism and Political Form, trans. G. L. Ulmen (Westport: Greenwood,
1996).

7+ Schmitt, Roman Catholicism, p. 17.
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unlike Protestantism, Catholicism asserts itself publicly. Catholicism champions
an ethical notion of personhood that cannot but be publicly lived. To this end,
it believes in elite leadership and moral authority. On the basis of these
considerations, Schmitt promoted a Roman Catholic European Union to ward off
the Soviet threat. He saw the Church as an organisational site in potentia
embodying this Union.

Above, it was argued that four features mark republicanism off from liberal
political theory. They were: (1) an insistence on the prevalence of the whole over
the parts; (2) the belief that community enables agency and, (3) that agency is a
public quality. The major point of contention in the republican tradition concerns
(4) the identification of those most suited to rule. Schmitt’s 1923 essay incorporates
all four features in its argument in favour of political Catholicism. European
civilisation, for instance, is presented as a whole that precedes, and takes
precedence over, the various nation-states that make up its parts. At this point in
time, Schmitt’s argument is not nationalist but Europeanist (1).”> Also indicative
of the prevalence of the whole, is Schmitt’s understanding, and promotion of the
idea of representation, which he considers the essence of Catholicism. However,
Schmittian representation is not representation of the people, let alone of factional
interests within the population, but representation for the people of a true
understanding of human nature as having ethical content. It is the representation
of a ‘noble value’,”® most fundamentally of ‘humanity’. This latter observation
indicates already that Schmitt conceived of agency in communal terms indeed (2),
a belief which becomes explicit when he defines the rationalism of the Roman
church as ‘morally encompassing the psychological and sociological nature of
man’.”” Agency and rationality are at once communal and substantive. Agency,
moreover, ought to be publicly enacted. Schmitt decries liberals and romantics
alike for sharing a subjective and private disposition which is enacted in the
domestic or economic realm and contrasts it negatively with the objective and
public disposition of Catholicism, which, he claims, is of necessity political (3).”®
When discussing leadership, the value of which Schmitt at no point puts into
doubt, he unapologetically defends the hierarchical structures of the Roman
Church. Here, his argument partakes in a long republican legacy, identified above,
of seeking to suitably distribute power between the one, the few, and the many (4).
‘[The Catholic Church] has long and proudly claimed to have united within itself
all forms of state and government; to be an autocratic monarchy whose head is
elected by the aristocracy of cardinals but in which there is nevertheless so much
democracy [...] that even the least shepherd of Abruzzi, regardless of his birth and
station, has the possibility to become this autocratic sovereign.”””

7> John McCormick, ‘Carl Schmitt’s Europe: Imperial, Cultural and Spatial Proposals for European
Integration, 1923-1955°, in Christian Joerges and N. S. Ghaleigh (eds), Darker Legacies of Law in
Europe: The Shadow of National Socialism and Fascism over Europe and its Legal Traditions
(Portland: Hart Publishing, 2003), pp. 133-42.

76 Schmitt, Roman Catholicism, p. 21.

77 Ibid., p. 13, emphasis added.

8 John McCormick, ‘Political Theory and Political Theology: The Second Wave of Carl Schmitt in
English’, Political Theory, 26:6 (1998), p. 832.

7 Schmitt, Roman Catholicism, p. 7.
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Taking the above into account, and given that he ties civic virtue intimately to
religious and moral virtue, the ‘early’, or ‘cleric-conservative’®® Schmitt comes into
light as a ‘romantic republican’.®' As a result, it becomes interesting to inquire how
he conceived of security in his 1923 essay. Remember, in this respect, that Baldwin
defined security as ‘a low probability of damage to acquired values’.®? In Roman
Catholicism, the Soviet Union is identified as the source of threat, not because of
what is does or might do, but because of what it embodies: an extreme form of
economic rationalism, which is emptied of content and therefore becomes
irrational. Says Schmitt: ‘Economic rationalism is so far removed from Catholic
rationalism that it can arouse a specific Catholic anxiety.”® Being anxious, most
would agree, is antithetical to being secure. Schmitt continues with a paragraph
that is worth quoting at length:

Modern technology easily becomes the servant of this or that, want and need. In modern
economy, a completely irrational consumption conforms to a totally rationalized
production. A marvellously rational mechanism serves one or another demand, always with
the same earnestness and precision, be it for a silk blouse or poison gas or anything
whatsoever.®

The mention of poison gas is an obvious reference to the First World War, which
had only come to an end five years before the publication of Schmitt’s essay. In
invoking the war, Schmitt simultaneously invokes a more traditional concept of
security and of technology’s relationship to it. In line with Deudney’s assessment,
(military) technology can be seen to constitute a threat to people’s physical
security. It kills. At no point does Schmitt deny this. However, at no point does
he thematise it neither. The physical threat that derives from certain technological
tools is derivative, Schmitt seems to imply, from a more fundamental (moral)
threat of technology as the dominant practice in modern society. In other words,
their disagreement stems from a different conceptualisation of technology.
Deudney’s is ‘instrumental’ and liberal, Schmitt’s is ‘substantivist’ and (romantic)
republican.®’

I have described above how Deudney analyses technology as a set of
implements and that he assesses it in utilitarian terms. Also, technological change
is said to really start to impact international politics only with the coming of the
industrial revolution, that is, with the coming of modernity. Before that time,
topographical restraints trumped technological improvements. Interestingly, while
not undisputed, sociologists, historians, and philosophers of technology (one of

80 McCormick, ‘Political Theory and Political Theology’, p. 831.

81 Clearly, Schmitt despised romanticism’s celebration of the private self. He even devoted a book to
combating political romanticism. However, within the spectrum of modern republicanism, Schmitt’s
analysis does incline toward the romantic side. John McCormick likewise comes to the conclusion
that Schmitt ultimately aestheticised violence and the state. John McCormick, ‘Fear, Technology,
and the State: Carl Schmitt, Leo Strauss, and the Revival of Hobbes in Weimar and National
Socialist Germany’, Political Theory, 22:4 (1994), p. 626. Compare Carl Schmitt, Political
Romanticism.

82 Baldwin, ‘Concept of Security’, p. 13.

83 Schmitt, Roman Catholicism, p. 14.

84 Ibid., pp. 14-5.

85 Columba Peoples draws on the distinction between instrumentalist and substantivist conceptions of
technology in order to make sense of the American debate about ballistic missile defence. Cf.
Columba Peoples, Justifying Ballistic Missile Defence: Technology, Security and Culture (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2010).
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whom Carl Schmitt) have repeatedly argued that in modernity technology takes on
a nature and logic of its own.®¢ This is the ‘substantivist’ viewpoint. It is not just
that there are ever more, and ever better-functioning, technological implements,
which we control and manipulate as an extension of our hands and minds. Rather,
the whole becomes more than the sum of its parts: technology more than the
sum of all technologies. This ascertainment allows for at least two plausible
interpretations, which need not be mutually exclusive. Either, technology has
turned from a mere set of tools into an epistemology, so that with the advent of
technology-as-epistemology, ‘control’ becomes the dominant way of knowing the
world. The political implications have been far-reaching. Think here, for instance,
of the concept of ‘terra nullius’, or wasteland, as a historical justification for
colonisation.?” The other interpretation refers to technology as an increasingly
autonomous system which we cannot control anymore, and which we feel a certain
unease with. Technology implies an awkward loss of control. It is alienating, out
of line with our sense of agency.®® Struggling with a Microsoft word processor is
a widely shared experience that conveys the gist of the idea. More fundamentally,
theorists have warned against the increasing ‘computerization’ of society, which
would not in the least be threatening were computers to acquire the capacity to
learn. ‘[R]eliance on computers with the capacity to learn raised the prospect that
decision-making would be taken out of human hands and might be completely
automated on certain occasions.”® The resulting loss of agency would be
problematic on two scores: experientially (the concern of Heidegger) and in terms
of moral responsibility. The latter problem becomes acute when one considers the
increasing reliance on technology on the modern-day battlefield. At the apex of this
development lies the prospect of ‘automated armed robots in battle’, a prospect
which thus far remains fanciful. If it were to come about, however, the decision
over life and death would be withdrawn from the control of human beings, and
would thus no longer be the subject of moral agency.”

From a substantivist point of view, technology poses a threat in two ways.
First, as detailed above, it takes away control and responsibility from human
beings. Second, and of special concern to republicans, it potentially endangers the
possibility of authentic human-to-human interaction because interaction is increas-
ingly mediated by technology. In this second instance, technology is seen to disable
the experience of meaningful agency. On this point, it is interesting to note that
many career officers of the First World War saw gas warfare as ‘a degeneration of
warfare, and as degrading for all involved’.”! The use of poison gas precluded the
(romanticised) experience of agency typical of body-to-body combat.

Interestingly, but unsurprising given their ideological tack, Onuf and Patoméki
both thematise technology-as-epistemology in their accounts of international

8 For a broad overview, see Robert Scharff and Val Dusek (eds), Philosophy of Technology: The
Technological Condition: An Anthology (Oxford: Blackwell, 2003).

87 Michael Adas, Dominance by Design: technological imperatives and America’s civilizing mission
(Harvard: Harvard University Press, 2006), p. 44.

8 Cf., for example, Jacques Ellul, The Technological Society (New York: Vintage Books, 1964); Martin
Heidegger, ‘Nur noch ein Gott kann uns retten’, Der Spiegel (31 May 1976).

8 Norbert Wiener cited in Peoples, Justifying Ballistic Missile Defence, p.27.

% John Kaag and Whitley Kaufman, ‘Military frameworks: technological know-how and the
legitimization of warfare’, Cambridge Review of International Affairs, 22:4 (2009), p. 595.

°! Peter Sloterdijk, Terror From The Air (Los Angeles: Semiotext(e), 2009), p. 17.
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republicanism. In politics, technology translates as technocracy. A substantial
reason for Patomiki to articulate his republican conception of world politics is an
express dissatisfaction with the dominant role of liberal technocracy in inter-
national (economic) governance. International governance, says Patomaki, suffers
from economism, as is evidenced in the practices of, for instance, the International
Monetary Fund (IMF). The IMF, Patomiki and Teivainen point out, is staffed
mainly by economists with ‘degrees from the top US, British and European
universities (in that order)’, where they were taught ‘neo-classical orthodoxy’. As
such, the IMF alleges to work on the basis of the principle of ‘economic neutrality’.
‘However’, they continue, ‘the doctrine of economic neutrality works only so far
as there is a consensus. Anything can, if accepted be defined as technical or
economic. Yet anything can also be made political by contesting it in a public
sphere.”®” Most fascinatingly, in Onuf’s account of the contemporary manifesta-
tions of the republican legacy, technocracy plays the exact opposite role. It is not
a cause for republican concern. On the contrary, technocrats (as city-dwellers) are
presented as embodying the contemporary notion of virtue. They come closest to
meeting the modern ‘condition of rule’. If republicanism is to survive globalisation,
it will be due to the technocrats. They sustain, and rule, the contemporary ‘system
of needs’. The real danger, which doubles the need for the articulation of a
renewed republicanism, is, however, that the ‘Republican “masters” [...] tend to
become complacent about their circumstances.””> With respect to republicanism’s
ambiguous relationship to technocratic rule, Hannah Arendt’s observation that
Plato and Aristotle were among the first to introduce managerial rule into politics
is instructive. The question is, however, if in doing so, they were reneging or
upholding republicanism and the spirit of the polis.”*

Compare Deudney’s material reading of technology, embedded in an all-round
defence of materialist political and security analyses. In liberal international theory,
he perceives a general lack of appreciation for the importance of material factors
in international security, but also realism is said to lack an adequate theorisation
of the role of material opportunities and restraints in world politics. However,
seeking to redress the balance, and to give material factors their due, the pendulum
is perhaps swinging too far in the direction of materialism. Consider Deudney’s
observation that ‘nuclear weapons are clearly a material variable’.”®> They are.
Bombs can be touched, and, when delivered, they have the material effect of killing
people as well as destroying buildings and the environment; nuclear bombs more
so than conventional bombs. But nuclear weapons are at the same time more than
material variables. They have cultural significance. Their meaning hinges on

2 Patomiki and Teivainen, Possible World, pp. 46-7.

93 Onuf, Republican Legacy, chap. 10, specifically pp. 573-6.

% Arendt, Human Condition, p. 230. ‘The point is that Plato, and, to a lesser degree, Aristotle, who
thought craftsmen not even worthy of full-fledged citizenship, were the first to propose handling
political matters and ruling political bodies in the mode of fabrication. This seeming contradiction
clearly indicates the depth of the authentic perplexities inherent in the human capacity for action and
the strength of the temptation to eliminate its risks and dangers by introducing into the web of
human relationships the much more reliable and solid categories inherent in activities with which we
confront nature and build the world of the human artifice.’

5 Deudney, Bounding Power, p. 78.
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interpretation.’® In this regard, James Der Derian’s account of techno-diplomacy
is noteworthy.”” Featuring in an analysis of diplomacy as the (historically variable)
mediation of estrangement, techno-diplomacy deals with the pervasion of diplo-
macy by technology. Nuclear weaponry, and the consequent balance of terror,
argues Der Derian, are the ultimate contemporary locus of estrangement. ‘Nuclear
production is fetishized and alien, in effect, identical with destruction; it does not
“contain an atom of use-value”. And, in the context of the Cold War, it has
deformed human relations into “the fantastic form of a relation between things”.””®
If there is any truth in this assessment, one would expect nostalgic calls for more
authentic, more communal forms of international politics. That is, one would

expect romantic republicanism.

Republican security in practice: the Cold War

But was the Cold War, in fact, marked by romantic republicanism? And if so, was
a concern with technology driving the call for republican international politics? I
want to suggest that the first question can be answered in the affirmative. The
argument is not that the Cold War was essentially republican, but rather that
surveying the Cold War through the prism of republicanism is instrumental in
making sense of it. The answer to the second question, for its part, is less clear but
can, with due reservation, be answered in the affirmative as well. What follows is
a short case study illustrating the argument, and showing more broadly how
‘ideal-typical discourses, such as the various strands of ideological republicanism,
potentially find expression in world political practices’.

In a noted essay, Cold War historian Anders Stephanson traced the ‘conceptual
conditions of possibility for talking about something called the Cold War’.
Specifically, he opined that ‘one should consider the kind of [...] peace the Cold
War presupposed and embodied’.”® Stephanson’s genealogy, which discovers a first
use of the term in early 14th century Spain (albeit due to a wrong transcription of
la guerra tivia [lukewarm war] as la guerra fria), ultimately takes the reader back
to Augustine’s distinction between pax aeterna and pax temporalis, and within that
latter category between pax vera and pax falsa. Pax vera supposedly obtained
between Christians and sought to be just, even if it was of necessity imperfect
because of its worldliness. A desire for pax falsa supposedly informed the heathens
and entailed inequity and non-freedom. During the middle ages, the notion of pax
vera was discussed by Aquinas in the context of a res publica Christiania, which
was seen by him as ‘the very condition that made it possible for human beings to

96 The indeterminacy of the international meaning of nuclear weapons is a by now classic example used
by Alexander Wendt to demonstrate the importance of ideas in mediating material variables.
Alexander Wendt, ‘Anarchy is What States Make of It: The Social Construction of Power Politics’,
International Organization, 46:2 (1992), p. 397.

°7 Der Derian, On Diplomacy, chap. 9.

%8 Tbid., p. 206.

% Anders Stephanson, ‘Fourteen Notes on the Very Concept of the Cold War: an H-Diplo Essay’
(1996/2007), {http://www.h-net.org/~diplo/essays/PDF/stephanson-14notes.pdf} accessed on 10 June
2010, pp. 1-2.


http://www.h-net.org/~diplo/essays/PDF/stephanson-14notes.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210510001555

https://doi.org/10.1017/50260210510001555 Published online by Cambridge University Press

Republican security theory revisited 2289

be human’.'® Agency, community, and religious virtue can thus been seen to play
an important part in Stephanson’s conceptual pre-history of the Cold War.

However, the movement from Christian republic to Cold War is not uninter-
rupted. The idea of a balance of power, codified in the Peace of Utrecht of 1793,
soon supplanted Christianity as the organising principle of, what had now become,
Europe.'?! At this point, it should be observed that the balance of power is a funda-
mentally /iberal concept.'® The agents that make up the balance are autonomously
sovereign. They recognise their strategic interdependence, but their ‘humanity’ does
not (ontologically) depend on the others. Also, religious virtue plays no role in it.
At most, the balance of power requires a minimum amount of civic virtue geared
toward the preservation of sovereignty as negative freedom. Of the invocation of
Europe in the context of the balance of power, apparently a community of sorts,
Rousseau consequently observed, from his republican viewpoint, that it is only a
‘pretended brotherhood where nations are in a state of war’.'®

The concept of peace that informs the Cold War (as an American project),
argues Stephanson, harks back to the Augustinian tradition, not to the balance of
power. Thus, Franklin D. Roosevelt formulated a ‘maximalist notion of peace’
which dismissed peace with ‘lawless aggressors’ as ‘merely “another armistice™’,
and thus really considered it war.' When formulating this conception of peace,
Roosevelt mostly had Hitler in mind, but his logic entailed that peace with the
Soviet Union would be impossible as well. There can be no peace with the
unvirtuous. ‘True peace’, meanwhile, was seen as a condition for people to
experience freedom (and thus to be agents). Importantly, with Truman, the first
actual Cold War president of the US, freedom became less tangible than the ‘New
Deal’ conception of freedom of the ‘Rooseveltian peace’.'®® It became abstract
freedom, as such paralleling Schmitt’s idea of the noble value of humanity. In other
words, it became romanticised.

Importantly, this ‘republican’ discourse was consciously (even if not literally)
inscribed into NATO, the Western security organisation of the Cold War.!°® From
the start, NATO was argued to defend Western Civilisation, which political leaders
like Churchill and Bevin conceived of as an ethical and spiritual force that
superseded the national communities it comprised. Moreover, to be a member of
NATO implied that one was willing to assume one’s duty as a member. If
necessary, one would have to fight for the whole (article 5 of the NATO treaty),
but likewise one was supposed to pursue political cooperation. Political isolation-
ism was no option for NATO members. In line with ideological republicanism, the
whole thus prevailed over the parts, and agency was communally defined and
publicly enacted. What is more, NATO was explicitly conceived as a hierarchical
organisation, with the US in a position of leadership. This leadership position was
legitimised with reference to the country’s (alleged) supreme embodiment of the

190 Stephanson, ‘Fourteen Notes’, p. 8.

191 Tan Clark, Legitimacy in International Society (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), chap. 4.
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ethical practices constitutive of Western Civilisation.'”” NATO, in other words, was
an elitist republican institution.

However, does not the existence from 1949 of a NATO nuclear doctrine belie
that NATO’s republicanism resulted from a securitisation of technology along
republican lines? I would argue that it need not. First, to recap Alexander Wendt’s
well-known argument,'®® nuclear weapons did indeed deform human relations (to
use Der Derian’s phrase) in the relationship between the Soviet Union and the
West, but it did not in the relations among the Western nations. Second, and more
significantly, contemporary authors, like George Orwell and James Burnham, had
opined that atomised action abroad would be a precondition for establishing the
basis of authentic (or, in Orwell’s case, disciplined) interaction within.'®® The case
of Burnham is particularly interesting because he had a background in Marxism
before becoming a Cold Warrior and was therefore broadly familiar with the
problematic of technology. Once a Cold Warrior, Burnham promoted a ‘policy of
democratic world order’, which was to be ‘founded on the atomic monopoly’ and
should be backed by ‘active warfare, political warfare’.!'® While not coherently
structured, republican themes resonate strongly in Burnham’s argument, as does
the challenge of technology. To be sure, ideologically republican Cold Warriors did
not dismiss or securitise nuclear technology wholesale. Nevertheless, they did
recognise that nuclear technology was dehumanising and thus threatening human-
ity. As a result, they promoted it only in the relation with the Soviet Union as a
means to prevent technology from mediating relations within the West. In fact, this
makes good (romantic) republican sense. A republican’s concern is the republic.
The unvirtuous are no part of the republic and hence they can be dehumanised and
related to as though they are things.

Note that this analysis defines the Cold War rather restrictively. Not everything
that happened in world politics, or even in US-Soviet relations, from 1945 to 1990
should count as the Cold War. Remember also that republicanism is a polysemous
tradition of political thought. Interestingly, critics of the Cold War oftentimes
voiced their concerns from republican premises. Take the case of the Hans
Morgenthau. Morgenthau strongly felt that the very possibility of nuclear warfare
signalled the necessity to move beyond the existing system of sovereign states
toward the establishment of a world government.''! Morgenthau’s early engage-
ment with Schmitt has recently been documented''? and he has explicitly been
recast as a republican thinker.!'> Morgenthau’s republicanism, however, was civic
and globalist, the Cold Warriors’ republicanism was romantic and Westernist. Both
thematised technology, but they did so very differently.

197 See also, Patrick Jackson, ‘Defending the West: Occidentalism and the Formation of NATO’, The
Journal of Political Philosophy, 11:3 (2003), pp. 223-52.
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Conclusion

In the preface to his book, Deudney forewarns the reader that, on occasion, he will
introduce a neologism. Examples are his notions of nullarchy and negarchy, and
less spectacularly ‘violence interdependence’. He justifies their introduction with
reference to ‘the practices of the easier sciences, such as physics and biology, where
it does not seem at all odd to fashion a distinct word or term to stand for a distinct
phenomenon’. Republicanism, to be sure, is no neologism. Its roots can meaning-
fully be traced back to antiquity. However, (re)introducing it into IR in the form
of a security theory serves no purpose if it does not refer to a ‘distinct
phenomenon’, that is, if it doesn’t theorise security or security threats differently
than do existing theories. Upon inspection, Deudney’s Bounding Power shows itself
to be premised on liberal principles. What is more, its explicit goal is to salvage the
lack of security theorising in contemporary liberal international theory. Then why
not call it Liberal Security Theory plain and simple?

This is not mere semantics. The point is that telling liberalism and republican-
ism apart, and thus interpreting republicanism ideologically, enables one to
perceive distinct phenomena. It has interpretive pay-off, also in the realm of
security theory. The very end of security becomes redefined, as does the
construction of security threats. This was illustrated in this article with reference to
the different possible securitisations of technology in international politics. In a first
meaning, technology refers to a set of implements that threaten security because,
when deployed, they harm the physical integrity of individual human beings. In a
second meaning, technology refers to the epistemology of control, which, if
prevalent, threatens to depoliticise politics and thus the viability of a distinctly
republican polity. In a third meaning, technology refers to an increasingly
autonomous system that people have lost control over. This system threatens
security because human-to-human (individual or group) interaction — the ultimate
basis of republican politics and a precondition to attain public dignity — is radically
undermined. Restoring security, when faced with the two latter forms of
technological threat, requires a (possibly impossible) return to more classical ways
of thinking and organising politics. It causes a romantic longing.

In a case study of the Cold War, it was shown that introducing republicanism
and the question of technology does not only have significance in theory, but that
it has mattered in practice as well. However, in this analysis republicanism did not
figure as a theory to be tested, but as an ideal-type, which serves to order and make
sense of empirical reality. As an ideal-type, republicanism is distinct from
liberalism, not because it is so in fact, but because I so construed it for analytical
purposes. In sum, methodologically, I have ordered an intellectual tradition and
empirical reality by means of ideal-typification. My methodological matrix consists
of traditions, ideal-types, and realities.

Deudney has a different methodological approach. The first part of his book is
titled “Traditions and Theory’, and the first sub-section of his conclusion deals with
“Traditions as Constellations and Maps’.!'* In this latter sub-section, he agrees that
the discovery of a republican tradition is an act of interpretation and construction.
However, he seems to imply that this act of interpretation ought to be geared

14 Deudney, Bounding Power, pp. 265-6.
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toward the construction of a unisono political tradition as a source of legitimation
for a coherent and robust international theory. In Deudney’s case, this results in
a republican tradition bereft of distinctive ideological content. Reality, which is
primarily defined as material reality, features in the theory as pre-existing and
constraining. Reality has to be taken into account. The challenge for theory,
according to Deudney, is not to order or make sense of reality, but rather to factor
it in. His methodological matrix consists of tradition, reality, and theory.

Clearly, then, methodology matters. If there is any value in the romantic
republican interpretation of the Cold War, then republicanism matters as well.
Republicanism is, and matters as, a living tradition. The republican tradition is
‘living’ in two senses: due to its polysemous nature its substance is subject to
renegotiation but this does not foreclose its social embodiment in world political
practices.
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