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			Regional Economic Organizations, American Policy after the Arab Spring, Practices and War in Countering Terrorism, Oil as the Path to Institutional Change, Kenya’s Truth Commission, and Missile Defenses and Strategic Nuclear Arms Control

			Prof. Leann Brown draws upon several theoretical literatures and empirical illustrations to explore the subject posed in the title of her article: “Why Regional Economic Organizations Take on Conventional Security Tasks.” After a brief discussion of the literature concerning organizational changes, critical junctures, and crises, she divides the literature of regional organizational change into publications that emphasize (1) structural and other power-related factors, (2) functional needs and institutional factors, and (3) cognitive and constructivist understandings. Dr. Brown concludes that structural and organizational-level factors provide both opportunities for and constraints on decision makers faced with a security threat. However, the decision to transform the regional organization from a predominantly economic actor into a conventional security one is most immediately influenced by decision makers’ perceptions of proximate threat and functional necessity.

			Although rhetorically cordial as ever, the relationship between the United States and Israel underwent key changes in recent years, according to Dr. Khalil Marrar. In “Allies in Flux: American Policy after the Arab Spring,” he argues that with the Obama administration’s “pivot to Asia,” the “Arab-Spring-turned-Winter,” and geopolitical challenges from Russia and China in their respective zones of influence, the United States’ commitments to Israel and other Middle East allies—most notably Saudi Arabia and Egypt—have necessarily evolved under scrutiny and in light of changes in the global and regional strategic terrain. Furthermore, even though American policy remains susceptible to influence from a variety of domestic lobbying and public opinion pressures, international forces have once again proven preeminent in the ultimate American approach to world affairs. Dr. Marrar examines how changes in the prevailing order have trumped America’s commitments to its Middle East allies, most notably Israel, and traces how those alterations supersede and influence domestic politics surrounding foreign-policy decision making in the United States. This approach warrants a larger study, but the author focuses on the effects of the Arab Spring and Winter on the American policy calculus in the Middle East and the subsequent impact on political pressure groups representing Arab and Muslim-
American interests.

			In “A Different Type of War: Practices and War in Countering Terrorism,” Dr. Christopher McIntosh posits that the United States is finding it difficult to successfully end what began as a war on terrorism and what the 2015 National Security Strategy describes as a war on al-Qaeda and its affiliates. He argues that some quality of the enemy has not caused this difficulty; rather, it stems from common practices associated with and expected when one engages in a strategy of war. By employing practice theory to understand US actions, the author identifies areas where challenges have arisen, maintaining that by looking at the normal practices of war for contemporary US strategy, we can begin to see many of the problems facing the United States in terms of finally winning the conflict with al-Qaeda. Specifically, our troubles result from trying to rectify what is normal or expected behavior in a war with what is most effective in addressing the threat posed by this terror organization and its affiliates.

			In an unlikely scenario depicted in their article “Oil as the Path to Institutional Change in the Oil-Exporting Middle East and North Africa,” Prof. Mohammed Akacem and Prof. Dennis D. Miller propose an oil privatization plan whose goal is to transfer oil wealth from the oil Middle East and North Africa governments to the citizens, thereby empowering the latter. The authors argue that oil by itself does not prevent the onset of transparent and accountable democracy. Rather, the lack of sound democratic institutions that enforce property rights, nurture independent judiciaries, and support the rule of law prevents good government from taking hold. Privatization would enable the flow of financial benefits to citizens directly from the extraction of petroleum and natural gas. Governments would then have to tax citizens to gain revenues and would have to clearly justify their expenditures so that citizens would allow reasonable taxation. This shift in power would be conducive to the establishment of democratic institutions that would increase transparency and likely reduce the waste and corruption so endemic in these resource-rich countries. Furthermore, it would foster peace within and between countries by lessening strife among ethnic groups for central control of the oil resources and thus reduce the need for US projection of power into the region.

			Transitional justice and reconciliation measures have been expanded to address widespread social and economic injustices. In “Justice for Economic Crimes? Kenya’s Truth Commission,” Prof. Kimberly Lanegran assesses how Kenya’s Truth, Justice and Reconciliation Commission (2008–13) operationalized its mandate to investigate violations of socioeconomic as well as political rights since 1963, summarizes its findings with particular attention to misallocation of land, and considers the political battle sparked by the report. She concludes that, first, investigating a broad range of human rights crimes can reveal convincing evidence of linkages between economic and political violations. Second, truth commissions, frequently incapable of assessing the veracity of individuals’ testimonies, struggle to precisely identify the nature of the truth they have “found.” Third, commissions’ heavy reliance on existing secondary sources and reports calls into question their unique contributions to justice. Finally, addressing economic violations may provoke vehement political backlash from officials implicated in long-standing and continuing economic violations.

			In “Missile Defenses and Strategic Nuclear Arms Control: Technology and Policy Challenges,” Dr. Stephen J. Cimbala and Dr. Adam B. Lowther argue that the Russian annexation of Crimea and the subsequent destabilization of Ukraine contributed to a downward spiral in US-Russian nuclear arms control, along with disagreements between NATO and Russia over missile defenses deployed in Europe. Nevertheless, opportunities exist for strategic nuclear reductions between the United States and Russia following implementation of the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START). Either incremental or more ambitious post–New START reductions are theoretically possible within the confines of stable deterrence. In practice, modest reductions are more likely to survive the domestic politics of the United States and Russia. Missile defenses are wild cards in the nuclear arms control process, but they are far from game changers in technical terms. Their significance is as incubators of political mistrust—at least in Russia.

			Rémy M. Mauduit, Editor
Air and Space Power Journal–Africa and Francophonie
Maxwell AFB, Alabama
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			Why Regional Economic Organizations Take on Conventional Security Tasks

			Leann Brown, PhD*

			Given the level of intrastate and interstate violence currently plaguing the global arena, few people would dispute that security governance worldwide is insufficient.1 Green Cowles expresses the situation succinctly by noting “a gap between the demand for governance and the supply of governance at the international level.”2 In the immediate aftermath of the Cold War, a proliferation of literature suggested that regional organizations in cooperation with the United Nations (UN) represent the best hope for conflict amelioration around the world. Former UN secretary-general Boutros Boutros-Ghali discussed this idea in terms of democratizing the international community. He believed that regional organizations’ assumption of more responsibility would allow the UN to play a larger role in preventive diplomacy and become the instrument of last resort in conflict resolution. He averred that a multipolar world should be led by a multiplicity of institutions.3 Although the early post–Cold War optimism has been tempered by the scope of security challenges and institutional capacity shortfalls at the global and regional levels, regional organizations have increasingly become mainstays in global security governance. It is difficult to envision a contemporary situation in which a violent conflict would not result in some form of conflict management effort by a regional organization.4 New relationships obtain between states and markets, weakening distinctions between the public and private and between “internal” and “external/regional” security. Most conventional security threats now have the potential to become transnational and regionalized.5 That said, we would do well to recall that the tens of regional organizations are quite diverse in terms of their goals, capacity, and willingness to take on conventional security tasks.6 Why regional economic organizations (REO) decide to assume conventional security roles is an important theoretical and practical concern.

			This article draws upon several bodies of thought to explore this question. Firstly, all organizations are given to inertia and are reticent to change unless forced to do so. Among the organizational change scholarship, the critical junctures and crisis literatures are particularly relevant to considering why and how REOs change when faced with conventional security challenges. Multiple hypotheses and propositions have also been offered within the regional integration and organizations literatures to explain organizational decision making and change. Attempting to bring order to the discussion via categorization, scholars commonly discuss “clusters of factors,” including internal versus external factors, realist versus liberal versus ideational factors, and structural- and power-related factors versus institutional factors, among others.7 After a brief discussion of the organizational change, critical junctures, and crises literatures, this article will follow suit by dividing discussions of regional organizational change literatures into those addressing (1) structural and other power-related factors, (2) functional needs and institutional factors, and (3) cognitive and social factors. It is not possible to provide an exhaustive accounting of factors and discussion regarding each category; however, the article will outline some of the more salient possible explanations for why REOs undertake conventional security tasks. The theoretical and empirical literatures suggest that structural- and organizational-level factors provide opportunities and constraints on regional decision makers faced with a conventional security threat. However, to paraphrase Alexander Wendt, a security threat is what decision makers make of it.8 The decision to transform the REO from a predominantly economic organization into a conventional security actor is most influenced by decision makers’ perceptions of threat and functional necessity. Ideational factors such as humanitarian norms and regional identity are also often employed to legitimate taking on conventional security tasks.

			Theorizing Organizational Change,
Including the Importance of Crises and Critical Junctures

			As noted, once created, formal organizations tend to take on a life of their own and are difficult to transform or destroy. In pursuit of their national and collective interests, states create intergovernmental organizations, after which the organizations, to varying degrees, constrain the creators’ and others’ choices and actions in the present and in the future. Treaties and other formal agreements codify the existence, form, and goals of organizations, reinforcing their stability and continuity by law. Thus, most organizational change is incremental. Such change may be defined as a shift in norms, goals, rules, enforcement procedures, and resource allocation such that different choices and behaviors are possible, encouraged, or constrained.9

			The fundamental goals of REOs, such as promoting economic stability, growth, and integration, persist over time, but regional organizations are susceptible to major change when confronted with new security threats. Jorgen Moller contends that organizational change “is overwhelmingly the result of events or decisions taken during a short phase of uncertainty, in which the relaxation of structural influence on political agents open [sic] up opportunities for a small number of powerful actors to generate lasting institutional change” (emphasis in original).10 Giovanni Capoccia and R. Daniel Kelemen concur that when actors are confronted with an unanticipated security challenge, structural factors constraining their choices are weaker than normal and that unanticipated organizational change can occur.11

			The literatures dealing with these unexpected security issues employ several terms to capture these phenomena, including crises, critical junctures, decision points, turning points, and even unsettled times.12 Crises are defined as threats to the existence and/or fundamental interests of organizations that arise unexpectedly and give decision makers limited time to respond. Crises may be associated with the failure of existing political ideas, norms, and practices as well as a demand and search for alternatives. Security crises require decision makers to lexicographically prioritize conventional security items on their agenda, of necessity may reduce the number of factors they take into account, and legitimate organizational change and political action.13 Given the fear, stress, time pressures, and moral dilemmas involved, the foreign policy literature identifies several departures from instrumental “rationality” that may characterize crisis decision making, including “satisficing,” bureaucratic politics, and “groupthink.”14

			Arising from historical institutionalism, organizational development is conceptualized by the critical junctures literature as characterized by relatively long periods of path-dependent stability punctuated occasionally by brief periods of organizational change. During critical junctures, more significant, long-term change is possible given that the choices close off alternative options and establish practices that generate self-reinforcing, path-dependent processes that are resistant to change. Critical junctures are situations wherein the organizational, political, economic, ideological, and cultural influences on political action are relaxed for a short period of time, resulting in the expansion of possible options available to powerful political actors and making the organizational consequences of their decisions potentially more momentous.15

			James Mahoney defines critical junctures as “choice point[s] when a particular option is adopted among two or more alternatives.” He continues by noting that “once a particular option is selected, it becomes progressively more difficult to return to the initial point when multiple alternatives were still available.”16 This conceptualization emphasizes the importance of human agency and choice: “In many cases, critical junctures are moments of relative structural indeterminism when willful actors shape outcomes in a more voluntaristic fashion than normal circumstances permit. . . . These choices demonstrate the power of agency by revealing how long-term development patterns can hinge on distant actor decisions of the past.”17 Kathleen Thelen and Sven Steinmo concur that “groups and individuals are not merely spectators as conditions change to favor or penalize them in the political balance of power, but rather strategic actors capable of acting on ‘openings’ provided by . . . shifting contextual conditions in order to enhance their own position.”18 That said, structural, organizational, and ideational factors must be taken into account to understand actors’ range of possible options that contribute to organizational change.19 These factors are discussed below as clusters of structural and other power-related factors, functional needs and institutional factors, and cognitive and social factors explicated in the international relations, regional integration, and security literatures.

			Structural and Other Power-Related Factors

			We have suggested that in confrontations with a conventional security crisis, the importance of structural factors may be relaxed in the short term, but realists of various stripes emphasize the importance of structural factors in “shaping and shoving” states’ and intergovernmental organizations’ choices and actions in the anarchic global system.20 Survival needs and national power interests are important to explaining the creation of and subsequent changes in regional organizations. When the state cannot achieve economic and/or conventional security autonomously, it will turn to balancing or bandwagoning in the form of short-term coalitions and alliances, or it will create more long-term arrangements like regional organizations.

			Great powers on the global and regional levels may offer both positive impetus for or impede creation and change in regional organizations. In 1949 Lord Hastings Lionel Ismay, the first secretary-general of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), famously summarized that its purpose was “to keep the Russians out, the Americans in, and the Germans down.” Similarly, “the common interest in alleviating great power pressure remained key” to explaining Denmark, Iceland, Norway, and Sweden’s creation of the Nordic Council in 1952.21 The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) was created in 1967 to offset great-power intervention in the region and to manage Indonesia’s expansionistic tendencies.22 Furthermore, the United States has actively encouraged regional integration in, for example, the case of the European Communities and clearly has served as the target for balancing in the creation of Mercosur.23 Barry Buzan uses the term overlay to refer to one or more external powers moving into the region to suppress the indigenous regional security dynamics. However, regional organizations play a role in conditioning whether and how outside powerful actors are able to penetrate the region.24

			Neorealists understand regionalism as an effort of the most powerful state(s) in the region to manage and simplify the anarchical global system by combining with other states into more or less cohesive groups under its leadership. Each regional power seeks to maximize its wealth and extend its influence; however, territorial aggrandizement has been delegitimated since World War II. The role of the hegemon in these processes has been widely analyzed. Robert Keohane describes hegemony as a “preponderance of material resources,” meaning control and competitive advantage over raw materials, markets, capital, and knowledge and technology.25 Robert Cox adds that hegemony is “dominance of a particular kind where the dominant state creates an order based ideologically on a broad measure of consent, functional according to general principles that in fact ensure the continuing supremacy of the leading state or states and social classes but at the same time offer some measure or prospect of satisfaction to the less powerful.”26 Realists and hegemonic stability theorists argue that clear leadership is vital to the success of regional projects. Uncertain or contested leadership creates instability and undermines regional cooperation. Hegemonic stability relies on the hegemon’s willingness to bear a disproportionate share of the costs of providing collective security, act benignly toward its weaker partners, and support redistribution of the gains of integration. The roles played by Brazil in Mercosur, India in the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation, Nigeria in the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), South Africa in the Southern African Development Community, and the United States in the North American Free Trade Agreement are held up as examples of the importance of hegemonic leadership for regional cooperation. Although contemporary hegemonic projects are vulnerable to charges of “democratic deficits,” hegemons can legitimize their leadership and orchestrate self-serving change if a credible threat is available or can be constructed.27 It is often difficult to discern whether a regional hegemon leads the REO to undertake security tasks in support of regional interests, its own, or some combination of both. Iver Neumann observes succinctly that “perhaps there exists a general tendency for regional great powers to identify the region with their own sphere of interest.”28

			Realists and liberals agree on certain hegemony stability assumptions, but liberals also emphasize the potential importance of systemic factors like complex interdependence, economic globalization, regionalization, and global governance (usually in the form of the UN) as explanations for the creation of and change in regional organizations. While one might conceptualize regional organizations as constituting one aspect of global governance, the creation of regional organizations may to some extent be regarded as a consequence of the failure of global multilateralism, in many instances the failure of the UN to guarantee security.29 In a significant number of instances, regional organizations have taken on security tasks because of the UN’s failure to act. However, the role of the UN in encouraging, supporting, and legitimating such assumption of security functions should not be underestimated.30 The creation or change of regional organizations for the purpose of undertaking new tasks may also provide a model or encouragement for other regions to become more integrated and/or take on additional tasks. However, analyses of structural conditions like globalization and regionalization have difficulty providing detailed insights and explanations of specific actors’ choices and behaviors within the context of discrete security crises. Arthur Stein contends that structure does not determine states’ choices but that structural indeterminacy heightens the importance of bargaining and strategic choice.31 Morten Bøås and his colleagues recommend focusing analytical attention on how actors perceive their security reality and how they seek to deal with it.32

			Functional Needs and Institutional Factors

			Several propositions in the literature relate to instrumental or functional explanations as to why regional economic organizations take on conventional security tasks, including the following: (a) regional decision makers accept the premise that regional economic organizations are the most effective and efficient agents of conflict amelioration; (b) following neofunctionalist (and to some extent historical institutionalist) logic, regional decision makers believe that their economic objectives cannot be achieved without political stability and security in the region (“natural spillover”), and/or the organization’s successful pursuit of economic objectives encouraged decision makers to assume security functions (“cultivated spillover”);33 and (c) regional organizational leaders frame issues in terms of regional rather than national solutions and commonly seek to expand their organizational remit.34 Buzan summarizes these functionalist arguments:

			First is the natural overspill between sectors, second is the way that policy-makers tend to integrate issues into a single security picture, and third, in some places, is the existence of regional institutions that will try to make issues fit within their own geopolitical framework.

			This linkage is particularly clear in the economic sector, where what on the surface appears to be economic regionalism is in fact substantially driven by political and cultural motives; what seems to be economic security is in fact about political stability, military power or cultural conservation. The same logic of linkage and overspill also applies to the environmental sectors, even though its dynamics are rooted in the physical world.35

			Several often-cited, interrelated theoretical advantages of regional organizations’ assumption of security tasks relative to external great powers or the UN include the following:

			1. regional organizations are more effective in conflict amelioration because of their

			in-depth understanding of the conflict while external powers and the international community may have difficulties identifying and understanding the motives and actions of combatants in complex situations;

			2. a shared history, cultural heritage, and regional identity make regional actors’ 

			diplomatic engagement more acceptable to citizens in the contributing states and to combatants and civilians in the country of conflict;

			3. regional organizations have stronger incentives to foster long-term stability 

			because of geographical proximity, the potential for negative spillover from the conflict, and economic interdependence; and

			4. consensus for action may be easier to achieve among members of the regional 

			organization than in the UN with its larger and diverse membership and great-power dominance in the Security Council.

			Each of these arguments for the effectiveness of regional organizations in addressing conventional security issues can be undermined by contextual concerns. Regional organizations may have greater in-depth understanding of a conflict relative to external great powers or the UN, but intimate knowledge and proximity may also convey disadvantages. Neutrality is generally assumed prerequisite for effective diplomatic mediation, and regional organizations’ associations with, intimate knowledge of, and proximity to the conflict may preclude their actual and/or perceived neutrality in the struggle. Mary Spear and Jon Keller assert that “regional organizations tend to be perceived as partial to one side or another in many regional conflicts.”36

			The second argument supporting regional diplomacy also relates to effectiveness and legitimacy issues. Some posit that combatants and the citizenry may find it easier to accept external mediation from regional actors. Paul Diehl writes, “People in governments and regions have a natural affinity with those in that geographic area and an inherent suspicion of what they perceive as outside intervention.”37 It is paramount that all parties trust and accept the diplomatic interlocutors and/or military intervention; otherwise, they can easily become another party among the various warring factions. However, greater legitimacy deriving from a shared culture among regional actors is not available in cases of mixed ethnicity, colonial heritages, and historic enmities.

			At the end of the day, the resources, capacity, and legitimacy of the regional economic organization itself may encourage expanding its agenda to include conventional security concerns. The liberal institutionalist literature explains how, over time, organizational structures may foster reciprocity, reduce incentives to free ride, build trust, and socialize participants to the degree that a common identity is cultivated.38 Michael Barnett and Martha Finnemore add that “[international organizations] can become autonomous sites of authority, independent from the state ‘principals’ who may have created them because of power flowing from at least two sources: (1) the legitimacy of the rational-legal authority they embody, and (2) control over technical expertise and information.”39 However, REOs among less developed countries may lack the material resources, institutional legitimacy, and expertise to take on conventional security missions successfully.

			Cognitive and Constructivist Understandings

			Since the “third debate” beginning in the late 1980s and the subsequent strengthening of constructivist thought in international relations, several variants of cognitive and socially oriented literatures challenging materialist, rationalist, and individualist approaches have emerged to generate understandings regarding REOs’ assumption of conventional security roles.40 These approaches raise ontological questions concerning, for example, the separation of subject and object, structure and agent, “facts” and values, state centrism, and rationalist epistemologies. Rather than accepting ideas, interests, and identities of leaders, states, and REOs as preexisting or given, one conceptualizes these factors as constructed in social interaction. Fredrik Söderbaum writes that “agency is often motivated and explained by ideas, identity, accumulation of knowledge and learning rather than by traditional routines, structural factors or established institutions.”41 Proponents of these perspectives look to ideas, norms, ideology, culture, learning, discourse, and/or identity for understandings as to why REOs undertake conventional security tasks.

			Judith Goldstein and Keohane define norms as principled ideas and beliefs that “translate fundamental doctrines into guidance for contemporary human actions.”42 Norms like economic liberalism, reciprocity, fairness, regionalism, and democracy are embedded in regional economic organizations in the formal and informal processes by which organizations are created and organizational rules are made, implemented, and revised. They are also the foundations legitimating the political processes, organizations, rules, and policies.43 Value and norm consensus is a very powerful source of states’ and other actors’ support for and compliance with organizational rules and policies beyond what rational choice theorists would predict, given the material benefits and costs. A commitment to ideas, values, and norms such as humanitarianism and human rights may encourage regional leaders to take on conventional security tasks when faced with egregious violations of human rights or violence against regional citizens. Bjorn Hettne points out that the powerful values and norms involved are often universal and that the region serves as a temporary platform for promoting universal values like humanitarianism.44

			Ideas, values, and norms interact with power, functionalist, and identity and other cognitive factors as sources of organizational change. Ideational-, value-, and norm-based change occurs when the new ideas coincide with the perceived interests of actors empowered to make decisions. The ideas and norms may solve pressing political problems, shape actors’ perceptions of their interests and the strategies, and legitimate some forms of political action while delegitimating others. Change usually assumes the form of a reinterpretation rather than a complete redefinition of norms. As previously discussed regarding crises, timing is an important consideration in this analysis. A crisis challenging the REO’s ontological security may undermine the legitimacy of its ideational and normative framework and necessitate a search for alternatives.45 Scholarly analysis of the influence of norms must identify their specific aspects that render them politically salient in the time frame when political decisions are being made and ascertain why and how political actors associate particular norms with particular political action.46

			The importance of norms is often discussed in relation to ASEAN’s “ASEAN Way,” which distinguishes it from other regional organizations. Preservation of state sovereignty and noninterference in the internal affairs of partners are paramount norms reiterated in successive formal agreements by the relatively young states. However, the ASEAN Way also includes the Malay cultural practices of consultation (musjawarah) and consensus (mufukat) in problem solving and decision making rather than argumentation and negotiation. If a problem arises, members habitually table the issue and proceed with consultation in other areas. This explicit code of conduct seeks to contain disputes among the disparate member states and, over time, to inculcate the norms into regional standard operating procedures if not a regional identity. Confidence-building measures are the policy instruments of choice, including disseminating military white papers, registering arms and disclosing arms exports, and conducting the routine high-level visits among ASEAN military officials.47

			The importance of norms and identity has also been discussed in relation to ECOWAS’s military intervention in the Liberian civil war in the early 1990s. Emmanuel Kwesi Aning argues that some (continental) African values and norms incline West Africans to undertake the role of “each other’s keeper” based on the need to control unanticipated events. He informs that this response to crisis is based on the African philosophy (in the Akan language) “se wo yondo sese reshye, na se wamoa no andum ogya no a , etra ba wo dea ho,” which articulates an active, positive engagement to assist a neighbor whose hut is on fire to prevent it from engulfing one’s own property. In Swahili, this norm is expressed as “zima moto, usihoji aliyechoma” (first put out the fire, and then sit down to ask who started the fire). The “fire” may refer to actual fire or problems such as internal conflict. The Somalis espouse similar philosophies regarding neighbors: “Guriga ma gadine, jaarkiis baan agay” (if you buy a house, you also “buy” the neighbors); “Walaal ka fog deriska ku dhaama” (better a close neighbor than a distant brother); and “Guryihii usu dhow baa is guba” (the huts close together will be destroyed by fire). These norms diverge significantly from the Westphalian diplomatic and legal norms of state sovereignty and nonintervention.48

			Sufficient evidence to support these normative (African neighborly solidarity, humanitarianism) explanations of the intervention relies on demonstrating that ECOWAS leaders believed that the Liberian conflict required a neighborly response and posed an immediate threat to spreading to neighboring countries—and/or they were moved to act by the violence and humanitarian crisis under way in Liberia. From the beginning, these leaders explained and justified the intervention on humanitarian grounds. Mae King explains that they regarded Liberians as fellow West Africans and that “the wanton destruction of lives and property; the displacement of people and the incidence of starvation were too much to bear for the members to sit idly by and watch.”49 A leading ECOWAS official stated that the organization’s military operation was established “as a result of the seeming concern for the loss of lives and property of fellow Africans. This to my mind remains so. Fellow Africans albeit at a sub-regional level, will continue to feel for their brothers in dire straits like the Liberian debacle.”50

			Constructivists are also interested in how issues become “securitized,” necessitating and legitimating a military response. An issue is securitized via discourse when political, economic, and/or intellectual leaders speak about it in terms of its posing an existential threat to some valued referent and garner the attention of the state, general public, and/or regional actors. Securitized threats necessitate and legitimate extraordinary political measures and actions like the use of force; secrecy; additional powers accruing to the executive, intelligence services and/or military; and other activities that might otherwise be regarded as inappropriate or illegal.51 Buzan informs that perceptions and securitization processes may constitute a “regional security complex,” which is “a set of units whose major processes of securitization, desecuritization, or both, are so interlinked that their security problems cannot reasonably be analyzed or resolved apart from one another.”52 A “regional security complex” falls short of but shares some characteristics with Karl Deutsch’s “pluralistic security community,” discussed below. Bøås and his colleagues contend that West Africa is an empirical example of a regional security complex, but despite the assertions of ECOWAS exponents, it is not a “security community in the making.” Rather, informal networks, conflict, and wars that emerge around and out of these networks serve as the integrating security mechanism in West Africa.53

			Constructivists inform that a “region” (like the “state” and “nation”) is an “imagined community” constituted by juxtaposing identity discourses of the Self and Other/s.54 Regional leaders may or may not consciously envisage creation of the regional organization as the first step toward producing a political identity. However, region builders’ discourse often portrays the regional project as “natural” and offers an ideology of regionalism. Shared histories, cultural similarities, and/or social ties are not in themselves relevant but are made salient by political actors to serve their purposes. Neumann writes that “where a region has been part of a discourse for so long that it is taken as a given fact, the approach can show that structures which may at first sight seem to be inevitably given, will remain so long as they are perceived as inevitably given” (emphasis in original).55 Individuals and groups have no single, static identity—identities are multiple, flexible, and always evolving.56 Identities may be manipulated by political and economic elites, but identity discourses may also “pattern” political interest articulation in nonintentional and unanticipated ways. How the regional identity is constituted may have a major impact on how regionalization proceeds and whether the REO decides to take on conventional security tasks.

			In addition to “region builders” or leaders who seek to create and/or promote an ideology of regionalism (Jean Monnet comes to mind), other internal processes of creating a regional identity or community occur when the organization fosters and promotes communication, the convergence of values and norms, and reciprocity and trust throughout the region. Convergence, socialization, and integration may occur in the economic, political, and security realms such that what Deutsch and his colleagues refer to as a “pluralistic security community” is created. Citizens in such a community share common interests, trust, empathy, and “a sense of community.” They believe “that common social problems must and can be resolved by processes of ‘peaceful change,’ ” defined as “the resolution of social problems, normally by institutionalized procedures, without resort to large-scale physical force.”57 “We” feelings may instigate and legitimate regional military intervention on behalf of fellow citizens. Hettne writes that “crucial areas for regional intervention are the prevention and handling of region-wide natural catastrophes and emergencies, conflict management and conflict resolution and creation of welfare in terms of improved regional balance between different areas.” He opines that collective identity is underestimated in theories of regional cooperation.58 Regional integration commonly attributed to hegemonic leadership based on power asymmetries and dominance may be more related to effective political and/or moral leadership, the acceptance of a common set of norms and ideologies, and/or the construction of a common identity among the hegemon and its subordinates.59

			As was noted, a strong regional identity is likely created in relation to external partial and/or radical “Others.”60 For example, the European Communities’ identity has been forged in relation to its Partial Other (and ally), the United States, and the Soviet Union/Russia—a more Radical Other.61 For several decades, the European Communities sought to distinguish itself from the United States by fashioning its security identity around the Petersberg tasks as a global “civilian power” without a legacy of wars, colonialism, or power aspirations and/or as a “normative power,” leaving the use of heavy military force and compellence to NATO.62 Its strongest and most consistent contributions to security centers around conflict-preventive policies such as preferential trade agreements, financial and technical aid, and bilateral and interregional cooperation.63 Perceptions of an existential threat from a Radical Other heighten awareness of distinctions between the Self and Other and strengthen feelings of community. An often-cited example of an articulation of the power of Partial (the United States) and Radical (the Serbs) Others to strengthen perceptions of the Self is the announcement that “the hour of Europe has dawned” at the end of the war in Slovenia in 1991 by Jacques Poos, foreign minister of Luxembourg and holder of the European Communities Council presidency at the time.64

			Lively debates persist over the degree to which pluralistic security communities can be found outside NATO. Emil Kirchner opines that “Europe’s societies and citizens have not made the transition to a post-national identity that would complement post-Westphalian policy arenas, compellence and protection.”65 However, Kirchner and Roberto Dominquez continue that “the EU [European Union] has successfully created both formal and informal authority structures, enabled states to positively identify with one another in security terms, acted as a socializing agent both for its members and for aspirants and non-members in the region, and encouraged normative notions of good and democratic governance” [emphasis added]. . . . There is deep amity derived from collective identity where the regional norms have been internalized and the security dilemma has been superseded.”66 Internal threats have been eliminated within a pluralistic security community, and when an external threat emerges in the “neighborhood” or farther afield, regional economic organizations cum pluralistic security communities face fewer obstacles to taking on conventional security tasks.

			Conclusions

			This study has reviewed some literatures associated with why regional economic organizations assume conventional security tasks. This inquiry is important because intrastate and interstate conflicts persist in the absence of effective global security governance. Several organizational-structure and resource-based impediments prevent the UN from providing robust conflict amelioration, and regional organizations are increasingly called upon to step into the breach.

			Theory and illustrative empirical cases make clear, however, that intergovernmental organizations are slow to change and only do so abruptly when confronted with some form of “crisis.” This article has explored several systemic-level factors such REOs’ need or desire to balance or bandwagon hegemonic interests and leadership; however, when decision makers face a crisis, structural factors are relaxed in the short term, and they have more agency to act on their own interests, norms, perceptions, and identities.

			The second cluster of factors considered is functional and institutional in nature. Several propositions relate to why regional organizations are likely more effective and efficient in conflict amelioration relative to the larger UN. The fact that states in the region are immediately vulnerable to both the spread of violence and negative economic consequences of conflict in the region provides strong incentives for regional leaders to take on the challenge of amelioration. REOs may undertake conventional security tasks on the assumption that their original goals of economic cooperation and growth cannot be attained in a conflict-ridden milieu. A significant deterrent to REOs’ assumption of conventional security tasks in less-developed countries is their lack of military assets relative to more developed countries and the UN. In these instances, regional leaders may prefer assistance from external great power(s) or the UN to deal with the security threat and take on the security tasks only when external assistance is not forthcoming.

			The final cluster of factors considered to contribute understanding to why REOs may undertake conventional security tasks relates to cognitive and social factors as espoused in the constructivist literature—including norms, discourse, and identity. Scholars of various stripes concur that consensus regarding and commitment to values and norms is a powerful factor that prompts actors to undertake behaviors inexplicable within rational materialist calculations. The most salient example of this norm is humanitarianism.

			The constructivist literature has much to offer with regard to how “regions” are imagined, how issues become “securitized,” what the concept of regional security complexes entails, and how regional identities may be created to the extent that regional citizens trust, feel sympathy, and share common interests, making violent conflict virtually impossible. “We” feelings are sufficiently strong that a security challenge to one is regarded as a threat to all. Scholars agree that although members of NATO and the European Union offer evidence of a pluralistic security community relative to internal threats, only in the last 20 years has the European Union approached this level of integration relative to external threats.

			One can make the case that each cluster of factors interacts to provide understanding of why REOs decide to take on conventional security tasks, but structural- and organizational-level factors offer opportunities and constraints on regional decision makers faced with conventional security threats. However, to repeat the earlier Wendt paraphrase, a security threat is what decision makers make of it.67 The decision to transform the REO from a predominantly economic organization into a conventional security actor is most immediately influenced by decision makers’ perceptions of threat and functional necessity. Other ideational factors such as humanitarian norms and regional identity may also be employed to legitimate taking on conventional security tasks. The circumstances and mix of factors associated with each empirical case varies, and in-depth analyses will yield a case-specific matrix of explanations and understandings.
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