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PUBLIC ARGUMENT-DRIVEN
SECURITY STUDIES

Gordon R.

The topic of global security has recently
received considerable attention in the field
of argumentation studies, with public argu-
ment scholars engaging a host of vexing is-
sues posed by the tumult in world alfairs
triggered by the fall of the Berlin Wall
{Broda-Bahm 1999; Dauber 2001a; Dauber
2001b; Leeper 2002; Mitchell 2000; Mitch-
ell, Ayotie & Helwich 2001; Newman 2002
Winkler 2002;. A trend in international refa-
tions (IR) mirrors this development, with a
growing number of IR scholars drawing on
the concept of argumentation to explain
global events that resist snapping snugly into
the lidy templates of Cold War power poli-
tics. This moment of intellectual conver-
gence suggesis that argumentation may be
working as what rhetorical critic Leah Cec-
carelli (2001, p. 5) calls a “conceptual chias-
mus”-an interdisciplinary bridge connecting
dilferent scholarly communities working on
overlapping subject matter.

The North Carolina-based Triangle Insti-
tute for Security Studies (TI18%) has facilitated
academic interchange along these lines
through its scholarly conferences and publi-
cations.! For example, a 1998 TISS confer-
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ence on Bridging Gaps in the Study of Public
Opinion and American Foreign Policy featured a
roundtable discussion that put political sei-
entist Ole Holsti in conversation with public
argument scholars David Cheshier and Frik
Doxtader {Cheshicr, Doxtader & Holsti
[1998). This dialogue, which centered on
Holsti’s {1996} groundbreaking book, Public
Opinion and American Foreign Policy, hints at
how the lens of argumentation can bring
sharp focus to security studies that treat pub-
lic opinion and deliberative practice as con-
stitutive dimensions of global politics.

The overlap between public argument
studies and IR scholarship becomes clearer
when one compares Thomas Goodnight’s
(1998} call for study of “argument forma-
tion|s]” in world affairs with Thomas Risse’s
(2000) insight that by attending to “arguing
in the international public sphere” (p. 21),
IR scholars can effectively bridge rational
choice theory and social constructivism.”
Building on Goodnight's work and echoing
Risse’s suggestion, Cori Dauber & David

beyond the confines of each university in order to ad-
vance research and education concerning national and
international security, broadly defined. On rinally estab
lished in 1958, TISS has benefited from private founda
tion funding, most notably from the Ford Foundation, in
addition 1o its uaiversity backing, and from help from
such other agencies as the National Strategy [nformalion
Cenler and the Army War College (see the TISS website
anline at hisp./funvie. unc edu/depts/tise.

? Rational choice theory, derived from the tenets f IR
realism, explains world events by showing huw foreign
policy decisions are driven by slale actors secking to
further national interests and protect national identities,
Social constryctivist IR approaches aim to de-naturalize
such descriptions by elucidating the social factors under-
lving realist accounts.



a8
REVIEW ESSAY

Cheshier (1998) locate public argument-
driven security studies in a conceptual mid-
dle space that foregrounds the iterative rela-
tionship between material conditions and
discursive practices: “[T}he political scene in
any polity will be shaped by complex inter-
actions between public arguers, where the
realities of geopolitics and culture will shape
both arguer and audience and in turn be
made the tepoi and evidence ol their claims”
{p. 400

It is notable that Dauber & Cheshier po-
sition their public argument approach to se-
curily studies as an alternative 10 Samucl
Huntington’s {1993) reafpolitik “clash of civ-
ilizations™ thesis, much the same way that IR
scholar Marc Lynch (2000, pp. 300-16) uses
public sphere theory to ground his critique
ol Huntington. This overlapping emphasis
on argumentation challenges the determinis-
tic underpinnings of Hunlington’s pessimis-
tic worldview by illustrating how the global
milieu is marked by moments of rhetorical
exigence—-opportunities 1o color with words
and images whai some paint as the incxora-
ble march ol history loward cataclysmic con-
flict. It also responds to two of IR realism’s
explanatory weaknesses—difficulty in ac-
counting for the heightened efficacy of non-
governmental organizations (NGQs) as ac-
tors on the world stage (Keck & Sikkink
1998; Paype 2000; Payne & Sambhat 2002;
Samhat 1997, pp. 350-56), and descriplive
myopia resubling from reductive formula-
tions of communicative action in global af-
fairs (Risse 1999, pp. 8-14; Risse-Kappen
1995). On a normative level, the public ar-
gument appmach opens a critical aperture
for commentators to articulate visions of
world affairs where international disputes
are resolved and complex problems solved
through border-crossing dialogue oriented
toward mutual understanding, rather than
strategic deployment of lorce via power,
money, or arms (Association of German Sci-
entists 2000; Bohman 19%a, pp. 95-99; Boh-
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man & Lulz-Bachmann 1998; Payne 1996, p.
376; Linklater 1998).

IR scholars who feature argumentation
prominently in their theories face several
challenges in explaining international events
using theoretical terms usually reserved for
analysis of deliberation rooted in domestic
public spheres ol democratic states. Maost
basically, transnational deliberations present
unique logistical hurdles: “[S|evere time con-
straints and the sheer complexity of practical
problems in international life are bound to
prevent real discourses from achieving any-
thing other than an approximation of the
idealized presuppositions of argumentation”
{(Haacke 1996, p. 285). Even when such lo-
gistical obstacles are surmounted, common
opinions forged in international public
spheres often prove difficult to translate into
policy change given the lack of decision-
making authority currently invested in inter-
national institutions {Bohman 1999b, pp.
506-7). In addition, standard criticisms of
deliberative democracy levied in domestic
contexts tend to have even greater purchase
when applied to international public spheres.
For example, the exclusionary effects of
grounding discourse to the counterfactual as-
sumption that domestic interlocutors share
homogeneous background assumptions (see
Zulick & Laffoon 1991) may be magnified on
an international level, where the cultural,
social, and religious heterogeneity of discus-
sants is likely to be even more pronounced.

Just as powerful actors manipulate discus-
sion in domestic public spheres, “norm en-
trepreneurs” can strategically engineer frames
for international public dialogue that serve
narrow special interests and frustrate unfet-
tered collective will formation (Payne 2001).
Finally, the same media Rlters that distort
democratic deliberation in domestic public
spheres are likely to corrapt argumentation
even more insidiously in transnational pub-
lic spheres, where interloculors often sepa-
rated by greal physical distances must rely
on technologically mediated communication
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to share ideas. All these factors make it un-
likely that international public sphere dia-
logues will come to resemble so-called ideal
speech situations. Whether there is still value
in research that explores how communica-
tive interaction enables and constrains will
formation and policy making in the interna-
tional milieu remains an open question, one
that is broached in the pages that follow.

‘The tie of this review essay proposes a
shorthand label for the interdisciplinary
nexus linking security-based argumentation
studies and argumentation-based security
studies. T explore this nexus by reviewing
four recent books that fit loosely under the
rubric of public argument-driven sccurity
studies. Part one examines how the pro-
posed globalization of public sphere theory
plays out in a study on Cold War super-
power relations. Part two pursues « similar
veclor of analysis in the context of Jordanian
foreign policy from 1988 to 1998, Part three
considers how recent technelogical develop-
ments and political trends complicate efforts
to cultivate critical public discussion on se-
curily matters in  enlerlainment-saturated
spheres of public deliberation.

TRANSNATIONAL ACTIVISM AND
THE CoLD WAR ENDGAME

Stuart Croft and Terry Terriff’s edited vol-
wme, Critical  Reflections on  Security and
Change, is a collection of essays that are de-
signed to revisit Cold War history, reflect on
methods and approaches 1o studying secu-
ity policy, and speculate on how future
trends are likely to shape the practice and
study of international relations. Some of the
most useful chapters provide introductions
to the IR subficeld known as critical security
studies. In one of these overview chapters,
“Change and Insecurity’ Revisited,” Barry
Buzan traces the roughly 20-vear history of
this subfield and situates it vis-a-vis realism,
IR’s dominant paradigm. For Buzan, a de-
fining feature of the critical security studies
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research program is that instead of accepting
realism’s theoretical categories (such as
threat, security, and state interest) at face
value, it shows how these categories are “so-
cially constructed” through various security
discourses (p. 3). Here, the way rhetors rep-
resent material condilions in the world be-
comes as important, if not more important,
than material conditions themselves. As
Buzan points oud, this cmphasis on discourse
and representation simultaneously opens up
security studies to diverse research methad-
ologies and places a host of new normative
questions on the table. These questions in-
clude “what should and shouldn’t be con-
structed as threats” and “whose interests are
served or damaged by particular processes
ol securitization and desecuritization” {p. 3).
The title of Steve Smith’s chapter in the same
volume, “The Increasing Insecurity of Secu-
rity Studies” signals that this is an academic
field in a state of flux. Smith provides a
panoramic survey of the various approaches
lo security studies that have taken root
amidst the shakeup of IR’s dominant para-
digm: the Third World security school; the
“Copenhagen School”; construclivist secu-
rity studies; critical security studies; and
poststructural security studies,

During the Cold War, talk of the “socially
constructed” nature of securily threats was
often dismissed in the academy and beyond
as little more than Pollyanish bluster. How-
ever, as Fdward Kolodziej points out in his
chapter, “Security Studies for the Next Mil-
lennium”: “The sudden and unexpected im-
plosion of the Soviet Union and the abrupt
end of the Cold War prompted a probing, il
not always fruitful, debate about what fs—or
what should be—security studies” (p. 18). Part
of this debate played out in the context of
discussion about what caused the Cold War
to end. Comimentators partial to the realist
paradigm ol power politics cxplained the
Soviet Union’s demise as an act of capitula;
tion to overwhelming US military superior

ity (Brzezinski  1992; Kirkpatrick  1990).
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Kolodziej, echoing many other voices in crit-
ical security studies, disputes this account:
“[Tlhe military dimension of the East-West
competition does not appear to have been
determinative in explaining cither the tim-
ing, speed and wholesale unraveling of the
Soviet stale and empire” {p. 24; sec also
Deudney & lkenberry 1992, p. 1245 Pike,
Blair & Schwartz. 1998, pp. 2095-97, Powaski
1948, p. 260; Reiss 1992, pp. 1442-93),

So il the mighty steel of US military
strength did not tame the Russian bear, whal
did? Matthew Evangelista’s answer to this
question should pique the interest of argu-
mentation scholars, In Unarmed Forees, Evan-
gelista posits that the sharing of “nforma-
arguments, [and)| belween
networks of Soviet and American transna-

tion, ideas”
lional activists constituted a major factor that
influenced superpower policy and evenlu-
ally brought about a peacelul end to the
Cold War (p. 7). Turning to case studics of
debates concerning nuclear tesling, aniibal-
listic missile defense, and conventional force
deployments, Evangelista literally pries open
what he calls the “black box” {p. 7} of Soviet
policy, documenting previously obscured as-
pects of Cold War hislory through exhaus-
tive study of Soviet-cra archives, numecrous
interviews of key Sovict-era officials, review
of recent memoir accounts, and mspection of
newly declassified US and British archival
documents.

Many of these resources chronicle coop-
erative efforts by Soviet and American sct-
entists, doctors, and activists to create inde-
pendent channels of communication that
kept aceurate and reliable information about
military intentions and deployments flowing
in both directions. Such lines of communi-
cation alsu galvanized un interlocking pat
that
steered Soviet and American leaders toward

tern of peace movement aclivism
more maoderate postures and policins. Evan:
gelista cites the carly “Pugwash” mectings
between US and Soviet scientisls as the

“hirth” of such transnational activism (pp.
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31-35). During the 1950s, such meetings
helped dramatize the danger of nuclear full-
out in the respectlive public spheres, creating
political momenturn thal eventually pro-
duced a nuclear test ban agreement,

Following a chronological pattern, Evan-
gelista proceeds o track the entry of a new
class of players to the stage of transnational
activism in the 1970s—-medical doctors. Tak-
ing advantage of the opportunity to treal
aging Soviet leaders, American physicians
such as Bernard Lown visited the Soviet
Union and formed lasting relationships with
Soviel counterparts such as Evgenii Chazov.
The Lown-Chazov connection paved the
way for the Boston-based Physicians for So-
ciwl Responsibility (PSR} to evolve into a
transnational network that eventually be-
came the International Physicians for the
Prevention of Nuclear War (IPPNW), Com-
prising some 200,000 members {rom 8O
countries, the IPPNW won the Nobel Peace
Prize in 1985,

In 1981 Lown traveled to the USSR with
Carl Sagan, under IPPNW auspices, to make
a remarkable series of public appearances
designed 1o educate Soviet audiences about
the nuclear arms race, At the time, Lown
and Sagan were vilified in the US by Cold
War hawks who felt that such discussion
would compromise American military cred-
ibility and bolster Soviet resolve 1o win a
puclear war. Evangelista’s research shows
that such transnational aclivism had the re-
verse elfect. Accurate reportage of IPPNW
meetings appcared in Soviel newspapers
such as Pravda {circulation 10 million); fz-
vestiia (over 8 million); Komsomol skaia pravda
(10 million); and Literaturnaia gazeta (over
2.5 million).  Soviet
broadcast nine IPPNW congresses, reaching
additional millions. According o Evange-
lista, these efforls “set a precedent tor public

national  television

discussion—*glasnost >-on nuclear issues, well
before Mikhail Gorbachev came into oflice
and began using the term” (p. 155). Evange-
hsta documents how Gorbachev later ac
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knowledged the significance of IPPNW ac-
tivism by presenting to Lown a copy of the
1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces
Treaty that bore the lollowing inscription:
“Drear Bernard! I want to thank you for your
enormous contribution to preventing nu-
clear war, Without it and other powerful
anti-nuclear initiatives, it is unlikely that this
Treaty would have come about. 1 wish you
all the best. Mikhail Gorbachev” (p. 376).
Lvangelista’s most convincing  analysis
shows how transnational linkages shaped the
course of Gorbachev's presidency. He tracks
the way that physicists and doctors, working
alongside peace activists such as Randall
Forsberg of the Institute for Defense and
Disarmament Studies (FDDS), were able to
create “breathing room™ necessary for Gor
bachev and US president Renald Reagan to
engineer a peacelul Cold War endgame.

[nn addition to coordination ol specific policy initia-
iives, the transnational network of 1S and Soviel
disarmament supporters also worked l(')gE‘[hPr to cre-
ale an gverall atmosphere conducive to restraint on
cach side. In order tor Gorbachev 1o succeed in
cutting back Soviel mifitary programs and military
spending, he had to make a plaosible case that the
United States did not pose a serious threat (o Soviet
security . ... As the Nuclear Frecze movement
sought 10 persuade Ronald Reagan that he had to
tone down his harsh rhetorie abont the Soviet Union
and careless comments about nuclear war, Saviet

reformers pushed initiatives that would diminish the

‘enemy image’ of the USSR in Reagan™s eyes . ... The

warming of US-Soviet relations would not have been pos-
sthle had Reagan not been jushed by the US peace moze-
ment 1o address the threal of nuclear war .. . American
transnational activists, while trying 1o constrain US
military programs, also considered it important to
persuade the Soviet government that it did not pose
a threat so grave that Soviet unilateral restraint or
even negotialed settlements would be dangerous ...
They managed 1o persuade Gorbachev, sometimes
in direct discussion, that the Soviet Union should
uniink” the signing of 4 stralegic weapons reduction
reaty from US pursuit of SDL St Wars, they ar
gued, would evenwally fade away, especially if the
Soviet Lnion continued w pursue its reformist course
in delense and disarmanent, e by mention internal
lemacratization (pp. 383 4, emphasis added).
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Evangelista’s findings raise serious questions
about reafpolitik models of international rela-
tions that explain US Cold War victory over
the Soviet Union in terms of one mammoth
billiard ball smashing into and destroying its
more fragile counterpart. His impressive em-
pirical research illustrates how threats, poli-
cies, and norms were constructed and de-
constructed by argumentation conducted in
transnational channels of communication. If
the significance of this finding for students of
argumentation is not already apparent, it be-
comes cbvious in Evangelista’s final case
study, which examines the influence of trans-
national activism on post-Soviet policy.

In 1989, renowned poet (lzhas Suleim-
enov founded a movement to halt nuclear
testing in the republic of Kazakhstan. As
Evangelista explains, this movement was
transnational from inception—by naming
their group “Nevada,” Suleimenou and his
fellow activists attempted to “attract the at-
tention ol grassroots antinuclear activists
{fdownwinders’) working to shut down the
US test sile in Nevada” {p. 352). These efforts
succceded in galvanizing quickly a transna-
tional movement that brought some 50,000
protesters to a demonstration in Kazakhstan
on August 6, 1989 (Hiroshima day). Evange-
lista was present at another important event
in the Kazakh village of Karaul in May 1900,
when Lown and Suleimenov dedicated a
monument to victims of nuclear testing. Ac-
cording lo Evangelista, “The impact was di-
rect and powerful. An official in the Soviet
foreign ministry admitted tn early 1950 that
the movement was responsible for forcing
the Soviet military to cancel eleven of its
cighteen  scheduled nuclear tests  for
1989, ... In Dcecember 1990, the Kazakh-
stan pariiament banned nuclear weapons
lesting on the republic’s territory™ (p. 354.
Lvangelista notes that eventually, this deci-
sion worked as “a key prerequisite for the
United States, Britain, France, and China to
cease their tests” (p. Y).
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Rhetorical scholars steeped in knowledge
of how naming produces powerful bonds of
identification will appreciate the way in
which Suleimenov’s decision to call the Ka-
zakh anti-nuclear testing movement “Ne-
vada” played an important role in fomenting
the transnational activism chronicled by
Evangelista. Future studies might explore
how similar patterns of rhetorical invention
shape cfforts 1o forge transnational social
movements i the security rcalm. This work
would find theoretical support in a burgeon-
ing corpus of literature focusing on the trans
national dimensions of social movement ac-
tivilv (sec eg. Cohen & Shirin 2000,
Khagram, Riker & 5ikkink 2002; Smith,
Chatficld & Pagnucco 1997). One challenge
fucing scholars pursuing this line of investi-
galion is that the frequently episodic nature
of transnational activisin complicates its cat-
cgurizalion as social movement activity. For
example, Sidney Tarrow (1998, pp. 184-88)
stipulates that sustained, rather than tempo-
rary or sporadic, contact s necessary for
transnalional aclivism to reach the status of a
H()(',i'dl movement.

Another aspect of Evangelista’s work that
hints at future lines of research in argumen-
tation studies lies on a theoretical level. In
developing his theory of transnational activ
ism, Evangelista acknowledges a significant
debt o Risse’s “pathbreaking” work on trans-
national public spheres (p. 17; see also Risse-
Kappen 1993). Recently, Risse (2000) re-
fined his theory of “communicative action in
world politics.” Scholars of argumentation
and rhetoric may be curious to note that in
this explication, Risse relies heavily on a
distinction belween “arguing” and “rhetori-
cal behavior” to explain precisely how his
approach differs from neorealist IR perspec
tives that purport to account for communi-
cative aclion in world affairs (see also Schim-
1999),
According 10 Risse, neorealist approaches

melfennig  20010;  Schimm elfennig

tend o tely on a “cheap talk” model of

communicalion, where international actors
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engage in communication strategically to
persuade interlocutors, but are not really
willing to change their posilions based on
outcomes of deliberation: “[Alctors engaging
in rhetoric are not prepared to change their
own beliels or (o be persuaded themselves
by the ‘better argument’™ {Risse 2000, p. 8).
This form ol international communication
stands in sharp contrast to what Risse ealls
the “arguing mode,” where parties attempt
to approximate dialogues
geared toward mutual understanding: “|i|n
contrast to rhetorical behavior, they ure

Habermasian

themselves prepared to be persuaded” (Risse
2000, p. 9).

Risse’s distinction between rhetoric and
argument does nol find much support in
theory, ap-
proaches that treat rhetoric as strategic ma-

rhetorical where  reductive
nipulation are criticized roundly for their
conceptual thinness. Thicker descriptions
posilion rhetoric as a practical art of using
dialogue Lo coordinate action when interloe-
utors at loggerheads are forced (o act in sit-
vations marked by uncertainty, or when col-
lective decisions must be made belore all the
relevant facts are in {Doxtader 1991 Farrell
1993). Public argument-driven security stud-
ies might [ruitfuily explore how these in-
sights could help differentiate bargaining
{purely strategic communication undertaken
for mstrumental purposes); arguing (dia-
logue oriented toward mutual understand-
ing}; and rhetoric {the communicative search
for joint agreement on necessary actions in
light of imperfect conditions). Such differen-
tiation could enhance the descriptive power
ol IR theories by adding texture to the argu
ment/rhetoric binary some approaches use
to explain commuiticative action in interna-
tional politics.

SEcuriTY DEBATES IN ARAR
PuBLIC SPHERES

In 1988, the Hashemile Kingdom of Jor
dan surprised the world by relinquishing its
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claim to the West Bank, effectively severing
ties with thousands of Palestinians living on
territory that was cnce part of Jordan. Dur-
ing the 1990 Gulf crisis, Jordan bucked
world expectations again by refusing to join
the US-led military coalition against Iraq. In
signing a 1494 peace treaty with Israel, the
Jordanian leadership made yet another un-
anticipated foreign policy move that was dif-
ficult to explain from within the realist IR
framework. Realism haolds that international
relations can be described accurately and
predicted reliably by examining how state
interests and national idenlities animate for-
eign policy decisions. Yet in each of the
instances listed above, Jordanian foreign pol-
iy appeared Lo diverge from, and even to
contradict, longstanding interests of the Jor-
danian state and identities of the Jordanian
people.

Marc Lynch takes this conundrum as a
key point of departure for his book, State
Inierests and Public Spheres. This work ad-
vances a theory of international relations de-
signed to sharpen accounts of Jordanian be-
havior from 1988-1098. At the center of
Lynch’s approach is the notion that shifts in
state interests and national identity can occur
when public spheres of deliberation enable
the airing of competing viewpoints in epi
tate identity and

sodes of argumentation: *|S
interests . .. beeome subject o change at
those points when an open public sphere
permits the appearance of public delibera-
tton oriented toward questioning consensus
norms” {p. 253). In a move that globalizes
this theory, Lynch stipulates that public
spheres of deliberation need not map cleanly
onto the predetermined boundaries of state
borders: “Instead of conceptualizing the
public sphere as a single, unified arena in
which a unified public debates the affairs of
a single slate, it is possible to think about
public sphere structure as a network of over-
lapping and competing publics, which are
not necessarily bounded by state borders”

{p- 474
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Lynch draws upon field research con-
ducted in Jordan, Egypt, and the West Bank,
along with analysis of Arabic media publica-
tions and documents from official archives,
to show how public spheres of deliberation
developed in Jordanian society and the Arab
world from 1988-1998. He documents how
the Jordanian norm of hiwar (dialogue) was
nurtured during this period through spikes in
newspaper circulation, spread of radio trans-
mitters, relaxation of state control over me-
dia outlets, and greater participation of edi-
torial commentators from across the political
spectruim.

Lynch’s theory is not presented as a brand
of full-blown constructivism designed to un-
dermine completely the rationalist explana-
tions yielded by IR’s realist paradigm.
Rather, Lynch argues, “a public sphere ap-
proach can bridge constructivist and ratio-
nalist arguments” (p. 11}. A temporal distinc-
tion sets up this bridging maneuver. Tn
periods of “normal politics,” when “an effec-
tive public sphere does not exist,” Lynch
says that the rationalist tools of IR realism
work well, because “actor identity and inter-
ests are likely to be relatively stable” {p. 11).
Echoing Thomas Kuhn (1970), Lynch adds,
“Identities and interests change primarily
during moments of crisis, when they lose
their ‘taken for granted’ quality and become
the subject of explicit public debate” (p. 12).
The key moments of change in Jordanian
foreign policy described in State Interests and
Public Spheres are all preceded by episodes of
crisis when state identities and interests are
thrown into flux and thematized as topics of
public debate.

The case studies in State Iuterests and Public
Spheres describe how these nascent public
spheres influenced Jordanian security policy
by enabling fundamental transformations in
interests and identities. For example, Lynch
suggests that Jordan’s “severing of ties” with
the West Bank was made possible by two-
tiered process of public deliberation. On one
level, Jordanian diplomats persuaded skepti-
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cal Arab colleagues that disengagement
would fortify Palestinian identity and further
the interests of an emergent Arab consensus
by enhancing the collective security ol all
Arab nations. With such a tentative consen-
sus secured, King Hussein announced the
severing of lies with the West Bank in 1988,
an acl that inaugurated commencement of a
second phase of deliberation in Jordan’s do-
mestic public sphere. In the ensuing debate,
vigorous argumentation prompted calcilied
norms to shift in the key sites ol Jordan’s
nascent public sphere: professional assocla-
tions, political partics, the press, the Iskamist
movement, and public opinion surveys. In
Lynch’s view, *Change in jordanian identity
and interests—a change in preferences over
outcomes—could only be produced by a do-
mestic dialogue and the reconfiguration of
domestic institulions. The emergence of the
Jordanian public sphere in the 1990s pro-
vided a site for such deliberation” {p. 100).
Similar patterns of public sphere activity are
isolated us pertinent agents of change in
Lynch’s two other case studies: Jordan’s boy-
cotl of the US Gulf War coalition and its
signing of a 1094 peace treaty with Tsrael.
While Tynch is keen to highlight the con-
stitutive role of public participation in influ-
encing Jordan’s security policy from 1U88-
1998, he is quick to distinguish his approach
from realist accounts lhat (Il explanatory
gaps on an “ad hoc basis” by citing public
opinion as a factor “constraining” policy-
making: “It is important to distinguish be-
tween public opinion, as conventionally em-
ployed by loreign policy analysts, and the
public sphere .. .. Rather ihan simply being
a question ol the extent lo which public
opinion constrains state policy, the issue is
the extent to which public sphere discourse
conslitutes the state’s articulation of inter-
ests” {p. 21). Lynch reveals his Habermasian
affinities here, insisting that public sphere
dialogue is more than just “cheap talk™—in
his view, such dialogue has the power to
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reconstitute the fundamental building blocks
upon which foreign policy rests.

If Lynch is correct about the strong func-
tion of public sphere deliberation in consti-
tuling state ideniities and interests, policy-
makers (especially those in the United
States) would do well to heed his concluding
remarks, which suggest that public sphere
theory “has important implications for the
debates over the appropriate response 1o
‘rogue’ regimes in the international society”
{p. 269). In a world where state interests
and idenlities have roots that go all the way
down to civil soclety, cosmetic regime
changes are unlikely, in the long run, 1o
produce more moderate policies in so-called
roguc stales.

Near the end ol State Interests and Public
Spheres. Lynch hints at a more promising
approach for dealing with lran, one of the
nations recently branded as part of the Bush
administration’s “axis of evil” A policy of
engagement and dialogue, Liynch suggests,
“can offer the polential for changing prefer-
ences and for identifying common identities
and interests” (p. 269). Elscwhere, Lynch
{2000) expounds on this idea, blending Ira-
nian President Mohammed Khatami’s pre-
scription for a “dialogue of civilizations™ with
international public sphere theory to craft a
vision of global affairs where the persuasive
cachet of argumentation supplants coercion
and manipulation as primary modes of com-
munication (see also Association of German
Scientists 2000]).

Lynch is hopeful that his account of the
“Arabist public sphere” will have enduring
salience and “inform a generalizable interna-
tional public sphere theory” (p. 34). Some
readers may not share Lynch’s sanguine oul-
look on this point, given that his approach
draws heavily from Jirgen Habermas,
whose work focuses primarily on the role of
deliberation in highly developed capitalist
societies. The question of whether Haberma-
sian theory has sufficient flexibility and ex-
planatory scope to elucidate the dynamics of
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a putative global public sphere {which in-
cludes many nations and peoples who do not
openly embrace Western norms of political
deliberation) has been the focus of recent
debate in critical theory (Calhoun 2002
Dallmayr 2001, Habermas 2001; Habermas
1998, McCarthy 2002},

Public argument scholars are well-posi-
tioned to contribute to this debate, perhaps
by using their expertise in argumentation to
identify and address theeretical anomalies

present in public sphere based accounts of

international relations. For example, Lynch’s
{p. 11) notion that “an effective public sphere
does not exist” when identities and interests
remain stable during periods of “normal pol-
itics” sounds much like Thomas Farrvell and

Thomas Goodnight's {1981} description of

“accidental publics” that only come into be-
ing during catastrophic episodes. However,
it seems untenable to maintain that public
sphere structures disappear when crises sub-
side and “normal politics” resume. In fact,
many case studies in argumentation docu-
ment precisely how public sphere activity
plays a significant role in will formation dur-
ing periods of “normal politics™ (see Palczew-
ski 20015 Rowland & Jones 2002; Zarefsky
486}

Perhaps  Lynch’s public
sphere theory could be modified to account

international

for this anomaly by including the concept
ol “controversy.” In the parlance of argu-
mentation studies, controversy 1s a4 phenom-

enon that oecurs when underlying norms of

communication are contested through “op-
arguments”  levied in  public
spheres of deliberation (see Goodnight 1993;
Goodnight 1999; Mitchell 2000; Olson &
Goodnight 1994; Phillips 1999). If Lynch
described periods of international  delib-

positional

eration when stale interests and identities
arc contested as episodes of international
public controversy, he might position him-
sclf better to articulate how public sphere
structures persist during periods of “nor-
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mal politics” that follew the resolution of
CONroversy.

Tue MIME-NET AND SPECTATOR
SrorT WARFARE

The US Marine Corp Modeling and Sim-
ulation Office recently acquired and modi-
fied the popular video game Doom for train-
ing exercises, altering the software to rep]ace
monsters with realistic simulations of enemy
forces that young soldiers might encounter
during actual combat. In Kosovo, NATO
bombardiers wielded hand-held “wizzos,”
Nintendo-like devices that helped pilots
guide precision weaponry to their targets
from 40,000 feet. For U.N. coalition soldiers,
the battlefield experience of the Gulf War
similarly recalled childhood visits to the
video arcade.

In Virtwous War, James Der Derian ex-
ptores these phenomena as part what he calls
the Military-Industrial-Media-Entertainment
Network (MIME-NET). Der Derian sees the
MIME-NET as an extension of the “Revolu-
tion in Military Affairs” (RMA), a trend in
arms procurement and military doctrine that
favors developmenlt and deployment of so-
phisticated, high-tech weaponry (Freedman
HIOE; Laird & Mey 1999). As a latter day
incarnation of President Dwight 1. Eisen-
hower’s Military Industrial Complex, the
MIME-NET represents an interlocking con-
steflation of organizations and interests that
controls the tenor of public debate on secu-
rity policy (increasingly by exploiting inter-
faces between warfare and media entertain-
ment networks): “[Tlhe new MIME-NET
runs on video-game imagery, twenty-four
hour news cycles, multiple nodes of military,
corporate, university, and media power, and
microchips, embedded in everything but hu-
man flesh (so far)” (Der Derian 2001, p. 126).

Those familiar with Der Derian’s work
may be surprised by Virtusus War, which
reads more like a travelogue than the high
postmodern theory for which he has become
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known in critical securily studies circles. In
the prologue, Der Derian shares that in or-
der Lo “separate the hype from the hyperre-
ality of virtuous war,” he decided to “avoid
the vices of academic abstraction . . . and to
gu where doctrine confronts reality” {p. xx).
Thus, readers find themselves accompany-
ing Der Derian on a whirlwind tour of the
Pentagon’s cutting-edge, high-tech infra-
structure that includes visits to the Institute
for Creative Technologies Convention (where
the latest military simulation gadgetry is dis-
played), the US Army’s Simulation, Train-
ing, and Instrumentation Command post
INTRICOM, where high-ranking military of-
licers plan the next steps in advanced virtual
warfare), and the US Army Southern Euro-
pean Task Force headquarters in Vicenza,
laly {0 central computer node for the
NATO air campaign in Kosovo). Der Derian
stops along the way for a series of conversa-
tions with military leaders such as Vice Ad-
miral Arthur Cebrowski, STRICOM techni-
cal dircctor Mike Macedonia, and General
Wesley Clark-verbatim transcripts ol these
interviews fill some 23 pages of Virfuvus War.

While Der Derian seems genuinely im-
pressed by the futuristic military technology
he encounters, this sense of awe only redou-
bles the moral and political qualms he har-
bors aboul the MIME-NET. Specifically, he
finds the virtualization of the warfare trou-
bling because of its tendency to produce
phenomenological detachment from battle-
field violence: “Through the MIME-NET,
the enemy can be reduced Lo an icon in a
target-rich environment, perhaps even cffi-
ciently viliffied and destroyed at a distance”
(p. 147). The sense of alienation created by
the conflation ol entertainment technology
and actual combat, Der Derjan says, numbs
soldiers and publics alike to the brutalily of
warfare: “[n this high-tech rehearsal for war,
one learns how to kill but not to take respon-
sihility for it, one experiences ‘death’ bui not
the tragic consequences of it” (p. 10]. On a
political level, Der Derian asseris that this
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process results in a hollowing out of political
discourse, with virtual pyrotechnics substi-
tuting for collective deliberation about mat-
ters of war and peace: “[S|omething is lost in
virtuality: not only the possibility but the
very concept of political difference is hol-
lowed out. It stops being a site of negotiation
and becomes a screen for the display of daz-
zling virtual effects, from digital war games
to nattomal party conventions to video-cam-
era bombing” (p. 202). The title of Virtuous
War conveys Der Derian’s warning about
the political pliability of virtual warfare, He
says that with the direct experience of bat-
tlefield carnage emptied lrom media repre-
sentations of actual conflict, it becomes
much easier for war hawks to take the moral
high ground and justily the use ol force by
packaging risk-lree humanitarian missions as
virluous campaigns.

A recent TISS report surveys how the val-
ues, opinions, and perspectives of military
leaders differ from those of their civilian
counterparts (Kohn & Feaver 1994). Part of
this report features Cort Dauber’s public ar-
gument analysis on how differing views of
“casualty shyness™ structures public deliber-
ation and steers policy-making. This analysis
caught Der Derian’s attention—in  Virtuous
War (p. 171), he cites the casualty shyness
portion of the TISS siudy (he calls it “casu-
alty aversion”) to help explain why organi-
zations such as the Institute for Creative
Technologies craft virtuous war narratives
that resonate in the MIME-NET framework
of public debate, Here is one instance of
intellectual traffic crossing the Ceccarellian
“conceplual chiasmus” that bridges argu-
mentation siudics and IR scholarship.

It is illuminating to read Virtuous War
alongside lwo chapters from Croft and Ter-
1iffs Critical Reflections on Security and Change
thal touch on similar topics. In *“Watersheds
in Perception and Knowledge” Craig Dem-
chak describes how rapid advances in mili-
tary technology portend sea changes in war
doctrine and political discourse. The mili-
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tary’s traditional reliance on lethality, reach
and resupply as force multipliers has shifted
to an emphasis on tools that maximize accu-
racy, speed und legitimacy. In this “water-
shed” period of transition, Demchak argues
that new military preferences are bound to
emerge regarding technologies, doctrines
and tactics.

Colin MclInnes® chapter, “Spectator Sport
Warfare,” pursues the entertainment angle
stressed by Der Derian, showing how high-
tech weaponry blurs boundaries between
sporl and war, MclInnes describes how the
“major wars” of the early twentieth century
have given way to more localized conflicts
thal unlold far from the capitols of Western
democracies. With the sense of war’s direct
risk diluted by physical distance, Mclnnes
says cilizens come to experience warfare as
spectators, “located out of harm’s way but
engaged courtesy of the media” (p. 160).
Mulnnes suggests that in this condition, pub-
lic discourse on security mallers comes to
resemble commentary on sporung events,

The suicide hijackings of September, 2001
cast fresh light on the analysis provided in
Demchak and Mclnnes™ chapters. At face
value, McInnes' proposition that war has be-
comie a spectator sporl for Western publics
seerns (0 have crumbled along with the
World Trade Center. Yel closer inspection
ol his argument reveals a nuance—Mcinnes
{reats spectator sport warfare less as a natu-
ralized condition and more of a calculated
strategy pursued by military leaders to en-
hance the legitimacy of their actions. As
such, he anticipates that technologically dis-
advantaged adversaries will resort increas-
ingly to asymmetric strategies of attack that
arc designed to puncture the veneer of vir
tuality by drawing Western spectators di-
rectly into the field of violence:

[TThe West's lead in RMA technologies might lead
encmics 1o adopt “asyimmetrie strategies.” These strat
eypies ure generally aimed not al winuing battles but
al drawing Western societies more rliroc‘l|y into a
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war, through attacks on infrastructure or populations.
In other words the concern about asymmetric strat-
egies is not refated to their direct impact on the
battlefield but 1o their ability to prevent war from
being a spectator sport (p. 160},

Demchak’s analysis also contains elements
that deserve a second look in the post-9/11
milieu. According to Demchak, as the RMA
prepares Western military forces to fight fu-
turistic conflicts that bear litile resemblance
to the “great wars” of the early twentieth
century, the concept of war itself is likely to
underge transformation. Here, (raditional
views of wars as contests beiween state
armies are likely to give way to models
where Western militaries use technological
wizardry (o target specific organizations and
even individual persons: “This ‘repersonaliza-
tion of war’ harkens back to military conflicts
of several centuries ago when the battle goal
was Lo kill the king or the general ... the
battle ended as soon as someone made it up
there |on the mountain] to kill the major
lord” (p. 188). While the current US “war on
terror” is unlikely to end with the capture or
“liquidation” of (sama bin Laden, Dem-
chuk’s observations about the protean nature
of warfare certainly seem to have added sa-
lience in the midst of a conflict where Amer-
ican forces have targeted a terrorist organi-
zation reputed to have havens in over 60
nations. One political complication Dem-
chak sees in u world where military missions
increasingly take on the character of police
actions is that such actions become harder to
track and control via political instruments:
“Under these new definitions, preventive
and highly personalized military actions
which are only possible with information
warfare technologies then become social
corrections ol possible unwanted severe be-
haviours, not war by other means. As such,
such military operations will become more
ubiquitous and more difficull to control by
treaties” (p. 189).
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As the interlocking trends of economic
globalization and political interdependence
gather momentum, stresses on the stale-cen-
tric system of world politics are likely to
mount. [t is a safe bet that leaders of national
governments will find options for effective
unilateral action increasingly scarce in a
twenty-first century milieu where policy
challenges such as environmental protec-
tion, global security, and economic stability
demand new forms of political cooperation,
“With regard to the politicat means and ends
of wraditional grand strategy, the realist and
neorealist days of state-monopolized ‘high
polilics” (sce Morgenthau 1948; Wale 10749)
arc likely numbered, as the rise of nonstate
actors and the emergence ol a global civil
sociely bring the social dimension of world
politics to the fore” (Arquilla & Ronfeldt
1999, p. 56). As defense analysts John Ar-
quilla and David Ronfeldt explain further,
these new conditions warrant a shill away
irom the dominant realpolitik framework of
international relations, toward a neopolitik
approach that locates the engine of world
politics in globally linked communication
itetworks where competing ideas shape the
course ()f evenls.

Although Arquilla & Ronfeldt (2000} sug-
gest that these trends portend a “revolution
in diplomatic affairs,” such a communicative
approach o international relations is less
revolutionary than might appear on first
glance. FEvangelista’s Unarmed Forees shows
how Soviet and US transnational aclivists
forged commnunicative links outside estab-
lished channels ol interstate diplomacy o
shape the Cold War endgame. More recent
examples o such policy-relevant interna-
tonal public sphere activity are documented
in Lynch's State nlerests and Public Spheres,
which details the role of popular dialoguce in
constituting Jordanian securily policy.

These books exhibit the heuristic value of
viewing public argument as a constitulive
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dimension of security policy. Such pubtic
argument-driven sccurily studies might be
enriched by interdisciplinary dialogue that
turns overlapping concepts into productive
points of theoretical synergy. For example,
Risse and Schimmelfennig’s strand of IR
constructivism, which is notable for its em-
phasis on the rote played by rhetoric in shap-
ing foreign policy, draws upon Habermas®
theory of communicalive action [or support.
Yet in the field of argumentation studies,
Habermas® view of rhetoric has been sub-
jeeled 1o vigorous critique—the notion that
rhetoric is litile more than strategic manipu-
lation of audience preferences has been
widely discredited, displaced by thicker ac-
counts that posilion rhetoric as the practical
art of using dialogue Lo reach collective de-
cisions in moments of uncertainty, Theoret-
ical conversation about the dynamics ol rhe-
torical action in inlernational affairs might
take this conceptual divergence as a promis-
ing point of departure.

Another polential point of interfield syn-
ergy converges around the notion of the
“public sphere.” Evangelista and Lynch rely
heavily on public sphere analysis in their
respective projects, and their expansive in-
ternational vision demonstrates the consid-
erable potential of a public argumenl-driven
IR approach. Perhaps cross-pollinating this
critical strategy with public sphere concepts
developed elsewhere could be useful. For
idea  of “counter public
spheres™ has received significant attention

mstance, the
recenlly in the field of communication (Asen
& Brouwer 2001 see also I'elski 1989, Fraser
1989, The notion of “international counter-
public spheres™ has not yet been thematized
in 1R circles. ITowever, it is not difficult 1o
imagine how this theoretical construct could
augment public argumeni-driven accounts ol
international relations. Consider that much
of the transnalioual political debate featured
on the Internet not only challenges official
state policies, but also calls into question the
explicit and tacil norms of communication
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governing debate in formalized international
public spheres of deliberation. To the extent
that such communicative behavior bears a
resemblance to domestic “counter-public
sphere” activity designed to carve out inde-
pendent spaces for discussion in polities
where the official public sphere is insuffi
cienily inclusive, such transnational dialogue
might be perspicuously elucidated  using
counter-public sphere theory.

Ever since Immanuel Kant (1795/1957)
proposed that a global association of repub-
lics linked by a common commitment to free
speech and deliberation might bring “per-
petual peace,” leaders, citizens and scholars
have wondered about the prospect of a
world ordered more by words than weapons.
Kant’s universalist musings seem naively ulo
pian in the present miliew, where the dangers
ol apparently intractable conflicts are height
enod daily by the spread of advanced weap:
ons geared toward mass destruction. But
while Kant’s vision ol “perpetual peace” may
remain an cever-elusive fiction, the growing
salience of transnational deliberation in
world politics is an inescapable fact. The
erosion of nation-state sover('ignly, Sprea(l of
global  communicalion technology, and
rapid development of economic and politi-
cal interdependence are factors that have
combined to change the global landscape
dramatically. The books reviewed in this es-
say show how public argumentation can
have powerful political cachet in this new
landscape, and how technological trends
give rise to new forms of argumentation with
potential o shape events in ways that are
only beginning to be understood.
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