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1.   Introduction
There is a striking disparity between the way that traditional Realist IR has traditionally dealt with the inside/outside issue at the level of political theory.  At the domestic level anarchy has been seen as anathema.  States are viewed as essentially hard-shelled entities with clear decision-making centres responsible for producing and implementing foreign policy.  The state is deemed the natural form of human polity and strong central government is the recipe for domestic security and international influence.  ‘Weak’ states are by definition seen as being inadequate vehicles for producing domestic security and in addition are viewed as a source of general insecurity in the international system.  Though the political beliefs of realists cover a variety of incarnations, it is fair to say that a fondness for anarchy at the domestic level is conspicuously absent.  To be fair to realists, this attitude simply reproduces the general attitudes of political scientists and of society as a whole.  Nevertheless, as Krause and Williams note, for realists, ‘states are the subjects; anarchy is the condition’.

At the international level however, the opposition to the idea of anarchy disappears.  In this realm, the strong central government deemed so essential at the national level has become unsupportable.  The 'anarchical society' of Hedley Bull is the desired form, with 'anarchical' more prominent than 'society'.  While at the domestic level a political system based on contract, agreement, maximum autonomy and so on was deemed a recipe for chaos, at the international level, when dealing with such matters as nuclear weapons and airliner flight paths, it was deemed the self-evidently obvious way to arrange matters. Strong central government at this level is to be avoided at all costs.  And this is despite the fact, indeed because of the fact, that the international realm is deemed to be a profoundly dangerous environment characterised by the operation of the security dilemma. The disparity in political attitudes to the two levels is striking.

This is all the more so given that the anarchical condition at the international level is itself a social construction, rather than a natural phenomenon.  As Wendt has argued, there is nothing about the anarchy itself which forces states to treat it as an insecure self-help system.   ‘If states find themselves in a self-help system, this is because their practices made it that way’.

This unwillingness to conceptualise politics in non-state terms has a real significance for thinking about security. Walker, in his 1990 Alternatives article asserts that the security of states has come to dominate our understanding of the meaning of security, ‘because other forms of political community have been rendered almost unthinkable’.  Walker was concerned to explore the concept of sovereignty, so he did not pursue the political community idea except in terms of the sharp realist distinction between the idea of a realm of order at the domestic level and a realm of war at the international level . 
   Nevertheless, there is an obvious utility in examining ideas about ‘other forms of political community’ which might be suggestive in terms of conceptualising International Relations, either in whole or in part.

Although realism contrasts itself to normative approaches, the fixation with the state is itself a normative preference.  As Reus-Smit has argued, many realists implicitly think of the state as an ‘idealised political community’ wherein ‘security can be reduced to a minimal conception of state survival which is seen as synonymous with aggregate individual security’.
  In looking to critique a state-centric ontology there would seem to be a value in examining a literature in which the critique of the state has played the central role, both in terms of moving away from an assumption that the state is always the appropriate referent for security and in terms of exploring the changing nature of the state and the interests privileged by state policies.  Anarchist thinking represents an untapped resource in this regard.

A third area where anarchist political theory would appear to have something to offer IR is in the realm of emancipation.  Steve Smiths 1991 review of the second edition of Buzans People, States and War, criticised Buzan for seeing the state as ontologically prior to all other possible referents for security and crucially, noted the need ‘for a conception of emancipation if security is to have any meaning’.
   Booth has argued that emancipation has been a motif of the twentieth century, seeing 'the struggle for freedom of the colonial world, women, youth, the proletariat, appetites of all sorts, homosexuals, consumers and thought'.

The general argument in this paper is that critical security studies lacks a central organising principle.  It is a label that can be used by almost anyone and this has had the effect of blurring its clarity and rendering it less useful as an analytical tool and a policy strategy.  The virtue of anarchism in this respect is that it links most of the themes that are central to the CS approach and provides a logic for integrating the various critical post-positivist security approaches and explaining why certain approaches cannot be subsumed within the CS category. 

2. Critical Security

Critical security theory has opened up the study of security by posing questions that were not raised in any meaningful sense by the traditional approach to security in the 1960's and 1970's.  It does this by posing three basic questions.

1.What is security?

2. Who is being secured by the prevailing order and who or what are they being secured against?

3. With whose security should we be concerning ourselves and through which strategies should this security be attained?

The effect of posing these questions has been to bring into question the orthodox view that states are the primary or exclusive subjects of security.  It has led to an analysis of the state as a creator of insecurity rather than security, of new focuses for interpretation, such as the role of gender and of the exploration of the idea and purpose of security at different levels such as the individual, state and global levels.  It has also opened up the meaning of security to embrace new areas, such as environmental security, economic security and societal security.

The phrase ‘critical security’ itself can be seen as rather problematic.  It is open to different interpretations.  If it means simply to be critical of traditional realist security discourse, then it is merely a synonym for 'non-realist' security approaches.  According to Foucault ‘a critique is not a matter of saying that things are not right as they are. It is a matter of pointing out on what kinds of assumptions, what kinds of familiar unchallenged, unconsidered modes of thought the practices that we accept rest’.
 

The various post-realist security critiques have been valuable for many reasons, but they have often chosen to highlight particular aspects of the failures of realism and in doing so to underplay others.  This is not necessarily problematic if a variety of approaches are being looked at, but in each particular case something is lost through the desire to focus.  Because realism involves such a wide range of implicit assumptions, then the more comprehensive the critique the better if ‘the goal is to make philosophically problematical what has been practically axiomatic in international relations’.
 

Yet the phrase 'critical security studies' implies a significant degree of coherence and this is misleading.  Any approach which pushes the study of security beyond a classical realist framework can be described as critical, but in some cases 'critical' is precisely what they are not.  Moreover the choice of the label 'critical' initially implied a genuflection to the approaches to social theory developed by the critical theory of the Frankfurt School.  Again, many CS approaches do not meet this criteria.

There is therefore a value in asking if there are worthwhile boundaries to the description ‘critical security’ or if CS should be sub-divided in some way.   The boundaries of the discipline are permeable and defining a precise scope for 'security' is problematic.  Nevertheless an effort at conceptual clarification is needed.  Securitisation of an issue is a highly significant political step and there are hazards in operating with a weakly conceptualised, ambiguously defined, but politically powerful concept like security.  As Wolfers put it a thoughtful early treatment of the subject, 'if used without specifications it leaves room for more confusion than sound political counsel or scientific usage can accept'.

The ‘broadened security agenda’ associated with Buzan is clearly a form of critical security thinking because it takes issue with the narrow military definition of security and offers a broader approach in which environmental, economic, political and societal security categories also appear.  The broader approach is a valuable re-conceptualisation and represented a major step forward from the narrow militarism characteristic of Cold War security studies.

However the broader approach associated with the Copenhagen school suffers from a number of limitations which result from the fact that its authors remain within the realist paradigm.   Despite introducing the individual as a security referent, Buzan remains wedded to a state-centric model.  States, he argues, should be the conceptual focus of security because it is states that 'have to cope with the whole security problem'.
   Yet in much of the CS literature, a critique of the state as the sole security referent is so central that it would make sense to distinguish CS from the state-centric approaches.

Broadening can be seen in terms of two distinct processes, widening and deepening.  The widening aspect, reflected in the post-Buzan extension of the concept to embrace the environmental, economic, societal and political domains, remains the subject of vigorous debate, but has now clearly entered the general academic and political discourse, though there is no consensus on where the boundaries of the broadened definition might lie.
   Nor does widening necessarily involve a post-realist or state-skeptical approach, as can be seen with the realist versions of both economic and environmental security.  Nevertheless, broadening is often described as if it were indeed premised upon a movement away from the realist perspective.

The International Commission on Global Governance called in 1995 for security to be 'broadened from its traditional focus on the security of states to the security of the people and the planet'.
  In the same year the Secretary-general of the United Nations called for a 'conceptual breakthrough' going 'beyond the armed territorial security towards enhancing and protecting the security of the people in their homes, jobs and communities'.

In contrast to critical security, the broader security approach is in many ways little more than the notion of 'co-operative security'.  Dewitt argues that the co-operative security concept 'does not privilege the military as the repository of  wisdom related to security issues; it does not assume that military conflict or violence are the only challenges to security'.

In the early 1990's Australian Foreign Minister Gareth Evans defined co-operative security as 

'multi-dimensional in scope and gradualist in temperament; emphasises reassurance rather than deterrence; is inclusive rather than exclusive; is not restrictive in membership; favours multilateralism over bilateralism; does not privilege military solutions over non-military ones; assumes that states are the principal actors in the security system, but accepts that non-state actors may have an important role to play; does not require the creation of formal security institutions, but does not reject them either; and which, above all, stresses the value of creating 'habits of dialogue' on a multilateral basis'.

The most heavily cited of the new domains have been economic and environmental security, though both continue to be problematic in terms of their content.  The expansion of the meaning of security produces problems over the identification of threats.  For traditionalists identifying security issues is relatively easy since they broadly equate to military issues and the use of force.
  It becomes more difficult as security is moved away from the military sector.  There remain those who are sceptical about the concept of environmental security, such as Brock and Levy
, and those such as Deudney and Kakonen, who support the protection of the environment, but are wary of the ‘militarisation’ of security issues.
  

Certainly a military focus on such issues has taken place.  In the late 1980's Senator Sam Nunn,  Chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee declared that 'there is a new and different threat to our national security emerging - the destruction of our environments'.
  Similarly the Strategic Studies Institute at the United States Army War College asserts that 'international environmental issues can lead to instability and conflicts'.

Gleick, in making the case for the connection between environment and security, argues that certain regional and global environmental deficiencies produce conditions that make conflict more likely.  He groups environmental threats into four categories, three of which are simply forms of military conflict, such as attacks on environmentally sensitive targets, and one of which relates to 'resource wars' triggered by declining environmental assets such as water supplies.
  In this formulation, the environment, far from emerging as a new security referent is simply a camouflage for traditional thinking about the need to use military power to secure vital resources.  

Similar debates afflict the economic realm.  Economic aspects of security have been addressed for decades, as can be seen in the works of Hitsch and Schultz, 
but the concept can be held to mean rather more than just the economic wherewithal for conducting wars.  Little constructive analysis of the concept has been undertaken since Klaus Knorr  first attempted to do so in 1977.
  In the 1990’s various approaches to economic security emerged, including a traditional neo-realist agenda
, an interpretation which envisioned it in terms of resource conflict issues
, and those who saw the concept as relating to the impact of poverty and economic underdevelopment on human emancipation.
  In the neo-realist form of geo-economics, national economic strategy can itself be seen as being affected by a security dilemma.  By focussing on fierce economic competition, 'economic warfare' encourages hostility and in trying to promote the security of one's own state the security of others is threatened.

What is significant about these debates over environmental and economic security is that they raise questions about the utility of the general CS rubric.  It is quite possible for realists to subscribe to certain interpretations of environmental and economic security approaches.  But since the latter fall within the CS broadened agenda does this make militarised realism a part of CS?  If it does the term has little utility. 

Critics of Buzan’s general broadening approach, such as Walt, have suggested that once one begins to broaden the agenda beyond the military, there is no logical endpoint and that a concept, which tried to explain everything, would end up explaining nothing.  Ole Waever sought to meet this criticism by identifying security as an issue which involved an ‘existential threat’ to a person or collectivity.
  It thus justifies the use of extraordinary measures to deal with the threat.  ‘Security’ takes politics beyond the ordinary rules of the game and frames the issue as either a special kind of politics or as above politics.

Buzan and others also responded to the criticism of traditionalists by arguing that the way to develop a coherent meaning for security was not to limit it to the military aspect, but rather to explore the fundamental logic of the meaning of security itself.  However this ‘deepening’ aspect of the security debate has been carried forward more effectively by the post-positivists, since it is concerned with the ontological and epistemological implications of an extended security concept.  A number of critical security approaches can be broadly described as post-positivist, including environmentalist approaches, feminism and critical theorists and post-modernism.  Significantly, these approaches argue not simply that the earlier realist approaches are inadequate, but that they are in fact a deliberate and important part of the way in which the dominant groups within society impose particular interpretations of ‘reality’, which have the effect of privileging the interests of some sections of society at the expense of others, and which, in addition, crucially underpin a fundamentally unjust political and economic order.

Again, it is difficult to categorise all of the broader approaches as post-positivist.  For example, not all environmentalists fall into the post-positivist category.  At least three components of the environmental security grouping can be identified.  The first group is composed of military security specialists who have become aware of the environmental issue in the form of resource shortage problems.  This group has simply focussed on natural resources as a potential cause of future interstate conflict and war, an example being the work of the Toronto Group led by Thomas Homer-Dixon.
  

The second group are those for whom the threat to the environment as such is the problem.  Protection of the environment is seen as crucial for a variety of reasons related to the maintenance of the biosphere as the essential life support system for humanity.  The third group are those for whom environmental protection is crucial because of the way that environmental degradation impacts upon other areas of human security, notably living standards in the Third World, where for example desertification leads to loss of clean water and arable land, the creation of economic refugees and particular pressures on women in developing societies.  Only the third category is unambiguously part of a critical theoretical approach to security.

Environmentalism's weaknesses are related to the breadth of the environmental coalition. It can embrace both those who see it as a realm where resource conflicts lead to wars and who have an essentially military security approach to the issue, and those who reject any attempt to securitise environmental issues or to import a military mind-set into dealing with the environment.  There is also an important sense in which certain ‘environmentalist’ approaches can be seen as having an instrumentalist perspective, ‘that sees nature as a passive habitat composed of “objects” such as animals, plants, minerals and the like that must merely be rendered more serviceable for human use’.
  This kind of environmentalism is active in efforts towards conservation and pollution control, but does not challenge social, economic and political features of the societies which systematically generate these problems.

Feminist critiques of traditional security thinking focus on the manner in which masculinist definitions of the subject often emphasise control and the use of state sanctioned violence to achieve security.  Many feminists question the state-centric approach and in particular emphasise that the referent object in traditional security approaches is the state or the ruling elite, rather than the individual.  While some of these criticisms are shared by critical theorists and postmodernists, the distinctive aspect of the feminist approach is the argument that current modes of thinking about security are patriarchal and contribute directly to the particular forms of insecurity with which women are most familiar.

Feminism, like environmentalism, suffers from being a broad church with varying perspectives, not all of which fit into a critical security approach, for example liberal feminists who have identified enhanced security with an increase in the proportion of women serving in the armed forces. 

More generally, feminism suffers the weakness of being a specific perspective focussing upon one aspect of a broader problem. A concentration on the effects of a monolithic patriarchy, while a valuable critique, is a monocausal explanation. While the state is critiqued on security grounds in many feminist analyses, feminism itself does not have at its heart a defining critique of power or the state, though there are individual exceptions to this pattern, such as Miles and Starhawk.

A number of feminist writers have argued the linkage between anarchism and feminism on the grounds that the roots of patriarchal domination lie in hierarchically structured society.  Sexism is seen as a symptom of the internalisation of hierarchy.
  Liberal variants of feminism are therefore criticised because 'it is not enough for women to integrate themselves into this hierarchical structure; ultimately the structure is such that it can never accommodate women in the same way that it can accommodate men'.

It should be stressed that not all feminist currents would subscribe to this connection.  Specific feminists such as Freeman
 and Liberal feminists generally, seek inclusion in current structures as a goal, and see no difficulty with participating in forms of politics based on domination and power.

There is considerable overlap between important aspects of both anarchist and feminist theory, and between both and environmentalist theory.  All three are ideologically congruent.  Social ecology emphasises the fact that environmental problems are socially produced and therefore their solutions require basic social reconstruction.  'similarly there is a congruence of the anti-hierarchical mentality of left-wing feminists and eco-feminists with the  notion of anti-hierarchical civic movements based on neighbourhood councils and assemblies'.

'The ecological vision of decentralised human communities, sensitively tailored in their technologies, civic institutions, and use of resources to the ecosystems in which they are located, forms the radical matrix for a humanly scaled political municipalism as well.  Feminism in turn, adds the all-important demand of freedom from domination and from hierarchy which is embodied not only by patriarchy but by the nation-state'.

The feminist imput offers alternative routes to security.  Gilligan for example argues that women's social experience in particular the mothering role, makes women less conflictual and gives them a more constructive approach to international relations.  While states are not mothers and their citizens are not children, nevertheless women's ethic of care 'can be used to forge political relationships of mutuality and respect'.
  Feminism also questions the male monopoly on the definition of security issues.  Charlesworth has pointed out that in a field like human rights, those rights 'are defined by what men fear will happen to them...from conception to old age womanhood is full of risks'.

Where postmodernists have made a distinctive contribution is with their work on the social construction of identity.  Postmodernists argue that security policies should not simply be seen as the way in which states protect themselves from the military capabilities of other states, rather security policy is one of the most important ways through which states and peoples construct their identity.  National identity, rather than being a given, is seen as being always incomplete, and security policies and the wars that flow from them, are an important way in which the state constructs an identity by defining the Other against which it contrasts itself.  Thus Campbell argues that the state needs threats, that it actually requires a degree of insecurity.
  The anarchist writer Randolph Bourne went one stage further than this to argue during the First World War that 'war is the health of the state'.  According to Bourne the state achieves its apotheosis as a political community in wartime.  Wartime brings the ideal of the state into focus.  

'War sends the current of purpose and activity flowing down to the lowest level of the herd and to its most remote branches.  All the activities of society are linked together as fast as posible to this central purpose of making a military offensive or a military defense, and the state becomes what in peacetime it has vainly struggled to become, the inexorable arbiter and determinant of men's business and attitudes and opinions. The slack is taken up, the cross-currents fade out, and the nation moves lumberingly and slowly, but with ever accelerated speed and integration, towards the great end, towards that peacefulness of being at war'.

Finally there is that strand of critical security thinking which derives from Frankfurt School critical theory itself.  There is obviously a case for arguing that this is in a sense the only true ‘critical’ security theory.  Critical theorists have focussed on the referent object, the question of emancipation and on the question of security as praxis.  They operate on the Coxian assumption that ‘all theory is for someone and for some purpose’,
 and that includes security theories.  By relating security practices to the emancipatory approach developed by the Frankfurt School, critical theorists attempt to expose the hidden assumptions behind traditional security theory and thereby delegitimise it.  They seek to promote an emphasis upon the individual human being as the ultimate referent object of security and to make human emancipation the goal of security policies.  This approach shares the commitment to the broader conception of security seen in Buzan, but goes radically further in treating security as a derivative concept and in stressing an emancipatory goal to the construction of the meaning and practice of security.  Drawing on the work of Gramsci, Wyn Jones argues that critical security approaches should focus on the experience of the poor, the disadvantaged and the powerless, that they should concentrate on those people and communities, ‘for whom the present world order is a cause of insecurity rather than security’.
   It is this variant of the critical security approach which has the most significant overlap with anarchist approaches.

3. Emancipation and community in Critical Security

Because they approach the issue from different epistemological standpoints, there is no consensus between the post-positivist approaches as to what a better conception of security might look like, though there are close parallels between aspects of environmental and feminist thinking and between feminism and critical theory.  There is only a very narrow overlap between critical theory and post-modern security theory.
A number of problematic issues can be identified in the critical security approach.  One is the problem noted above, that the term can encompass a variety of approaches which embody very different epistemologies and ontologies.  A term that can embrace a willingness to go to war on behalf of scarce resources (militarised environmental security) and an unwillingness to support military intervention even for humanitarian relief purposes (Booth) seems too broad to be useful and requires differentiation.  To restrict the term only to approaches that are clearly Marxist and grounded in the Frankfurt School would appear unnecessarily restrictive however.  This is particularly so when the question of agency is introduced.

In order to distinguish critical security from approaches which are in practice variants of realism, it is necessary to focus upon the concept of emancipation.  Smith quite rightly draws attention to this issue in relation to two problems, ‘First, how do we judge between rival claims about enhancing security?  Secondly, is security, especially for states, a prior or dominant moral claim?  Each of these requires a notion of real interests or a concept of emancipation’.   

Although emancipation plays a central role in the security writings of the Critical (large ‘C’ school) the concept has not been fleshed out in a way that would answer Smith’s points.  Nevertheless, the attempt to relate security strategies to the process of human emancipation is central to all the unambiguously 'critical' CS approaches.  Booth defines emancipation as ‘the freeing of people from those physical and human constraints which stop them carrying out what they would freely choose to do’.
  This is a problematic definition because it does not directly address the problem of resolving conflicting claims to emancipation and maximising the freedom of one person or group without simultaneously constraining that of others.  Difficulties with security and emancipation can arise whatever the referent.  The state level can conflict with the individuals pursuit of security.
  However emancipation as an objective should know no national, racial, sexual or other frontiers.  Security as emancipation should have the individual as referent.  But this still faces problems when values are in conflict - is our security more important than their emancipation?  And does emancipation mean the same thing to all people and all cultures?

The approach to emancipation used by critical theorists is the Enlightenment conception of negative security, which emphasises the removal of unnecessary socially- constructed constraints.
  This can be seen both in the Booth definition cited above and in that of Ashley, who defines emancipation as the securing of 'freedom from unacknowledged constraints, relations of domination, and conditions of distorted communication and understanding that deny humans the capacity to make their own future through full will and consciousness'.

In the same vein the anarchist theorist Giovanni Baldelli notes that 'the freedom with which the ethical idealist and social anarchist is concerned is negative freedom, absence of violence to body and will, prevention of objectification, instrumentalisation and victimisation'. 

Emancipation and security are closely related concepts because the autonomy implied by emancipation cannot be achieved in the presence of incapacitating threats.  Without security, individuals and groups are unable to pursue their emancipation effectively.  Booth cites a number of constraints such as violence, war, poverty, political oppression and poor education as examples of such constraints.  Security has the effect of holding such threats to autonomy at bay.

A further issue is the problem of the referent object of security.  Buzan himself notes that there are many possible answers to this question, though he falls back on the state for a variety of reasons.  However for a number of the critics of the traditional security approach and of the Copenhagen School, the state is often the problem, rather than part of the solution in many security issues.  As a referent it can be both ‘guardian angel and global gangster’.
  If state security is being justified in terms of a conception as the aggregate security of the individual citizens then, as Booth points out, ‘it is illogical to privilege the security of the means as opposed to the security of the ends’.
 

Again this is a central feature of anarchist political thought, which stresses that concepts such as race, nation, country, class, history and so on are creations of individual human minds and have no reality outside them.  The human person is seen as primary, and human life as sacred.  'To say that the end justifies the means is to acknowledge that the means, judged separately, are unjust.  If they are unjust, it is because there are concepts of justice prior to, and independent of, the ends to be realised'.
 

The state as referent is crucial to a number of aspects of this question.  Critical international theory is skeptical of the states claim to represent the idealised form of community.  In doing so 'it challenges the states role as sole constructor of identity and invites rethinking the nature and limits of moral and political community under changing global conditions'. 

Many critical theorists have addressed the question of exclusion and particularism, of 'insiders' and 'outsiders'.  The state, as a limited moral community is clearly problematic in this regard, acting as a socially binding force within state boundaries, but as a barrier to wider political community beyond its borders.  The critical theory approach therefore seeks to extend the idea of moral and political community beyond the frontiers of the state, and at the same time to 'deepen' it within national frontiers.  There are echoes here of the work of Karl Deutsch on 'security communities' in the 1950's and Booth himself has expressed interest in the security community as a vehicle towards emancipation.
  However, recent proponents of the security community approach have strongly emphasised the central place of the state in such theorising
 and this is difficult to reconcile with the anti-statist theme so prominent in critical security theorising.

An alternative referent lies in the idea of community or society, advocated by Reus-Smit, who argues that community is a concept elevated by both realist and resistance discourse.
 However in the realist discourse, this is achieved by making the state synonymous with the boundaries of the community.  In the resistance discourse the idealised political community is found in the notion of civil society, which ‘incorporates three interrelated concepts: popular politics, multiple and overlapping locales, and community defined in terms of process’.      

This type of community implies grass-roots origins not confined by state boundaries whose members are linked by their common political activity.  However it is dependent upon a particular definition of civil society.  Martin Shaw in contrast defines civil society as a context rather than an actor, and one moreover, which is defined by its relationship to the state.

This in turn leads to the question of justice versus stability, in Smiths words, ‘whether it is possible to increase security for all in an unequal and power-structured world.  Precisely because security exists alongside other forms of power, influence and domination, privileging security at the level of the state may allow these other injustices to continue’.
   This would seem to call both for a critique of power in all its forms and a disaggregation of mechanisms of influence and control, and further for a set of criteria for balancing competing claims when attempting to maximise security with justice.

There is also the question of agency, in which social movements might again be seen to have a potential role.  Shaw is equally sceptical here, arguing that their lack of political leverage makes them unreliable referents.  However he does this by taking a state-centric perspective in which the inclusion of social movements is seen to complicate, ‘pure interstate relationships’.
 

An alternative possible referent is that of ‘society’ in the sense used by Ole Waever.  For Waever, society ‘is about identity, the self-conception of communities, and those individuals who identify themselves as members of a particular community’.
  The advantage of operating with this perspective is that it allows a separate conception of society to operate in conjunction with that of the state.
  This subsequently allowed Waever to develop the idea of societal security as distinct from state security.

A distinction can be made here between the concepts of 'society' and 'culture', which are by no means synonymous.  '(Culture) is a complex of learned ideas characterising a population; society is a group of individual organisms who live in a condition of rather stable interaction and interdependence with one another and are residents of some specific place in space and time'.

A further possibility is using the individual as the ultimate security referent.    There is a clear security logic in treating people as ends and the state merely as the means, rather than is often the case, privileging the state at the expense of its people.
  Using the individual as a security referent in this way is complicated by the complex variety of identities and needs that individuals can possess, though there may be a virtue simply in multiplying the potential number of security referents beyond the state.  The referent may vary as appropriate in terms of the particular security issue under discussion.

4.  Anarchism

Before going on to look at the areas where anarchist thought might have something useful to offer critical security theory, it is necessary to outline the key concepts and approaches in the anarchist tradition.  It should be emphasised that anarchism covers a wide variety of approaches and movements, though they are linked by certain key ideas.  Moreover some of the central ideas held in common by anarchists have evolved significantly over the last hundred years.  It is not a fixed body of doctrine, but the various incarnations all involve a ‘particular view of human nature, a critique of the existing order, a vision of a free society and a way to achieve it’. 

Central to all anarchist analysis is the critique of the state.  The origins of the state are identified with the historical emergence of economic inequality in human societies. The state is therefore seen as being founded upon social conflict rather than a Lockian social contract designed to make possible the pursuit of the good life.  The state is seen as an artificial superstructure distinct from society.  However twentieth century anarchists have explored the complexities of the interrelationship of society and the state.  Anarchists therefore reject the view of Rousseau that the state can represent the will of the people and of Hegel that the state can embody the spirit of the nation.  They do not accept that the state is a moral being or that it is a body politic that is greater than the sum of its parts.  Rather it is seen as being an instrument for the control of the many by the few.

Not all anarchists have equated government as an evil synonymous with the state.  Kropotkin distinguished between the two and praised certain forms of governments such as the medieval cities of Europe.  The state was distinguished from government because it represented a territorial concentration of many or even all functions of society in the hands of a few.  Twentieth century anarchists have generally viewed the state not simply as a set of institutions, but ‘as a condition, a certain relationship between human beings, a mode of behaviour; we destroy it by contracting other relationships, by behaving differently’.

One of the major contributions made by Kropotkin to anarchist theory was Mutual Aid, a treatise on evolution designed to counter the social-Darwinist theorists who were seeking to use Darwins theories to support state imperialism and to justify existing inequalities. Kropotkin argued that mutual aid was as prevalent as mutual struggle in evolution and that the latter was far more important in terms of the progressive evolution of the species, 'those animals which know best how to combine have the greatest chances of survival and of further evolution'.
  Kropotkins major point was that the struggle for existence is a struggle against adverse circumstances, not a struggle between individuals of the same species.  The unit of competition is the species as a whole, not the individual and the species that practices the greatest degree of co-operation between its members is most likely to be successful.
  

For Murray Bookchin, the state is not just an institutional nexus but a state of mind, ‘an instilled mentality for ordering reality’.  Bookchin argues that while the past century has seen a decline in the crude employment of military force by the liberal democratic states, the latent military power of the state continues to create a sense of powerlessness in its subjects.  The role of the state has expanded to the point where the traditional boundary between the state and society becomes difficult to identify, so that ‘the state is a hybridization of political with social institutions, of coercive with distributive functions, of highly punitive with regulatory procedures, and finally of class with administrative needs’.
 

Anarchism has as its guiding principle the rejection of all forms of domination.  Modern anarchist analysis operates not just with a rejection of the state and of capitalism, but of hierarchy as such.  Rather than exchange one form of control for another, anarchists such as Bookchin seek to understand and eliminate hierarchy, whose genealogy they uncover. Hierarchy is seen as an immanent development that emerged over a long period in human history.  ‘The dialectical unfolding of hierarchy has left in its wake an ages-long detritus of systems of domination involving ethnic, gendered, age, vocational, urban-rural, and many other forms of dominating people, indeed, an elaborate system of rule that economistic “class analysis” and strictly antistatist approaches do not clearly reveal’.

In place of hierarchical domination, anarchism promotes co-operation, autonomy, respect for the person and an ecological perspective, both of nature and of society and reality in general.

These general principles lead anarchists to promote the replacement of states by federations of communal and workplace associations, replacement of corporate capitalist and state ownership by self-management of production by the producers, replacement of the patriarchal family by libertarian family and living arrangements, replacement of the megalopolis and centralized population distribution by decentralised, ecologically balanced population patterns, replacement of centralised high technologies by more humanly scaled alternative technologies, which are compatible with decentralised, democratic decision making and which are not destructive of the social and natural environments.
 

The work of one modern anarchist theorist, Murray Bookchin is a particularly interesting attempt to combine traditional anarchist theory with radical environmentalism, (of which he was an early exponent),
 to produce what he calls ‘social ecology’.  Social ecology traces the roots of the ecological crisis to society.  In Post-Scarcity Anarchism, Bookchin argued that the ‘technology of abundance’ had now brought about the pre-conditions for a free society.  In his later work he argued that the current ecological crisis was the result not of overpopulation or industrial growth alone, but of the practices of domination and hierarchy.  The domination of nature was a natural outgrowth of the domination of women in patriarchal society and of men by men in hierarchical society.

In arguing for an ecological approach as the basis of a free society, Bookchin unconsciously echoes Karl Deutsch’s arguments about the basis of a pluralistic security community.  Overall harmony is seen as the result of diversity. In order to promote the stability and health of the natural world, variety is seen as something that must be preserved and promoted.  ‘Ecological wholeness is thus a dynamic unity of diversity in which balance and harmony are achieved by an ever-changing differentiation’.

In the general critical theory approach a great deal is owed to Kant and Marx.  However, neither has a sufficiently broad approach to particularism, both for example ignore gender based particularism.  This leads Linklater to argue that a critical international theory must develop a 'comprehensive account of the multiple axes of exclusion' that mark the contemporary world and thereby frustrate the attainment of emancipation.
 In fact the resources for such an effort already exist within anarchism, such as the work of Bookchin who develops a comprehensive analysis of hierarchy as a concept capable of embracing all the various forms of particularism and exclusion. 
  

Bookchin uses the term's ‘hierarchy’ rather than ‘class’, and ‘domination’ rather than oppression.  By hierarchy he means not simply a social condition but a state of consciousness, involving ‘the cultural, traditional and psychological systems of obedience and command’, as well as the more commonly understood economic and political systems of class and state.
  Bookchin is at pains to stress that the most compelling fact of the post-modern era is that capitalism has become a society, not simply an economy.

5. Potential Benefits for Critical Security Studies.

Ken Booth has argued apropos the state system that, ‘we can predictably expect to live in an anarchical world, but “anarchy” need not have the pessimistic connotations it invariably does have’.
  Certainly to date anarchism seems to have had such negative connotations that the legacy of reflection on power, the state and the political organisation of society that anarchism has produced over the centuries has been almost totally ignored as a source of inspiration for reflection on International Relations.

There are in fact a number of potential points of contact between anarchism and critical security approaches and a number of areas where the anarchist approach might offer a resolution to some of the difficulties found in aspects of critical security theory.

In terms of conceptualising the future of the international system, anarchism as a political theory, which sees no valid place for the state at the domestic level, can provide a fresh perspective in the debates about the nature of 'international society' at the international level.  Anarchism as a question of first principles assumes that it is in fact possible to organise society at all levels without the necessity of the state.

If Walker is correct to argue that our understanding of security is severely constrained by our inability to consider forms of political community other than the state, then anarchist thought is one area where such new political thinking might be inspired.  Certainly it can act as a challenge to the assumption that conceptualisation of alternative national and international forms must involve some variation of the state model.

If critical security is too broad a category, then perhaps it might be better to speak of 'radical security' to describe the broader agenda as a whole and to reserve the term 'critical security' for those approaches which had a clear emancipatory intent analogous to the Frankfurt School.  That would limit its use to the post-positivist approaches, but would exclude post-modernism.  The latter would not fit into an approach that is self-consciously foundational and emancipatory.  Environmental and feminist approaches would qualify to the extent that they met the emancipatory criteria.  The anarchist goals of human freedom, democracy, respect for human rights, opposition to sexism, racism and so on would be standards against which to measure the emancipatory targets of any political dilemma.  Feminist and environmentalist approaches could in addition be measured against the more general goals of suspicion of hierarchy and commitment to ecological objectives.  

There is no simple way to produce a synthesis that can overcome the differing epistemologies and ontologies of the various post-traditional security approaches.  Anarchism is offered here as a world view that can suggest convergences between important aspects of the radical approaches around which a coherent post-positivist conception of security can be built.  It can be utilised either as a possible alternative in itself, or simply as a radical set of criteria against which to measure alternative structures and policies.

On the questions of emancipation and referent object anarchism suggests that the commitment to emancipation is correct, but that the concept needs to be developed in a way that establishes certain judgmental criteria.  For the referent object, the state is dismissed and the individual within society is seen as the appropriate referent.

For the problem of agency the approach would suggest both the utility of civil society movements and the idea that praxis itself is part of the solution, that as Landauer argued, we change things by behaving differently.  Immanent change in the Gramschian sense is seen as a cultural approach to progressive change, (or as one of the slogans in Paris in 1968 put it, 'Under the paving stones, the beach!').  a focus on this kind of cultural conception of praxis offers a degree of optimism about the possibility of change in the absence of an obvious major agent along the lines of traditional class analysis.    

Anarchism offers a sophisticated analysis of the state and its genealogy, which is too often lacking in IR theory.  Anarchist theorists have also explored the concept of power.  Their reflections represent a resource for further critical investigations of these concepts.  In addition concepts like hierarchy suggest scepticism towards claims that particular political or social changes will by themselves bring genuine emancipation.

Anarchism is a political tradition that has not been historically influential in the development of international relations theory, and indeed of Euro-American social theory building.  With the discipline being absolutely state centric for decades after its foundation this is perhaps not surprising.  This marginality does not mean that anarchism has nothing to offer IR however.  Both as a critique of traditional theory and as a set of templates for emancipatory objectives and criteria, anarchism as a set of ideas and as a body of literature is unduly neglected.
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