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ABSTRACT

The pulling nature of crises on the ‘frontiers’ stimulates Western interventionism
focused on state building. This interventionism is fundamentally dependent upon

_ collaboration with indigenous politics and ‘collaborative systems’, the relationships
linking interventionist actors with indigenous ones, determine its structure and
dynamics. State building interventions rely on collaborative systems because they
define the interface of the external forces of the intervening power with indigenous
politics. Unless the energy and resources of the intervening power can be translated and
internalised into terms of indigenous politics, the intervention will be unable to achieve
its state building goals. Presently, Western states are both failing to build appropriate
collaborative systems and to manage their collaborative partners. However, if Western
states can improve their approach to and implementation of collaboration with
indigenous politics, they can better manage insecurity on the frontiers through state-

building interventionism.
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INTRODUCTION: LIFE IN A FRONTIER

Smoke chokes the horizon. The sun is but a dulled orange spot, vainly trying to prod
through the billowing clouds of dark sooty ash. The small, decrepit town lining the
banks of the muddy river is eerily quiet after the violence that has just swept through it.
The residents, those who remain, stay in their homes. The town has been transformed
into a heavily defended garrison of the army. ‘Locked and loaded’ soldiers man
machinegun posts at key intersections, patrols roam along the outskirts, and pick-up
‘technicals’ with machine guns and heavy trucks with cannons pace the main road. The
smoke, initially from the scores of huts and buildings burnt in the recent ethnic violence,
is now coming from grass fires along the town’s perimeter. The army is burning clear

lines of fire in case the town is again attacked by rebels.

As this scene unfolded itself in front of me one late afternoon in 2003, on Christmas of
all days, I reflected to myself how seemingly archaic it was. I had spent the day
counting burnt huts, 342 all told, in order to help start providing emergency relief to
those displaced by the fighting. While going through the general mechanics of
preparing emergency relief distributions as an aid worker for the United Nations, I could
not help but question how this could all be going on in the 21% Century. What, with all
its hype of globalisation, democracy, human rights, civil society, international law and
justice, and on an on with the metaphysical myopia of an era intent on the future, but

forgetful that not all proceeds at the same speed in the march forward of ‘progress’.

The small town of Gambella is in the far west of Ethiopia, inhabited mostly by the
indigenous Nilotic peoples who also populate southern Sudan. It also has a significant
presence of ‘highlanders’, those Ethiopians who are lighter in complexion and come
from the central plateaus of Ethiopia. Even when relatively peaceful, the region of
Gambella is as impoverished and marginal as you are likely to find anywhere in the
world. In Gambella town, the capital, there are no paved roads, no private cars, no
running water, only sporadic electricity, a single miserably lacking hospital, a couple
simple schools, and for all intents, very little ‘development’ in any sense of that word.
The countryside is even more basic, with life by the local tribes continuing in most ways

as it has for generations, as rural subsistence farming and herding societies.



During the length of time that I lived there, the region was plunged into anarchic
violence. As a foreigner, it was hard to understand what was happening. It must have
been hard even for a local. There was much violence between the region’s two major
tribes, the Nuir and Anuak. There was also significant in-fighting between the clans and
sub-clans of the Nuir. Even more violence occurred between one tribe, the Anuak, and
the so-called highlanders. This manifested itself into open combat between Anuak
militants and the Ethiopian army, which had largely failed, obviously, to instil order

upon the border region.

The state is a very loose conception in Gambella. The region’s government has very
little effective administrative control over the area. There are government buildings,
and even the odd government worker, but the government has in many ways little real
presence. What government does exist is limited to a superficial level; there might be a
‘local administration office’ or a ‘police post’ but little cause and effect emanating from
such places. Indeed, even the presence of the army is itself more through manning
‘outposts’ and occasional patrols through ‘the bush’ than in maintaining a long-term
presence where they are able to assert a monopoly on violence. In the state’s stead,

traditional power and cultural structures are still very influential.

Sitting on the bank of the river in Gambella town on that smoky Christmas afternoon, I
was left pondering to myself that this part of the world really was a ‘frontier’. It
literally was the ‘Wild Wild West’ of Ethiopia. It always had been. Even the
highlanders were Ethiopians from the central highlands who had been ‘sent forth’ by the
Emperor Menelik to assert his claims to the western frontier region, populated by ‘black
Afticans’, as part of his imperial expansion of the Abyssinian Empire in the late 19"
Century. Gambella town itself had in turn been conceded temporarily to the British in
colonial Sudan as a frontier trading post while the Abyssinian Empire still formally

controlled the region.

It appeared to me that in many ways, had I been a British colonial officer a hundred
years previous, I would have seen many of the same attributes in the region as presently

existed. There was very little real government presence, opposing tribesmen fought



pitched battles, bandits ambushed convoys on the region’s few dirt roads, and the
‘Ethiopian’ army from the central government had small garrisons here and there and
fought periodic skirmishes with an incomprehensible array of local armed groups- from
rebels, to tribesmen, bandits, and local militias. All the while the resident herders and
farmers largely continued their traditional way of life along the region’s riverbanks and
across its grassy plains. They were periodically interrupted by traders with wares of

clothing or farm tools or the proselytizing of Christian and Muslim missionaries.

Of course there were some differences too; for one thing, myself. Although few in
number, the couple resident foreign aid workers played a disproportionately large role
in the socio-economic welfare of the region, largely because of its lack of effective
governance. Furthermore, there was a Western Union money transfer office, pumping
in money from the diaspora communities of the Anuak and Nuir tribes in America and
Australia, probably the region’s biggest source of income. The Malaysian multinational
corporation Petronas was prospecting in the region, hoping to start drilling for oil and
pumping it out to the economies of Asia. Western advocacy groups such as Human
Rights Watch were soon visiting, searching for alleged human rights abuses by the
Ethiopian government. Refugee camps supported by the international community

hosted large populations of those displaced by the neighbouring countries’ wars.

[t may all seem rather clichéd for somebody not sitting on the same river bank, sweating
under the clouds of smoke wondering if, indeed when, the shooting would start again.
To me, Gambella was very much an actual ‘frontier’ in every sense of the word as I
understood it. There around me was a violent, wild land full of rebels, bandits, army
soldiers, missionaries, traders, and spear toting tribesmen and all without much notion
‘of what we would now call a ‘state’. Modern ideas and technologies played a
significant role in the region’s dynamics, preventing a complete reversion to a timeless
history. Things such as AK-47s, political parties, global telecommunications and mass
media, and the very real idea of an ‘Ethiopian federal government’ (however limited it
may have been in reality), played driving roles in the region’s politics. Furthermore,
although isolated, Gambella had a lot of contact with the outside world. It was tapped
into international financial flows, the oil economy that drives the modern world,

international civil society, and the humanitarian aid world of NGOs and the UN. The



violence of the region also had profound ramifications for its neighbours, both with the
rest of Ethiopia and across to Sudan and further afield. The movements of rebel forces,
illegal arms, and refugees all meant that Gambella’s problems were also her neighbours,

whether they wanted them or not.

The provocations of Gambella were not the only time I had thought of modern frontiers.
I always had complaints about the simplicity of using terms such as ‘failed states’,
which seemed so limited in their conceptualisation because they did not inherently take
into account in any nuanced way the interaction that such places, as anarchic as they
are, have with the outside world through globalisation, the driving reality of our time. It
seemed to me- after working in states including Afghanistan, Sudan, Liberia, East
Timor, Myanmar and the Democratic Republic of Congo- that there was much room for
further academic debate about these two pressing realities, namely of globalisation and
anarchic places where the state never really existed or has largely collapsed, and how

these two realities interfaced with and shaped one another.

A second crucial theme from my time in frontiers was that as outsiders, we in the West
are only responding to crises in the periphery of our modern world. That may seem
rather obvious, but to many Westerners, especially within the humanitarian aid and
foreign policy worlds, the understanding is very much that the West is driving most
conflicts in one way or another and can hence significantly shape and resolve them.
While many crises in the developing world, especially on the frontiers, have certainly
been compounded or even provoked to some extent by external powers, fundamentally
the crises, such as the one in Gambella, are products of local dynamics and are
undertaken by local people. We can only but respond to them. To think otherwise is to
be myopically pretentious; we do not live there, we just come and go as suits our own
Western interests. No matter how important we think our role is, we are always but

outsiders with a relatively superficial presence.

This leads into a third theme that has long resonated with me based on my experiences
working in conflict zones. Whatever we try and achieve as outsiders, be it anything

from a simple emergency aid project to trying to create a new government after a civil



war, can only really be accomplished through ‘collaboration’ with locals. Again, this is
a fairly seemingly obvious point, but not so much so when you talk with many of the
aid workers of the world, neo-conservatives in Washington or even the federal
government of Ethiopia. When working in Gambella, it was always important for me to
remember that although I as a foreigner had access to relatively large amounts of
resources and many ideas that T wanted to share, whatever I did required the support and

active participation of local people.

Watching the smoke swirl above Gambella, I decided to write my PhD thesis about
these frontiers, an idea confirmed when visiting weak and failed states, most of which
have seen foreign interventions. They are what will be called ‘frontiers of insecurity’,
the actual areas of anarchy in the periphery and the contact that occurs there through
globalisation with the rest of the world. Furthermore, feeling frustrated about what
seemed to be mostly failed attempts by outsiders to really help bring more stability to
such troubled areas, but also to mitigate our own security problems resulting from them,
this thesis hopes to shed some humble light on better explaining why we respond to
these frontiers and given that, how we can better respond through improved
collaboration with locals- those who really make all the difference for the long-term.
This is what an emphasis on collaboration is meant to highlight: the West must
appreciate indigenous culture and political systems and the possibilities for

collaboration with them more before anything else can be accomplished.



CHAPTER 1: ON FRONTIERS AND COLLABORATION

At the centre of late-Victorian imperialism in Africa lies an apparent
paradox. The main streams of British trade, investment and migration
continued to leave tropical Africa practically untouched; and yet it was
tropical Africa that was now bundled into the empire. There is a striking
discrepancy of direction here between the economic and imperial arms.
The flag was not following trade and capital; nor were trade and capital as
yet following the flag. The late-Victorians seemed to be concentrating their
imperial effort in the continent of least importance to their prosperity.

- Robinson and Gallagher'

While globalisation has spurred the global economy to grow manically over the past
several decades, this growth has largely been concentrated in North America, East Asia
and Europe. Concomitantly, in the post-Cold War era the international political
discourse has most often focused upon the ‘rise of China’, the continuing integration
and expansion of the European Union, the never ending Israel-Palestine conflict, the
emergence of Russia as an energy dynamo, and the unipolar primacy of the United
States. However, since the conclusion of the Cold War, Western states have been
directly involved in interventions spread from Haiti and Liberia to Afghanistan,
Cambodia, East Timor and as far as the Solomon Islands. A casual observer of these
developments must surely be left pondering the ‘apparent paradox’ of such keen
Western involvement in what can only be reasonably concluded as remote and
outwardly petty locales relative to the major flows of the global economy and the power

structures of the international system.

And yet, why are Western military forces and political agents currently active in such
economically and politically marginal states as Liberia, East Timor and Haiti? Liberia,
by example, is surely of little economic interest in the grand scheme of economic
globalisation compared to the giants of America, Europe and Asia, offering little more
than a single dilapidated Firestone rubber plantation to the world. Even aside from their
ostensible marginality to the narratives of post-Cold War politics and economics, why is
it that this Western interventionism has not been particularly successful in any case? By
example, when the government of Afghanistan controls less than a third of the country
after six years of Western interventionism and the DR Congo continues to exhibit nearly

the same horrendously high mortality rates as it did during its official civil war from



1997-2002 despite a United Nations peacekeeping mission being present for over five
years, there are clearly major challenges for achieving ‘progress’ in such locales. Itis to
these conundrums that this thesis seeks to offer greater clarity through its analysis on

‘frontiers’ and ‘collaboration’.

1.1: The nexus of weak and failed states and globalisation

With the conclusion of the relatively simple bi-polar superpower conflict that was the
Cold War, the ambiguities emerging in its stead for the international systefn were
profound. Joyful initial pronouncements of a ‘new world order’ of collective security
were quickly juxtaposed against a foreboding sense that there was rather a ‘coming
anarchy’. What was soon apparent to all was that conventional wars between states
were not to be as driving a concern as previously. And indeed, the post-Cold War era
has been most defined as experiencing a “problem of the state”, witnessing the rise of
intra-state wars in the most peripheral states of the international system.? Moreover,
other issues- such as terrorism, drugs and human trafficking, the small arms trade, and
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) proliferation- assumed greater prominence as

newly defined ‘non-traditional security’ issues.

The process of decolonisation was assumed to have created a universal states system,
yet in reality there were still numerous sovereignties defined by weak or non-existent
governmental control over geographic territories. It was to the presence of these weak
and failed states and their centrality to so many increasingly important non-traditional
security concerns that greater prominence was given to for defining the post-Cold War
strategic doctrines of Western states. Initial post-Cold War thinking had assumed that
such states could be left to the humanitarian care of the aid agencies or in exceptionally
dire situations, responded to through so-called humanitarian interventions. The ‘new
interventionism’ of the immediate post-Cold War era- in Cambodia, Somalia, and the
former Yugoslavia- represented a substantive break from Cold War interventionism,
notably in that other rationales, then articulated most commonly as humanitarian, could

supplant the state-centric ‘peacekeeping’ of the Cold War era.?

And yet, as the 1990s progressed, and culminating in the 9/11 terrorist attacks in the US,

there was a realisation that because of globalisation, weak and failed states are a direct
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problem for international security because aggressive non-state actors can directly
threaten states in ways that only other states could in the past. Overall, the most
worrying feature of the post-Cold War environment has been the “encroachment of

chaos on the civilized world.”*

No longer was it possible to ignore anarchy and chaos on the extreme margins. 9/11
was especially significant as it showed that even the world’s sole superpower was
vulnerable to attacks stemming from the weakest of states and hence it “re-ignited [a]
strategic interest in the periphery.”S Jeffrey Herbst highlighted this point when he noted
the “contradiction of states with only incomplete control over the hinterlands but full
claims to sovereignty was too fundamental to remain submerged.”® Christopher
Clapham noted of the post-Cold War ‘new Africa’ that it would resemble its pre-
colonial origins in that it would be defined by “zones of reasonably effective:
government interspersed with ones in which anything readily identifiable as a ‘state’ is

hard to discern.”’

While Africa has had a disproportionate share of weak and failed
states, Clapham’s imagery can be applied to the world more broadly as evinced from
such conflict-prone states as Afghanistan, East Timor, the Balkans, Columbia, Haiti and

Cambodia.

Michael Ignatieff once famously wrote that 9/11 highlighted of the post-Cold War
world that there had been “a general failure of the historical imagination.” Namely, the
international community, and especially the Western states, did not fathom that there are
still “border zones... where barbarians rule and from where, thanks to modern
technology, they are able to inflict devastating damage on the centres of power far
away.”  Given these ‘border zones’, a defining context of the post-Cold War
international system was the presence of what can be more aptly termed, seemingly
archaic but still decidedly true, as ‘frontiers’- the major contextual theme of this thesis.
Simply put, the world, and especially the West, was forced to answer the question of
how to respond to an anarchical frontier- a question it had thought it had answered

through decolonisation.

Indeed, the questions of how, in an era of globalisation framed against the unfinished

process of establishing a truly state-based international system, such anarchy could best
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be responded to have been difficult to answer. Taking action against anarchy in the
frontiers is a timeless human need. Historically, as Barnett Rubin ‘commented, stronger
states have consistently “intervened along their peripheries to establish politically
acceptable forms of order... to stabilise relations with unruly peoples on their
frontiers.”'® The primary challenge of this presently has been that in an era where
imperialism as an ideology is dead, the means to establishing ‘politically acceptable
forms of order’ are fraught with difficulty and hesitation. Charges of ‘neo-colonialism’
sting bitterly to Western states and are compounded by a reluctance to engage in any

type of warfare that could be considered an act of aggression.

With “post-Cold War battlefields [that are] localized but savage”'!, Western states
driven by a growing sense of human rights norms, bounded by tactics defined largely
for conventional warfare, and somewhat naively believing in the universality of their
political ideologies and moral parameters are wary of finding themselves involved in
‘foreign adventures’. Overall, this leads them to show little willingness to engage in
interventionist forays, especially when the context of globalisation has raised the
general question of whether physical geography even still matters. Zygmunt Bauman
has, for example, argued that “the global space has assumed the character of a frontier-
land.”'? He goes on to argue that presently, the “frontier-land cannot be plotted on any

map; it is not a geographical notion anymore.”13

In an era of globalisation, many doubt that physical space matters particularly much.
This is because technology arguably makes space and distance increasingly irrelevant
because there is now only one ‘global space’ rather than the ‘territories’ of the past.
The most cited example of this has been critiques of the US’ ‘war on terror’. After
9/11, many commentators on the Left challenged that the US’ response, decidedly
misguided, was to attack two states following the actions of one shadowy, network
dispersed non-state actor. One commentator argued, by example, that “the Bush
Administration chose...to fight a familiar enemy whose face and address it knew”,
namely a sovereign state, rather than engage al-Qaeda in a global space defined as a

frontier-land. '
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While there has been an interesting academic debate as to whether geography still
matters, it nonetheless leaves policy makers working to understand how peripheral
chaos relates to globalisation and what ramifications that has for security in the West.
The consistent theme of the post-Cold War era has been that interventionism focused on
‘state-building’ is the required response to peripheral insecurity, i.e. to frontiers. And,
indeed, it is hard for even the most devout post-modern geographer to argue that
Afghanistan was irrelevant to the attacks in New York and Washington DC. While 9/11
may have catalysed the realisation that peripheral anarchy can cause horrendous
outcomes for the West, it did not clearly identify the best forms that state building

interventionism should take.

Post-Cold War interventions have focused on strengthening the governments of weak
and failed states through providing them with a liberal-democratic framework of
governance. Primarily this has been through military means, mostly utilising the
multilateral forces of the United Nations, but also on occasion those of ‘coalitions of the
willing’ composed of several states or funnelled through a regional organisation. Under
these broad parameters there has been much confusion and debate as to what more
precise modalities should be developed for state building interventionism. Issues such
as multilateralism versus unilateralism, whether pre-emption can be justified, the value
of self-determination, the types of force that can be applied, and what norms and values

should be applied, notably those of democracy, have been heatedly deliberated.

The results of this operational hesitance and conceptual ambiguity have been poor
practical knowledge about how to undertake state building interventionism. The United
Nations, as a prime example, still does not have a peacekeeping doctrine despite the
exceptional rise in its own interventionism."> Tt should be qualified that this was
somewhat understandable in the initial post-Cold War era as the UN literally had no
previous experience undertaking missions “when there was no government with which

to negotiate.”'®

While this was forgivable initially, lacking appropriate doctrines to
function in new contexts serving new purposes has certainly been a major challenge

over the longer-term.
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Overall, interventionism during the post-Cold War era aimed at state building has not
been particularly successful at stabilising the extreme periphery. This has resulted from
the hesitance to define frontiers as security interests, the reluctance to engage in
anything resembling ‘imperialism’, and disputes over what form interventionism should
take. From Haiti to East Timor, the Balkans, Cote D’Ivoire, Afghanistan, and the
Solomon Islands, Western military interventions have dragged on with ambiguous
progress being achieved towards greater stability while other missions have outright

collapsed, often spectacularly at times, such as in Somalia, Liberia and Sierra Leone.

1.2: Literature review

In the post-Cold War era there has been significant academic analysis trying to
understand whether there was to be a ‘new world order’ or a ‘new world disorder’. In
its endless confusion, the era has lacked a seminal “Article X” such as that by George
Kennan defining the strategic geopolitical parameters of the Cold War environment. In
its stead there have been countless thematic approaches focusing on a ménage of often
isolated or only loosely connected emphases ranging from globalisation, empire, state

building interventionism, and even ‘new wars’.

One of the most provocative intellectual pieces of the 1990s was an essay by Robert
Kaplan entitled The Coming Anarchy, which he followed with a book, The Ends of the
Earth. Kaplan’s central tenet was that poverty and anarchy on the periphery were
increasing to such an extent that they were soon to become defining attributes of the
international system. His argument was novel in that it took a more holistic approach
than most International Relations-oriented work, which usually focuses on mere
politics. Resource scarcity, environmental degradation, demographic booms, crime
waves, and weak governments have coalesced to create a socio-political environment of
significant insecurity, namely becoming ‘frontiers of anarchy’. Essentially, these
attributes compose such a tide of forces that an international system based upon states is
gradually eroding and there is hence a need to “remap the political earth.” In this way,
West Africa is representative of a general trend:

... the withering away of central governments, the rise of tribal and regional
domains, the unchecked spread of disease, and the growing pervasiveness of
war. West Africa is reverting to Africa of the Victorian atlas... ‘blank’ and
‘unexplored’.
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Kaplan notes that while a small minority of humanity will live a Fukuyama-esque ‘post-
historical’ existence of democratic stability and capitalist abundance, the vast majority
will be “stuck in history, living in shantytowns where attempts to rise above poverty,
cultural dysfunction, and ethnic strife will be doomed by a lack of water to drink, soil to
till, and space to survive in.” The localisation of politics and violence is the inevitable

113

consequence of these ‘coming anarchy’ developments, whereby “‘national defense’ may
in the future be viewed as a local concept” and individuals seek protection through
families, clans, and tribes. Ultimately, Kaplan concludes his endeavour to map the
future political world, “The future map... will be an ever-mutating representation of

chaos.”

A further influential work has been The Pentagon’s New Map by Michael Barnett.
Barnett’s work gained note because it was one of the first to strongly articulate the
strategic parameters of the post-Cold War environment. Specifically, he focused on
states composing the “non-integrating gap”, those “largely disconnected from the global
economy and the rule sets that define its stability.”!” Furthering this main contention,
Barnett argued that “globalization’s uneven spread... delineated more than just a
frontier separating the connected from the disconnected- it marked the front lines in a
struggle of historic proportions.”'® This struggle inside the ‘gap’ has primarily required
the US and her allies to attempt to expand economic globalisation and neo-liberal

governance.

Another important work is Robert Cooper’s The Breaking of Nations. In it he argued
that a defining characteristic of today’s “divided world” is the presence of a “pre-
modern world: the pre-state, post-imperial chaos” of states such as Somalia,
Afghanistan and Liberia.'* While in the past, peripheral chaos would often be ignored
because of the benefits of distance, today this is no longer possible because the “zone of
danger and chaos” interconnects with the rest of the world through globalisation.?’
While “homeland defence begins abroad”, the Western world has had a difficult time
engaging in such an endeavour.’ Fundamentally, in the present era “the imperial urge
is dead... [and] because none of us sees the point of empires, we have often chosen

chaos.”®
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What is interesting about these three works, amongst many others with similar themes,
is their attempt to articulate how peripheral anarchy exists, namely in weak and failed
states, and the responses to it. Rather than simply adhere to the label of ‘weak and
failed states’, the literature has tended to identify peripheral areas of anarchy more
broadly within a general understanding of their existence as weak and failed states.
Essentially, this peripheral anarchy has been given countless names, albeit assigning
different dynamics and causalities to it. From Kaplan’s ‘frontiers of anarchy’, Barnett’s
‘gap’ and Cooper’s ‘pre-modern states’, many others have also tried to define those
zones in the periphery that have assumed such prominence since the end of the Cold
War. The purpose of this naming has been to capture their deeper meaning, notably
how they are perceived and what conditions exist in them, rather than to leave them as

relatively dry, hollow terms- ‘weak and failed states’.

A key theme in this work is the ostensible detachment of these areas from the core,
stable areas of the international system, notably the West. As early as 1991, Stanley
Hoffman was interested in “New World Disorder” based on chaos in the Third World.
By 1993 Max Singer and Aaron Wildavsky were already writing of juxtaposed “zones
of peace” and “zones of turmoil”. This initial interest has been expanded on by many
authors subsequently. Michael Ignatieff, for instance, argued that “beyond the zone of
stable democratic states... there are border zones” of the periphery.”> Michael
Vatikiotis has written of the “restive margins” of Southeast Asia, such as Papua New
Guinea and Myanmar.?* Robert Kaplan, in addition to ‘frontiers’ has framed his
coming anarchy as stemming from the international system’s “marginal areas.””

Linking all of these illustrations is their extremely peripheral nature and hence

detachment from the ‘progressing’ core.

A second key theme is authors attempting to conjure through their descriptions the key
attribute of such places, the lack of strong governance associated with sovereign
statehood. Speaking of Africa, Christopher Clapham noted the rising prominence of
“borderlands and zones of shifting control and areas altogether beyond the realm of
statehood.”*® Cooper’s usage of ‘pre-modern states’ identified them as states that have
not yet achieved the ‘modern’ status of strong government and industrialised
economies. In its policy papers, the US government has placed its emphasis on

9927

identifying “ungoverned areas and areas with the “absence of effective
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governance.”28 In general, many academics have striven to highlight “unsatisfactorily

governed locations”, as Marcus Fielding termed them.”

A third major theme of the literature has been in defining anarchic peripheral areas
using assorted adjectives for turbulence and unrest. Throughout the 1990s the term ‘arc
of crisis’ was prominent in US strategic literature, with the Pentagon utilising the term
to describe the broader Middle East while Australia called those areas of Southeast Asia
and Oceania problematic to it an ‘arc of instability’. William Reno argued the existence
of “disorderly areas™’, Chester Crocker focused on a “vast zone of transition and
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turbulence™’ and Lucile Carlson articulated the presence of “zones of friction” and
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“trouble spots. Furthering these sentiments was Mark Berger who wrote of
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“instability, terrorism, and criminality in marginalised regions™”, and Eric Hobsbawn

who labelled them as “areas of turmoil and humanitarian catastrophe.”*

In addition to the broad literature focused on defining the peripheral anarchy of weak
and failed states, there has been much work focused on empire and imperialism. This
literature has sought to identify how and why the West has responded to peripheral
anarchy through interventionism in the post-Cold War era. Michael Ignatieff’s work,
Empire Lite, has been notably provocative. In it he argued of the need to respond to the
“danger zones” of the periphery precisely because their instability posed direct security
risks to the West and that renewed imperialism, albeit ‘lite’ in nature, is the means

chosen.*’

In the wake of 9/11, there was much interest in Washington over calls for a return to
imperialism to impose order on disorderly states such as Afghanistan, notably by
prominent ‘neo-conservatives’ such as Sebastian Mallaby and Max Boot. The calls for
specifically ‘liberal imperialism’ have been strong, with Deepak Lal, for instance,
arguing it was necesséry to “promote that globalization which leads to modernity.”®
The British historian Niall Ferguson has been one of the most prolific champions of an
assertive US Empire following in the footsteps of the British to push stability, arguing
that “empire is more necessary in the twenty-first century than ever before.”” This is

because it is needed to maintain global order, in the form of institutionalised rule of law

18



and effective administration over states, as well as to expand economic globalisation-

namely free trade, capital movements and migration.®

A third major emphasis in the International Relations literature has focused on
interventionism as the response to weak and failed states. This literature is rather
expansive in its gamut of analysis; indeed, it has developed as a major sub-field of
International Relations. It has evolved as notions of interventionism have developed.
For instance, ‘humanitarian intervention’ received extensive analysis in the 1990s from
academics such as Nicholas Wheeler. This work focused mostly on the moral and
ethical dimensions of humanitarianism and framed much of its discourse around the
challenges of Western states’ ‘right to protect’ endangered individuals versus the norm
of state sovereignty. Additionally, during the 1990s, academics such as William
Zartman and Chester Crocker focused on analysing the difficulties of state building in
weak and failed states more generally than only through Western interventionism. This
literature expended great efforts on analysing both the causes of state weakness and the

possible responses to it, from improved economic aid through to military intervention.

Following 9/11, the interventionism literature narrowed to emphasise the °‘state
building’ activities of military interventions, especially as defence policies increasingly
placed emphasis on the ‘absence of effective governance’ in locales such as
Afghanistan. Stuart Eizenstat, Tonya Langford, and Andrea Kathryn Talentino,
amongst other academics, placed much prominence on the roles interventionists could
and should play, ranging from the fairly benign ‘peacekeeping’ of monitoring peace
agreements through to ‘peacemaking’ and ‘peace-enforcing’ whereby interventionists
could apply force against ‘peace spoilers’ such as warlords and militias. Furthermore,
academics, such as Michael Doyle and Francis Fukuyama, placed their analytical
emphasis on the mechanics of state building, such as on the institutionalisation of
governance. Additionally, other academics such as James Dobbins, Kimberly Marten,
and Robert Orr focused more on the foreign policy aspects of state building
interventionism, especially as regards the US as the sole superpower. Much of this
work attempted to provide an intellectual framework for guiding the US response to
9/11, building upon the experiences learned from state building exercises in the Balkans
and Africa in the 1990s.
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Gaps in the literature

Overall, there has been an immense body of literature which has sought to define the
key dynamics of the post-Cold War era by placing an emphasis on weak and failed
states on the international system’s periphery and appropriate responses to them.
However, despite the volume of literature on these topics, there are still gaps within it

that allow for further research to be worthwhile.

The first major gap in the literature is that it does not consistently define the context of
where interventions are occurring and subsequently whether or not they succeed in
achieving their goals. As has just been illustrated, there appears to be a general
sentiment that presently anarchy ‘out there’ affects security in the West. Many names
have been applied to move beyond simplistically using the label ‘weak and failed
states’. This is necessary because it is essentially a misnomer to simply leave labelling
them as ‘states’ because by definition they lack the ‘empirical sovereignty’ so crucial to
delineating actual states. Furthermore, keeping the term only as ‘weak and failed’ states
does nothing to explain other than the fact that they have weak governance structures,

not what that means more broadly for the rest of the world.

However, while it is useful to move beyond the limiting notion of weak and failed states
to try and define such areas in a more useful manner, i.e. more explanative for
understanding what attributes define these places and what reactions they provoke
because of how they are perceived, the literature does not do so consistently. For
instance, both Kaplan and Ignatieff use the term ‘frontiers’ in their work but never
define it in any meaningful detail and also use a ménage of other terminology anyway,
as ‘danger zones’ and ‘marginal areas’ for example.39 Furthermore, much of the
terminology presently used is overly broad. Barnett’s use of a ‘gap’ is dubious because
he includes in it most of the developing world even though the problem he specifically
identifies is limited to just the most direly weak or outright failed states. This critique
has also been levelled frequently at Kaplan for over generalising the chaos of a few
especially conflict prone states in West Africa to be representative of the developing
world. As K.J. Holsti has argued, defining overly generic terminology to “predict vast
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zones of chaos and anarchy is fundamentally a mistake. Many post-colonial

developing states are doing well while others are certainly not outright disasters.
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Somalia, for example, is special by any standard and not particularly comparable to

neighbouring Kenya as a state or as an international security concern.

The second major gap in the literature is that it places little to no consistent emphasis on
the relationships that form between foreign interventionists and indigenous politics and
the way that the context of ‘weak and failed states’ shapes those relationships. As Barry
Buzan and Richard Little have argued, if one accepfs that on some level there is a ‘zone
of peace’ and a ‘zone of conflict’ then a central issues becomes how they “relate to each
other, for that they relate in many and significant ways is beyond question.”!
Considering this, it is notable that out of all the comparisons with imperialism, so little
is made of the dynamics that saw it succeed or fail ultimately, ‘collaboration’ with
indigenous politics. It is notable that academics who write extensively on imperialism
and its advocacy- such as Ignatieff and Lal- dedicate almost no attention to
collaboration. Indeed, one cannot find the term applied to any degree in any of their
works. For his part, Ferguson claims that “more than anything else, the British Empire
was an empire based on local collaboration” yet he places absolutely no emphasis
towards defining what that means exactly, why it was so, or what mechanisms would

allow the US to emulate it.*?

And yet, as Jonathon Steele argued in one short newspaper column, in places like Iraq
and Afghanistan, the ‘classic dilemma of -collaboration’ still defines those
interventionist endeavours.* This timeless dilemma is true of interventions generally
and covers both the hesitance of indigenous actors to partner with intervening forces as
well as that of the foreign forces to choose and work with local partners.
Fundamentally, in an era when imperialism as an ideology is dead but still remains a
means to an end, how to collaborate, or not, is a defining issue but one that has received
no comprehensive academic analysis. The Pentagon now euphemistically emphasises
‘indirect action’, namely undertaking operations with and through local indigenous
partners. The increasing mantra of US forces in Afghanistan and Iraq, and
representative of state building interventionism more broadly, is that “everything we
do...is ‘by’, ‘through’, [and] ‘with’ the indigs.”** And yet, there is not a clear
understanding of what these ambiguous terms and the sentiments behind them actually

mean within the academic discourse of International Relations.
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Representing a common theme of thought, Lal argued of the ‘American imperium’ that
there is a need to “build the complementary imperial administrative structure required to
run an empire:.”45 Sharing that sentiment, most of the academic analysis has focused
rather generically on arguing laundry lists of ‘to do’ items for interventionist forces.
For instance, many academics have argued for the need to have dedicated reconstruction
agencies, improved multilateral partnerships, larger budgets, better linguistic skills, and
a whole gamut of endless, usually bureaucratic items. Namely, nearly all of the
analytical effort has been put towards understanding one side of the equation, the
interventionist forces, rather than how they interact and partner with local participants.
One of the few exceptions has been the outstanding book by Beatrice Pouligny, Peace

Operations Seen from Below: UN Missions and Local People.

Overarching this general gap is that so much of the imperialism, intervention and state
building discourse has focused too heavily on the assumed primacy and agency of the
interventionists- be they an individual state, a ‘coalition of the willing’, or the UN-
rather than giving more credence, and hence analysis, to indigenous actors. Considering
that, there is not a systematic approach that looks at the definitive agency of local actors
in states undergoing interventionism and the way that they interface with foreign
interventionist actors. Moreover, there is no clear understanding of how the context of
where that interaction occurs inherently shapes it- ‘gaps’, ‘arcs’, ‘marginal areas’, and
‘trouble spots’ cannot only but be confusing. The effect that this has had on policy is
profound. This is perhaps most so for the US which, as Ignatieff contended, finds itself
presently fighting wars “with no clear policy of intervention, no clear end in sight and

no clear understanding among Americans of what their nation has gotten itself into.”*¢

1.3: Thesis outline

... today’s environment resembles a challenge... so immense that it requires
major shifts in strategic concepts for national security... New modes of
cooperation can enhance agility and effectiveness with traditional allies and
engage new partners in a COmmon cause.

- US Department of Defense, ‘Quadrennial Defense Review, 2006>"

There is a pressing need to understand why Western states are involved in interventions
spread from Haiti and Liberia to Afghanistan and as far as the Solomon Islands. There

is also a requirement to analyse why nearly all post-Cold War interventions have failed
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to achieve their goals or have only done so slowly and merely partially. It is this thesis’
argument that this can best be done through the contextualisation provided by an
academic review of frontiers and collaboration. Needless to say, there is exceedingly
little International Relations literature that is particularly useful to furthering an interest
in frontier zones, their dynamics and their interactions with the wider world, or of
‘collaboration’ between indigenous and interventionist actors. Considering that, this
thesis will argue that where International Relations’ current analytical approaches have

less utility, a new approach is instead required for improved analysis.

A new analytical approach is most likely to succeed if it looks at the ‘point of impact’ of
current interventionism, specifically those relationships interfacing an intervening state
with indigenous politics, namely who is interacting with whom, why for, and the
context of the locale.*® Older concepts that were developed for historical-based studies
of imperialism as it relates to frontiers do still have applicability to cuﬁent academic
studies in International Relations focused on state building interventionism in weak and
failed states. Considering that, this thesis is not on ‘empire’ or ‘imperialism’ but rather
on ‘frontiers’ and ‘collaboration’. Central to this thesis will be the adaptation and
application of key theories developed by the British historians Ronald Robinson and
John Gallagher in their seminal works on the British Empire. Emphasis will be given to
adapting and expanding upon their arguments- notably for the definitive ‘pericentric
pull’ of crises in the periphery, what can be considered ‘frontiers of insecurity’, as well
as the ‘theory of collaboration’ sketched by Robinson- for application to International

Relations in the 21* Century.

The reason for placing an emphasis on Robinson and Gallagher’s historical works, as
compared to say Geopolitics or mainstream International Relations theories such as
Realism, is that they provide, as Sydney Kanya-Forstner noted, a “neat, logical- almost
irresistible- extension of a line of argument, both conceptually and in terms of its
scope.”® Robinson and Gallagher were brilliant historians able to show how diverse
factors- domestic politics in the periphery, international security dynamics and global
economics- interacted together to create a panorama of international politics which
fostered the British Empire. Through their analysis they were able to do what current

literature is unable- provide for the context that would provoke Western
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interventionism, explain the dynamic of that interventionism, and then articulate the

conditions that would determine its efficacy.

Using ideas first promulgated by Robinson and Gallagher but adapted as necessary, this
thesis will make its contribution to the study of International Relations by shedding light
on post-Cold War state building interventionism in the peripheral anarchy of weak and
failed states. Towards that purpose, guiding this thesis’ research will be two related
questions:

1. Why and how do Western states presently respond to peripheral
anarchy in the form of weak and failed states?

2. Are their responses succeeding at meeting their goals, namely
mitigating their security concerns in the present era of
globalisation?

The thesis will answer these questions by providing the contextualisation of
interventions- frontiers of insecurity, viz. ‘frontier states’- and the dynamic for
interventions- the pericentric pull of those frontiers. Most importantly this thesis seeks
to argue that the academic review of interventions must focus on the centrality of
indigenous political actors to defining them, namely through their ‘collaboration’. In
sum, the thesis argues that present state-building interventions must be understood as
interactive processes of collaboration with indigenous politics in frontiers of insecurity,
namely that they are endeavours to find and strengthen suitable collaborators to meet
Western security needs by creating more stability in frontier states. Subsequently, the

thesis is broken down into three major sections.

The contextualisation of frontiers of insecurity

The initiating argument of this thesis is that what actually exists, as often before, is
literally a ‘frontier problem’. Rather than invent a plethora of new terminology- e.g.
trouble spots, marginal areas, arcs of crisis, zones of chaos, gaps- to describe an
enduring historical reality, this thesis will analyse the timeless context of frontiers and
attempts to manage them through interventionism. Conducive to this is the reality that
many of today’s frontiers were those of yesteryear, for instance the US again finds itself
in the southern Philippines while the British are once more fighting on the Afghan-

Pakistan border. Frontiers of insecurity are anarchic politico-geographical areas in the
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periphery that are also zones of contact with the core states, notably the West, because
of globalisation. This definitional construct places emphasis on the what of peripheral
areas of anarchys, i.e. the actual politico-geographic areas of weak and failed states, and
the why of globalisation, i.e. the actual contact with them. Despite arguments that
geography is increasingly irrelevant, this thesis argues that territorial space still matters
greatly; geogfaphy is not dead. There are real ‘frontier states’ and the best argument for
this is that people still move in fairly uniform directions. There are no illegal
immigration problems in Afghanistan, Somalia or Haiti and there are no peacekeeping

missions in Norway, Finland or Japan. If geography is irrelevant this would not be so.

The importance of frontier states is the unique context they provide in contrast to the
relatively simple ‘peacekeeping’ between states undertaken during the Cold War. As
Mats Berdal argued, present interventions are occurring in “less than permissive
environments”, notably those of domestic anarchy where local actors often directly
agitate against interventionists.>® The construct of frontiers of insecurity provides sorely
missing contextualisation for how weak and failed states, because of globalisation,
interface with other actors in the international system, notably Western states. This
thesis will focus on the significance of the contact which globalisation forces, noting the
immediacy it provides as well as the increasingly powerful role of non-state actors that
it facilitates. Furthermore, it is not the argument of this thesis that frontiers of insecurity
are merely terra nullius. Rather, it is that they are in fact political worlds that require
sophisticated interaction and partnership with indigenous politics in order to transition
them into more stable states, namely they require nuanced collaboration. It is the
argument of this thesis that frontiers of insecurity are actually a fairly limited
occurrence. A major flaw of much of the current literature is that it is overly generic-
the ‘arc’ being the Muslim world or the ‘gap’ being all developing countries. It is

necessary to be more specific and focus on only about 20 states out of nearly 200.

Lastly, it is important to note that frontiers of insecurity are not ‘rogue states’, which are
a substantively different matter. Dictatorships in North Korea and Iran do not make for
frontier zones. Often academics have lumped together rogues with weak and failed
states and this has caused profound policy miscalculations since they cannot be dealt
with in an equivalent manner. Framing Iraq and Afghanistan as part of the same

problem, notably claiming Iraq was substantively similar to Afghanistan, was US
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President George W. Bush’s primary mistake in diagnosing the need for toppling
Saddam Hussein. The irony has been that subsequent to the US intervention in Iraq, it
arguably now can be considered a frontier of insecurity. However, it should be clearly
stated that this thesis will not analyse Iraq as it was not a frontier of insecurity in any

manner when it was invaded by the US in March 2003.

The pericentric pull and state-building interventionism

The second argument of this thesis is that the pulling nature of frontiers, the dynamic of
a ‘pericentric pull’, stimulates Western interventionism. In the post-Cold War era there
has been a major shift in strategic thinking away from the central German plains and the
Korean peninsula. A crescendo of ‘local crises’ has transformed into a ‘general crisis’
of frontiers of insecurity in locales previously deemed negligible to international
security.”! This interventionism by Western states is focused on state-building, namely
strengthening national governments to more effectively govern their sovereign territory,
and is inherently ‘imperialistic’ because it requires the temporary control by foreign
powers over domestic outcomes. This state building endeavour is not one particular
activity but rather is a dynamic process focused on empowering indigenous
collaborative partners in the form of national governments. This thesis examines how
this process unfolds, namely how partners engage in collaborative processes to act or
decide on issues contributing to achieving common goals, namely the more effective

control of territory through stronger governance.

As Christopher Coker has argued, “insecurity can now only be managed.”* Through
state-building interventions, Western states are attempting to do that in response to
frontiers, namely they “wish to ‘reshape environments’ the better to minimise risks that
come from them.” The purpose is not to naively ‘create order’ but rather it is to
simply create stronger, more effectively governed states that allow for security concerns
to be mitigated and become more ‘manageable’ rather than ended altogether. The
ultimate goal of this interventionism is to push frontiers of insecurity beyond the
‘peripheral threshold’, viz. ending those attributes that define them as frontiers and this
means empowering collaborative partners, again mostly in the form of national

governments, to be able to more effectively manage their sovereign space.
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The crucial attribute of the pericentric pull of frontiers, viz. the dynamic of peripheral
insecurity stimulating Western interventionism, is that the presence and type of local
collaborative partners determines whether interventionism takes place and indeed if it is
practicable. As Robinson and Gallagher argued of imperialism, “the choice of mode
was a purely tactical consideration shaped by circumstances.”* The circumstances
were what possibilities for collaboration existed. What is notable about this aspect of
the ‘pericentric school’s’ emphasis is that just as in the past, the general lack of local
partners suitable for Western states meeting their security interests can be seen in the
present era as well. The West seeks an international system based on at least somewhat
functional states run by sovereign governments. And yet in the frontier states these
indigenous partners in the form of effective national governments are decidedly lacking.
Hence, a deeper type of engagement is required, one that can be deemed to be

essentially about imperialistic control for the short to near term.

The importance of collaboration with indigenous actors cannot be understated for
understanding present interventions. Interventions are required because the West
cannot presently find collaborative partners in the form of effective national
governments to help manage their security concerns regarding globalisation, so they
temporarily employ imperialistic means to strengthen or even create anew such
collaborative partners. Given that, analysing the frémework, mechanics, and dynamics
of collaboration allows for a greatly improved understanding of present interventionism.
This thesis thus defines a ‘theory of collaboration’ for understanding present
interventionism. It stipulates the following precepts:

e The absence or presence of effective indigenous partners as well as the structure
of indigenous society determine whether interventions are practicable or not.

e The choice and combination of indigenous collaborative systems available to the
intervening power should define the structure and form that the intervention
takes- be it administrative, military, diplomatic, or legal.

o The degree of control necessitated for the intervening power to assert in order to
achieve its goals is inversely proportionate to that of the capabilities (and hence
control) which the collaborating indigenous elite are able to provide through
governance.

o If the intervening power runs out of effective, responsive indigenous

collaborating partners, it is forced to leave even if it has not achieved its goals.
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Ameliorating the collaboration problematique

The major argument of this thesis focuses on what is termed the collaboration
problematique, a ‘wicked problem’ never to be entirely solved, merely ameliorated. In
its simplest terms, in a time when imperialism as an ideology is dead but imperialistic
means are required, how can the West deal with the classic dilemma of collaboration in
frontier states? Presently Western powers are both failing to build appropriate
‘collaborative systems’, those relationships linking interventionists actors to indigenous
politics, and to manage their collaborative partnerships over the longer-term. The
centrality of this crucial aspect to interventionism is the collaboration problematique-
the inherent difficulty of finding and strengthening suitable collaborative partners within

indigenous politics.

The collaboration problematique has several important aspects. The most important is
that the pericentric pull provoking a strengthened presence in frontier zones is a result of
the lack of suitable collaborative partners. If such persons or groups existed in the first
place, there would be no provocation for an intervention. As Jochen Hippler noted, “the
dilemma of needing dependable, effective and politically acceptable partners with
influence in the target country lies in the fact that such partners often do not exist.”
Hence, the problem of finding or even creating anew suitable collaborative partners lies
at the heart of contemporary state building interventionism. Often the goal of
strengthening national governments contrasts sharply with the need for other types of
action. With the reality that government structures are often non-existent, or
exceptionally weak, ethnically divided, and/or exceedingly corrupt, it is not surprising
that interventionist forces caught in the dilemma of needing timely action and functional
partners instead turn to militias, warlords and at times even to criminal gangs.”® For
instance, as Rubin Barnett argued, state building “means creating a sovereign centre of
political accountability, which is not necessarily the same as building an ally in the war

on terror.”’

Furthermore, the collaboration problematique currently facing Western states
undertaking interventionism is internal in two ways. The first is that collaboration is not
defined as a strategic doctrine presently and hence the art thereof is inadequately

understood. This means that collaboration is simply poorly undertaken by the West; it
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effectively lacks the ‘collaborative know-how’ to undertake effective interventions.
Second is that the West is not willing to ‘pay’ very much for its interventions as shown
by the current emphasis on shallow democratic processes, short timeframes and limited
material and political commitment. This means that intervening actors struggle to
maintain collaborative systems conducive to transitioning frontier states to greater
stability. Overall, as highlighted in the theory of collaboration, the consequence of the
poor approach to collaboration is that ultimately the West is not translating its energy
and resources into ‘internalisation’ by indigenous politics. Given that, present
interventions are not particularly successful at achieving their goal of creating stronger

states.

Compounding these problems of know-how and dedication is a profound values debate
which conflicts collaborative relationships. Attempting to balance Western interests
and demands- such as democratisation, human rights, liberal economics, and ‘good
governance’- with those of their collaborative partners in indigenous politics- who have
often opposed demands and needs for their more ‘localised’ interests and institutions- is
inherently challenging. If imperialism is dead as both an ideology and an accepted
means, the challenge is how to implement interventions when Westerners hesitate to be

‘imperialists’ and actors from indigenous politics resist being ‘collaborators’.

1.4: Conclusion

This thesis concerns why some states feel threatened by anarchy in the periphery, how
they respond to it by expanding control there temporarily, and whether they succeed
depending upon how well they manage to interface with and shape local partners to take
more control over territory using the governance institutions of the state. The best way
to make interventions more effective is simply through improved collaboration with
indigenous politics. Achieving this requires some major changes to the current
approach taken to state building interventionism. If Western states can enhance their
approach to and implementation of collaboration with indigenous politics, they can

better manage insecurity on the frontiers through state-building interventionism.

A starting point is to simply place more emphasis on the centrality of collaboration to

interventionism. If the West really does not want to engage in imperialistic
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interventions because it does not believe in imperialism as an ideology but still feels
pressed to use imperialistic means to protect itself, it must work to improve its
collaborative skills to find and strengthen local partners rather than send in significant
numbers of its own troops. With no willingness to send abroad massive armies or
undertake formal colonisation, there is a need to essentially allow the frontier to help

take care of the frontier’s problems; to do local problem solving using local resources.

As the West does want to maintain a light presence but also to bring about profound
changes in frontiers through state-building interventionism, it needs a new ‘doctrine of
collaboration’. This would require a move away from conventional war strategies,
which have encouraged an unhealthy distancing from engaging indigenous politics and
forming real relationships. Rather, such a doctrine of collaboration would centre on the
interventionists’ abilities to comprehend and nuance local politics in frontiers by finding
and strengthening indigenous collaborative partners there. This responds to the dire
reality that the Western way of war is only effective in itself against other states and
struggles to engage the reality of frontier states, defined as they are by anarchy and non-

state actors.58

In places such as southeast Afghanistan and the eastern DR Congo, current emphases on
awesome military power are failing and instead a new approach of engaging local
politics more deeply through nuanced collaboration is required. On the whole, a
doctrine of collaboration would emphasise more local partnership and fewer smart
bombs. In this sense, such a doctrine would still combine some aspect of the ‘Rumsfeld
doctrine’ of small, mobile, technologically advanced forces which undoubtedly have a
lot of value with Nixon’s ‘Guam doctrine’, namely Western powers should not engage
in wars in the periphery unless interventionist forces have local partners with real
potential and who are motivated. In this way, any sort of ‘revolution of military affairs’
should focus more on the rather archaic notion of collaboration and not merely on

technology, making it more of a retrograde revolution than a progressive one.

It is important to explain why this thesis has chosen to focus on Western states and their
responses to frontiers of insecurity. The states of North America, Europe, Japan and

Australia/New Zealand have been chosen because they represent the bulk of the foreign
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actors undertaking present interventions whether by using their own military forces and
political agents directly or through their formative influence over and funding of the
United Nations’ missions. Furthermore, this thesis focuses on the West because, as
David Rieff argued, only it is “rich enough and powerful enough to intervene in a far-
off catastrophe in a way that can make a major difference.” Most interventions simply

do not take place without a significant degree of Western involvement presently.

However, this thesis makes no assertion that the dynamic of a pericentric pull only
provokes Western states in the post-Cold War era. There have also been cases of
developing states intervening in their weak and failed neighbours, for instance Rwanda
in the DR Congo, Nigeria in Sierra Leone and Liberia, and Ethiopia in Somalia.
Importantly, collaboration with indigenous politics is as central to these interventions as
it is for Western ones. In addition, the ideas articulated by this thesis also have validity
for better understanding what Martin Shaw has termed ‘quasi-imperialism’, namely the
control exerted over peripheral areas by the cores of power in large states that have
imperial legacies.®* In this way, it would be useful to analyse how collaboration on
peripheral frontiers occurs within states such as Ethiopia (in places like Gambella),
Indonesia, Thailand, Sudan, Russia, and China. However, in order to keep the thesis of
a manageable size, only interventions undertaken by the West will be directly

considered.

An additional qualification of this thesis’ analysis must be made. Some would consider
the very notion of frontiers to be direly Eurocentric and given that, lacking of academic
rigour. While the focus of the thesis is on interventions in frontiers by Western states, it
believes that the notion of what constituents a frontier zone is universally applicable. In
an era of globalisation, Somalia is as much a frontier to Ethiopia as it is to Europe while
Afghanistan occupies the parallel security concefns for India and Iran as it does for the
United States. Furthermore, that some especially prone weak and failed states should be
contextualised differently is fairly obvious to all except the most dogmatically
politically correct academic. Just before being assassinated, the Lebanese militia leader
Bashir Gemal noted of his home country that “[it] is not Norway here, and it is not
Denmark.”®" Frontiers are a timeless condition and it is naive to think that they no
longer exist because of a detached hope that all states are now equal in terms of their

abilities to function as states or that there is actually only one ‘global frontier-land’. It
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is hard to imagine anyone standing in the streets of Mogadishu, Kabul or Monrovia

thinking otherwise.

What is more, it is worth pondering about who wants ‘frontiers’. Through their
responses, namely state building interventions, it is apparent that Western states do not.
Mary Kaldor argued of the post-Cold War era’s ‘new wars’ that they “take place in
regions where the state is weak, so the aim is to capture or control parts of the state

»62 While true on occasion, ever more this is not really the aim of

apparatus.
‘frontiersmen’, the growing multitudes of increasingly powerful non-state actors.
Violence is now often defined less by the instrumental political goals of state control
than the maintenance of a condition, one of perpetual anarchy that permits the continued
existence of individuals and groups that do not need, and indeed do not want, stronger
states to exist. These include, for instance, warlords in Somalia and opium traders in
Afghanistan. Frontiers are special precisely because they are anarchic; the goal is the
maintenance of a perpetual frontier. Indeed, as David Keen has argued, “bizarre forms
of collaboration” often exist in the chaos of civil wars whereby assorted local actors,
rebel movements and rogue government agents, work together to exploit violence over

the longer-term and actively stymie the creation of stronger states, such as happened in

Sierra Leone in the mid- and late-1990s.%

In conclusion, as Yahya Sadowski noted, with ever more complexity defining the world,
the strategic doctrines of the West will need to be “tailored more to local particularities
rather than relying upon global maxims.”® There have been many debates on ‘empire’
and ‘imperialism’, state building and interventionism, and on globalisation and weak
and failed states. The purpose of this thesis is not to try and probe through those
discourses exhaustively or argue for the merits of certain arguments within them.
Rather, the intent is to introduce the notion that ‘collaboration’ in ‘frontiers’, i.e. the
‘point of contact’, is central to understanding why, how and whether Western
interventions are successful or not at creating stronger states in the extreme periphery

and hence mitigating their security concerns stemming from globalisation.
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CHAPTER 2: FRONTIERS OF INSECURITY

. globalisation has drawn us out of self-contained national or local
communities into a larger world that offers none of the old protections."

Long before the creation of the present international system, frontiers have been a
strong theme in the history of humanity. From the northern edges of the Roman Empire
facing Germanic barbarians, the ‘Wild West’ of America, to the Northwest Frontier of
the British Raj, frontier zones always played a central role in the politics and identities
of their respective times. The romance, danger, and mystery that they have conjured as
‘wild lands’, chaotic and turbulent, compelled those facing them to engage them so as to
manage them and mitigate the insecurity emanating from them. Gradually most were
even subsumed into the hinterlands proper. This chapter will review understandings of
what define frontiers and from that articulate how modern frontiers exist in the form of
‘frontiers of insecurity’, namely as ‘frontier states’, by building upon the insights of the
British historians Robinson and Gallagher in their seminal work Africa and the

Victorians.

2.1: Defining frontiers

Frontiers... are places where authority- neither secure nor nonexistent- is
open to challenge, and where polarities of order and chaos assume many

guises. 2

It is imporfant to firstly clarify the meaning of the term ‘frontiers’ by considering its
usage over time, notably how it relates to a boundary with which it is often confusingly
used as a synonym. A good place to start is with Lord Curzon, writing and speaking in
1907, who noted that the academic study of frontiers as a subject “was almost totally
ignored” despite the fact that the “majority of the most important wars of the [19™]
century have been frontier wars.” Curzon attempted to rectify this by focusing on the
term in his hallmark Romanes Lecture at Oxford University where he defined frontiers
both as geographic areas and as boundaries between states in two senses. Firstly, he
meant as fairly ambiguous areas there “to be settled, demarcated and then maintained.”

Secondly, he meant it at times to be a strict territorial limit, i.e. demarcated, between
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states and noted: “Frontiers are indeed the razor’s edge on which hang suspended the
modern issues of war or peace, of life or death to nations.” In this way, frontiers could
exist as fairly defined markers of territory or as more general areas of control or

influence between political entities.

Presently, the general application of the word in public discourse has taken a fairly
bland, utilitarian meaning confining its usage largely as a synonym of ‘boundary’,
connoting the delineation of a border between states. The Oxford English Dictionary,
for instance, merely describes a frontier as “a boundary between countries.”® As the
academic study of frontiers has largely subsided in the last forty years, especially within
International Relations, the present definitions of it have also disappointingly tended to
be rather simple. Within the present field of International Relations, frontiers have most
commonly been used to signify ‘contact zones’ between different cultures and
civilisations and especially in the context of empires. For instance, in its short entry,
The Penguin Dictionary of International Relations leaves its definition of frontiers as “a
zone of contact between two entities or social systems” and notes it is distinct from a
boundary, which is a strict territorial limit.” Another relatively common definition in
International Relations literature is as the “politico-geographical area lying beyond the
integrated region of the political unit.”® However, it is remarkable that in general, the
term has not been used very much in International Relations literature in the past several
decades and when done, in a very abstract and fleeting manner.” This is unfortunate as
the term historically had much more depth to it and hence analytical value. Perhaps the
constriction in its application has been a result of the ostensible completion of the states

system, the ‘final frontier’ being space itself, gleefully claimed by NASA.

In order to maximise the utility of frontiers as an intellectual construct it is necessary to
define the term in a much more nuanced way than the fairly limited usage of them as
‘boundaries’. Overall, it is still appropriate to define a frontier as 1) the ‘politico-
geographical area lying beyond the integrated region of the political unit’ as well as 2) a
‘zone of contact’ for entities or social systems, as it is generally understood in
International Relations literature. Yet, it is crucial that these two overly general

definitional themes be complemented by some qualifications.

34



Ladis Kristof, writing in the 1970s, presented some of the more nuanced understanding
behind the origin and development of the term.'® Historically the usage of the term has
implied to project outwards, ‘in front’, rather than inwards, ‘within bounds’ as in for a
boundary. A frontier, originally, was not a precise delineation of a zone or area between
entities but rather “designated an area which was part of a whole, specifically the part
which was ahead of the hinterland.” As it was not a strict limit or the end to a political
unit because of a belief in a universal state or existence, the frontier “meant quite
literally ‘the front’: the frons of the imperium mundi which expands to the only limits it
can acknowledge, namely the limits of the world.” Hence, frontiers were ‘beginnings’
and not ‘ends’ of societies because they were the symbolic “spearhead of light and

b

knowledge expanding into the realm of darkness and of the unknown.” However, as
more developed patterns of human life formed above the mere levels of subsistence,
frontiers became “meeting places not merely of different ways of physical survival, but

also of different concepts of the good life and hence increasingly political in character.”

There are three crucial differences between frontiers and boundaries, a key conceptual
need for the present application of frontiers in International Relations. Firstly, a frontier
is outer-oriented and “directed towards the outlying areas which are both a source of
danger and a coveted prize... and develop their own interests quite different” from the

hinterland, often representing “runaway elements and interests.”"!

A boundary on the
other hand is inner-oriented, created by a hinterland or state, and has no life of its own.
While frontiers have ‘frontiersmen’ who are “teeming, spontaneous, and unmediated in
their daily activities”, boundaries are “mediated... generalised into international law...
removed from the changing desires of the inhabitants of borderlands.”'?  This
specification is why frontiers have been seen to have their own ‘spirit’, which is
believed to create a unique process of character building conducive to life on a frontier.
On the American frontier, as on other frontiers such as the Australian ‘outback’ or those
of the British Empire, this could be seen in the emphasis placed on rugged
individualism and the related belief in proactive action. Furthermore, frontiers are
distinct from boundaries in that they are “characteristic of rudimentary socio-political
relations and/or absence of laws™ while the presence of boundaries “is a sign that the
political community has reached a degree of maturity and orderliness, the stage of law

abidance.”"?
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Secondly, frontiers are manifestations of centrifugal forces while boundaries are those
of centripetal forces. Frontiers do have a strategic utility in keeping out enemies which
is dependant on the support provided by the hinterland. Yet, it is because of this need to
use frontiers as strategic tools, to maximise all the available resources. of any given
state, that hinterlands must seek to “control and bound” frontiers and an “effort is made
to draw a line of effective control over both ingress and egress; not only the enemy has
to be kept out but one’s own citizens have to be kept in.”'* Hence, because of these
opposing forces, it is natural for any state over time to seek to exchange frontiers for
boundaries, which provide them with more security in the longer-term. This can be
seen in what Edward Luttwak defined as the two phases of the Roman Empire as it
related to its frontier policy.'” The first being a “hegemonic empire” and the second as
a “territorial empire” with the former as “indirect (hegemonic) rule through clients” and
the latter as “more overtly defensive... frontiers were delineated... and incorporated

into the provincial structure of the empire.”'®

As the Empire matured, it naturally
sought to consolidate its security, with the primary need being to formally absorb its

frontiers, to incorporate them effectively under its own direct control.

Thirdly, frontiers should be understood as integrating factors while boundaries are a
separating one. A frontier is a zone of transition between different spheres of ways of
life “neither fully assimilated to nor satisfied with each other, [and as such] provides an
excellent opportunity for mutual interpenetration and sway.”!” Frontiers see a blending
of the socio-political approaches of the different spheres of life. It is because of this
“watering down of loyalties and blurring of differences” that states in turn “attempt to
forestall by substituting the semi-autonomous frontiers with a controlled and exact
borderline.”'® W.G. East argued that there are both ‘frontiers of contact’ and ‘frontiers
of separation’.’® For instance, historically there have indeed been frontiers intended to
separate opposing powers, notably through the creation or maintenance of buffer states
like Siam, Afghanistan or Abyssinia. However, almost universally, “frontiers normally
diminish in width... and frontiers of separation are replaced by frontiers of contact.”*
Even physical walls, such as Hadrian’s Wall or the Great Wall of China, are but stages

in wider frontier zones, not the literal end to contact between those peoples and societies

on either side. To continue with Luttwak’s Roman analysis, even with the formation of
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a territorial empire, “Rome did not bring down the shutters” on the barbarian worlds,

but continued to interact with them through diplomacy and at times warfare.?!

Furthermore, frontiers have psychological and cultural connotations and hence have
frequently fulfilled symbolic functions; “Primitive man lives in a world which has a
spatial unknown, a dread frontier populated by the heated imagination.””* Yet well into
modern times, frontiers have still been viewed as a “mythical place of uncertainty and
fear.”® As frontiers have largely been considered as ‘wild lands’ on the outer edges of
any respective polity, they have represented a dark and dangerous unknown filled with
the ‘other’. This was essential to early understandings of the term for explaining
expansion into frontiers as spreading ‘civilisation’. The notion that they are inhabited
by peoples of a fundamentally different societal persuasion has left frontiers with a
strong cultural connotation of fear and danger, which in turn has left a deep

psychological imprint on the hinterland.

Simply put, we’re afraid of frontiers because they are an unknown quantity; they are
unpredictable. While sovereignty assumes domestic concerns, such as freedom from
violence, are dealt with by a respective state, historically frontiers are in front of a state
and populated by fairly autonomous ‘frontiersmen’ who largely exist with their own
rules. ‘We’ just don’t know what will happen there because that is where we find the
‘other’. For instance, frontiers often existed in mountainous regions for the simple
reason that the terrain is conducive to their relatively autonomous development. As
Christopher Coker noted, “What distinguishes regions such as Afghanistan, Chechnya,
Kashmir, and Colombia is that they are mountainous and they breed martial people who

are good at war.”%*

2.2: Robinson and Gallagher’s ‘frontiers of insecuri

Great Britain was on the brink of a collision with France over the frontier
incident at Fashoda; she advanced to Khartoum not to avenge Gordon, but
to defend an imperilled and to recover a lost frontier.

- Lord Curzon®

37



Having reviewed frontiers, a further intellectual construct necessary for introduction is
that of ‘frontiers of insecurity’. This construct is of significant value, with adaptation
into a rigorously defined term, to an improved understanding of current debates in
International Relations, namely interventionism in the peripheral crises of the states
system. The groundbreaking historians of the British Empire, Ronald Robinson and
John Gallagher, used the term ‘new frontiers of insecurity’ as a chapter title in their
seminal work Africa and the Victorians, which examined British colonial expansion
into sub-Saharan Africa in the late-19" Century.® They did not provide a specific
definition for their term. Instead, their running theme was to describe the re-assessment
of the Empire’s strategic posture starting in the crucial years of 1889-1890. During this
time, the Empire’s leaders viewed the need to expand British rule into the anarchic Nile

Basin frontier as absolutely essential to the Empire’s overall security.

Before the financial melt-down of the Khedive in the late-1870s, Britain had been
strictly willing to manage her interests in Egypt through informal collaboration with the
Khedive. However, more rigid control was increasingly necessitated since it was the
only way of “keeping the lid on the unsolved internal crisis” of Egyptian governance
and through the 1880s Egyptian governments progressively became ever weaker for a
variety of reasons- such as the loss of Sudan in 1885 to the Mahdi, crippling financial
debt, and rising nationalist sentiments against the Khedive’s rule.?” Given this, by 1889
it was impossible to maintain Britain’s preferred method of securing its interests as

there was “no way back to an independent order and the old supremacy by influence.”?

Evelyn Baring, the British agent in Cairo, warned the British Prime Minister in 1889
that because the indigenous ruling elite had become so discredited, without stronger

[

British intervention the Egyptian ruler’s reign would surely end in “‘a revolution
[within] six months’.”* The evolution in Britain’s geopolitical considerations laid new
found significance upon Egypt because of her control of the Suez Canal and as such
elevated Britain’s interest in her governance. And indeed, it was this internal crisis in
Egypt which mandated the stronger presence of the British Empire there. As a British
diplomat explained regarding the weakness of Egypt’s internal politics: “This anarchy

provides such disorder and weakness on the Egyptian frontier that you are almost bound
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to interfere’.”>® By 1890, Britain had indeed made Egypt into one of its ‘veiled

protectorates’.

This re-assessment by the British in the late-1880s of both the centrality of Egypt to
their global security needs and their concern over Egypt’s internal stability was vital for
understanding why there was an expansion of the Empire’s control over even more
territories, namely present-day Sudan and Uganda, which had previously been largely
ignored. These ‘frontiers of insecurity’ for the Empire were ‘new’ in that they had
shifted from the long held, more conventional belief that the key to protecting India, and
hence the Empire as a whole, lay in its immediate frontiers to the northwest facing
Imperial Russia. This older viewpoint was in stark contrast to the new interests in the
apparently marginal and strategically useless lands of sub-Saharan Africa, specifically
the Nile Basin areas of present-day Sudan and Uganda. As Robinson and Gallagher
explained, “the defensive psychology which kept watch over northern India had been
transplanted into Africa [and] the frontiers of fear were on the move.”! This shifting of
strategic interests deep into Africa was quite novel and represented a significant break
with previous imperial policy. Indeed, as Robinson and Gallagher rather wryly
observed regarding the then Prime Minister, Lord Salisbury: “he became the first

Victorian statesman to discover a vital interest in the middle of tropical Africa.”*?

Robinson and Gallagher were quite revolutionary in their explanation for the expansion
of the British Empire into sub-Saharan Africa because they ascribed so much
importance to the internal crises in the politics of regions in the periphery rather than
just internal metropolitan motivations. Fundamentally, they argued that the crux of
imperial expansion into Africa in the late 19™ Century was that “from start to finish the
partition of tropical Africa was driven by the persistent crisis in Egypt.”*® Simply put,
as long as Egypt was suffering internal crisis, Britain could not withdraw her control
there because to do so would be “risking a return to anarchy which might draw another
Power across the route to India.”* This fear was especially prone as the French and

Russians deepened their alliance in world affairs towards the end of the century.

39



As Robinson and Gallagher would argue more broadly throughout their careers, the
imperialist expansion into sub-Saharan Africa was fundamentally not brought about
primarily by metropolitan motives for direct, formal control over foreign lands. What
Egypt served to illustrate regarding metropolitan motives was that the “transition was
not normally activated by these interests as such, but by the breakdown of collaborative
mechanisms in extra-European politics which hitherto had provided them with adequate
opportunity and protection.”® The British leadership had contemplated evacuating
Egypt in 1889 and 1890, but this was eventually discarded as an option because not only
was the country of such strategic value, but that “the politics of the country offered no
basis for collaboration after withdrawal.”*® To withdraw would have left Egypt open to
either or both complete anarchy or an intervention by another Great Power, most likely
the French.

Subsequently, faced with the prospect of attempting to collaborate with Egyptian elites

113 299

plagued, in the words of Baring, with an “‘utter incapacity’” at governing, there was no
other choice but for deepened British imperial control. Furthermore, although the
Sudan had been ruled by Egypt up until its conquest by the Mahdi, the prospects for a
rejuvenated Egypt returning to manage Sudan to resolve the issue of the Mahdi and his
successors, were nigh impossible. Given that there were no suitable collaborators in
either Egypt or Sudan itself, a strategic conclusion was reached by London in 1890: “In
the end, occupation alone could make certain of the Upper Nile. The Prime Minister
agreed that sooner or later the Sudan would have to be reconquered.”’ Sudan was

indeed subjugated by the British to formal imperial control by 1899.

As Robinson and Gallagher provided no explicit definition of their term ‘frontiers of
insecurity’, it is important to review what they meant given the preceding section’s
definition of a frontier. Firstly, the common understanding of frontiers during the
British Empire was still very much as ‘wild lands’, anarchically occupied by tribes or
weak kingdoms at the margins of a given state’s control or even more broadly of an
empire’s. This usage of the term accords with the definition of frontiers as a ‘politico-
geographical area lying beyond the integrated region of the political unit’, i.e. the state
or the empire itself. Conversely, this makes their application of the term very different

from the common usage of the term today as just being a ‘boundary’ between states.
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They meant an actual geographic area, not just a thin border marking. As the term was
used primarily to describe the areas of the Nile Basin south of Egypt in the 1880s and
1890s, they obviously did not use it to define the delineating lines between states as
there were no formal borders then between whatever states might be considered to have
existed in the area. What did exist were large tracks of land, occupied by indigenous
tribes or by the Mahdi’s successors and the Abyssinians, which had been largely

ignored by the Great Powers in their expansion of global empires prior to the 1880s.

Secondly, Robinson and Gallagher can also be seen to have had an interest in frontiers
as ‘zones of contact’. In this sense, it can be understood as contact between polities,
namely where the imperialists of Britain were forced to interact with indigenous politics
and the other Great Powers in the Nile Basin frontier. To begin with, the contact with
other Great Powers was fairly significant in the Nile Basin. Whilé Europe itself had by
1890 been enjoying several decades of peace, brought about by the Concert of Europe
and its balance of power, the scramble for Africa once again allowed the Great Powers
to confront one another in a more direct, physical manner. This was namely on the
ground rather than primarily just through written treaties or other diplomatic
manoeuvrings. The Fashoda debacle best epitomized this whereby the race for an
obscure town in the Upper Nile and the literal contact there between Great Powers,
namely between the respective French and British expeditions of Marchand and

Kitchener, was potentially disastrous for peace and stability in Europe proper.

Furthermore, in addition it can be seen that the contact between the British in the Nile
Basin frontier was also with actors other than fellow Great Powers. While British
interests in the frontiers of the Nile Basin primarily stemmed from their fear of
encroachment by other Great Powers, they also had significant contact with indigenous
political actors as well. Obviously, the killing of General Gordon by the Mahdi left a
very strong impression on the British as did their eventual defeat of his successor in
1898. This interaction with Islamic fundamentalism is notable because it is strikingly
reminiscent of many of today’s concerns about the rise of political Islam in the Sudan
and elsewhere. On the humanitarian front, the Nile Basin was also an important zone of
contact for the British public’s disdain for the African slave trade. Indeed, it was this

dislike that had prompted the devoutly Christian General Gordon to return to the Sudan
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at the service of the Khedive for a second time in order to attempt to stifle the trading of
slaves from the Upper Nile region by Arab slavers from further north. Overall, contact
with other Great Powers, and to a lesser extent Islamic fundamentalism and slavery, was
important interaction for the British in the Nile Basin frontier and insightful for

understanding their foreign policy approach to the region.

In conclusion, a focus on frontiers of insecurity is central to this thesis’ research because
of the insight that it provides regarding the shift in strategic thinking by a state, in this
case the British Empire, towards frontier zones on the periphery. Areas that had once
been considered marginal at best to the security of the state were rapidly changed into
central pillars of the state’s strategic policy. As Robinson and Gallagher concluded,
“these once remote and petty interests in Sudan, Uganda and the hinterlands of Zanzibar

»38  And, once these frontier

were changing into safeguards of Britain’s world power.
zones were elevated in their strategic importance because of the new found significance
of Egypt, a deeper imperial control by Britain of the Nile Basin was dictated because of
the lack of suitable indigenous collaborators there in order to preclude the other Great

Powers from occupying the lands in her stead.

2.3: Current frontiers of insecurity

America is now threatened less by conquering states than we are by failing
ones.
- The White House, ‘National Security Strategy, 2002’*°

For the purposes of this thesis- to research why and how interventionism occurs in weak
and failed states by Western states and whether or not this interventionism is successful
at managing insecurity- it is now necessary to allocate some thought to adapting and
refining the term ‘frontiers of insecurity’ as a dedicated intellectual construct in
International Relations. This is necessary so as to provide the contextualisation required.
for understanding present interventionism and hence the term must be made more
literal, giving much greater emphasis to both the actual geographic area and the contact
there as constituting an actual frontier. This section will refine and expand Robinson
and Gallagher’s general introduction of the term by comparing the two dimensions of

frontiers- as zones of contact and as politico-geographical areas- with two of the most
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driving trends in International Relations presently, globalisation and weak and failed

states.

Defining the ‘why’ of frontiers of insecurity- the contact of globalisation

The post-Cold War environment is one of increasingly open borders in
which the internal and external aspects of security are indissolubly linked.
- The European Union, ‘A Secure Europe in a Better World**°

Today, the distinction between domestic and foreign affairs is diminishing.
In a globalized world, events beyond America’s borders have a greater
impact inside them.

- The White House, ‘National Security Strategy, 2002°*!

One of the key dynamics of the 21% Century is globalisation, what is generally
understood to be the multiplicity of linkages and interconnections which transcend the
states that compose the modern world. A common entry point for understanding
globalisation is the perception of the world as a whole. In the 19™ Century, the
conception of one ‘world’ entered the popular lexicon and was greatly solidified when
Earth was first viewed as a single entity from space in the early-1960s. That image has
had profound connotations for how humanity views itself, namely that of the ‘global’-
one holistic ‘home’ for humanity. The global can be understood as “the sum of multiple
local activities with worldwide range, consequences and significance” which means
globalisation “involves the interpenetration of local activities with world-wide range,
consequence and si_gniﬁcamce.”42 Hence, of primary importance for globalisation then

is that it ties “local life to global structures, processes and events.”*

The term globalisation has most commonly been used to define the advent of a truly
global economy. The consideration of globalisation cannot be limited, however, to
merely the increase in economic interaction and interdependence. There are other deep
linkages and interconnections that are increasingly drawing people and societies ever
closer together. Some of these increasing interactions can be considered ‘good’, such as
greater cultural exchange through international educational experiences, while there are
also decidedly negative consequences due to the increasing linkages and

interconnections of globalisation, such as narcotics and human trafficking.
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Globalisation brings many fairly new conceptions of security threats other than the most
prevalent one of the 20" Century, that of war between states. While interstate wars are
still a threat, albeit less so of one, the UN identifies six clusters of current threats:
economic and social threats, including poverty, infectious disease and environmental
degradation; inter-state conflict; internal conflict, including civil war, genocide and
other large-scale atrocities; nuclear, radiological, chemical and biological weapons;
terrorism; and international organised crime.** In this way, understandings of what
constitutes a ‘security’ issue have broadened such that it is no longer tied merely to the
sovereign issues of states and can now include those issues which make individual

citizens feel insecure.®’

Central to globalisation is the role of technology and its increasing ability to allow
people and organisations to interact with one another quicker and easier. Technology is
also the key to much of today’s insecurity. While in the 18" Century there was
technology of global reach, such as steamships, the speed of interconnection was not the
same as it is today. What is new to this era of globalisation is the intensity and
amplification possible through the technological capabilities of the computer age.
Subsequently, the primary implication that globalisation has for present security
considerations is its power of immediacy. This immediacy is unique because it allows
individuals and sub-state actors to interface with the broader world much more freely.
As Michel Foucault once famously concluded, “We are in the epoch of simultaneity; we
are in the epoch of juxtaposition, the epoch of the near and far, of the side-by-side, of

the dispersed.”*®

Considering the increase in immediacy, the luxury of safety once enjoyed through
physical distance is no more. In the past, individuals in one part of the world were
largely free of concern that events elsewhere would directly impact upon them
personally. Peoples in diverse parts of the world, which previously may have been
entirely unaffected by what happened elsewhere, now find themselves drawn into what
is essentially the same social space. Simply put, globalisation now forces contact
because ‘we’ are all part of the same space, a planet called Earth that is inhabited by one
group of people for all intents and purposes. While in the past it was possible to
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separate the ‘global’ from the ‘local’, this-is increasingly impossible as ‘local events’

have worldwide ramifications.

Christopher Coker has provided some of the more insightful thinking into globalisation
and insecurity and he notes seven globalisation related challenges that have forced states
to redefine their security interests- weapons of mass destruction (WMD), terrorism, the
environment, inequality, migration, organised crime and HIV-AIDS.*” Because of the
speed and types of interaction and interconnectivity now experienced between multiple
sources of insecurity, there is no single country that can defend itself independently

from others since a “globalised age requires global responses.”*®

The key consideration
of these challenges is that they require coordinated responses since the problems

emanating from one state cannot simply be cordoned off from the rest of them.

Furthermore, there has also been a refocusing in the present age of globalisation to
cover more than just ‘state security’ and there is now a strong emphasis on the notion of
‘human security’, the idea that individual humans should be part of security
considerations in the 21% Century. This emphasis on individuals has led to a strategic
focus on ‘preventive defence’ that requires states to take early action to prevent threats
from growing to catastrophic size, such as nuclear proliferation, because this is more

effective for protecting individuals.*

However, it is hard for states to attempt to manage the risks associated with
globalisation if they themselves are finding their powers eroded by globalisation. James
Rosenau argued that the distinguishing feature of globalisation is that its “globalising
processes... are not hindered or prevented by territorial or jurisdictional barriers.”
This bypassing of states is a significant feature in rationalising globalisation’s security
implications because it fundamentally raises doubts about the ability of states to

maintain blanket security for their citizens.

Many academics have been quick to point out that because of globalisation,
empowerment is shifting from governments to individuals. Michael Barnett noted that

in the present age, insecurity can be caused primarily by individuals largely through
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their ability to move freely and to access destructive technology. Simply put, in the
present era of globalisation, “states don’t kill people, people kill people.” The ability
of states to protect their individual citizens from the violence of other individuals is a
very challenging task, something that is quite novel to modern history. States have
relatively long experience countering the aggression of what they understand, other
states, through tools such as diplomacy or military strength, but they have a much
harder time devising strategies to prevent violence by individuals against other

individuals across state boundaries.

Despite all of the arguments of globalisation ‘shrinking’ the world and bringing
humanity ever closer together, this needs to be qualified by the other significant trend of
‘localisation’. People are naturally rather fearful of radical change, especially if they
feel powerless to control it. Globalisation, and the contact that it forces, is certainly a
radical change agent and one that people around the world have been very keen to resist
in defence of what they do know and understand, their own local culture and socio-
economic systems. Rosenau has iterated that localisation can be understood as the
“pressures that lead people, groups, and societies... to narrow their horizons and
withdraw to less encompassing processes, organizations or systems.””> The keywords
for understanding globalisation are ‘coherence’, ‘integration’, centralisation’ while
localisation has connotations of ‘decentralisation’, ‘fragmentation’ and
‘disintegration’.”> While globalisation is forcing people to identify themselves beyond
just the locale where they live, localisation is on the other hand “being driven by
pressures to narrow and withdraw... and intensifying the deep attachments to land that

can dominate emotion and reasoning.”*

Localisation dynamics give an emphasis for people to become more introverted and
isolated and this is especially the case when there is no government, or a very weak one,
able to balance these localisation dynamics by facilitating the more positive aspects of
globalisation, such as formal, regulated trade. Simply put, when the state fades people
return to local strategies for survival. This is primarily because as there is no
government, or one that has little to offer in tangible benefits, people must look to their
local environment for more of their general sustenance. If a national government does

not exist or cannot provide any real tangible benefits, then certainly the international

.46



community is much harder to access in positive ways other than through limited

interactions, such as humanitarian aid.

The dynamic of localisation, the opposing reaction to globalisation, is ironically driven
by the dynamics of globalisation itself. Indeed, it is these “continual tensions and
interactions between the forces propelling the fragmentation of communities and those
conducing their integration” that are a defining feature of the present age.”> Not
everybody is enjoying the benefits of globalisation, especially economic, and presently
the greatest cultural gap in the world is between those who are fully integrated, and
largely willingly so, into globalising processes versus those who feel cut-off from them,

coerced into them, or indeed just resentful of globalisation in general.

The inherent tensions between globalising dynamics provoking localising ones have the
potential to see that “enormous social and political power is unleashed.”® This can be
seen presently around the world at anti-globalisation protests, the resentment of
‘Americanisation’ in many parts of the world, and the wide-ranging efforts of people
and communities to defend their local culture and traditions, be they French farmers,
indigenous rebels in Mexico, or factory workers in Indonesia. In conclusion, as Coker
noted: “To the globalised the other seems marginal; to the marginal, the globalised seem
uncaring and exploitative. This difference is likely to be a growing source of conflict in

the near future.”’

Having now provided a brief review of globalisation, it is possible to explain how the
definition of frontiers can be used to develop a specific definition for frontiers of
insecurity in relation to globalisation. Globalisation is central to the definition because
it is very much the ‘contact’ in the two-pronged definition of a frontier, namely a

frontier being both a ‘zone of contact’ as well as a ‘politico-geographical area’.

John Lewis Gaddis argued that one of the primary attractions historically for would-be
immigrants to the US has been the hope that it could “insulate domestic life from a
violent external world.”*® The protection of distance is no longer taken for granted in

the post-9/11 world. Because of the nature of present globalisation, it is no longer
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possible for anybody to separate themselves fully from anybody else. We all truly live
on one planet now. The types of insecurity presently faced- be they terrorism, WMD, or
epidemics- cannot be separated and blocked by the borders of the world. The
Australian military thus noted that “asymmetric threats... have reduced the value of

defences built around geographic advantage” >

, such as distance, while the US military
added, “geographic insularity no longer confers security for the country.”60 There are
some who attempt to isolate themselves from the contact with others brought about
through globalisation, hence the dynamic of localisation. However, as mentioned, the
dynamics of globalisation versus that of localisation are such that the driving one is
globalisation, which is fundamentally about integration rather than the separation of

localisation.

Frontiers may simultaneously be a conduit for contact among different kinds of objects
and activities as well as barriers to contact for other objects and activities. As Rosenau
highlighted, there are six basic types of interaction: goods and services, people, ideas
and information, money, normative orientations, and behavioural patterns and practices.
The technology of the present era, through globalisation, has greatly expanded the
possibilities for all these types of interaction. Many of the positive interactions can at
times be supplanted by negative ones. On the one hand, the beneficial movements of
goods and services, labour and capital through free trade have been stifled by the twin
problems of “civil wars and lawless corrupt governments.”®! On the other hand, the
states of the world have largely been unable to stem the more negative types of

interaction.

Of significance is the movement of people. A world facing ‘super-empowered
individuals’, those able to cause great damage relative to their own numerical
insignificance, means the possibilities for danger are greatly increased.%? In the past, the
primary threat for mass violence was from states, yet individuals or small groups are
now able to do “the sort of damage which before only state armies or major
revolutionary movements could achieve.”® As Gaddis pointedly noted regarding 9/11:
“by expending 19 lives and a few hundred thousand dollars, the attackers managed to
kill some 3,000 people, to inflict as much as a hundred billion dollars’ worth of property

damage, and to redefine the nature of our times.”**
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Furthermore, even while one type of interaction may be limited, given the interrelated
nature of present insecurity, it is possible for one type of interaction to allow for more
negative types of results to occur. For instance, the relatively free movement of legal
immigrant labour may also allow for a rise in narcotics or human trafficking. Moreover,
the EU has argued of the interrelated threats it faces by pointing out that 90 percent of
heroin comes to Europe from Afghanistan through Balkan criminal gangs, the same
ones responsible for the annual trafficking of 200,000 women for the European sex

trade.%’

While the conditions of weak and failed states hinder their economic interaction in
terms of formal, regulated trading with the core, it does not stymie it outright. For
instance, Somalia as a state has not really ‘existed’ since the early 1990s. In the time
since it has not ceased to interact with the world overall, but it has so in many formal
ways such as regulated international trade. However, what is crucial to highlight is that
while frontiers might be ‘moving away’ from the hinterland in the sense of them having
less ‘normal’ interaction (what could mostly be considered the ‘good globalisation’, viz.
increasing formal economic linkages and interdependence or increased government
participation in multilateralism), they are still interacting with the rest of the world

through the other aspects of globalisation.

Research by the World Bank, amongst others, has persuasively shown how increased
economic opportunities provided through globalisation allow actors in weak and failed
states to exploit opportunities allowed for through economic globalisation.f'6 So while
for weak and failed states as sovereign entities there is increasing isolation as members
of the international system, there is not necessarily a decrease in other types of
interactions. For instance, while the DR Congo was imploding into prolonged civil war,
it was increasingly incapable of functioning as an actual state in the international states
system while still being a member of it. Yet, at the same time people there were still
exporting large quantities of goods- gold, timber, diamonds and selenium- into the
global economy, mostly through the international black market. By way of another
example, the Leftist rebels of Colombia, FARC, have been able to accrue 500 million
dollars per year through the cocaine trade to continue to wage war against the Bogota

government.67
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Importantly, in the context of present globalisation, conditions are conducive for the
dynamics of civil conflict to be encouraged by actors benefiting from them over the
long-term. Increased access to international markets provided through globalisation has
augmented the ability of local elites to profit economically from perpetuated violence
and conflict.®® Government officials, petty traders, international criminal networks, and
warlords are all examples of actors who can benefit from the perpetuation of conflict
which opens up immediate, very rationally sought opportunities for profit-making
through resource exploitation and trading. In the context of weak and failed states,
defined as they are by exceptionally inept governments, and notably when immediate
profits can be accrued through the perpetuation of violence, controlling state
apparatuses are not instrumentally necessary in themselves. As David Keen argued of
rebels in African civil wars, the incentive to take control of government is not
significant where “the state is unable either to monopolize violence or to tax economic

activity.”69

Lastly, frontiers also have strong psychological and cultural connotations, notably as
‘wild lands’ and have represented a dark and dangerous unknown filled with the ‘other’.
The academic Thomas Diez has remarked that for much of recent history, the most
common processes of ‘othering’ have been primarily geographic in nature whereby
people living in states “establish an inside and an outside, represent the outside as a
danger to the presupposed identity of the inside and thereby construct and reproduce

»10 This was especially the case for Europe, which is now, however,

that very identity.
seeing the move from a primarily geographic othering to one based on the “construction
of ‘Europe’ through practices of othering in which identity, politics, and geography are
intimately linked with each other, and which can therefore be called ‘geopolitical’

otherings.”71

This broader geopolitical othering has seen an emphasis given to a potential existential
threat, which should be outside of one’s own space and can then be defended against.
Europe has given its priority in this regards to defining illegal immigration and rising
Islamic terrorism as the most significant threats it faces from others. In this way, the
9/11 and 2004 Madrid terrorists attacks have “intensified the making of a ‘European’

territory that needs to be secured.””” Considering this fear of terrorism as well as of
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illegal immigration, Europe has developed a ‘Fortress Europe’ mentality whereby she
has tried “to construct the widest territorial entity which can be effectively integrated
into an area of political stability and economic prosperity in a dangerous world.””® The
boundaries of Europe have hence been expanded and strengthened to prevent the
incursion of others from the ‘outside’ who are deemed to be a risk to the ‘inside’
security of Europe. Overall, Europe, by way of example for the West more generally,
has braced itself against turbulent frontiers over the horizon in an age defined by the

contact of globalisation.

The ‘what’ of frontiers of insecurity- the realities of weak and failed states

State failure is an alarming phenomenon that undermines global
governance and adds to regional instability.
- The European Union, ‘A Secure Europe in a Better World’™

With the conclusion of the Cold War, there were widespread expectations of a
significant peace dividend and the world has in fact grown less violent in the years since
the end of the superpower conflict.”” The numbers, in absolute terms, for wars and their
resultant casualties are both at lower levels than what they were during their high point
in the 1970s and ‘80s. However, even while claims of a ‘new world disorder’ are
exaggerated, what has been the case is the very significant presence of what this thesis
terms ‘frontier states’, those weak and failed states that are effectively the international
system’s peripheral areas of anarchy and hence exist as its ‘frontiers of insecurity’. It
should be noted that ‘anarchy’ in this usage does not mean that of sovereign states
existing in a system of ‘anarchy’ whereby there is no world government. Rather, it
refers to domestic anarchy- political disorder and violence- within certain politico-

geographic areas, viz. the frontier states themselves.

Frontier states are those that have struggled or completely failed to maintain their ability
to exert internal sovereignty. Generally, these states can be understood as those where a
government cannot effectively control ifs territory or maintain a monopoly on the
legitimate use of force. Furthermore, other key attributes are a breakdown of law, order

and basic services, often accompanied by communal conflict, violent ethnic
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nationalism, militarism and even endemic regional conflict.’® The culmination of these
attributes ultimately leads to a state failing when it’s sovereign government:

no longer performs the functions normally attributed to it... the central
authority through which laws are made and enforced is inoperative: laws are
not made, order is not preserved and societal cohesion is not enhanced...
government has lost its minimal capacity.”’

Examples of frontier states include those that have had governments, but in general have
been exceptionally chaotic, such as Haiti and Liberia, and those that have even been

without any government for significant periods of time, such as Somalia.

Alex Maroya argued that many present states which previously constituted the frontier -
zones of the European colonial empires continue to exhibit many of the same
governance characteristics. In the past, colonial powers on their frontier zones kept the

“colonial state... [as] a bare mechanism of control”’®

which means that today
“institutions in former frontier areas are typically more hybridised, less stable and (in
conventional terms) more underdeveloped than in either Western states or areas where

»" " Conventional

the duration and intensity of the colonial experience was greater.
notions of states as being a ‘contrarian model’ where individuals in their equality have a
social contract through government simply do not exist there. The post-colonial state,
because of an “absence of substantial institutional capacity,” simply became a divided,
conflicted entity where “various pluralities negotiated their relationship with each other

and with the outside world.”®

Having noted these considerations of Maroya, this thesis will thus argue that the actual
frontier zones proper, i.e. frontier states, can be defined as geopolitical areas at the edge
of the effectively controlled sovereign spaces of the present international states system:
a zone of transition of low administrative intensity outside the centres of the
international states system. The following ‘frontier elements’ define frontier states®!:

Present or recent armed conflict;

a lack of effective territorial control or intensive administration;

highly militarised institutions with a low level of responsible government;
limited economic and social development (as conventionally understood);
fundamental internal disagreement over the nature of the state.

In order to be considered frontier states they must cross a threshold whereby they share

to a significant degree the above characteristics. It is not the contention of this thesis
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that there are a great many states that could be considered to have crossed the threshold
to become actual frontier states. This thesis really only intends the term to be adequate
for describing the most direly anarchic areas in the world, perhaps twenty states in total.
In this way, they range presently, or recently, from such states as Haiti, the Balkans,
Liberia, Sierra Leone, the DR Congo, Cambodia, Burundi, Somalia, Afghanistan, to

East Timor and the Solomon Islands.

It is worth considering in more detail the construction of frontier states in order to
understand what it is that makes them distinctive from the rest of the international states
system. One of the starting points for this consideration is to review the notion of
‘quasi-states’, a term developed by Hedley Bull and Adam Watson and later by Robert
H. Jackson. The main theme of this term is that all post-colonial states have ‘juridical’
sovereignty, recognition by other states as being independent states, but lack the
‘empirical’ sovereignty of statchood, fundamentally a government with the “political
will, institutional authority and organized power to protect human rights and provide

socio-economic welfare” to its citizenry.®

The general argument is not that ‘quasi-states’ equal weak and failed states. Rather, the
prevalent conditions that allowed for the maintenance of many post-colonial states in
the present international system- notably self-determination, the assumed equality of
sovereign states, and the norm of non-intervention- leave the possibility open that some
of these ‘quasi-states’ might fragment and weaken even further because there is still
largely nothing to prevent them from doing so. Namely this is because, regardless of
their empirical condition, they are recognised as sovereign states. What this thesis is
interested in is those areas in the periphery of the international states system that have
digressed the most in their claims to exhibit even a minimal standard of empirical
sovereignty. Fundamentally, it is interested in those areas in the periphery that are
anarchic because they exhibit to a significant degree the ‘absence of government’,

‘political disorder and violence’ and general ‘disorder and confusion’.

It is crucial to further emphasise that when considering frontier states as a physical,

geographic reality, i.e. the weak and failed state itself, that it is necessary to understand
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frontiers as being one part of a whole in the sense of them being inherently part of the
international states system. Frontier states do not exist in a separate system to that of
the international system of sovereign states, but rather they are still an “integral part of

the world system of governance.”®?

This is in contrast to understanding there being a
frontier between the international states system and a separate system, because one
simply does not exist. They are not an ambiguous region between states or between

states and something else.

However, this thesis will still emphasise frontiers more broadly as the ‘politico-
geographical area lying beyond the integrated region of the political unit’. In this way
the definition is dialectic in that frontiers in the present are part of a whole, i.e. the
international states system, and yet the actual physical and geographic frontiers are also
essentially detached in important ways, notably their lack of effective governance, from
the stable, orderly part of that system, i.e. peaceful and at least relatively functional

states that are effectively the international system’s hinterland.

Presently, the large majority of states are relatively stable, or even increasingly
prosperous, and these can be considered as the ‘core’ of the international system. These
states of the core are able to function largely as sovereign equals in terms of both the
conduct of their internal, domestic administration as well as recognising one another as
sovereign equals in the realm of international politics. They are also increasingly tied
together, especially formally, through the linkages and interactions brought about
through economic globalisation. The foundations of the core are America, Europe and
Japan but also increasingly other parts of Asia, Australasia, and Latin America.
Importantly, the vast majority of states in the developing world do not exhibit the
conditions of being frontier states and should be considered part of the core as they have

largely functioning governments.

Furthering an emphasis on the structure of frontier states, it is also important to note
identity creation there, especially in relation to localisation as defined previously.
Within frontier states, because of the erosion of state structures there, alternative sources

of identity have developed. As Rosenau highlighted:
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... with globalising and localising dynamics having undermined the national
level as a source of psychic comfort and with transnational entities seeming
too distant to provide the psychic benefits of affiliation, the virtues of the
satisfactions to be gained through more close-at-hand affiliations are likely
to be increasingly salient... %

In this way, identity creation returns more to the local level, notably against any
previous post-colonial sentiments of nationalism arising at the state level. This
emphasis on local identities is often confusing, or even outright perturbing to outsiders,
who can see it as ‘backward’ or even ‘barbarian’ compared to more universal identities,
such as states-based nationalism. An example of this could be the condescension with
which peacekeepers consider many of the armed bands who infest frontiers states. For
instance, the major militia in the Congo- Brazzaville during its last civil war was known
as the Ninjas. This can seem rather infantile or even severely detached from the
‘reality’ of war to outsiders, but it serves as a strong identifying point for the men who

serve in the militia and the local community that supports it.

When much of the state structure has disappeared or been direly corrupted, individuals
often seek local modalities to protect themselves. One way is through local armed
groups and the breakdown of government structures able to control local violence in
frontier states has seen the manic growth in the number of non-state actors engaged in
violence for various rationales. Coker has termed this the development of “neo-feudal
security regimes” whereby individuals look to membership in “gangs, clans, or
allegiance to personal warlords or leaders with their respective feudal affiliations and

ties” for protection.85

These protective ties that bind are often illogical or incomprehensible to outsiders and
are one of the prime ways in which these frontier actors can be deemed as ‘runaway
elements’ who are engaged in their own interests detached from what can be considered
‘normal’. Life on the frontier, shaped as it is by local identities and local modalities for
providing security, can indeed be a very alien place for governments and academics,
amongst others, looking in from the outside. And yet, if viewed at that individual level,
when confronted by insecurity and weak or non-existent government, it is only natural
for people look to other modalities for identity creation and personal protection when

and where the state is so lacking.

55



The interface of globalisation and peripheral areas of anarchy

... previously such areas, precisely because of their chaos, were isolated
Jfrom the rest of the world. Not so today when a country without much law
and order can still have an international airport.%®

It is the initiating premise of this thesis that ‘anarchic politico-geographical areas’, i.e.
weak and failed states, interfa ced to the international system through globalisation
should be conceptualised as ‘frontiers of insecurity’. A weak or failed state in itself
does not constitute a frontier. If there were no globalisation or it was different in form,
failed and weak states could be left in isolation. However, because of globalisation,
those same weak and failed states become frontiers of insecurity because other states,

including those of the West, are forced to interact with them as 'contact zones'.

The contact of globalisation is what makes such states more than merely weak or failed,
they become frontiers. This contact cannot be regulated, for instance as the European
Union does of its expansionism eastwards. No conditionalities for greater contact can
be set; the contact is through the forced interface with frontiers of insecurity through
globalisation. As the US government concluded, the realities of globalisation “mean
great dangers may arise in and emanate from relatively weak states and ungoverned

areas 2587

The presence of frontier states is one of the most pressing security concerns presently
faced in world politics. Indeed, the international states system has frayed on its edges as
a relatively small minority, but still significant number of states in the developing
world, created through decolonisation and largely maintained through the bi-polar
politics of the Cold War, have collapsed or deteriorated over the last several decades.
Globalisation is intimidating enough because of the power of immediacy that it brings
and the empowerment it offers to individuals and non-state actors through technology.
However, this is especially so when the state as an institution, the foundation of the
international system and the primary means of regulating human interaction, is failing in

locales stretching from Haiti to the Solomon Islands.
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The lack of governmental control in these frontier states means that it is even harder for
the international community collectively to ‘manage’ globalisation’s negative effects,
the risks that it creates and compounds for everybody for the indefinite future. In an age
generating a much more ambiguous array of threats- ranging from WMD proliferation,
- environmental degradation, organised crime to the rise of Islamic terrorism- the inability
of weak governments to counter globalisation’s insecurities and the related export of
chaos can have grave consequences for international order. As the Australian Defence
Ministry concluded, “globalisation can add to the potential fallout from failing states...

the interconnectedness globalisation brings... widen and intensify their impacts.”®®

The relatively carefree days of the 1990s when civil wars and the related entrenchment
of state collapse in areas of ‘remote and petty interest’ could be largely ignored by the
international community have ended. This was because they were shattered with the
forced realisation, mostly through the trauma of 9-11, that one’s own security in a
globalised world founded upon a states system requires stability throughout, not just in
the West. Fundamentally, there are still frontiers which are zones of contact and they
morph from just being isolatable areas of anarchy to being everybody’s frontiers of

insecurity.

Lastly, a consideration of what makes frontiers of insecurity ‘new’ from previous eras
can serve to highlight how they are key to understanding the current security dynamics
of the international system. In a similar way to the shift of strategic frontiers for
Imperial Britain, the ‘new’ frontiers of insecurity in the post-Cold War era have shifted
in several important ways. The Cold War’s geopolitical friction focused primarily on
the plains of Eastern Europe and Northeast Asia, and only to a lesser extent on other
developing states in the then so-called ‘Third World’. However, the post-Cold War era
has been more focused on frontiers defining the contact zones between orderly states
and those that are patently not internally, mostly found in Africa and the Greater Middle
East. Indeed, ‘once remote and petty interests’ in the form of frontier states have

assumed primary security importance for Western states since the end of the Cold War.
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This shift in emphasis from the dynamics of insecurity largely defined as war between
states, especially with the fear of nuclear war between superpowers, to one primarily
centred on the strategic fear of failing states and the rising destructive power of non-
state actors has been dramatic. During the Cold War there were certainly weak and
failed states and there was also manic globalisation. However, the main difference was
that the international system’s dynamics were largely structured on a realist’s
understanding of an anarchic international system requiring classic power balancing and

conflicts between states.

Given that, state failure was viewed through “the prism of superpower conflict and was
rarely addressed as a danger in its own right.”® Anarchy in the extreme periphery was
merely to be filled and influenced as part of the accumulation of power within the
broader struggle between the two superpowers. However, since 1991 the strategic
rationale of the West has shifted from ‘containing’ the Soviets and communism to
‘managing insecurity’ as global risks in all their ambiguous forms, be they terrorism,
nuclear weapons proliferation, environmental degradation, or illicit trades. The lesson
of the 1990s, and especially after 9/11, was that everybody needs to care about the

“dangerous exports of failed states.”®

This shift in frontiers has meant that much of the international infrastructure constructed
during the Cold War by the West has struggled to find updated roles for dealing with
new security problems, notably the confluence of globalisation’s dynamics of insecurity
and weak and failed states, i.e. with frontiers of insecurity. This situation is exemplified
best by NATO, which for many years after 1991 had its continued existence as a
multilateral military organisation called into question, but now sees a fresh mandate as it

shifts to meet new needs.

These updated terms of reference include helping to bring peace and security to weak
and failed states and helping its members increase coordination against the more
dangerous flows of globalisation, such as illicit trafficking in nuclear materials or
combating the movements of terrorists. It is notable that in its entire history, the only

time NATO’s collective defence clause has been activated was after 9/11 when NATO’s
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member states declared solidarity with the USA and sought to help defend both her and
themselves from further terrorist attack by a non-state actor. This emphasis on new
threats has continued for NATO, most relevantly and significantly with the

organisation’s assumption of management for the intervention in Afghanistan.

Compared to frontiers of insecurity during the 1880s and 1890s, there are also
significant differences with those of the present. In Robinson and Gallagher’s work,
crises in the periphery provoked a concern by European imperial powers that other
Great Powers would exploit weaknesses there and assert their own dominance in such
places. Presently, the threat of war between the Great Powers is not a driving, or even
particularly plausible, concern. The European Union noted that “large-scale aggression
against any member state is now improbable”®’ while the UK has argued that “there is
currently no major conventional threat to Europe.”” In fact, conventional threats are
now of such relatively little concern that the US National Security Strategy stressed that
“the world’s Great Powers [now] find themselves on the same side- united by common

dangers of terrorist violence and chaos.”*

Currently, the fear of Western states is not that other Great Powers will exploit crises in
the periphery, but rather that the anarchy resultant from peripheral crises will increase
all of the negative consequences of globalisation, which they are forced to have contact
with. There is especially a fear that the crises of frontier states will be exploited not by
other Great Powers, but rather by increasingly powerful non-state actors, such as
terrorist groups, and violent individuals who cannot be dealt with by Western states in
the older, conventional manner as for other states. The significant threat posed by non-
state actors “waging war in a global system” is direly compounded by the fact that these

non-state actors are able to catalyse global agitation within and through frontier states.”*

2.4: Conclusion

The DRC...a country of more than fifty million people with no functioning
government or national institutions, a vast territory contested by tribal and
ethnic forces, foreign armies, regional satraps, private militias, warlords,
brigands, and black marketers. Congo seemed just about as hopeless as
any place on earth. 9
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This thesis has chosen to focus on ‘frontiers’ for a number of reasons. The primary
reason is that responding to peripheral anarchy in the form of frontiers is a timeless
problem. While the 21* century may be defined by globalisation and its compression of
time and space, that does not negate the fact that there are still geographic territories that
constitute dire security threats because of their anarchy. John Lewis Gaddis wrote that
cartography, “like cognition itself, is a necessary simplification that allows us to see
where we are going.”96 A geographic understanding of ‘frontiers’ allows academic
analysis to conceptualise a reality clearly by using a timeless construct. Rather than
invent new terminology, this thesis emphasises frontiers to allow for consistency and

definitional clarity allowing for a better contextualisation of present interventionism.

This chapter has sought to argue that there are frontiers presently. Taken together, the
why of globalisation, i.e. the actual contact, and the what of peripheral areas of anarchy,
i.e. the actual politico-geographic areas of weak and failed states, allows for an
understanding of frontiers of insecurity actually existing. If there were no contact
through globalisation, there could be no understanding of them as frontiers; they would
just be peripheral, isolated areas of no consequence. Conversely, if there were no
physical reality of peripheral areas of anarchy, the actual weak and failed states, there
could be no consideration of modern frontiers actually existing either. There would be
no frontiers, just a complete and largely functional international states system with lots
of contact between its component parts, viz. sovereign states, through globalisation.
That frontier zones do indeed exist means that they must be dealt with, a subject to be

discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 3: MANAGING FRONTIER STATES THROUGH
STATE BUILDING INTERVENTIONISM

Many countries in the South West Pacific remain challenged by internal
conflict [and] the need for stable governance... The ability to manage and
enforce sovereignty is an abiding concern.

- Government of Australia, ‘Australia’s National Security, 2005 1

The presence of anarchy looming in frontiers is a timeless challenge and leaders have
needed to respond accordingly to protect those ‘within the realm’ against such troubles.
Regarding present needs for managing ‘frontiers of insecurity’, this chapter will firstly
argue that a ‘pericentric pull’ emanating from frontiers explains why such places
stimulate a response from Western states, namely their intentions to mitigate their
security concerns relating to them. Secondly, this chapter will explain sow Western
states respond to frontiers of insecurity. It will argue that since the end of the Cold War,
that response' has been in the form of state building interventionism, namely of finding
and strengthening suitable ‘collaborative partners’ there in the form of national

governments capable of more effectively managing their sovereign territory.

3.1: Rationales and methods for responding to frontiers

We need both to think globally and to act locally.
- The European Union, ‘A Secure Europe in a Better World’?

This thesis intends to better understand how and why the West responds to ‘anarchy in
our midst’, namely interventionism into frontiers of insecurity. This chapter will
articulate the pericentric school of imperial theory, notably that argued by imperial
historians explaining Western expansionism in response to peripheral crises. While this
thesis is not one on empire and imperialism, the review of the dynamics specific to
those phenomena is important because theories of empire and imperialism look to
understand how and why some states impose control over other states- namely those
deemed peripheral and dangerous, i.e. as frontiers- in order to achieve their own

strategic objectives.



Historical responses to frontiers

... as the ambitious schemes of the humanitarians broke one by one against
the facts of Africa, statesmen became more and more hard-headed.
- Robinson and Gallagher®

Robinson and Gallagher argued throughout their works that imperial expansion was
primarily the result of peripheral crises rather than in strictly systemic imperatives to
accrue power or the metropole’s capitalist dispositions. They highlighted that the
“times and circumstances” of British imperial expansion into parts of sub-Saharan
Africa were indeed “called forth by crisis” from within those locales.* It was only when
the ability of those regions themselves failed to provide “satisfactory conditions” that
Britain felt compelled that “power [be] used imperialistically to adjust those
conditions.” Crucially, as suitable conditions developed in the periphery, namely the
presence of local collaborators of sufficient capacity for effective local governance, the
“frequency of imperialist intervention lessens and imperialist control is correspondingly

relaxed.”®

Another British historian who has emphasised responses to crises in the periphery is
David Fieldhouse. He noted that a “general crisis” sparked by numerous problems in
the periphery provoked British imperial expansion in the latter quarter of the 19"
Century. As Fieldhouse explained, “for the first time in modern history, these local
problems were so widespread and the Europeans powers concerned so numerous that
collectively they constituted a ‘general crisis’ in the relations between Europe and the
less-developed world.””  The need for expansionism to secure themselves saw
Europeans implement a “new imperialism” because they were “pulled into imperialism

by the magnetic force of the periphery.”®

A third important British historian, David Mclntyre, focused on what he called the
“tropical frontiers” of Fiji, the Niger Delta and the Malay States, which had seen
“ferment and disintegration” in the early 1870s.” Namely, the British Empire had a
“frontier problem” since the “internal conditions [of these frontiers] posed serious

threats to the security of the colonies” bordering them because of both geographical
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proximity and socio-economic interchange.'® Because of this insecurity, these frontiers
hence required “expansion into new areas” by the Empire in order to secure itself.'’
The tropical frontiers that McIntyre highlighted were not as significant as those that
others focused on- such as the Northwest Frontier- which highlights that even in
exceptionally peripheral areas, such as Fiji, the Empire still felt the need to respond to

peripheral crises for security rationales.

John Galbraith was a further prominent imperial historian to argue that there was a “pull
exerted by ‘turbulent frontiers®.”! Specifically, British expansion was resultant from
the ““man on the spot’s’ reaction to the problem of the turbulent frontier.”’> This was
primarily because “Britain as the paramount power... must be responsible for order and
security” not only in its immediate areas of sovereignty but in their general proximity as
well. A response of expanding imperial control was most often done with great
hesitance as the peripheral areas generally were of little commercial value and
strategically provoked further problems. As Galbraith concluded, this was because
efforts “to eliminate the disorderly frontier by annexations... in turn produced new

915

- frontier problems and further expansion. An ever expanding empire was left ever

more exposed to turbulent frontiers.

US history also provides examples of expansionism being provoked by frontiers. John
Lewis Gaddis argued that Americans have long felt that “expansion... is the path to

»16 " An early example of this was General Andrew Jackson’s invasion of

security.
Spanish Florida in 1818, an action later defended by President John Quincy Adams who
argued that either Spain properly manage the territory or “cede to the United States a
province... which is in fact derelict, open to occupancy of every enemy, civilized or

17 An anarchic frontier- be it Florida, Texas or California-

savage, of the United States.
required that power vacuums be filled, both to impose order against internal actors
spawning insecurity and to cancel the threat of other states occupying them. Gaddis
concludes that “concerns about ‘failed’ or ‘derelict’ states are nothing new in the history
of United States foreign relations” as could be seen from her expansion into frontiers in

continental North America and later further afield.'®
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The key dynamic in all of these examples of ‘frontier problems’ was that it was from the
peripheral crises themselves that expansionism was stimulated rather than metropolitan
motivations to accrue power or the amorphous dictates of global capitalism. Peripheral
crises are the driving dynamic of imperial expansionism, at certain points and locales, in
that the crux of the crises is the lack of suitable indigenous partners with whom an
external power could work through without resorting to costly imperial expansion.
Essentially, the type of collaborative relationships possible determined the type of
imperial expansion. Significant indigenous actors with cohesion and capacity for local
governance allowed for relationships to be developed without seeking any type of
imperial control, merely the furtherance of commerce and trade. If some control was
required, then stronger actors allowed for informal rule to be implemented rather than
expensive formal control. However, it was when crises in the periphery saw either a
complete lack of indigenous partners or the collapse of competent partners that the

deepening of imperial control became necessary.

The present pull of frontiers

In an era of globalisation, distant threats may be as much a concern as
those that are near at hand... the first line of defence will often be abroad.
- The European Union, ‘A Secure Europe in a Better World’ 19

Western interventions since 1989, including through the UN, have been spread from
Haiti to Kosovo, Somalia, Liberia, the Congo, Afghanistan, Cambodia, East Timor and
the Solomon Islands. That the military forces of so many Western states have found
themselves in such a gamut of locales around the world raises some important questions
for understanding International Relations presently. Namely, why are states which had
previously been deemed as ‘remote and petty interests’ achieving such significance
strategically for the West currently? What are Western interventionists attempting to

achieve there and how are they attempting to achieve it?

The pericentric pull of frontiers of insecurity continues to stimulate interventionism by
Western states seeking to secure themselves from the insecurity emanating from them.
Presently, this pericentric pulling is the primary dynamic provoking interventionism

into frontier states as they pose significant security challenges for the wider world. The
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locales of present interventions show a common trait: domestic instability stemming
from a lack of rudimentary governance. Fundamentally Western states are responding
to the lack of effective governance that allows for the uncontrolled proliferation of
security problems emanating from such places, especially because of the empowerment
of non-state actors- be they terrorists, insurgents, or criminal gangs- who are able to act

free of or with limited governmental influence over their activities.

An interest in responding to frontiers for security rationales can be clearly seen in the
present defence policies of Western states. As the sole superpower, the US has led.
This has notably been so since the 9/11 terrorist attacks and since then the US has acted
on the premise that the US’ global role requires it “effectively projecting and sustaining
our forces in distant environments.”® For US government policy, this means that the
US “must remain vigilant to those states that lack the capacity to govern activity within
their borders”, notably to prevent dangerous non-state actors from exploiting
“ungoverned spaces and border areas.” The non-state actors considered to be a threat
in such anarchy include “a diverse collection of terrorists, insurgents, paramilitaries, and
criminals” that are problematic because they “seek to undermine the legitimate

governance” of weak and failed states.”

As these crises of governance pose security
challenges to Western states, it means they cannot sit idly by and hence military
responses are required. Given that, since the end of the Cold War, the US has led
interventions in places as disparate as Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia and Kosovo and thence on

to Afghanistan.

The US’ strongest European ally, the United Kingdom, has been quick to argue that its
own armed forces have “the increased likelihood of deploying forces outside... [our
historically] core regions”, namely Europe and the Middle East.® Considering this, the
UK Ministry of Defence argued in its White Paper that it has a need to “extend our
ability to project further afield” because “instability and crises... will require us both to
engage proactively in conflict prevention and be ready to contribute to short notice
peace support and counter terrorism operations.”>* It has already seen its forces since
the end of the Cold War in as assorted locales as Sierra Leone, East Timor, Afghanistan
and the Balkans. Another key US ally, Australia, has also seen its armed forces, the

Australian Defence Force, deployed in operations ranging from East Timor and
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Afghanistan to the Sudan. Although a small country, its foreign policy has placed a
special interest, notably alongside New Zealand, in the “security challenges faced by the
island states of the Pacific.”®> In this regards it has been active in those island nations to

its north, notably East Timor, Papua New Guinea, the Solomon Islands and Fiji.

For its part, the European Union has noted in its foreign policy papers that in the
relatively short period since the end of the Cold War, European forces have “been
deployed abroad to places as distant as Afghanistan, East Timor and the Democratic
Republic of the Congo.”® These interventions in distant states have been in addition to
the EU’s, as well as her member states, significant interest and participation in the
interventions in Bosnia-Herzegovina since the mid-1990s, in Kosovo after the US and
UK’s initial air campaign there in 1999, and in Macedonia since 2003. The Balkans has
been a special EU priority, notably as the fall-out from the Balkans in terms of
organised crime and refugees has had dire ramifications for it. Given that, the EU has
argued that “restoring good government... and enabling the authorities there to tackle
organised crime is one of the most effective ways of dealing with organised crime
within the EU.”?" The French have also demonstrated a keen interest in mitigating
anarchy in world. President Jacque Chirac, for instance, made note of “the threat that
failed states carry for the world’s equilibrium.”®® France’s armed forces have found
themselves deployed around the world, including to Afghanistan, but have tended to be
found in Francophone states such as Cote D*Voire, the DR Congo, Chad and the Central
African Republic.

Even the two most notably pacifistic states in the West, Japan and Germany, are feeling
the need to project their military power further. Japan is in the process of reforming its
1946 constitution with its immobilising pacifist conditions. This has been encouraged
by tensions with China and North Korea but also represents a desire to be able to
participate in missions outside of Northeast Asia, something represented by the fact that
the Japan Self-Defense Forces continue to support operations in Afghanistan. Germany
is also in the process of reforming its military, with Berlin noting in its 2006 Defence
White Paper that the Bundeswehr is to be “thoroughly restructured into an intervention
force” to participate in “peace-creating interventions.” German troops have been to

the DR Congo repeatedly since the turn of the century and are presently serving in both
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Lebanon and Afghanistan. As Newsweek highlighted, the Germans seem to have finally
accepted “the idea that their once-cosy role has ended” and their greater participation is

required in state building interventionism.*

The United Nations, at the behest of Western states, has steadily seen its role in the
post-Cold War era change. While the UN had historically undertaken ‘classic
peacekeeping’ missions involving the monitoring of peace agreements between states, it
has since 1989 increasingly conducted interventions into frontier states aimed at state
building. The BBC, amongst others, has highlighted that the “route [that’s been set for
the UN] is much more interventionist, moving away from the UN’s traditional emphasis
that it cannot meddle in the internal affairs of a member state.” Indeed, increasingly
since the end of the Cold War, “more blue helmets [have been] in action” than at any
time in history.*”> This momentum towards increasing the UN’s assertive presence has
seen its missions deployed to such diverse locations as Somalia, Burundi, the DRCongo,
Haiti, the Ivory Coast, Cambodia, East Timor, Sudan, Liberia, and Sierra Leone
amongst others. It is notable that even the African Union, at the encouragement of and
with support from Western states, has seen its forces deployed to Sudan and Somalia
while the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) was involved

repeatedly in interventions in Liberia and Sierra Leone.

3.2: Frontiers require engagement

The world is inter-dependent. To be engaged is only modern realpolitik.
- British Prime Minister Tony Blair*®

Following an explanation of interventionism based on the pericentric pull of security
rationales, it is now necessary to examine how that response is manifested. The
possible responses to the anarchy of frontier zones have historically been to try and
isolate it, to retreat from it, or to engage it to some extent in order to mitigate or
overcome it. Attempts at isolation or retreat, namely to try and cease interaction with
frontiers, are infeasible due to the immediacy provided by globalisation in its present
form. Frontiers of insecurity exist precisely because globalisation forces other states to

have contact with them. With ever more powerful technology, space is compressed and

67



even physical distance does not stop interaction between peoples and cannot completely

prevent the movement of illicit goods and services.

Attempts to ignore problems in frontiers have seen their negative ramifications for the
outside world delayed, not ended. Kofi Annan, by example, argued that “ignoring
failed states creates problems that... come back to bite us.”™>* The primary lesson of
Afghanistan in the 1990s was that although it was largely ignored as a security concern
by Western states, in the hopes that the insecurity there would be contained by its
geographic isolation, it eventually turned into an epicentre of insecurity for the West.
The US learned this reality the hardest and only later came to appreciate from
Afghanistan’s experiences that internal strife and anarchy “do not stay isolated for

long 2335

Another example of this has been the near total anarchy of Somalia since 1991
and the West’s general efforts to isolate itself from that problem by largely ignoring it
after its retreat from UN peacekeeping efforts there after 1994. With the rise of global
terrorism, Indian Ocean piracy, and the usage of Somalia’ anarchy as an explosive
playground for proxy wars between neighbouring Eritrea and Ethiopia, the dangerous

spill-over effects of that state’s internal problems have proved impossible to contain.

As the West lives in a world where it cannot isolate itself; it must respond to the dangers
facing it through engagement of some sort with its frontiers of insecurity. Since 1989,
possibilities for engagement with problematic areas in the periphery were framed by
understandings garnered from the past, namely that of preferring economic or political
engagement where possible. In terms of what might generally be considered political
engagement, attempts were on occasion made to broker agreements between the
assorted domestic actors in a state or region’s civil strife, such as the US’ efforts in Haiti
in the mid-1990s or the EU’s initial efforts in the Balkans in the early 1990s, both

centred on trying to foster moderation and mediation.

Economic engagement has taken the form of development aid, a method that had been
tried throughout the Cold War era. With the reduction of Cold War imperatives,
‘conditionalities’ placed on this assistance since 1991 have sought to encourage

governments to move towards ‘good governance’, notably in terms of countering
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corruption, encouraging democracy, and improving government efficiency. The
international financial organisations, the International Monetary Fund and the World
Bank, have been central to driving this development. Furthermore, utilising the
influence of large multinational corporations has also allowed Western sfates to exert
some influence. For instance, William Reno noted in the case of Angola in the 1990s
that large oil and private security companies became “back channels for strong state

influence without commitment to expensive direct rule.”¢

However, in those areas that qualify as frontiers of insecurity, the degree of violence
and the extent of the corrosion of the state effectively negate any positive effects that
political or economic engagement with them might bring. Political engagement in such
areas is limited because it is likely that none of the indigenous political actors,
especially national governments, have the capacity to implement decisions and
agreements negotiated with the help of outside parties. For instance, even after peace
talks concluded for the DR Congo, it still required a UN military force to allow for the
implementation of the peace agreement there. In terms of economic engagement in the
form of development aid, the simple lack of credible partners to work with in states that
are frontiers of insecurity is largely overwhelming. At times there are none in the form
of even a weak government, such as Somalia for most of the 1990s, or they.are SO
lacking in credibility or hold such extreme positions that engagement is nigh
impossible, such as with the Taliban regime in Afghanistan or the Taylor dictatorship in

Liberia.

Moreover, the challenge of trying to influence governments in frontier states through
multinational corporations is limited by the fact that while such governments may have
the legitimacy of sovereignty, they may not have any practical control over their own
territories outside of the capital (or in Somalia’s transitional government’s case, they do
not even control Mogadishu).>” That is to say, it is hard to work with actors who
possess a legal recognition, i.e. sovereignty, but no physical control. On the other hand,
insurgents or warlords who might control territory and actually be in a better position to
work through, lack the legitimacy of sovereignty, which limits options for engaging

them legally. The US learned this the hard way when it backed Mogadishu warlords in
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2004-05 and was widely criticised for doing so after they were defeated by a rival

Islamist movement.

Overall, it can be seen that the criteria that define the internal conditions of frontier
states mean that engagement with them requires even more intrusiveness than mere
economic or political outreach if the insecurity that the West is trying to mitigate is to
be possible. Traditional political and economic engagement strategies are workable
approaches for ‘developing states’, namely those that still have functional governmental
structures with a meaningful degree of control over their sovereign area. In the states
that are today’s frontiers of insecurity, however, the possibility for working through
such governments is largely impossible. Hence, as in days gone past, stronger states
feel the need to impose deeper forms of control in order to assuage their own security

concerns.

3.3: Frontiers require state building interventionism

Some conflicts pose such a grave threat to our broader interests and values
that conflict intervention may be needed to restore peace and stability.
- The White House, ‘National Security Strategy, 2006’

The American journalist Walter Lippman once noted of the Cold War that “unless
ideology can be translated into geography, the conflict cannot be dealt with.”*® As was
true for the Cold War, is true for the present- geography still matters. However, while
during the Cold War “world leaders... worried about who was amassing power; now
they worry about the absence of it”*" The more passive, blasé attempts at intervention
that had been undertaken in the 1990s, when it was still felt that frontier states' merely
“excited pity, anger and shame” have been replaced by a re-awakened understanding
that “chaos spreads... [and] a zone of chaos can turn into a major direct threat to state

security elsewhere.”!

Terrorism, narcotics, and illegal immigration, amongst others,
must be made ‘real’. There are still physical frontier zones, the actual peripheral areas
of anarchy, and they need to have effective governmental control instilled over them in
order to mitigate the negative outflows that globalisation makes possible. If geography

is not ‘dead’, it means there is still a need to ‘manage space’ and that entails working to
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strengthen the governments of states, something only achievable through state building

interventionism,.

In this manner the 9/11 terrorist attacks presented a conundrum: how to make the
response to them ‘real’. Much analysis has noted the irony that the US’ response to a
‘stateless’ terrorist network was to invade a state. However, the USA was faced with
the challenge of how to respond to al-Qaeda after the attacks, whether to combat it
through international police efforts and international law or to wage war in a specific
territory. Ultimately, the US argued that it needs an “active, forward and layered

42 Globalisation is what dictates the requirement for a ‘layered defense’.

defense.
Functioning states ‘out there’ are merely the first layer of defence, followed by
international policing efforts, such as multilateral agencies like Interpol and Europol,
and then by individual Western states’ domestic security and judicial systems. These
multiple layers are required to counter the negative ramifications of globalisation. As
an initial step, the US chose to conduct an intervention in Afghanistan while it also
pursued other ‘non-spatial’ measures for combating international terrorism, such as

through the international financial system and countering terrorist cyber-propaganda.

That geography still matters is also recognized by none other than al-Qaeda itself. That
‘stateless’ terrorist group’s number two commander, Ayman al-Zawahiri, highlighted
the value of holding territory when he argued thus:

Victory by the armies cannot be achieved unless the infantry occupies the
territory. Likewise, victory for the Islamic movements against the world
alliance cannot be attained unless movements possess an Islamic base in the
heart of the Arab region.*

While the US had pushed>al-Qaeda out of Sudan in 1996, it was still able to find
sanctuary in Afghanistan from where it could train members and organise attacks. The
US Government, startled by the effectiveness of al-Qaeda after 9/11, bitterly noted that
“the absence of effective governance in many parts of the world creates sanctuaries for
terrorists, criminals, and insurgents.”** Following the US’ intervention in Afghanistan,
al-Qaeda has been able to regroup in the anarchic northwest of Pakistan, which

appropriately composes the Northwest Frontier Province.
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Strengthening an international system of states

. in an era when dozens of states are under stress or recovering from
conflict, there is a clear international obligation to assist states in
“developing their capacity to perform their sovereign functions effectively
and responsibly.

- The United Nations, ‘A more secure world’®

Driving a sharpened awareness of ‘frontiers’ after 1991 has been the emphasis placed
on the domestic anarchy of such states by the international community, especially the
West. There is a strong need to strengthen an international system based on states that
currently has members that cannot effectively manage their territory, allowing for the
unmitigated negative flows of globalisation and the empowerment of dangerous non-
state actors. The overarching imperative has thus been to defend an international
system based on states by strengthening those members that are essentially unable to
manage themselves, even if that requires interventionism, a dislikeable policy

prescription because of its human, political and material costs.

Strengthening states through their national governments has been deemed the best way
to counter the dangers of globalisation, viz. through functional governments more
effectively managing their territories. As the US has noted in its foreign policy
statements, it intends to “create conditions conducive to a secure international system”
and that “such conditions include the effective and responsible exercise of

46 This sentiment was echoed by the UK when she argued that her

sovereignty.
“security and national prosperity depend upon international stability” and she will
consequently be willing to “deliver effective military force in peace support and
intervention operations.”47 For its part, the EU claims as a guiding purpose “to promote
and maintain stability around the world” *® and that “by helping to create security and
stability in the wider world, the EU also helps to make life safer within its own

borders.”®

What is notable about the pericentric dynamic is that just as in the past, the lack of local
partners suitable for Western states to meet their security interests can be seen in the

present era as well. The West seeks an international system based on functional states
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run by effective governments, yet in the frontier states these indigenous partners in the
form of sovereign national governments are decidedly lacking. Hence, a deeper type of
engagement is required, one that can be deemed to be essentially about imperialistic
control for the short to near term. This sentiment is best articulated by the US
Government when it says that it “will expand the community of nations that share
principles and interests with us...[and] help partners increase their capacity to defend

themselves and collectively meet challenges to our common interests.”>°

Overall, the primary challenge for responding to the present frontiers is to change their
internal dynamics so that they can participate as ‘normal’ members of the international
system, namely in the sense that they can exert stronger control over their sovereign
territories. By intervening for relatively short periods of time, and leaving after the
“creation of self-sustaining state capacity”, Western states are able to ensure their
security concerns are met by long-term collaborators in the form of more effective
national governments.”’ US policy summarises this theme well; the ability of non-state
actors to export terrorism, narcotics, or fuel internal insurrection “will be outweighed by
the capacity and resolve of local governments to defeat them.” ** This is exactly what

those undertaking interventions want to happen after they leave.

Considering that, the rate of interventions into frontier states has increased notably in
the post-Cold War era as notions of sovereignty and the justness of intervention have

53

broadened, spurred along by security imperatives. Hence, there has been an

increasing willingness to engage in coercive military interventions and, as Robert
Cooper concluded, such interventionism has in fact become “increasingly normal.”*
For instance, during the Cold War the US launched military interventions once a decade
on average, but since 1989 the US has led interventions approximately every other
year.>> For its part, the United Nations has seen the pace of its interventions accelerate,
with a new peacekeeping mission being undertaken approximately every six months as
compared to ever four years during the Cold War.’® In numbers this has meant that
from 1945 to 1978 the UN conducted 13 operations, from 1978 to 1988 it did no new

operations, yet since 1989 47 have been undertaken.’’
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Before proceeding, it is important to qualify this thesis’ interest in the dynamics of
imperialism, as highlighted by the historians of the pericentric school, with its
application towards analysing present interventionism. This thesis is not interested in
the debate of whether or not the US or the West in general is an empire.5 8 Rather, it is
interested in whether it operates as an empire in terms of its short-term interventions
into frontiers of insecurity since the end of the Cold War. Hence it is important to
highlight that there are some important differences between present interventionism and
imperialism historically, but that present interventionism is at least ‘imperialistic’
without being ‘imperialism’ in the full sense of that word. This point must be qualified
so that the dynamics highlighted through imperial history, specifically the pericentric
pull of frontiers and the importance of indigenous collaboration, can be applied to

understanding the success or failure of current interventionism.

Imperialism can be defined as the “the process of establishing and maintaining an

% Post-Cold War interventions should be considered imperialistic because

empire.
they result in one state coercively interfering in another to the point where the one can
be said to control to a significant degree the other’s effective sovereignty.
Interventionism requires a significant degree of control in the internal affairs of one
state by another, the key similarity with imperialism. Rather than mere influence,
intervention must be to the degree where both internal and external processes and
outcomes of a target state can be controlled by the intervener. However, the depths of
control, in terms both of length and of intent, are not strong enough to warrant labelling
them as imperialism in the full sense of that word. Contemporary interventionism
should therefore be understood as more coercive than hegemony, yet less than

imperialism.

Empires of the past focused largely on the permanence of their control over peripheral
societies whereas present interventions merely see control as temporary and only
“justified as the exercise of force and coercion necessary to restore peoples to their

"0 This contrast was also made by James Rosenau of Cold War

sovereignty.
interventions with imperialism historically by arguing that “these latter phenomena
involve the continued presence of the intervening actor in the target society.”® The

same contrast can be made for present interventions since while at times there is formal
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occupation, there is no long-term implementation of empire and the permanent presence
of foreign coercion. Indeed, the whole point of the present interventions is the
temporary exertion of control necessary to transition the targeted frontier state towards
achieving domestic changes whereby it is deemed ready to resume its full, sovereign

independence.62

Furthermore, present interventions attempt to transition frontier states by strengthening
their national governments, which inherently requires a profound degree of participation
by locals. Western states need competent national governments with whom they can
collaborate with to better respond to the security challenges of globalisation in order
that the pericentric dynamic is assuaged. Given this key difference with past
imperialism, the degree of forceful coercion is considerably different presently. Violent
coercion is applied primarily against specific ‘peace spoilers’ and political wrangling
undertaken with domestic elites to conform to expectations of the interventionists, such
as for democratic elections. Overall, present interventionists focus not on catalysing
change through military force but rather “discover ways to generate voluntary

cooperation” conducive to allowing frontier states to stabilise.®’

While these interventions are ‘imperialistic’ in that they briefly control frontiers states,
there has been no return to colonialism or even informal imperialism as witnessed in
previous eras. The current interventionism is very much intended to strengthen
sovereign states as part of the universalisation of the international states system. As the
US has argued, through interventions it seeks to “bolster threatened states... and build
capacity.”®® This is echoed by the UN in its interventionist interest to “assist states in
developing their capacity to perform their sovereign functions effectively and
responsibly.”®® Western states, including their actions through the UN, accept that the
world is entirely enclosed in equal sovereignty and a return to the imperialism of the
past is unacceptable. However, while imperialism as an ideology is dead, there is still
an interest in ensuring an international system of effective states even if that includes
accepting that sometimes the ‘imperialistic’ means of interventions be utilised, an
unfortunate necessity and one that has provoked much hesitance by the West. This has
indeed hindered the effectiveness of present interventionism, something to be discussed

thoroughly in subsequent chapters.
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State building interventionism in detail

The European Union... intervened to help deal with regional conflicts and
to put failed states back on their feet, including in the Balkans, Afghanistan,
and in the DRC.

- The European Union, ‘A Secure Europe in a Better World’%

The driving dynamic of the Westphalian states system is the notion of sovereignty.
Intervention most broadly can be understood as the violation of the sovereignty of
another state by a fellow state. For the purposes of this thesis, intervention will be
specifically defined as: “To interfere, usually by force or the threat of force, in another
state’s internal affairs, especially to compel or prevent an action or to maintain or alter a

87 More broadly, interventionism can be considered as a general behavioural

condition.
pattern stemming from the proclivity of ‘a state or a group of states in partnership to

intervene in the internal affairs of other states.

In order to understand what state building is in the context of post-Cold War
interventionism, it is firstly necessary to review what constitutes a ‘state’ and what the
‘building’ of it might entail. A good definition of what constitutes a state is provided by
Anthony Giddens, who defined it as existing “when there is a political apparatus
(government institutions, such as a court, parliament, or congress, plus civil service
officials), ruling over a given territory, whose authority is backed by a legal system and
the capacity to use force to implement its policies.”®® Even in an era of globalisation,
states cannot be detached from the fundamental need to exert sovereign control over
their territories. The primary need for correcting ‘state failure’ is hence for the state’s

government to be “reconstituted in some form”, viz. to be ‘built’.%

State building was historically considered to be brought about through war, a theory
most notably articulated by Charles Tilly when he famously argued ‘war makes states,
states make war’. This thesis will use the term ‘state building’ rather than ‘nation
building’, which is often used synonymously in International Relations literature. A
‘nation’ is more appropriately understood as “a distinctive group of people who feel a
communal bond on the basis of culture, history, religion, geography or linguistics”

rather than as a state by itself.”” Decolonisation failed to bring effective governance to
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some of the international system’s new states and given that, the present state building
process sees the consolidation of a state potentially happening through foreign
intervention rather than through war by itself. Considering this, state building
definitions in International Relations focus on the use of interventions to stop domestic
conflicts and reconstruct and strengthen national governments. James Dobbins thus
defined state building as foreign efforts which “aim to halt a conflict... and promote the
emergence of an indigenous government capable ultimately of resuming full

responsibility for the security and well-being of its population.””*

State building interventions should be understood as exercises in building the capability
of frontier states to be effective members of a sovereignty-based international system.
Mark Berger nicely summarises this general theme of present state building efforts
thusly: |

. an externally driven, or facilitated, attempt to form or consolidate a
stable, and sometimes democratic, government over an internationally
recognised national territory a%ainst the backdrop of the... universalisation
of a system of sovereign states. 2

It is important to highlight that the form of the government sought is ‘sometimes
democratic’ but that the primary goal is that of a creating a ‘stable government’ that can
effectively control its sovereign territory.”” The issue of democratisation in the context
of imperatives for stability will be raised in subsequent chapters as a major issue but at
this point, the definition of state building will focus on the creation of stable states

rather than on democratisation in itself.

The post-Cold War era has been defined by interventions that are much more
penetrating of what has traditionally been considered within a state’s sovereign
jurisdiction. The evolution of interventions can be seen in their categorisation within
International Relations literature as ‘generations’. The so-called ‘first generation’
interventions were those that occurred mostly during the Cold War and were considered
‘classic peacekeeping’ missions whereby foreign military forces, usually under a UN
mandate, worked to monitor a peace agreement or ceasefire between opposing states. In
this way they were very much geared towards enforcing Chapter VI of the UN Charter,
“recommendations to the parties with a view to a pacific settlement of the dispute”,

and also decidedly lacking in any state building intentions.
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However, second generation interventions, namely those involving the UN since the end
of the Cold War, have been geared towards Chapter VII implementation, “such action...
as may be necessary to maintain or restore international peace and security.” This has
meant operations that were “qualitatively different from those of traditional
peacekeeping... [because they attempt at] helping to build a long-term foundation for

stable, legitimate government.””*

Even so, second generation interventions were
generally undertaken after the conclusion of a peace agreement and with the general
consent, albeit often tenuously, of the warring parties, notably including non-state actors
rather than only state governments. It was often necessary for military forces sent on
peacekeeping missions “to go in prepared for battle” against non-state actors threatening
agreements rather than merely expecting to monitor an agreement between state

5

governments.” Examples of second generation interventions include those in Haiti,

Bosnia, Liberia, Sierra Leone, Burundi, Rwanda, and the Solomon Islands.

As with second generation interventions, those of the third generation have also been
geared towards Chapter VII mandates since the end of the Cold War. Crucially, they
are “peace enforcing” operations intending to “use force to impose a peace” and have
not been proceeded by even a tenuous ceasefire much less a peace agreement.” In this
spirit, they have been “military-led” interventions rather than merely “military-

77 The most prominent examples

supported” such as those of the second generation.
have included the UN intervention in Somalia and US-led interventions in Kosovo and
Afghanistan. Crucial to both second and third generation interventions is a focus on
state building as the primary goal which makes them qualitatively different from the
first generation. That there are few first generation peacekeeping missions presently
highlights the prominence of intra-state war and state failure since the Cold War’s

conclusion.

The third generation intervention in Somalia in 1993-1994 set the post-Cold War

(113

precedent that no longer would
2978

quasi-states’ enjoy protection under the principle of
non-intervention. Second and third generations effectively saw the revocation of
such ‘courtesies’ éxtended previously to such states. Interventions now centre on the
“idea of trying to control foreign societies... [and have the] intrusive aim of shaping the

political development” of them.” It is important to conclude by noting that this has
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been because Western states have pushed for an expanded understanding of what
constitute ‘threats to peace’, notably state failure and all the negative ramifications that
this has for international security, what has been termed the pericentric dynamic.
Indeed, it is important to again emphasise that the intervention in Somalia in the early-
1990s was an important precedent as it was the first time that “statelessness” was
acknowledged as a threat to an international system of states and requiring of an

intervention. %’

An important approach for understanding present interventionism is to consider it as a
spectrum in terms of interventionists controlling the sovereignty of a target state. On
one end would be lighter interventions where the “multinational forces [aren’t] strong
enough to assert control over the country” and are there at the consent of warring

81 The foreign forces are able to assert some presence in the capital city and

parties.
perhaps a few other major urban centres but no effort is made to implement a
comprehensive security presence, what Foreign Policy magazine has called
“peacekeeping on the cheap.”® In these cases, the intervening force never assumes any
formal sovereign responsibilities and examples of such interventions include Haiti and

in the DR Congo.

On the other end of spectrum are “overwhelming intervention[s]”, such as that into
Bosnia in 1995, when “foreign troops effectively installed an international protectorate
for the ethnically divided govemment.”83 In this sense, Cambodia, Bosnia, Kosovo and
East Timor can be considered as semi-trusteeships of the international community,
similar to ex-German colonies after the First World War. In these cases the UN
formally assumed to a significant degree responsibility for administering those states for
an extended period of time. For instance, in Cambodia the UN process went beyond
just the monitoring of a peace agreement and rather established a ‘Transitional

Authority’ that “actually... substituted for Cambodian sovereignty in key areas.”®*

In the middle of the spectrum of external control of sovereignty is where frontier states
have seen intensive interventions, leading to the toppling of governments, but which do

not establish formal UN protectorates. The best example of this was the US’ overthrow
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of Afghanistan’s Taliban regime in 2001. In that case a very weak government deemed
hostile to the US was quickly defeated and an internationally-supported transition
process immediately allowed for an indigenous government to take over. Overall, most
interventions since the end of the Cold War have been on an “uncomfortable path

between trusteeship and complete withdrawal.”®’

A second understanding of present interventionism comes from viewing it as “a process

"8 Present interventions centre on the complex task of state

rather than an event.
building rather than on the simpler goals of interventions in previous eras, notably
monitoring a peace agreement between two states. State building efforts presently
undertaken through interventions should be seen as “a process of cultivation that fosters

the growth of local actors.”®’

More specifically, it can be seen as a two pronged
process. The first prong is the development of the “specific instruments states use to
control society, that is, state capacity” and the second prong is the element of how
“states and societies negotiate their relationship, that is, the kind of state.”®® These are

complicated tasks and require a large variety of activities to accomplish.

An interventionist state building process can be seen as the series of events starting with
the instigating one- such as the signing of a peace agreement and the arrival of foreign
military forces or indeed a foreign military invasion- through to the ‘conclusion’ of the
intervention. This can be assumed to exist when the target state’s government has
resumed full control of its sovereign space. In this understanding, an intervention could
be considered to be a process that’s come to a ‘successful’ conclusion in terms of

1.¥ On the other hand, it

sufficient “state stability” allowing for international withdrawa
can also come to an end with the retreat of an intervening force which has not achieved
its stated goals, such as the UN from Somalia in 1994. In either case what is important
is that within an international system defined by sovereignty, present interventions are
indeed “finite and transitory” and can be said to cease when their “convention breaking
behaviour” no longer exists.”® Either a sovereign state resumes sovereign control in

terms of being a relatively stable state or indeed lapses into an anarchic one, but in

either case without a coercive, interfering foreign presence.
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In addition to defining post-Cold War interventions as a spectrum and as a state building
process, it is subsequently important to briefly discuss that they are multifaceted,
complex endeavours. Overall, ‘state building tasks’ intend to create a “stable political

1 In general, post-Cold War interventions usually follow a model although

structure.
key differences are whether the ‘negotiated settlement’ is instigated by outsiders or
merely mediated by them. This model was best summarised by Marina Ottaway, who
described it thusly:

The model usually envisages a negotiated settlement and the holding of a
national conference... to reach an agreement on the structure of the political
system, followed by elections. In addition to these core activities, the model
calls for subsidiary but crucial undertakings, beginning with the
demobilization of former combatants and the development of a new national
army, then extending to reforming the judiciary, restructuring the civil
service, and establishing a central bank- thus creating all the institutions
deemed necessary to run a modern state.”

In this light, it is apparent that state building interventions are more than just the
presence or use of military force for occupying a foreign country. They can be said to
constitute a “hinge between foreign, development and military policy” and without

looking at them as such, it is impossible to analyse them properly.”

Considering the ambitions of state building interventions, the types of activities they
undertake cover a wide gamut of needs, such as filling security vacuums, dealing with
humanitarian issues, rebuilding government institutions, and implementing new
economic policies. Interventionist militaries play the crucial role in present
interventions, often grudgingly when forced to undertake activities they consider
beyond their traditional responsibilities as ‘war-fighting forces’. Whether this is
appropriate or not will be discussed in later chapters, but suffice to say the activities
they implement “can encompass formal military occupation, counter-insurgency, [and]
peacekeeping” as well as what are traditionally considered non-military tasks such as

governance, policing and development work.**

The usage of military power to instigate change in the governance of frontier states is
required, at least initially, to quell or at least mitigate civil violence while a national
government is formed or strengthened. This necessity is, at its simplest, dictated by the

fact that those intervening, even if through the UN, at times have “to use force to stop
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those who try to undercut them.”® Utilising military force, either to force a settlement
or to protect one, is required because of the presence of ‘spoilers’ to peace processes
and agreements, be they militias, warlords, insurgents, terrorists or any other amongst a
plethora of non-state actors. This threat is especially prescient in an era where there is
an increasingly willingness to intervene even when not all of the conflicting parties
consent to the involvement of the intervening power, such as in Kosovo, Bosnia-

Herzegovina, Somalia and Haiti.*®

Furthermore, interventions apply military power as a catalyst to achieve a strategic
objective, the creation of a more stable state with a government capable of exerting
sovereign control over its territory.”” In this sense, rather than waiting for a civil war to
rage on in seeming perpetuity, the intervening power is willing to catalyse the situation
through its own military force. This is deemed necessary because it is felt that “there is
inadequate domestic capacity to deal with the situation and outside help is needed to
jump-start the process.”®® Passive, external participation has been deemed lacking in
resolving the problems of the frontier states. The pericentric pull dictates that proactive
action be undertaken, including applying military force when required. While the
interventionist military forces play primary roles, state building activities also require
the efforts of other foreign actors. NGOs and UN agencies currently do the “hard work”
activities necessary to “help states transition from civil war to civil society.”® These
can include training programmes, infrastructure construction, humanitarian aid

provision, and democracy promotion, amongst numerous others.

Lastly, it is important to highlight the tasks required during state building
interventionism have provoked important changes in the defence posturing of Western
states. One of the most notable changes has been a new emphasis on projecting force
into frontiers, or as NATO articulates the need, “the possibility to be expeditionary, to
project stability.”'® An emphasis on ‘expeditionary capabilities’ has been driven by the
realisation that in the present and future, the US, as well as other Western states, will
not be “conducting war against nations [but rather will be] conducting war in countries
we are not at war with.”'”" This means militaries must now prioritise being able to
conduct ‘irregular’ warfare activities such as counterterrorism and counterinsurgency

campaigns.
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In addition to expeditionary capabilities, present interventions require militaries, as
mentioned previously, to partake in actual state building activities. ~While an
intervention may be initiated by military force, what follows next is where the transition
is, in theory, achieved by ‘the expedition’ and the actual state building activities are
undertaken. The US military has termed these follow-up efforts as ‘Stability, Security,
Transition and Reconstruction (SSTR)’ operations. SSTR operations intend to produce
those “effects” which cumulatively “lead to sustainable peace while advancing U.S.
interests.”'®> Within Europe, the UK has best articulated this need to enhance capacity
to transition frontier states following initiating military action. In its “effects based”
planning, the UK military emphasises the need to “stabilise”, which it defines as “to set
the secure and stable conditions required for political and economic action so as to bring

1”19 As with civilian counterparts, these activities can include

a situation under contro
training programmes, infrastructure construction, and humanitarian aid provision,

amongst numerous others.

3.4: State building interventionism as frontier management

... to assist in the establishment of effective and responsible control over
ungoverned territory.
- US Department of Defense, ‘National Defense Strategy, 2006°%

Before concluding, it is important to articulate how state building interventionism is a
strategy of management undertaken by Western states. Sociologists, notably Ulrich
Beck, have developed the theme of ‘risk society’ which emphasises that a reflexive
rationality presently guides actors who have no secure ends to choose between but who
instead endeavour to balance ‘risks’. A risk is a scenario provoking a policy response in
order to prevent that scenario from becoming real. Furthermore, risks can be considered
perceptions of future dangers that need management. In risk societies, politics is
essentially a process of ‘risk management’, notably when governments identify success
not as singular outcomes but rather as the “ability to manage processes of

transformation.”!%

This concept of risk society has been expertly applied by Mikkel Rasmussen towards

strategic studies in the post-Cold War era, namely that risk management is the “new
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guiding principle of strategy” because it allows policy makers to connect apparently
random events, policy initiatives, and technological developments within the context of
globalisation.'” Indeed, in an era defined by globalisation, Western strategy is limited
to an emphasis on managing risks rather than “creating enduring security.”’” This is
notably so because present security challenges are not in the form of state-centric
warfare with conclusive outcomes, such as ‘surrender’ and ‘victory’, but rather on a
ménage of non-state actors who are greatly empowered through globalisation because of
the immediacy it provides. Overall, risk management in an era of globalisation requires

“managing imperfection.”*®

Risk management as a strategy is centred upon the °‘precautionary principle’,
propositioned most notably in environmental and crime prevention policies, and intends
to prevent problems before they surface or at least to mitigate them before they become
unmanageable. Prevention is the key aspect of risk management due to the simple
rationale that the causes of insecurity in an era of globalisation are diverse and largely
unpredictable. In the past, when risks were ascertained they could at least to some
extent be isolated or deterred. However, because of the immediacy offered through
globalisation, this is largely impossible now. For instance, the spread of bird flu or a
computer virus cannot be simply isolated geographically or even by time as some risks
only manifest themselves slowly over an extended period. As guaranteeing final results
is no longer feasible, more diverse strategies must be adopted. Essentially, the strategy
must endeavour towards preserving a “manageable environment [in which] the threats

that might erode control in the future... [are to] be pre-empted.”'%

How can governments manage risks in an era of globalisation? Christopher Coker has
provided insights into how risk management is implemented, notably that because of
globalisation, “instead of managing security, we manage insecurity.”''® Resultant from
the uncertainties of the risks currently faced, the “only option open to governments is to
police the world.”!"! This policing is primarily of managing communities that are
considered the most threatening. Crime prevention as a precedent is especially apt,
namely to remove factors that allow crime to be part of a social environment in order to
manage it. In this sense, ‘risk profiling’ becomes critical and whereby governments

seek to identify the most prominent risks so that they can be dealt with proactively
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rather than merely reactively. In this way, risk management as a strategy mirrors those
of ‘preventive defence’ and ‘anticipatory defence’ put forth respectively by the Clinton

and Bush administrations in the US.

If one were to assume the role of a strategic policy maker, surely one of the most
obvious risks would be frontiers of insecurity; and if insecurity can now only be
managed, state-building interventions are a management strategy by Western states.
Rasmussen argued as much when he noted that the increased number of interventions
by Western states since the end of the Cold War reflected “the challenges of
globalisation and the way the governments of risk societies have interpreted them.”''?
Fundamentally, state building interventionism is a strategy response attempting to

‘reshape environments’ in order to minimise the risks that come from them.

As Lane and Sky noted of Western forces in Afghanistan, and true of interventions
elsewhere, interventions are fundamentally a “contest of ungoverned space” with

13 Western states, because of the pericentric dynamic,

dangerous non-state actors.
realise that their own security depends on “proactive and sustained efforts abroad to
prevent security threats emanating from unsatisfactorily governed locations.”™*  The
purpose is not to naively ‘create order’ as a clear-cut outcome, but rather it is to simply
engender stronger, more effectively governed states as best possible to allow for
security concerns to be mitigated and become more ‘manageable’ rather than ended
outright. Even in the West itself, insecurity is merely managed. By example, illegal
trafficking and terrorism exist in the UK yet the most reliable responses to them are
government policies aimed at limiting them to the greatest extent possible. This is what

is sought in frontier states as well, the allowance for more effective governance to

manage risks locally.

The crux of this management strategy is placed on empowering sovereign governments,
namely effective local ‘collaborative partners’, to better manage their territory.
Exercising control through more effective governance allows for national governments
to combat dangerous non-state actors and the negative outflows of globalisation. At its

simplest, this means more effectively controlling territory through state power, what
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Robert Orr terms a “minimally capable state.”''> In this manner, the pro tem presence
of interventionist troops provides a “stop-gap” until the national government has the

capability of fulfilling these duties by itself.'°

3.5: Conclusion

Active policies are needed to counter the new dynamic threats. We need to
develop a strategic culture that fosters early, rapid, and when necessary,
robust intervention.

- The European Union, ‘A Secure Europe in a Better World’!!’

In concluding, it is necessary to qualify the assertions of this chapter with the
imperatives of prioritisation. East Timor as a frontier is not as pressing for Germany as
it is to Australia. However, there is nonetheless a profound, overarching strategic
interest in the West to prevent and mitigate state failure, but it is done in consideration
of the strategic concerns of the respective states and in review of available resources.
Given this, it is only when a state, a coalition thereof, or a multilateral organisation
becomes ‘sufficiently animated’ that it will be willing to incur the costs of
intervening.''® Not every frontier will merit a direct response. Those deemed of
priority might see such outcomes if policy-makers in interested states consider them as
such, viz. Afghanistan was a US priority, East Timor an Australian one, and the Balkans

paramount for the EU.

This chapter has sought to answer two questions: why the West responds to the
challenge of anarchic frontiers and why it responds through state building
interventionism.  Through the pericentric pull, Western states are fundamentally
responding to the lack of effective governance that allows for the uncontrolled
proliferation of security problems emanating from frontier states through globalisation.
What is most notable about the pericentric dynamic is that just as in the past, the lack of
local ‘collaborative partners’ suitable for Western states to meet their own security
interests can also be seen in the present era. The West seeks an international system
based on at least minimally functional states. Yet, in the frontier states indigenous
partners, in the form of minimally effective national govemménts, cannot be found

currently. Hence, a deeper type of engagement is required.
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This engagement has been through state building interventionism focused on improving
the capabilities of indigenous partners in the form of national governments. Whether it
is the multilateral intervention of the UN in Sierra Leone and Liberia, the US’ largely
unilateral intervention in Afghanistan, or Australia’s presence in the Solomon Islands,
the purpose of state building interventionism is to strengthen national governments that
are then better able to exercise improved sovereign control over their territory,
combating dangerous non-state actors and mitigating the negative outflows of
globalisation such as narcotics, human trafficking, and organised crime. If the West can
strengthen frontier states, it means national governments there will then be able to better
manage the insecurity of globalisation themselves and by doing so, Western states are
better able to guarantee their own security and that of the wider international

community.

Considering state building interventionism as an effort to strengthen national
governments to better exercise effective control over sovereign territories, there is a
need to give proper emphasis to the inherent centrality of local actors as critical to the
entire endeavour. The next chapter will argue that ‘collaboration’ between an
intervening power and indigenous politics is the definitive theme that runs through the
state building processes of current interventions. Unless collaboration can be
engendered in a manner conducive to working through the state building processes,
interventions can only but fail in achieving their objective. Given that, the art of state

building is fundamentally one of collaboration.
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CHAPTER 4: THE THEORY OF COLLABORATION

The difficulty... is in knowing what form intervention should take."

The previous chapter argued that Western states react to the pericentric pull of frontiers
of insecurity through state building interventionism. While that explanation provided an
improved understanding of how Western states respond, it did not suitably explain
whether that response is adequate to meeting the actual security needs of Western states.
The balance of the thesis will be focused on answering that question by seeking to
understand why the state building interventions of the post-Cold War era succeed or
fail, namely whether the West is able to ‘manage’ its frontiers of insecurity thus

mitigating the pericentric pull of peripheral crises.

In order to ascertain if the West is indeed managing frontiers of insecurity, it is
necessary that a better understanding of the efficacy of present interventions be
garnered. This chapter will consequently contend that an emphasis be placed on the
centrality of ‘collaboration’ to interventions by defining a theoretical approach for it,
namely a ‘theory of collaboration’. The central principle of a suitable theory of
collaboration must be that indigenous ‘collaborative systems’, which interface an
intervention’s external participants with indigenous politics, determine more than

anything else the efficacy of post-Cold War interventions.

This argument is premised on the assertion that the agency of indigenous political actors
is definitive as is their interplay with an intervener’s agents and both are widely
disregarded or misunderstood in the present International Relations analysis of state
building interventionism. Without fully analysing the structure, dynamics and centrality
of indigenous collaborative systems developed and applied in interventions in frontier
states, it is impossible to truly understand whether or not they succeed or fail in reaching

their goals, creating more effectively governed states.



4.1: Why it is necessary to analyse ‘collaboration’

Collaboration... is a word with an unsavoury sound, amplified by the
reaction against the Qusilings and Petains of World War II... [yet] there is
no reason why they should lead us to either studiously ignore collaboration
or reduce it to a simple act of betrayal *

James Rosenau argued nearly forty years ago that the academic analysis of interventions
was “singularly devoid of efforts to develop systematic knowledge on the conditions
under which interventionary behaviour is initiated, sustained, and abandoned.”
Rosenau’s comments were prescient and what is still lacking is a theoretical
understanding of interventions that allows for consistent analysis. The present literature
about state building interventionism is primarily flawed because of its overemphasis on
the assumed primacy and agency of the intervening power as an actor.* Yet, the

importance of indigenous actors should not be understated.

Interventions are required because the West cannot presently find ‘collaborative
partners’ in the form of effective national governments to help manage their security
concerns regarding globalisation, i.e. the pericentric pull, so they temporarily employ
imperialistic means to strengthen or even create anew such collaborative partners, viz.
through state building interventionism. Hence, it is worth specifically considering how
an intervening power actually interacts with indigenous actors, giving them more
importance as players with significant agency, and whether this might hence provide
more insight into understanding how and why interventions unfold and their overall
efficacy. A theory is required to allow for a consistent framing of the discourse around
these considerations of the agency of indigenous actors and their interactions with the

agents of an intervening power in the form of collaboration.

Collaboration has widely assumed a negative connotation in a political sense as
meaning ‘cooperating with the enemy’, notably in regards to Nazi Germany. One
historian thus described it as “all manner of cooperation, active or passive, shown to the

occupier; anything, in fact, that enables an occupation to continue.”

However, despite
such stigma, the word collaboration actually has a long past largely free of such taint

and has more generally been understood as ‘working together in an undertaking’. This

89



can be seen etymologically in that collaboration is a back-formation of the of the word
collaborator, which in turn stems from the Latin collaboratus, a past participle of
collaborare (“to work with”).® Other academic analyses- such as that in the computer
and library sciences, governance and business management fields- have avoided using
the term in a constrictive normative sense and instead applied it using the ‘classic’
definition. For example, within governance literature, collaboration delineates
“networks, ‘joined up’ governance, and partnership working.”” Overall, within other
academic disciplines, collaboration is seen as a non-normative, utilitarian process in
which autonomous actors work together in an “attempt to increase values for the other

as well as for oneself.”®

An attempt to look at collaboration intellectually, given its negative connotations and
historical baggage, might seem decidedly masochistic, even counter-productive, within
International Relations. If collaboration as a term is to provide value to International
Relations it must be clearly defined and rigidly applied so as to strengthen its utility for
suitable analytical application. Considering that, this thesis will apply a value neutral
understanding of collaboration and it should be understood as a utilitarian term “in a

9

purely functional sense.”” A suitably definition, to be used by this thesis, is:

collaboration occurs when a group of autonomous stakeholders of a problem domain

engage in an interactive process to act or decide on issues related to that domain."

The key distinction between collaboration and similar words is its dynamic nature as an
interactive process. While cooperation is similar in intent (and a synonym at least in the
vernacular), it has a more static meaning. It implies a limited, fairly well defined
partnership required for reaching a limited goal. Conversely, collaboration intends for a
dynamic relationship that can evolve and change and importantly does indeed involve

11

cooperation but also to an important degree, manipulation.~ Hence, collaboration can

be seen as a multifaceted process involving more than mere cooperation.

Given that collaboration is an interactive, dynamic process involving the finely balanced
dialectic of cooperation and manipulation, all of the collaborating participants intend to

maximize one another’s abilities to achieve more together than what they could
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individually, what can be termed ‘collaborative advantage’.'> The specific goals for
collaboration between the participants may vary but overall the relationship must be one
of mutual benefit and loosely aligned towards a broader, commonly understood
outcome. While there may be ‘unfair’ terms of power, and hence agreements, during
the progression of collaborative relationships it is still necessary that all participants feel
that they have more to gain than lose through the partnership in order for collaboration
to exist. Lastly, the participants of a collaborative relationship must exhibit some
degree of autonomy from one another otherwise they can be seen to ‘merge’ rather than

to collaborate. '

Collaboration during interventions

Much of the academic study of collaboration comes from imperialism literature. Even
the most totalitarian empires required some degree of support from indigenous peoples
to exert local control and to sustain themselves over the longer-term. The centrality of
collaboration to imperialism has long been highlighted. Niall Ferguson, for instance,
noted empires “do not survive long if they cannot establish and sustain local consent.”™*
The most effective imperialists were those best at collaborating with indigenous politics,
thereby achieving ‘economy of force’. By example, Allen Isaacman argued for 19"
Century European imperialism in Africa that “without collaborators, the Europeans
could not have imposed their rule so thoroughly and with such a minimal cost in

manpower.”15

While collaboration may be central to exerting control during imperialism, is it even
applicable to present interventions? If empires could not be maintained without
collaboration, it is all the more valid for present interventions which do not see nearly
the same degree of coercion involved in the imperialism of the past, have very short
timeframes which increases the need for participation from locals, and most
importantly, the entire purpose of present interventions is to empower locals by building
up their capabilities for governance. Tonya Langford argued that state failure is a
“complex and essentially political problem” and responses to it cannot be simplified to
merely externally driven and imposed solutions that singularly attempt to settle war,

build governing institutions, or revive an economy.16
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Indeed, there is a strong need to see interventions as politically defined processes
revolving around indigenous actors. Patrick Regan came closest to highlighting this
when he argued that the “makeup of the participants to the conflict affects the strategy
for and likelihood of successful” interventions.!” The need to exert control through
mere ‘imperialistic’ interventions inherently ‘requires collaboration with indigenous
politics. This is because present state building interventions see external and internal
actors work together to create a more viable state, i.e. they are intrinsically a
collaborative effort. At times, such as in the early stages of an intervention, the
interventionists may be paramount, but they are still fundamentally dependent on local

participation throughout.

Considering this, there is a need to systematically look at the interface of an intervening
power with indigenous politics and the best way to do that is by analysing it from a
collaboration standpoint. Overall, state building interventionism should be defined as
dynamic, interactive processes of collaboration interfacing intervening agents with
those of indigenous society; empowering indigenous actors, namely national
governments, to exercise more effective sovereign control over their territory. The
West needs national governments in frontier states to work more effectively, i.e. this is
the ‘problem domain’ of collaboration, and state building interventions are collaborative

processes that attempt to achieve that.

US ‘collaboration’ during interventions

We will help... domestic partners increase their capabilities to contend with
complex issues of common concern.
- US Department of Defense, ‘National Defense Strategy, 2005’

A further reason why a systematic analysis of collaboration is necessary is because it
has euphemistically been introduced into defence policy papers wifhout concurrently
being accorded significant weight in the academic discourse on state building
interventionism. A review of US defence policies yields the most apt examples of what
more appropriately should be termed collaboration. While the US Department of

Defense’s (DoD) initial efforts during an intervention may be the military defeat of an
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enemy, the overall focus is on “transitioning responsibility” to a national government

and ultimately “helping others to help themselves.”"

In its post-Cold War emphasis on expeditionary capabilities and stability operations, the
DoD therefore increasingly expresses an interest in what it terms an ‘indirect approach’.
At its simplest, the indirect approach can be defined as “building up and working with
others.”® Fundamentally, this entails empowering indigenous partners, which ‘allows
the US to “to act with and through others... shifting from conducting activities
ourselves to enabling partners to do more for themselves.”*! Central to the efforts of an
indirect approach is working together to “achieve common objectives”, such as the
defeat of a shared enemy but also of eventually improving a partner government’s
ability to “police themselves and govern their populations more justly and

effectively.”*

The value of such an indirect approach is that “building and leveraging partner
capacity” allows it to function more effectively during the complex operations required
for state building interventions.? This is because many of the US’ interventions occur
in areas of the world where US forces want to maintain, as best possible, a “low-
visibility presence” for as short a period as is feasible.?* Furthermore, the critical
significance of an indirect approach is the legitimacy it brings to such operations. The
DoD argued this when it noted that by “working indirectly with and through others” it
helps to deny popular support to an enemy because US partners have “legitimacy with

2 Considering all of the above, the DoD now places a priority

their own people.
interest in “being organized to work with and through others, and of shifting emphasis
from performing tasks ourselves to enabling others.”?® How these Pentagon policy
prescriptions have actually been actuated is more problematical and this thesis is hence
intent to provide an initial, humble attempt to rectify the gap in the academic

understanding thereof.

4.2: Robinson’s ‘sketch’ for a theory of collaboration

The theory of collaboration suggests that at every stage from external
imperialism to decolonisation, the working of imperialism was determined
by the indigenous collaborative systems connecting its European and Afro-
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Asian components. It was as much and often more a function of Afro-Asian

politics than of European politics and economics.
- Ronald Robinson?’

Of specific interest to this thesis is Ronald Robinson’s seminal article entitled “Non-
European Foundations of European Imperialism: Sketch for a Theory of
Collaboration.”?® Robinson’s argument was that collaboration with indigenous politics
was the ‘non-European foundation’ of imperialism and given that, collaboration was
definitive for determining the shape and course of imperialism. The transition from
more benign, informal influence to deeper levels of imperial control was primarily the
result of a breakdown of collaboration between the agents of an empire and its
collaborators in the periphery. Following crises in the periphery, what had once been
accomplished without imperial control was no longer possible, requiring a deepening of
control and a re-shaping of local ‘collaborative systems’, those relationships between
imperialists and indigenous collaborative partners critical to achieving their strategic

interests.

Robinson argued that without indigenous collaboration, it would have been impossible
for any European state to establish, much less maintain, imperial control abroad since
the military and administrative power necessary for that rule was “drawn through the

»2  Considering that, the “central mechanisms” of

mediation of indigenous elites.
imperialism were the “systems of collaboration... which succeeded (or failed) in
meshing the incoming processes of European expansion into indigenous social politics
and achieving some kind of evolving equilibrium between the two.”® Given this
centrality of collaboration to imperialism, Robinson argued that the “changing bargains
of collaboration... define the actual working of imperialism at the point of impact at a
particular time” and subsequently the “study of.them appears to offer a more
comprehensive view of the factors involved than does the one-eyed analysis of

European forces.™"

Robinson’s arguments for emphasising collaboration in itself will subsequently be
applied for defining an updated theory of collaboration. However, before proceeding it

is first necessary to define the collaborative dynamics that differentiate imperialism
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historically from present interventionism. Firstly is to consider that while present
interventions are ‘imperialistic’ in that they briefly control internal processes and
outcomes within frontiers states, there has fundamentally been no return to formal
colonialism or even informal imperialism as witnessed in previous eras. Indigenous
collaboration during imperialism, and especially that of totalitarian empires, was largely
motivated by a belief that the empire was permanent so collaboration with it, though
unfortunate, was necessary.’>  Present interventions are decidedly different.
Collaboration will occur, but not primarily because indigenous actors feel the
interventionists are going to be occupying their country permanently or even for an

extended period.

The current emphasis of state building interventions is for transitioning frontier states by
strengthening their national governments, something defined intrinsically by the active
participation of local peoples. In past colonialism, if they gained social and economic
power, indigenous collaborating elites rose to challenge their imperial rulers, something
the imperialists did not intend to happen. This is what Robinson considered the
evolutionary inversion of collaboration, what he called “non-collaboration.”*® Given
that, imperialists tried as much as possible to maintain a balance of “political influence
between imperial collaborators and nascent nationalists” in order to keep both in
check.’* The purpose of keeping indigenous collaborators relatively weak was that it
was required to perpetuate colonial rule in the long-term. In contrast, the whole purpose
of present interventions is to actually expedite the process of ‘collaboration inversion’
rather than to stymie it. Interventionists want to be ‘over-powered’ and ‘challenged’ by
the national government so that they can leave as quickly as possible. In this manner,
present interventionists are seeking a “gradualism of collaboration” whereby as a
national government gains more and more capability to effectively govern its territory,

the intervener gradually withdraws until the intervention can be concluded.”

4.3: An updated ‘theory of collaboration’ for state building interventionism

They were in the indigenous business of faction and clientage-making with
zamindars and talukdars, Hindu bhadralok and Muslim jihad leaders,
African clan heads, paramount chiefs and kings. The permutations on
which they rang the changes, the brinkmanship involved in pushing
indigenous politics in desired modern directions, constituted the true genius
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of colonial administration.
. . . . 36
- Robinson on colonial administrators

Michael Ignatieff argued that an intervening power presently intends to engender
transitions “through the medium of an exit strategy... to get results, to turn the place
back to the locals, and to get out.”® This thesis contends that the premise for such a
transitive strategy be determined by what collaborative possibilities are available from
the very start of an intervention. Collaborative systems are what should define the
‘opportunity structure’ of state building interventions. Indeed, the context of
collaborative possibilities determines everything else. With this in mind, this section
will outline a theory of collaboration that can be used as a theoretical foundation for the

analysis of present state building interventionism.

The framework for collaboration

The most important consideration in understanding present interventions are the
changing bargains of collaboration. These bargains, i.e. the agreements between
collaborating actors, define the actual structure of an intervention at the point of impact
at a particular time. The relationships between intervening actors and those of
indigenous actors can be termed ‘collaborative systems’.*® The dynamics driving
collaborative systems during interventions are the politics of collaboration, the
“continual renegotiation of the terms and conditions of cooperation.... [a] process... of

constant manoeuvre for political advantage.”™®

Overall, the defining feature of
collaborative systems can be summarised as the “the constant struggle for leverage”
between the different collaborating actors, especially of the indigenous collaborative
elite who have to balance the interveners’ demands with their own and to at least some

extent with those of the wider indigenous society.*’

The collaborative systems used during interventions are centred on two interconnecting
sets of socio-political linkages. The first set, what can be called the ‘external’ one, is
the collaborative arrangement between the intervening power’s agents and the
indigenous elites drawn into collaborating with them. The second set, what can be
termed the ‘internal’ one, is that connecting the collaborative elite to local interests and

institutions, be they political, ethnic, or religious.*! Collaborative elites have to perform
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certain functions in the external set with the intervening power’s agents whilst being
sure that they accord with that done in the internal set, the more important of the two.
In this way, the kind of collaboration possible in the external set is largely determined

by that of the internal one because it shapes its parameters.

Collaborative systems’linkages

, Intervener’s agents State"s i'nditgenous interests
/ and institutions \
Political agents 1. \1 colllanbd‘:f::lizzselite J *  Political !
Military forces * Ethnic .
Economic interests / * Religious / ’
/

1. External Set

2. Internal Set

The emergence of collaborative systems begins in the external set, most often through
initiating events such as a national reconciliation conference, for example the ‘royal
jurga’ in Afghanistan, or through the acceptance of a negotiated peace agreement, such
as that which officially ended the Congolese civil war in 2002. The purpose of the
external set is primarily to interface the intervening power with indigenous society
whereby the demands of the interventionists are made known, such as stipulations for
certain types of governments (mostly democratic and liberal), while conversely the
general “intentions and demands of the subject people are articulated” through
indigenous elites collaborating with the interventionists, namely through a national

42
government.

‘Progress’ during state building interventionism requires a strong interface of the
internal and external sets through the indigenous collaborating elite. Collaborating
elites exerting prominence in the external set that have no broadly accepted legitimacy
to govern will lead an intervention to fail. Avoiding this requires that the developments
agreed to and worked towards in the external set are able to gamer consent through the
relationships formed in the internal set. Given these considerations, the challenge for
interventionists is that the state structures they are attempting to solidify correspond to

the broader demands of the indigenous society, namely there must be “acceptance of,
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and commitment to, the processes of the state- belief in their legitimacy, a sense of
ownership in their representation, and even pride in the development.”® In that manner,
the indigenous collaborative partners from the external set are required to explain
through the internal set what the intervention is trying to achieve and why that is a
worthy cause for the society involved.** Most often, this explanation of the intervention
being beneficial simply means demonstrating peace has been achieved initially and later

that good governance and economic development are to be possible.

The internal collaborative set is, as mentioned, the more important of the two. Michael
Doyle argued that “the problem of rebuilding a war-torn society [is] one of rebuilding
social trust.”* Essential to the internal set supporting the goals of the intervention,
namely the creation of a more capable, stronger state, is the consent given by the
broader population to the external set’s agreements, namely of the creation of a national
government that has broadly recognised legitimacy. Furthermore, the internal set is
important for allowing ‘citizen agency’ whereby individual citizens have a sense of
participation in broader political developments which helps to overcome societal

divides, such as ethnicity or religion.*®

Characteristic of collaboration

There are three characteristics of collaboration shaping the internal and external sets of
collaborative systems. Firstly, rather than there being entirely unified groups of
indigenous ‘collaborators’ representing cohesive social groups, collaboration is instead
more generally dispersed throughout indigenous societies as ‘collections of mediating
functions’.*’ There are few, if any, entirely dedicated indigenous collaborative partners.
Collaboration does not stipulate that indigenous partners be subservient ‘proxies’ of the
intervening power; indeed they must have an autonomous ability to negotiate their

relationships as actors in their own right.”®

Interventions are both a disruptive as well as a potentially stabilising force and the
function of collaboration is to mediate between these polar dynamics. The purpose of
the indigenous partners to collaboration will be of mediation to achieve goals when they

are in common with the intervening power rather than mere implemental subservience.
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However, it must be said that collaborative relationships are fairly lopsided at times,
notably in the beginning of an intervention when collaborating elites are relatively
dependent on the intervening power for material support and security.* Even
considering that there is some dependence initially, analysis of a “collaboration-
exploitation ratio” shows that dependence is of less importance to determining the
relationship’s dynamics than the expected benefits of the relationship, specifically the

satisfaction of achieving expected and shared outcomes.*

Secondly, the efficacy of collaboration is significantly affected by the amount of
resources, both material and political, that is committed to it. Intervening powers that
attempt to sustain collaborative systems with little more than goodwill, notably of their
agents on the ground, should not expect to achieve their interventionist goals.
Collaboration is a nuanced mixture of cooperation and manipulation. It is not based on
altruism and mutual goodwill between the participants but fundamentally by the desire,
or indeed the need, to achieve more together, often acrimoniously because of the
manipulation involved, than what could be done individually. Given that forced
rationale of necessity and the driving role of manipulation, resources are required to
facilitate it rather than just friendly intentions conducive to mere cooperation (although
those do help). However, resource provision is not an end in itself and poorly
rationalised collaborative systems will perform inadequately even if they have

significant amounts of resources at their disposal.

Thirdly, degrees of trust and amounts of knowledge sharing are crucial factors shaping
collaborative relationships. Trust entails a general understanding of the motives and
intents of collaborative partners and given that, a willingness to try new and different
approaches that would not be contemplated otherwise.”® It is inherently affected by how
much one collaborative partner actually does know about the other’s roles, needs,
objectives, and constraints faced.”> During an intervention, the intervening power wants
to trust that its indigenous partners are serious about implementing the significant
reforms necessary to build a stronger state. Conversely, indigenous partners want to
believe that the interventionists are actually going to leave but provide security and
resources to them in the meantime. Furthermore, indigenous partners want to trust the

interventionists to “provide guarantees for the peace process that transcend the lack of
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»33 Knowledge sharing can be in either an explicit

trust among the belligerent parties.
form, such as reports and speeches, or implicitly conveyed through actions and
procedures. Poor information sharing can result in stymied partnerships that suffer from
a lack of trust. Trust based upon knowledge sharing is also crucial because it affects the
willingness of collaborative partners to engage in risk taking. Overall, decidedly low
levels of trust and knowledge sharing cause hesitation and anxiety for collaborating
actors about making decisions and managing ongoing relationships and hence damage

collaborative systems.

All three of these factors are important because they determine the degree of
engagement which the participants sustain in their collaborative systems. Low levels of
engagement provide for low levels of collaborative work being accomplished.**
Choosing and managing indigenous partners capable of effectively mediating foreign
demands into indigenous realities as well as engendering trust and effectively sharing
knowledge between collaborative partners all serve to increase the efficacy of
collaboration to produce results on the ground. A lack of achievement through
collaborative work serves to dilute the impact that all of these factors connote for

collaborative systems.

The mechanics for collaboration

Coalition Forces are building capacity of indigenous forces, forging
relationships with local leaders and preventing Taliban attempts to re-
establish themselves in the area.

- US military efforts in Afghanistan®®

The mechanics for collaboration centre on the ability of collaborative partners to
manage options. Namely, the ability of the agents of the intervening power to both
cooperate with and manipulate their partners in the indigenous elite through
collaboration is largely defined by their capability to provide and exclude options.’ 5 As
military and political powers as well as financial resources, the agents of the intervening
power can shape to a significant degree the working environment for collaboration by
the options that they control in order to achieve their particular goals for an intervention.

However, while the agents of the intervening power do have significant leverage, they
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are still ultimately dependent on their collaboration with indigenous elites to attain their
goals at a bearable cost, in both terms of blood and treasure. Given this, their ability to
coerce the shape and undertakings of their indigenous collaborating partners, especially

in the longer-term when partnered with a sovereign government, can be fairly limited.’

For their part, the indigenous partners, also through the provision and exclusion of
options, strive to translate the power and resources of the intervening power into
opportunities to strengthen their positions within indigenous politics and to push their
own domestic platforms. Successful indigenous collaborative partners are those who
can translate external resources and power into terms of indigenous politics. They can
manipulate those external forces of the intervening power into terms that can be
‘internalised’ into indigenous politics, rather than just being other ‘external’ variables
that might or might not have consequences for indigenous politics. In this way,
indigenous collaborative partners attempt to channel the energy of the intervening
power into not just strengthening their own positions, but also into roles and outcomes
that are actually defined by indigenous politics rather than what the intervening power

might attempt to define as their own “foreign’ ones.*®

Motivations for collaboration

Establishing good governance and national order will reduce the
opportunity for the return of Taliban forces and their terrorist associates. It
will ensure that Afghanistan is no longer a safe haven for terrorists to plan,
organise and train.

- Government of Australia, ‘Australia’s National Security, 2005

As has been argued extensively in this thesis, Western states are motivated by their need
to respond to the pericentric dynamic of frontiers of insecurity. They are provoked by a
desire to mitigate their security concerns, and to a lesser degree to dampen humanitarian
worries, by working to empower national governments in frontier states. The rationale
to collaborate is more ambiguous for indigenous actors who face a ‘collaboration
dilemma’, deciding whether to collaborate with the interventionists or to oppose them.®
Overall, what indigenous elites are willing to participate in collaborative systems do so
for the simple reason that if interventionist forces cannot be totally excluded, notably

through military resistance, they can instead be used to improve their own status, access
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new resources, and change domestic realities.®’ In that way foreign interventions
provide indigenous elites with opportunities previously unavailable to them.%? These

opportunities can cover a range of possibilities.

Undoubtedly prime motivations for many indigenous actors who participate in
collaborative systems are genuine interests in improving their states. One of the most
important ones in this regard is the desire by groups that had been brutalised by the
previous government or the ruling social group to collaborate with the interventionists.®®
Furthermore, a general desire to end an anarchic, violence prone existence, even if that
means tolerating a foreign intervention, is a compelling one. However, other less
altruistic motivations can include economic considerations and personal
aggrandisement.** Whatever more individual motivations may exist, collaborating
elites often see themselves as being required to play the role of an intermediary,
positioning themselves to protect constituent groups from the interventionists or other

domestic actors during turbulent times.*

The broader interests of social groups, often expressed through their elites, to
collaborate with an intervening power can stem from a number of rationales, not
necessarily mutually exclusive. Allen Isaacman argued that five major reasons were
prevalent: 1) to protect ones primordial group against encroachments by a historic
enemy, 2) to facilitate expansionist ambitions, 3) to enable a segment of the ruling strata
to regain or reinforce its privileged position, 4) to eliminate authoritarian regimes, and
5) to increase ones economic status within a new order.® In sum, group behaviour
towards collaboration with other domestic groups or an intervening power is
conditioned by past history and current realities. The more that a group’s needs can be
met in isolation, as deemed possible from current realities and past experience, the less
willing a respective group will be to engage in collaborative relationships and vice

versa. 67

In addition to these more generalised points regarding collaborative motivation, a more
specific analysis of ‘motive force’ can be applied through the development of a

typology of collaboration. There are many types of individuals and groups who can
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participate in collaborative systems. Foreign actors can include military forces,
diplomats, UN officers, NGO aid workers, and private sector contractors. By example,
the US identifies its military ‘Combatant Commanders’ and diplomatic ‘Chiefs of
Missions’ as its primary actors for collaborative endeavours.®® Indigenous actors
participating in collaborative systems can include government agents, warlords,
politicians, religious and clan leaders, tribesmen, diaspora returnees, militias, local
NGOs, civil society organisations, businessmen, and indeed the assorted strata of the

general public.

Rather than try to create a typology of specific actors, as there are so many, it is more
useful to look at the instrumental motivations for indigenous collaboration. This is
because it helps ascertain the internal dynamics and approaches taken to the state
building project of present interventions. Werner Rings created a typology for an
historical analysis of collaboration and this thesis will use that as a basis but amend it
accordingly for the conditions of present interventions.* Four types of collaboration

can thus be ascertained:

1) Neutral collaboration is that done knowingly and from self-interest and which
indirectly works towards the achievement of the intervention’s goals. It does not mean
that the intervening forces are actively supported or encouraged but because of the
circumstances and the lack of better alternatives, they are tolerated. The best example
of this collaboration can be found in the general public, often the majority of which
might not particularly like the intervening power but also are unwilling to resist it in any
meaningful way. Because of that they are willing to participate in such activities as

elections or to continue with old jobs in the civil service.

2) Unconditional collaboration is when indigenous actors fully cooperate with an
intervening force because they entirely endorse its principles and ideas. The motive is
not dictated purely by circumstances but rather by a sincere belief to see the intervening
power achieve its goals because they are considered a common cause ideologically. A
frequent example of unconditional collaboration would be that undertaken by liberal

indigenous political parties and diaspora returnees.
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3) Conditional collaboration is that done ‘up to a point’ and arguably the most
common. Indigenous actors may endorse some but not all of the intervening power’s
goals. Collaboration is partaken on points agreed but resistance provided elsewhere
when there is no consensus with the intervening power. Furthermore, the conditionality
of this type of collaboration also defines its modus operandi of leveraging the
intervening power and other indigenous actors to concede to demands. A common
example is political parties who have signed peace agreements and are bound by that to
collaborate but who still exert resistance as felt necessary to pursue their own domestic

agendas.

4) Tactical collaboration is that done despite outright animosity towards the
intervening power. It can be done for a variety of reasons- to help overthrow an abusive
regime or majority community, to prevent the mass murder of innocent people, or to
engage in group or individual opportunism. Because it is tactical, it can be seen as
collaboration to some shade but also as a form of resistance. Tactical collaborators
would say of their collaboration, “I do... but I don’t.” Militias and armed groups can be
examples whereby short-term collaboration is implemented secretly with an intervening

power for local tactical gain.

Considering the rationalisations of both the intervening power and indigenous actors,
the success or failure of collaborative systems is ultimately determined by the ability to
mesh the demands of the intervening power, viz. to create a stronger state, with the
rigidities of indigenous politics through achieving an evolving equilibrium between the

two sets of collaborative linkages.”

In this way, the role of the indigenous
collaborating elites as mediators is crucial and they can be considered as a fulcrum for
achieving equilibrium between the often opposed external demands of the intervening

power and the localised dynamics of indigenous politics.

Furthermore, given that the collaborative systems should change in tandem with the
evolution of indigenous politics over time, indigenous collaborating elites can be seen
as a sliding fulcrum for balancing the demands of the intervening power vis-a-vis those

of indigenous politics as they respectively change. Ultimately, the challenge of
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collaboration is reaching an agreement as how to achieve the “overarching rationale for
everybody”, i.e. the collaborative advantage.”' This overarching rationale to achieve
more together than alone helps to “drive the collaborative process and make it work

more effectivc:ly.”72

Collaboration as an evolution of capacities

... from crisis response, to shaping the future...
- US Department of Defense, ‘Quadrennial Defense Review, 2006’7

Collaboration as a dynamic, interactive process of state building interventionism can be
broken down into four phases: 1) identifying and selecting potential collaborative
partners, 2) negotiating the terms and structures of a collaborative agreement, 3)
monitoring and managing an ongoing collaboration and 4) terminating the collaborative

project.”

The first phase is perhaps the most critical because the intervening power’s agents’
ability to control a foreign state is limited and collaboration with indigenous elites is
always necessary to some extent.”” Considering this, the choice of indigenous elites
available to the intervening power is what should determine the form that the
intervention takes during and after any initiating military or diplomatic action.”® The
intervention’s chosen administrative, constitutional, military, economic and social
policies should all fundamentally be institutionalisations of the indigenous politics that
the intervening power is interfacing with through collaboration. A poor choice of
policies by the intervener, based on miscalculations of the capabilities of collaborative
partners in the indigenous elite and more importantly of the dynamics of the internal
collaborative set, can only result in a decreased likelihood of interventionist actors

achieving an intervention’s initiating goals.

In sum, the potential for successful collaborative systems in the external collaborative
set is possible through the choice and combination of collaborating indigenous elites
available to the agents of the intervening power. The selection of collaborating elites

must be made in consideration of how those elites are to collaborate themselves in the
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internal collaborative set with local interests and institutions. It is counter-productive to
prescribe which combinations of actors are most useful for interventionism because the
context of each intervention is too important to allow for formulaic prescriptions. The
one driving dynamic of choosing collaborative partners by the intervening power is that
they have “amenable successors” in the form of a more effective national government

once the intervention concludes.”’

As the political, social and economic conditions that define indigenous politics evolve,
the collaborative systems for both sets of linkages should change accordingly.’”® If
collaborative relationships remain static, then it is likely that the entire collaborative
endeavour will fail. The agents of the intervening power may be able to exert a
disproportionate amount of leverage, at least initially, due to their political and military
dominance. Yet, if the agents of the intervening power demand too much from their
collaborative partners in the indigenous elite, they risk undermining them if those elites
are unable to ‘square’ their subsequent actions with the local interest groups and
institutions of the internal set given its very different collaborative dynamics.”
Similarly, for their part, indigenous collaborating elites must be careful not to be seen
conceding too much to the intervener’s agents as to do so would serve to de-legitimise
them within the internal collaborative set.®® Overall, for interventionists the benefits of
intervening must outweigh the costs of temporarily exerting control in a frontier state.

Concomitantly, for indigenous politics the benefits of indigenous elites for collaborating

must exceed the costs of not doing 50.%

The surest source of striking a balance of interests between the intervening power and
its collaborators in the indigenous elite stems from the fact that the interventionists and
indigenous collaborative partners will generally have different levels of interests
conducive to partnership.®> The intervening power will most likely be concerned with
central politics and other macro-issues, for instance the respective state’s foreign and
defence policies. On the other hand, indigenous collaborating partners will be much
more focused on localised interests and strengthening their standing within the domain
of domestic politics. This diffusion of interests, albeit interfaced by general
commonalities of the individual goals of the intervention, allows for collaboration to

continue and be beneficial to all of its participants.
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At this point it is useful to illustrate what roles interventionist might play and how these
roles will be shared over the evolution of an intervention with indigenous collaborative
partners. The roles played by interventionists can be viewed as a spectrum, notably in
terms of the depth of sovereign control assumed by interventionists. Building upon the

work of Michael Doyle and Andrea Kathryn Talentino, it is possible to present such a

spectrum. The below table summarises how this thesis views the possible roles of
interventionists:
Table: 4.1.
Rol f f
. ole(s) 0_ .Structur.e 0 Reform mandate for internal Degree of intrusiveness
intervening intervening R .
politics and coercion
actors party
Peace-making Political Only peace agreement advice Very low- external efforts
delegation to push peace

Peace- keeping

Peace-building

Peace-enforcing

Peace-instigating

Light military
force

Civilian force
backed by light
military presence

Civilian force
backed by strong
and active
military presence
Strong civilian
and military
forces

None, just to monitor peace
agreement

Monitoring peace agreement and in
some cases organising the
implementation ofhuman rights
policy, national democratic elections
and economic rehabilitation
Actively supports settlement terms
against spoilers, including through
regular military force

Comprehensive- includes all major
aspects of domestic politics and all
the other roles

Low- military forces on
ground but only
monitoring and advising
accordingly

Medium- external actor
helps to shape domestic
events- such as elections
but does not regularly use
military force

High- external military
forces are engaged in
using military force to
shape domestic situation
Very High- can include the
temporary, official control
of'the state

If undertaken by themselves, peace-making and peace-keeping could be seen as first
generation interventionist roles while peace-building and peace-enforcing could be
construed as second generation ones. Lastly, peace-instigating could be viewed as a
third generation role. These latter three roles are important because they allow for the
active participation of the intervening power in state building itself. Peace-making and
peace-keeping are important roles that potentially could be employed during an

intervention but conversely can be utilised outside of interventions as well whereas the

other three cannot.

Many academics have advocated undertaking and implementing state building
interventions in numerous, singular forms- for instance as ‘security-keeping’ or ‘peace

maintenance’, or just focussing on one of the roles of peacebuilding, peace-making, or
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peace-enforcing in themselves. However, rather than view interventions in singular
ways and as binary choices, what is important to conceptualise is that present
interventions can come in many forms and that a respective intervention can evolve in
terms of role-playing as the situation in the state evolves, most notably as the national
government’s capacity changes and depending on how peace spoilers develop.&
Indeed, those designing and implementing interventions may decide circumstances
dictate that they undertake various roles simultaneously or progress through them
dynamically.& Lastly, they might assume different roles in different parts of a frontier
state. For instance in the DR Congo’s capital of Kinshasa, the UN provides a peace-
building role to support the national government while in the eastern provinces it
assumes peace-enforcement responsibilities as it actively engages in combat with anti-

government militias to disarm them.

Overall, it is crucial to visualise collaboration as a spectrum of collaborative systems
continually shifting during the evolution of indigenous politics as collaborative
participants assess their goals and change their capacities. The degree of control of
internal processes and outcomes, notably of the state’s military or administration
functions, required by the intervening power to realise its goals for an intervention are
inversely proportionate to the ability of the collaborative indigenous elite to provide the
same control within the state, notably through government apparatuses, depending on its
own changing capacities. As an intervention proceeds, those roles played by
interventionist forces should ideally change accordingly, viz. ‘peace-enforcement’ and
‘peace-instigation’ through to a presence resembling classic peacekeeping, until an

intervention is outright concluded.

Evolving capacities of collaborative partners during interventions

Indigenous control
of internal <
processes and
outcomes

No contact

Intervener’s
control of

y internal
processes and
outcomes
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The ability of the indigenous elite to function more effectively through governance is
then dependant through the internal collaborative set upon the shape and structure that
local interests demand and institutions take. By example, an indigenous collaborating
elite lacking in popular legitimacy and overseeing an exceptionally fractured domestic
society would require a more coercive and intrusive participation in the frontier state’s
political space by the intervening power. Yet, during the course of an intervention,
assuming the given frontier state progresses from exceptionally fractured politics and
little government capacity to more formalised political processes supported by an
increasingly capable government, the degree of direct control required by the
intervening power could decline. As this progression is made, the type of control
exhibited by the intervener would shift from a more intrusive control of the state
apparatus itself to more informal influence by the intervening power through the ruling,
collaborative elite in government. Contrary to this, an increase in turmoil of indigenous

politics would potentially require a stronger presence by the intervening power.

It is important to conclude this section by defining when state building interventions
based upon collaborative systems can be considered to have concluded. Emphasising
collaboration as a spectrum of degrees of control over processes and outcomes geared
towards state building, two points can hence be made. ‘Progress’ during an intervention
comes through pushing indigenous politics deftly in a direction conducive to an
interventionist’s own political and security needs, notably in the form of more capable
national governance.’” The outright conclusion of an intervention is possible when the
relationships between states have been restored to a satisfactory level whereby the
intervening power feels that it will still be able to maintain adequate opportunities and
protection for itself once its interventionist forces vacate the state in which it intervened.
If there is no possibility for its indigenous collaborating partners to maintain the
intervener’s interests and security after its departure, then the intervening power will be
unable, or at least hesitant, to leave. Interventionist actors will have to stay and either
further strengthen those particular indigenous collaborating partners or choose new ones

and develop their capabilities suitably.

,

109



4.4: The ‘collaboration problematique’ of state building interventionism

They may, or may not, be citizens of a new world empire- perhaps an
economic, cultural, or media empire, if not a political one. They may even
be barbarians, outcasts or refugees knocking vainly at the gates of such an
empirgg. But they will be world citizens, more fully than their ancestors ever
were.

The collaboration problematique is the difficulty that an intervener has in achieving
collaborative systems with indigenous actors and of maintaining an evolving
equilibrium in and between the sets of collaborative systems that allows for progress
towards an intervention’s goals. Defining an intervention’s collaboration problematique
as a medium for assessing its overall efficacy provides for an insightful analytical
discourse for academia and a powerful policy-design tool for governments. Considering

that, this section will briefly outline a theoretical paradigm for doing so.

Challenges to and the failure of collaboration

The challenges to implementing collaborative systems and maintaining them to allow
progression towards achieving an intervention’s goals are many. General pitfalls to
wanting to engage in collaborative efforts are threefold.¥® An actor engaging in a
collaborative process firstly loses control to make decisions which can be especially
problematic if events appear to be going wrong and corrective action cannot be readily
taken. Secondly, individual actors lose flexibility to amend their course of action
because of agreements with their collaborative partners, which means quick responses
or the ability to act with discretion can be hindered. Lastly, a further pitfall to
collaboration is the loss of ‘glory’. Engaging in collaborative relationships means credit
must be shared at some times and at others completely forsaken by one partner so that

the other can claim full credit.

In addition to the pitfalls that might cause hesitance to engage in collaboration in the
first place are other challenges to actually implementing effective collaborative systems.
The first challenge, and perhaps the biggest one for an intervening power, is to initially
identify what collaborative relationships are even possible and whether or not the costs

that are necessary to support them are worthy of the goal that is sought. Miscalculations
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in this regard can be disastrous and ultimately leave an intervening power mired in an
endeavour that was largely doomed from the start. The second challenge is that the
maintenance of collaborative relationships is complicated by norms that may not be
fully shared, if at all, by interventionists and their indigenous partners. Democracy,
human rights, ‘good governance’, women’s empowerment, and free markets are but a
few examples of contentious ideas that can provoke tensions between collaborative
partners from different cultures. A third challenge is the controversial area in
collaborative relationships of goal setting and timeframes. Collaborative relationships
are dynamic ones based on bargaining. They need to be constantly in flux allowing for
the re-arranging of responsibilities and capacities. Discrepancies in the understandings
of expected outcomes, both in terms of ‘end products’ delivered and within certain
timeframes, between collaborative partners can greatly weaken responsiveness between

partners and hence the entire collaborative endeavour.”®

In addition to the general challenges of collaboration, the outright failure of
collaborative systems results for two major reasons. The first reason is that if there is a
lack of responsiveness between the different participants, the collaborative systems are
inherently bound to fail.”! Collaboration is by definition a multi-party effort premised
on being able to achieve more together than what is possible individually. If the various
participants in either the internal or external sets of collaborative systems do not
respond to the demands inherent to participation, progress towards the broader and
individual goals of those systems will not be reached. If that happens, either new
collaborative systems will be formed or the intervention will stagnate in terms of

progressing towards its goals until it collapses.

The cause of unresponsiveness by the various parties can result for a variety of reasons.
Firstly, participants may have initially overcommitted and simply not have the power or
resources to deliver on their agreements. Secondly, the ability of the participants to
deliver results may have waned because of changing ‘in-house’ dynamics, for instance
lowered public support in the intervening power’s domestic politics or the loss of a
charismatic leader in an indigenous political party. Thirdly, in their efforts to
manipulate their collaborative relationships, participants may be withholding following

through on agreements in order to exert guiding pressure on the relationships. These are
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but three possibilities for unresponsiveness, others exist as well, but decisively,
responsiveness must be exhibited if collaborative systems are to be maintained and kept

effective.

The second major reason for the failure of collaborative systems is if miscalculations
have been made by collaborative partners, in either set, in ensuring an evolving
equilibrium in their relationships. Common challenges to an evolving equilibrium are
that imbalances are inculcated in the formation of the relationships because the
intervening power chose poorly or demanded too much of collaborative partners in the -
indigenous elite initially. Furthermore, if collaborative partners are unable to ensure
that their relationships are sufficiently dynamic to maintain an equilibrium that balances
the control either side seeks of internal processes and outcomes, the entire collaborative

endeavour can collapse.

The ability of an intervening power to rally a significant proportion of the indigenous
political elite into collaborative systems effectively makes active resistance costly and
ultimately futile. However, should opponents of the intervening power be able to
effectively detach that power’s ability to collaborate with indigenous politics, then the
power would be forced to leave the country. This formation of a ‘united front of non-
collaboration’ is a dangerous development for any intervening power’s collaborative
systems.”> If an intervening power is incapable of undertaking collaboration with any
indigenous partners with the political or administrative capacity necessary to effectively
work with, its interventionist efforts are effectively made pointless. Another hazardous
possibility would be that should one era of collaborative systems collapse and the costs
of creating new ones be especially high (this assumes there is no united front of non-
collaboration), then the intervening power would have to leave as the new costs negate

the value of reaching the intervention’s original goals.

The structure of ‘non-collaboration’
A pertinent question to now analyse further is: If not collaboration, then what? Non-

collaborative systems can be defined in the context of state building interventionism as

those dynamics within indigenous politics that coalesce in response to collaborative
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systems to challenge both the intents and interests of the intervening power and its
indigenous collaborative partners, namely their consolidation of an effective national
government. The non-collaboration participants who align themselves égainst the
intervening power and its indigenous collaborating partners will be those indigenous
actors who can cater to the different strata of indigenous politics that the intervening

power is unable to interface with through its own collaborative systems.

Indigenous non-collaboration can be seen as an inversed formation of indigenous
collaboration since they are both catalysed by the intervention itself.”> While the forms
and shapes of the indigenous collaborative systems will evolve according to their
relationship with the intervening power, the development of non-collaboration will also
be shaped significantly by the presence of the intervening power. The spread of
technology, the creation of larger political units, the development of broader political
horizons, and the inducements for the citizenry’s wider interest and participation in the
respective state’s political processes can all result and be directly shaped by the

presence of the intervening power and hence the indigenous resistance to it as well.

However, although this thesis uses the terms ‘collaboration’ and ‘non-collaboration’
extensively, it must be emphasised that they are not always simple binaries because they
are both part of a “complex pattern of reaction” to foreign penetration.”® While in some
instances they are, such as insurgents who actively battle the nascent national
government and foreign troops; at otiler times it can be seen that “collaboration and

%5 Remembering that collaboration is more about mediating

resistance mingle.
functions during an interactive, dynamic process of state building, it is important to
avoid analysis (and policy prescriptions) that simply label indigenous actors as
‘collaborator’ or ‘non-collaborator’, something that will be discussed in the detail in
later chapters.”® In general, as Timothy Brook argued, an understanding of
collaboration and the challenges to it are best gleaned from the “thickets of ambiguity

rather [than]... the familiar trees of collaboration or resistance.”’

The overall objective of present interventions is to strengthen national governments

such that they can more effectively govern their sovereign territory. Given that, an
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intervention’s activities strive to help the government gamer the support of the bulk of
the population. Conversely, non-collaboration as a dynamic seeks to de-legitimise the
interventionist’s intentions and hence the national government it is supporting. As seen
in the graph belowoo, ideally an intervention must see a gradual change in public
attitudes towards supporting the national government if it is to progress.

Ideal progression of attitudes of populace

intervention intervention

State Building Processes Non-
Non- Collaboration

Collaboration

Neutral or

passive
Neutral or
passive
Support
Government
Support

Government

During an intervention it is unlikely that the elimination of all forms of non-
collaboration can be achieved. In any case, all that is required for the intervention to
conclude ‘successfully’ is if non-collaboration can be minimised to a point whereby the
national government can stand on its own against such resistance without interventionist

forces being present.

4.5: Conclusion

The testfor USpolicy in Afghanistan, as in any other post-conflict setting, is
how quickly and solidly we can help the people and their leaders build a
political order that is legitimate by their terms and based on their traditions
and history. - US Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad"

This chapter has outlined an updated and expanded theory of collaboration premised
upon the work of the historian Ronald Robinson. The central tenet of the theory of
collaboration is that indigenous collaborative systems, more than anything else,
determine the structure, dynamics and ultimate efficacy of state building interventions
in the post-Cold War era. Present interventions rely on collaborative systems, both of

internal and external sets, because they define the interface between interventionist
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forces with indigenous politics. Unless the energy and resources of the intervening

power can be translated and internalised into terms of indigenous politics, the

intervention will be unable to achieve its state building goals.

Given these arguments, an academic analysis of the agency of collaborative systems is

crucial to analysing post-Cold War interventions. In conclusion, the following four

tenets can be highlighted to summarise the theory of collaboration:

The absence or presence of effective indigenous partners as well as the
structure of indigenous society determine whether interventions are
practicable or not.

The choice and combination of indigenous collaborative systems
available to the intervening power should define the structure and form
that the intervention takes- be it administrative, military, diplomatic, or
legal.

The degree of control necessitated for the intervening power to assert in
order to achieve its goals is inversely proportionate to that of the
capabilities (and hence control) which the collaborating indigenous elite
are able to provide through governance.

If the intervening power runs out of effective, responsive indigenous
collaborating partners, it is forced to leave even if it has not achieved its

goals.mo
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CHAPTER 5: GRADUALISM COLLABORATION

Today, the aim is for partners to govern and police themselves effectively.
- US Department of Defense, ‘Quadrennial Defense Review, 2006°"

The previous chapter provided a theoretical explanation for the centrality of
collaboration to state building interventionism. The theory of collaboration’s value is
that it presents a set of ideas useful for conceptualising and explaining the very complex
process of state building during interventions. However, the theory of collaboration is
relatively clinical and linear yet the reality is that collaboration is an incredibly messy
and complicated endeavour, especially so in the context of frontier zones. Considering
that, this chapter will analyse how collaboration is actually undertaken during current
state building interventions using the theory of collaboration, notably by looking at the

nature as well as key aspects of the framework and mechanics of collaboration.

Collaboration is currently defined by the ‘gradualism’ required for interventionists to be
gradually freed of the imperatives to intervene directly and for indigenous partners to
gradually assume a rightful position of sovereign independence. This is primarily
because in contrast to imperialism in the past, the ‘imperialistic’ collaboration of present
interventions is based on a ‘gradualism of collaboration’ centred on the empowerment
of indigenous partners in sovereign national governments. This requires a strong
emphasis on compromise, consensus and mutual reliance, something which leads the
balances of collaborative relationships to be generally inclined towards strong

indigenous participation.

5.1: The nature of gradualism collaboration

Once, nations were forged through ‘blood and iron’. Today, the world
seeks to build them through conflict resolution, multilateral aid, and free
elections.



A starting point necessary to be covered before proceeding is to put present
collaboration into context by further reviewing that of the past. The imperialism of the
past, notably that of colonialist Europe, was most often based on the forceful co-option
of indigenous elites into collaboration through the strong “possibility of coercive
violence.” As Michael Doyle argued, persuasion was first used to engage with local
elites, followed by political coercion and outright bribery, but should all of these
collaborative approaches fail, European imperialists still had “gunboats... to supplement

their shortcomings.”

In contrast, the defining rationale of state building interventionists, seeking to
strengthen indigenous collaborative partners as quickly as possible, means that present
collaboration is defined by its gradualism. Present collaboration based upon
imperialistic methods mean that interventionists must largely accommodate the
dynamics of indigenous politics rather than coerce it through force. In this way, current
collaboration could also be considered temperate as intervening military forces must
maintain some self-restraint in their efforts to shape domestic politics through
indigenous political actors. Given these restraints, the limited control exerted during
present interventions precludes overt, formal rule except in a few circumstances,
notably in Kosovo and Bosnia, and instead prefers informal, indirect control evolving

steadily towards the full withdrawal of interventionist forces.

While present interventionism is imperialistic rather than imperialist, one historical
comparison worth making is of the US’ experiences in the Philippines. Central to the
US approach in the Philippines was the “conservative gradualism of collaboration”, as
identified by David Steinberg. This was namely the US’ effort to reconcile her own
anti-imperialist feelings with a need to exert imperial control there by reaching an
“evolutionary understanding” with the indigenous elite. Notably they were allowed to
“espouse an evolutionary nationalism which would lead to independence when the
nation was ready” but had to accept US imperial rule in the meantime.’ Thus, a
symbiotic relationship was made possible by US concessions to the Filipino oligarchic
elite, which had large amounts of influence over the Filipino masses, which helped to

ensure relative stability.®
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Overall, what is crucial for understanding present interventionism in relation to this
historical experience is that the gradualism of collaboration equates to what the theory
of collaboration termed the ‘evolving equilibrium’ of collaboration. This is notably
whereby indigenous elites accept an evolving degree of foreign interference because
they know foreign control is merely temporary and their own empowerment (albeit
qualified through democratisation) is the exit strategy of the interventionists. The most
important difference between the collaboration of current interventions and that of
outright imperialism concerns the degrees of empowerment allowed to indigenous
partners. The informal, indirect imperial rule of the past, such as that of the British, had
the goal of “maintaining a balance of political influence between imperial collaborators
and nascent nationalists.”” Such a balance effectively compromised the ability of either
group to supplant the imperialist’s ultimate control. Considering that, the major
difference with present interventionism’s éollaboration, viz. why it is imperialistic and
not imperialism, is that the goal of interventionists now is to strengthen indigenous
collaborative partners, defined by a high cognizance of nationalism amongst them, to

supplant their own interventionist control whereby they can gladly leave.

The most important aspect of this empowerment is the role of democratisation, what
James Dobbins calls the “core objective” of state building interventions.®
Democratisation during interventions is advocated because it serves several basic
purposes. Holding elections ideally makes it possible to install a more legitimate
government which should encourage a more stable state through the instigation of a

durable democratic system.’

This is especially crucial for present collaboration as it
allows interventionists to partner with indigenous political actors after elections to fill a
political void at the national level, one which might have been provisionally filled by

interventionists such as in East Timor.

In sum, this emphasis on democratisation aims at meeting two paramount needs as
defined presently by Western states: to create stronger states and ones that that are also
generally liberal in character. Indeed, one academic has gone so far as to term US
efforts at democratisation through interventionism, by example, as “Wilsonianism with
a vengeance.”'® In this way, if one feels compelled to intervene, as liberal states as

possible ought to be created, something not mutually exclusive to meeting security
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needs. For instance, Robert Jervis argued President Bush’s liberal goals for US
interventionism were “an end in itself as well as a means to US security.”"! In terms of
collaboration, Bush has himself articulated a preference to working with governments
that bear a liberal orientation, noting that the US “can reward and support governments
that make the right choices for their own people.”12 This emphasis on democratisation
is premised on a strong belief in the ‘democratic peace theory’ that democracies are

inherently the most peaceful states.

The gradualism of present collaboration results largely from this emphasis placed upon
democratisation.  Specifically, democratisation pushes interventionists to choose
collaborative partners primarily through elections rather than the forceful, opportunistic
co-option of elites. This is also another explanation of why present collaboration must
not be ‘traditional imperialism’ in nature, a topic written about most suitably by Robert
Cooper. The ideology of imperialism is over and with it a desire at times to solely use
force to co-opt elites into collaboration. Hence, there can be no return to imperialism in
its traditional form because Western states now have an ideology of democracy which
cannot be implemented fundamentally through coercion.””> The most Western
interventions can do is to “create the conditions for it”, notably by providing to

indigenous actors “breathing space” to enable them to re-establish a more stable state.'*

In any case, regardless of Western sentiments, the traditional imperialism of times past
is simply not acceptable to indigenous peoples in a ‘post-imperial’ age. The most
important aspect that this distinction means for collaboration is that present
interventionism must “be voluntary if it is to be acceptable; if it is to last it has to be co-
operative.”’> This responds to the reality that Western states do not seek a return to
their imperial history and that indigenous political actors engaging them through
collaboration only do so because they perceive their collaboration to be of a different
nature than that undertaken during past imperialism. Ultimately, as Cooper concludes,
present interventions see indigenous collaboration with interventionists as largely
voluntary and hence subject to negotiation and compromise.'® This parallels Michael
Doyle’s argument that Western interventionists seek to instigate an “active process of

»17

consent-based intervention. While such compromise, consent and open negotiation
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may not be as efficient as older types of imperial collaboration; it is all that is possible

in a post-imperial era.

It is also important to note that aside from the more normative dynamics of a post-
imperial age, the practicalities of present interventions also necessitate a gradualism of
collaboration. Notable is the reality that intervening forces are usually relatively small
in number and hence must be more readily willing to compromise and give leeway to
indigenous partners accordingly. The UN has the most emphasis on a supple, gradualist
approach to collaboration because it does not have the resources or sovereign mandate
to use such force so must rely more extensively on collaboration with empowered
indigenous partners. Even non-UN interventions are the same though, including that of
the US in Afghanistan, because the interventionist forces are so relatively few in

number.

However, while the gradualism of collaboration allows for more flexibility towards
collaborative relationships with indigenous partners, it is still rigid in important ways.
This is primarily in that it does seek to strengthen states towards a liberal democratic
outcome. There have been no Western interventions after the Cold War to restore
monarchies (aside from Kuwait which was not a frontier) and there have been no
interventions by Western forces, including through the UN, which did not have a clear
emphasis on creating more liberal, democratic states. It is also important to conclude
that gradualism collaboration still allows for the strong influence of interventionists.
Interventions occur in the frontier context where there are “fragmented societies” and
the “usual structures of mediation between the different segments of the societies are
generally weak.”'® This allows interventionists a good deal of leeway to impose

themselves onto a situation, especially during the early stages of an intervention.

A second overarching point for a discussion of gradualism collaboration must be to
emphasise that Western interventionists are not neutral participants in a frontier state.
They are partisan actors attempting to push frontier states in very specific directions and
they do so through their collaboration with partners from amongst indigenous politics.

At its most simplest, the very presence of interventionist forces compromises their
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neutrality, notably in the context of intra-state war. As Mark Duffield rightly concludes,
“It is impossible to be neutral within the logic of internal war.”'® Many advocates of
interventionism, notably under the misguided label of ‘humanitarian’, argue that
interventionism should be defined by impartiality. However, intervention by definition
is not impartial or neutral and certainly indigenous actors do not perceive it as such
because “whatever form intervention takes means influencing the social, political and

economic foundations of local society.”?°

While few would doubt the partisan nature of US or NATO interventionism, for
instance, even UN operations cannot be considered as wholly impartial endeavours
benignly assisting locals through turbulent times. Not only does the UN affect local
political dynamics, but local political actors perceive the UN as an actor to be
manipulated for their own use as well. Even those foreign actors who most value their
ostensible neutrality, humanitarian aid agencies, cannot be considered as fully neutral
actors, especially as regards indigenous perceptions of them. For instance, indigenous
NGOs often “denounce that which they call the collusion, at their expense, between
large northern NGOs and the UN.”*' In this sense, international NGOs are perceived by
indigenous actors as interventionists actors of the West, notably as ‘sub-contractors’ to

Western governments and the UN.?

Given that they are not neutral, Western interventionists presently face a definitive
conundrum; they feel the need to undertake imperialistic state building interventionism
but they do not want to be ‘imperialists’. Given that, present interventionism is defined
by the “essential contradiction” of using imperialistic means to strengthen sovereign
states, which essentially means “building institutions for the sake of local people,
without confiscating their decision-making capacity.”® One ramification of this is that
where the imperial militaries of the past “were often too brutal in the actions they took”;

24 This dilemma

present interventionists “are often too reluctant to take action.”
provokes the driving conundrum of present collaboration, namely how to empower
locals through the imperialistic means of interventionism without becoming truly

imperial, a topic to be discussed extensively in the balance of this thesis.
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5.2: The framework of gradualism collaboration

Any effort to build the post-war order must be based on a fundamental
understanding of the aspirations or political centre of gravity of a newly
liberated society and must be implemented by civilian and political leaders
who know how to align the United States with those goals.

- US Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad®

It is important to recall the theory of collaboration’s emphasis on the ‘politics of
collaboration’, namely the ‘continual renegotiation of the terms and conditions of
cooperation.... a process of constant manoeuvre for political advantage’. This
manoeuvring centres on the need for leverage to successfully engage in the bargaining
that deﬁnes collaboration. Considering this overarching imperative, it is necessary to
understand the framework supporting collaboration by reviewing expected outcomes,
the external and internal sets of collaboration, and the definitive characteristics of

gradualism collaboration.

Shared expectations of gradualism collaboration

The US, its allies and partners must remain vigilant to those states that lack
the capacity to govern activity within their borders.
- US Department of Defense, ‘National Defense Strategy, 2005°2

A starting point for understanding present collaboration is to firstly review what
expected outcomes are shared by collaborative partners. For interventionists, the
primary rationale for state building interventionism is the initiating lack of suitable
collaborative partners conducive to meeting the security needs of the West, viz. the
pericentric pull of frontiers. Hence the goal of present interventions is to empower
collaborative partners in the form of stronger national governments to more capably
administer their sovereign areas. This effort intends to translate the interventionists’
external resources and power into indigenous politics conducive to ameliorating the

pericentric pull of frontiers.

From the perspective of indigenous collaborative partners, what is expected is a stronger

but ultimately independent state free of interventionists; hence that there be a
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‘gradualism of collaboration’. Western interventionists have an explicit desire to create
liberal, democratic states. While this goal is certainly shared by some indigenous
partners, it is by no means a given. What could be considered an overarching goal
amongst indigenous participants would be more moderated expectations of a new
political regime supporting greater stability. Of course, such generalisation is open to
numerous local interpretations, hence the centrality of the ‘politics of collaboration’
towards pushing for individual viewpoints. @ What unites these indigenous and
interventionists perspectives is a loose consensus that new or reformed state institutions
are required and that they must be strong enough to enforce ‘the rules’ conducive to
ensuring greater stability over the longer-term. While some of these institutions and
rules are fairly controversial, such as constitutional law or security sector reform, others

are less controversial, such as strengthening national bureaucracies.

The easiest method for ensuring shared understandings of expected outcomes is to have
explicit, detailed mandates. For UN missions there will be a mandate for the mission
but otherwise interventionists will declare their aims through public statements. The
easiest mandate to implement for interventionists is that of enforcing a peace agreement
because of its explicit dictates. As Beatrice Pouligny argued, this “affects the situation
radically” because the stipulations have already been through long negotiations where
the details have been agreed upon.?’ This of course does not mean that parties will not
try to later nuance their interpretations but peace agreements do at least allow a starting
basis for creating common understanding. The challenge more generally is that peace
agreements do not cover ‘state building’ activities in detail, leaving interventionists and
their indigenous partners stipulated by the peace agreements to work through those finer

points.

Where common expectations are decidedly ambiguous, the opportunities for
manipulation by indigenous actors become greater. The challenge of this is either that
false hopes are raised about an intervention’s purposes or conversely that the ambiguity
is openly exploited to foster further conflict. Considering collaboration as constant
manoeuvring for political advantage, ambiguities in common expectations leave

indigenous actors free to exploit the situation. One example has been the lack of a clear
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‘end goal’ for Kosovo, which has been exploited by both nationalists within Kosovo

and Serbia seeking to respectively promote or stymie independence there.

Sets of collaboration for gradualism collaboration

The theory of collaboration defines the actual workings of interventions as being
dependent upon collaborative systems, i.e. the sum of collaborative relationships linking
interventionists with indigenous politics. These collaborative systems are based on the
internal and external sets of collaboration linking interventionists with their
collaborative partners and subsequently with the broader population. Given this, a
defining aspect of present collaboration is the interface of the intervening power
primarily with national governments, mostly through the holding of elections and the
institutionalisation of state apparatuses that constitute the external collaborative set.
Furthermore, even more importantly in the medium and longer-term is the internal
collaborative set which is defined largely by the efforts of national governments to
acquire legitimacy from their state’s citizenry and to exude greater control over their

sovereign territories.

The first set of collaboration is the external set, that which is focused on reforming or
creating anew national governments. With the most important interventionist goal
being to strengthen a national government, the key tenet of the theory of collaboration
related to the external set is that the choice and combination of indigenous collaborative
systems available to the intervening power should define the structure and form that the
intervention takes. Considering this, it is important to firstly examine which indigenous

actors are chosen for the external set and how so.

The first method, and perhaps the easiest one, for ‘choosing’ collaborative partners is
through the signing of peace agreements, notably so for UN missions. The primary
advantage of peace agreements is that they clearly identify the principal partners with
whom the UN will collaborate. Prominent examples of this in recent interventions have
been the UN partnering with the armed groups which signed peace agreements in the
DR Congo and Liberia. Furthermore, peace agreements may also legitimise an existing

national government as a transitional one but also introduce its armed adversaries into
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an extended peace process, thereby introducing them as collaborative partners for the
interventionists. An example of this was the UN intervention in Cambodia whereby
Hun Sen’s Vietnamese-backed government was recognized but its primary adversary,
the Khmer Rouge was also introduced as a partner, albeit one that could be defined as
‘tactical collaboration’ as they were widely loathed by the UN interventionists and vice

versa.

The second method is selecting collaborative partners through national elections. With
its emphasis on democratisation, present interventionism has commonly sought to
legitimise itself through its collaborative partnerships with democratically chosen
indigenous actors. This has most often been seen through the election of national
gbvemments after a transition period, such as in the DR Congo or East Timor.
Furthermore, during some interventions, actors initially chosen for collaboration
through peace agreements are discarded after national elections. An example of this
was the LURD and MODEL rebel movements in Liberia which participated in the
transition period stipulated by the peace agreement but whom then lost out in the first

national elections.

The third method is the outright selection of indigenous partners when both peace
agreements and national elections are entirely lacking. A prominent early example of
this was the intervention in Somalia. During this time, the UN’s effort to find partners
became extended down to the local level as it sought to distance itself from warlords
through the diversification of its indigenous partnerships.”® This strategy included
forming local district councils of traditional elders and other civil society actors. A
more recent example is of the US’ intervention in Afghanistan whereby it chose the
Northern Alliance and the Pashtun factions loyal to Hamid Kharzai to lead an interim-

government, albeit one endorsed through a ‘loyal jurga’ council.

Lastly, it is also important to note that when there are no peace agreements, no
elections, and no possibilities for relatively strong collaborative partners to emerge
quickly, interventionists have been most likely to assume a great deal of control

themselves. [East Timor provides the best example of this whereby the UN felt
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compelled to assume the role of a trustee for an interim period prior to national
elections. During the interim period, the main collaborative actor chosen to work with
was the FRETELIN insurgency movement, which gradually morphed into a political
party to contest the national elections. In a similar line of thought, such ‘default
collaborators’ are more rarely dictated by the reality that monopolistic political and
military movements arose in territories and assumed some of the functions of a
government, for instance the Kosovo Liberation Army. In these instances, the external
collaborative set is largely limited to these indigenous actors who have been able to

monopolise a state’s political space prior to an intervention starting.?

Overall, during processes for choosing collaborative partners from indigenous politics,
armed actors have stronger likelihoods for selection. The most basic reason for this is
that frontiers are defined by their intra-state conflict and the proliferation of armed non-
state actors. Interventionists are most concerned, especially in the initiating phases of
an intervention, with ensuring a necessary minimum of pacification on the part of “the
military leaders whose power of obstruction is most serious.” In this manner, peace
agreements implemented through interventions often exclude other indigenous actors
from participating in post-conflict activities. A prominent example of this was in
Bosnia-Herzegovina where the extended conflict negated the potential of political
parties who had early-on advocated maintaining Bosnia-Herzegovina’s territorial
integrity and multi-ethnic character.’’ However, eventually the diversification of
collaborative participants away from armed groups is possible. This is primarily as the
intervention develops away from any initiating violence, which is the time when the
“salience of military force or presence is more important.”> This is especially so as
national governments are formed and the indigenous actors of most consequence for

collaborative systems become political parties, bureaucracies, and government leaders.

With these considerations in mind, it is possible to explore the purpose of the external
set. This is primarily to interface the intervening power with indigenous politics
whereby. the demands of the interventionists are made known while conversely
providing a medium broadcasting the intentions and demands of the indigenous
community through their collaborative elites, especially the national government. Once

again, the role of democratisation has played a prominent role for attempting to achieve
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this through gradualism collaboration. Interventionists believe that political parties
assuming power through elections will have the legitimacy to represent the natural
interests of their constituencies. In this manner, the main interface during an
intervention is the interactions of the interventionists directly with a national

government through ministerial meetings, staff exchanges, training programmes, etc.

If democratic elections leading to a national government are delayed in preference for a
transition period, it has often been accepted that traditional leaders representing their
own constituencies might play the same role as democratically elected ones. A good
example of this was the usage of the ‘loyal jurga’ in Afghanistan to connect the
demands of the interventionists, initially that a new non-Taliban and anti-al-Qaeda
government be formed, with the desires of the broader Afghan society for peaceful
change. This was also attempted in Somalia when elections were impossible and the
UN mission did not want to assume direct control, leading the UN to develop local

councils led by traditional leaders.

Additionally, should democratic elections not be immediately implemented, the
interventionists may feel it necessary to create their own temporary authority to
administer through. Often these semi-sovereign entities of the interventionists are
created through peace agreements to guide a frontier state through a transition period
leading to elections. Examples of such institutions include the UN trusteeships over
Bosnia and Kosovo as well as the Supreme National Council in Cambodia and the
Commission on the Peace in El Salvador. Michael Doyle highlighted a crucial aspect of
these temporary institutions in that “they permit the temporary consensus of the parties
to be formally incorporated in an institution with regular consultation.”> Where it is
impossible for indigenous actors to assume such a governance role directly, either
because of the depth of the civil conflict or the technicalities of the conflict resolution
process, allowing the interventionists to temporarily assume such control with the direct
consultation of indigenous actors allows for the external set to still function. In this
way, such temporary institutions are designed to be responsive to the general interests of
indigenous politics when a complete consensus amongst the main indigenous actors

involved in a conflict is impossible to achieve.**

127



The second collaborative set is the internal one, namely those relationships connecting
the indigenous collaborative elite to local interests and institutions. Within the context
of frontier states, the internal set is ultimately the more important of the two because
historically the main security threat to any regime there is internal rather than external,
namely because of civil conflict.*> Furthermore, nascent national armies tend to be
focused directly on internal control, especially when they are “not organically linked to
their populations™ through broadly accepted national governments.36 Considering that
indigenous regimes see their ultimate survival as being dependent on domestic rather
than international politics, they expend most of their effort strengthening their internal

collaborative relationships.

For collaborative elites to have any authority within indigenous society, they must be
able to legitimise their collaboration with interventionists. Essential to the internal set
supporting the goals of the intervention is the consent given by the broader population
to the external set’s agreements, namely of the creation and running of a national
government. There are many tools that are available for securing support for the efforts
of collaborating elites. Probably the most obvious, and potentially divisive, is to appeal
to the respective identities- be they ethnic, religious, or national- of the base of support
that the elites build themselves upon. For instance, the efforts of religious actors have
been crucial in Bosnia-Herzegovina where they “served essentially as a resource for

mobilisation for political actors.”’

A further consideration is the relationship between the interventionists and the broader
indigenous society rather than only with the collaborating elite. This is an important
interface, though not a collaborative set in itself, as it allows interventionists some
ability to shape their relations with the collaborating elite in the external set. An
important understanding in this regards is that interventionists have “no intention of
permeating society.”® There is an overarching desire to further stability by helping to
structure a new government but there is no desire to fundamentally restructure
indigenous society beyond instigating a form of governance and an economic system,
specifically liberal democracies. This is mostly because the resources available and
timeframes allowed simply do not allow interventionists the penetration that past

imperialism was able to achieve, notably through its missionary zeal, extended
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interaction over decades or even centuries, and rigidly imposed resource/export based

economies.

This is not to say, however, that there is no interaction by interventionists with the
broader indigenous society outside of collaborating elites. Much interaction and
outreach is done through the aid provision and civil society support undertaken by
international aid agencies. NGOs by their nature and mandates have a better ability to
connect with local people rather than governments.” While NGOs would prefer to be
perceived as neutral and not as ‘interventionists’, their presence amongst the broadef
indigenous society during an intervention nonetheless allows those Western powers
undertaking the intervention to influence perceptions and build support for an
intervention’s goals. This is notably because the intervening powers are most often the
primary donors for the aid work and civil society promotion, and hence can shape its

development.

Furthermore, there are occasions where interventionist military and civilian forces do
liaise directly with local populations. The Provincial Reconstruction Teams in
Afghanistan are an example of morphing aid provision with the political and military
agents of an intervening power. Additional interaction also occurs between
interventionists and general publics through communication campaigns carried out by
mass media, such as democracy promotion and health or landmine awareness
campaigns undertaken by the Voice of America, the BBC, or local UN-sponsored radio

stations.

Characteristics of gradualism collaboration

Stability operations are conducted to help establish order that advances
U.S. interests and values. The immediate goal often is to provide the local
populace with security, restore essential services, and meet humanitarian
needs. The long-term goal is to help develop indigenous capacity for
securing essential services, a viable market economy, rule of law,
democratic institutions, and a robust civil society.

- US Department of Defense, ‘Directive 3000.05°%°
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Having now reviewed the sets for collaboration, it is possible to analyse in detail the
three characteristics shaping the politics of collaboration. Recalling collaboration as the
continual renegotiation of the terms and conditions for it, specifically the changing
bargains of collaboration, these characteristics define the political interaction that occurs

in those sets.

The first characteristic is the mediating functions that indigenous collaborative partners
provide. Interventions are both disruptive and co-opting events for indigenous society
and the function of collaboration is to mediate between these dynamics. Interventionists
absolutely need indigenous collaborative partners to mediate between them and broader
indigenous society. However, the challenge is that there are few, if any, entirely
dedicated indigenous collaborative partners with clear, consistent aims. Collaborative
partners by definition are autonomous actors, not mere proxies of the interventionists.
Given that, indigenous collaborative partners should be perceived more generally as
collections of mediating functions rather than simplistically as impermeable, unified

actors with static aims.

Beatrice Pouligny has gone furthest towards highlighting the need to understand
indigenous actors interacting with interventionists as complex, often nebulous,
individuals and organisations rather than as simple unitary ones. She notes that their
behaviour “needs to be understood in their capacity to move from one network to
another, maintaining- sometimes deliberately- confusion as to their real status and, still

941

more, their intentions. Considering that, Pouligny advises that the interaction

between interventionists and indigenous actors be considered “in plural and dynamic

terms.”*?

There are many examples of this, such as the collapse in coherence of armed groups
following a peace agreement as internal divides proliferate with the lack of a common
enemy. FRETELIN provides an example of this whereby what started as a relatively
unified insurgency movement imploded over the first several years of East Timor’s
independence into diverse new political parties and factionalism within the nascent

military and police forces. Another pertinent example is the Lavalas movement in Haiti
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led by President Aristide. While it was the primary negotiating partner for repeated UN
missions; rather than a cohesive organisation, it instead “appeared to be a network of
complex, shifting relations, often among personalities rather than groups.”” The DR
Congo has also proven a good example of this whereby countless political factions
develop and disappear, often into and out of one _another and from the armed groups,
which has made it near impossible for any type of broad-based government to emerge.
The most notable ramification of this has been that the ‘national army’ is little more

than a collection of evolving local militias.

In any case, the utility of indigenous collaborative partners to interventionists is in their
mediating functions, not merely in their existence. The prime function of the
indigenous partners to collaboration is of mediation with broader indigenous society to
achieve goals when they are common with the interventionists. It is important to recall
collaboration as cooperation qualified through manipulation, not unabashed altruism.
Given that, the challenge for mediating through a process towards achieving common
goals will be to ensure that collaborative participants, who often lack coherence and are
evolving constantly, can maintain fairly consistent policies in relation to their foreign

partners.

A good example of this has been the collaborative dilemma of President Karzai in
Afghanistan. Mediating between US demands to capture al-Qaeda terrorists and
counter the Taliban often places Karzai in an awkward position with the Pashtun
community that defines his internal set but also with his interventionist partners in the
external one. Considering these dynamics, while Karzai has ostensibly been a strong
partner of the US in Afghanistan, his mediating role has often meant he has to moderate
or obfuscate his stances to placate either side of his partnerships. The government’s
inability, or indeed unwillingness, to counter opium production provides one issue that

demonstrates the difficulty of Karzai’s collaborative predicament.

In sum, the biggest challenge for successful mediation in frontier states is their
exceedingly fractured social relations. This is because it makes it hard to achieve the

critical mass necessary for governance to be secured and political decisions to be made.
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State building activities require extended commitments that are hard for interventionists
and nascent governments to secure in a frontier context. By contrast, the non-state
actors who often contest state building activities are able to flourish in such a situation.
As Christopher Coker noted, while interventionists and national governments inherently
prefer “fixed alliances” to progress, other actors “can reach their own agreements in a
world where enmities like allies and alliances appear to be in constant flux.”**
Afghanistan again provides an example of this whereby the coalitions in contest with
Kabul’s governmental control range from the Taliban itself to local militias, brigands,

drug runners, and al-Qaeda all evolving freely as immediate opportunities dictate.

The second characteristic is resourcing dynamics; that is to say that collaboration is
affected by the amount of resources, both material and political, committed to it.
Collaboration is an effort to achieve more together, often acrimoniously, than what can
be accomplished individually. Given that forced rationale of necessity and the driving
role of manipulation, resources are required to facilitate it rather than just friendly
intentions conducive to mere cooperation. Resource allocation during present
interventionism comes in many forms. A general rule is that interventions which
involve strong peace-enforcement requirements, notably those that “try to impose peace
upon unwilling parties and aim to alter long-standing power relationships”, require more
resource commitments than do those that are able to build upon strong peace
agreements and can co-opt contending factions into “peaceful, but potentially mutually
advantageous, relationships.”® For instance, East Timor and Haiti are roughly the same
in size yet the intervention in Port-au-Prince has been expensive in relative terms
because the resourcing requirements for brokering collaboration have been decidedly
more complex than that allowed for in Dili, where relatively simpler collaborative

partners and dynamics are available.

The third characteristic is the degrees of trust and amounts of knowledge sharing that
define collaborative relationships. In terms of trust, the most crucial aspect for
indigenous political actors is to believe that the interventionists are going to leave,
namely that there will be a gradualism of collaboration. Inculcating this trust is easiest
during UN interventions because of their international mandates and diverse force

composition. For instance, despite complaints and reservations, the Timorese submitted
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to the UN’s “yoke” since they knew independence was assured as they had “no reason
to suspect the UN of hidden imperialist designs.”*® Building trust is more difficult
during interventions undertaken without a UN mandate because of suspicions that the
interventionists- such as the US, Australia, and the UK which have all acted outside of
UN at assorted times- might not actually leave. The US by example has consistently
refused to declare timeframes for its intervention in Afghanistan. While this may help
some of the US’ collaborative partners to feel that they will not be precipitously
deserted, it also opens them up to critiques within the internal set that the

interventionists are but traditional imperialists.

Furthermore, crucial for building trust is the ability of all collaborative partners to
follow through on the agreements that have been secured through the collaborative
process. This can cover a long list of actions- such as resource transfers, military force
provision, and reaching compromises within the internal set, say about political reforms.
The “failure to perform as indicated” can lead assorted actors to resist future
collaborative efforts, notably as they relate to implementing an agreed peace process.*’
Democratisation is again crucial in this regards. President Aristide of Haiti asked his
foreign partners to trust him, stating “You need me, as I need you. Count on me and
show me that I can count on you.””® While they did for a period, the second UN
mission ultimately facilitated his removal from power because of his deviations from

democratic norms as well as an inability to implement governance reforms. Trust

broken once is not likely to return.

5.3: The mechanics for gradualism collaboration

For Special Forces, Afghanistan was the Wild, Wild West and the new
Ranchers revelled in it.*

The mechanics of present collaboration are important considerations for understanding
how it is presently implemented, namely how collaborative participants manage their
collaborative systems. For all participants in collaboration, the most important
management strategy is of controlling options though their respective abilities to

provide or exclude them as bargaining tools to guide the bargaining process.

133



Interventionist strategies in collaborative systems

Conforming to the gradualism nature of present collaboration, the ability of
interventionists to apply coercive force is generally limited, and would most often be
counter-productive given the purpose is to empower indigenous partners in governance.
Hence, other strategies are most often chosen instead which allow interventionists to
stabilise indigenous partners, to condense and consolidate them when possible, but
ultimately to institutionalise governments in such a manner that indigenous politics is
more dependent on the structure of government itself rather than the fluid movement of
political actors by themselves. Namely, the frontier is to be ‘tamed’ as much as possible

through the rigidities of modern government.

In this way, interventionists attempt to provide the major missing ingredient in the
frontier context, the “modern organisation” of governance.’® With a hesitance to apply
force, the challenge for present interventionists is “to generate voluntary cooperation

51 The need to institutionalise governance and to do

from divided local political actors.
it in a voluntary manner amongst fractured local players is decidedly difficult. The goal
of strengthening collaborative partners through stronger governance ironically means
that the leverage of intewentionisté is often limited by working with partners through
the very medium that dilutes their influence the most, i.e. a sovereign government.
Christopher Clapham highlighted this conundrum well when he argued that foreigners
“could usually only implement their programmes in collaboration with the very
governments that they were seeking to reform, providing these with endless
opportunities to subvert the reforms themselves.”>> This makes it notoriously difficult
to manage indigenous collaborative partners during interventions. However, although

difficult, it is certainly not impossible and a number of methods are presently

implemented.

Confer legitimacy: The most powerful tool for managing collaborative systems is the
interventionists’ ability to confer legitimacy upon specific indigenous actors, namely for
their existence in a new political order to be recognised as justifiable. In the anarchy of
frontier zones, this recognition conferred by interventionists can be decisive because

indigenous actors use it to increase their stature and authority in struggles with other
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actors domestically as well as to increase their leverage in the bargaining process with
the interventionists themselves. Foreign recognition to participate in an extended peace
or reconstruction process can mean continuing life after a war for indigenous actors,
especially armed groups such as LURD in Liberia and RENAMO in Mozambique.
Furthermore, often recognition by interventionists can compensate for a lack of internal
recognition, and hence legitimacy to participate. For instance, one Cambodian political
party’s leader noted of its rationale for engaging with UNTAC: “At that time we no
longer had any means to create problems, and above all, we wanted to get a place for

ourselves in Cambodian political life.”’

Without a formal peace agreement, the interventionists’ recognition is even more
important. Amongst a plethora of competing groups, being recognised as a ‘player’ by
interventionists automatically raises a group’s stature. This recognition serves to show
a group’s own supporters as well as its opponents that it has “assured worth”, namely
that it is strong and potent enough to merit foreign recognition.* Most often, meriting
this assured worth requires staying armed and potentially militant and hence a threat to
the broader process of state building. Examples of this are plentiful, but an especially
apt one is the KLA in Kosovo. With interventionists’ recognition so highly sought
after, deciding whom to recognise and in what order of significance is a powerful tool
for interventionists. Conferring greater recognition on certain participants- for instance
by deciding which groups should participate in reconciliation talks in post-Taliban
Afghanistan, or which East Timorese political parties will receive funding and inclusion
on the ballot, or which local militias in the eastern Congo should participate in local
peace negotiations- gives the interventionists a strong avenue to nuance the dynamics of

indigenous politics.

Pick ‘winners’: A second method of managing collaborative systems is to simply pick

what indigenous groups should come out of a conflict as the dominant ones. The
clearest example of this was the US’ support of Karzai’s Pashtun factions and the
Northern Alliance in Afghanistan. Another example was the UN’s 1994 intervention in
Haiti to assure that the deposed presidency of Aristide was re-inserted to power. As
such, these actors are the ‘chosen few’ who are deemed by the interventionists to be the

core of the external collaborative set. By example, one opponent of Aristide in Haiti
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succinctly noted from this outcome: “We look at Aristide and we understand that it’s
from outside that you can get power.”> However, such actions can often leave such
chosen collaborative elites suffering from a lack of internal legitimacy, the despised
‘collaborator class’ of traditional imperialism. The ‘dog washers’ of Afghanistan is the
best example of this whereby the Karzai government is widely criticised for being full
of diaspora returnees chosen by Western interventionists for no other reason than that

the Westerners feel comfortable around them.

Pressure through resource provision: A further method for managing collaborative

systems by the interventionists is to use resource provisioning as leverage. Local actors
often seek through their engagement with interventionists to acquire material resources,
be it financial aid directly for themselves or humanitarian aid for their bases of support.
Using resource provisioning as leverage allows interventionists to pressure collaborative
partners to meet expected outcomes. Aid provision also allows for more subtle pressure
to be applied in collaborative relationships because it contrasts directly with the overt
coercion of military force. By example, the US government has argued that its
Provincial Reconstruction Teams have proven effective because the provision of
humanitarian aid money allows the US government “influence without the stigma of

occupation.”>

Pressure with future options: One of the most effective management tools available to

interventionists is to apply pressure using possibilities for future developments. Robert
Cooper has argued of Western efforts in the Balkans that they only began to succeed
because of the “commitment to EU membership that has gone hand in hand with NATO
force and money.”>” This ‘trump card’ has been the ability to present eventual EU
membership as a shared goal but one that requires strong actions being undertaken in
the meantime, notably arresting war crimes suspects, implementing peace accords, and
undertaking assorted governance reforms. In other places such as Liberia, promising
universal debt relief has provided a powerful tool for managing collaborative

relationships.
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Circumvent difficult actors: One of the strongest management tools afforded to

interventionists is to simply circumvent difficult indigenous actors. Often in post-
conflict situations there is a proclivity towards intransigence by local actors “who have
vested interests in retaining wartime political and economic arrangements and have not

demonstrated real commitment to reforms.”®

The easiest way to circumvent these
actors is by expanding the diversity of potential collaborative partners beyond obstinate

armed groups or obstructionist political parties. This can be done in several ways.

Firstly, it can be done by creating new actors, such as indigenous NGOs. For instance,
in Cambodia UNTAC worked to creéte new actors in the Cambodian political space,
such as a fledgling civil society and a free press, in order to diversify away from just the
several main armed parties to the peace treaty.”” This involved the creation of new
indigenous NGOs as it was often a means for “occupying the political sphere by trying
to form an opposition force” to existing indigenous power structures, notably the armed

groups.®

Secondly, circumventing difficult actors can be done by allowing for a lengthy
transitional period to allow for the diversification of political parties through the
implosion of armed groups, such as FRETELIN in East Timor or LURD in Liberia.
Thirdly, often the best way to circumvent intransigent actors is to bypass them by
appealing directly to the broader indigenous society. Kofi Annan argued UN missions
should apply the “power of communication” by engaging the general public through
mass media which allows them leverage that can be used “to push the parties to abide

by their commitments.”®'

By bypassiﬁg certain actors to appeal to broader public opinion, interventionists can
then develop internal pressure for reform. An example of this is efforts by the UN to
encourage warlord factions to undergo disarmament by directly reaching out to their
base populations and offer development programming to those that apply pressure for
disarmament. This has been used as a tactic extensively in Afghanistan for instance.

Another example are UN efforts to promote indigenous civil society to counter the
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influence of warlords by inviting Somali traditional, religious and women’s leaders to

peace conferences but excluding the warlords.

Develop constitutional leverage: One of the best advantages available to

interventionists is their ability to manipulate the constitutional legal framework guiding
the structuring of new governments. Being present and influential during the drafting of
peace agreements allows interventionists strong this leverage. It allowS, for instance of
the UN in Cambodia, the possibility “to design in bargaining advantages for the UN
authority.”® Usually this ‘bargaining advantage’ covers topics such as institutional
reform, election frameworks, international monitoring schemes, and economic
rehabilitation programmes. The value of this is that interventionists can decree the
advantages when indigenous partners are weakened and fractured, notably during peace
negotiations, and then implement them without needing further consent from indigenous
actors. By example, in Cambodia the electoral component was only successful because
it had been decreed in the UN’s mandate as requiring independent implementation by
the UN. This allowed elections to proceed successfully without needing to “depend on
the steady and continuous support of the four factions” that had signed the initial peace

atgreement.63

Apply coercive force: Lastly, it is important to note that there is still on occasion the

need to apply force to bring about compliance to agreements. Madeleine Albright
famously called this need ‘coercive diplomacy’, conspicuously using military power to
persuade intransigent indigenous actors.** Notably this application of force means
“raising the costs of non-cooperation” on parties who are deviating from peace

8 At times,

agreements or undermining the mandate of an interventionist force.
however, this may not require the actual application of force, but instead rely on the
credibility of interventionist forces to potentially escalate a conflict to ensure
compliance.’® Often this potentially forceful application of ‘collaborative management’
would be preserved for action against wavering fronts of collaboration to prevent the
splintering of partnerships during tactical collaboration, such as by the US with

Afghanistan’s Northern Alliance in 2001.
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Indigenous strategies in collaborative systems

First they brought us food. Now, they bring arms. We fear they have in fact
come to kill us.
- Political rhetoric used against UN mission in Somalia®’

Conforming to the gradualism of present collaboration, indigenous partners have a
significant amount of leverage to manage their collaborative relationships and this is
shaped by the context of the state building purposes of present interventionism in two
ways. Firstly, while indigenous collaborative partners may share the overarching
expected outcome of ‘stronger governance’ with interventionists, it is important that this
be achieved on terms acceptable to them. In this way, while indigenous actors may
make platitudes to ‘democracy’ or ‘freedom’, what is driving for them is gaining access
to power and transforming external resources into suitably indigenised ones. Secondly,
the centrality of working through the gradualism of collaboration, namely through
empowering a sovereign government through formal governance institutions, means
that indigenous partners inheréntly have a strong medium for bargaining, namely their
sovereign right to do so through their own government. With these overarching
dynamics noted, several strategies are adopted by indigenous actors to manage their

collaborative relationships.

Confer legitimacy: The strongest management tool of indigenous actors is their ability

to confer legitimacy on interventionists. There is currently a strong geopolitical need of
interventionists to feel and be perceived as legitimate, i.e. not to appear as conquering
‘imperialists’ but rather as supportive allies to ‘inviting’ indigenous partners.

68 indigenous

Considering that legitimacy is “most of all dependent on perception
actors use their ability to manipulate such perceptions to bolster their positions during

the bargaining processes of collaboration on two levels.

The first is to leverage the interventionists’ perceived legitimacy within the broader
international community. The wider world expects to see political stability develop
during interventions and given that, indigenous actors can counter such a perception

quite easily. A frequent tactic during the bargaining processes of collaboration will be
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to publicly claim that interventionists are undermining the sovereignty of a respective
state, as if this were not blatantly obvious. It is a powerful tool however when
interventionists wish to appear as ‘partners’ to local actors rather than as coercive,
imposing imperialists. For example, one UN diplomat in Mozambique noted that every
time a particular party felt displeasure with the UN, “it summoned the press and accused
ONUMOZ of interfering in the country’s affairs.”® This displeasure usually comes
from the fact that local actors feel interventionists favour another indigenous actor more
and their main leverage for countering that is to claim that the state’s overall
sovereignty is being infringed upon. For instance, the Hun Sen government in
Cambodia often claimed the UN mission was too soft on the Khmer Rouge and

complained it was undermining the government.7°

The second strategy is to question the perceived legitimacy of the interventionists
domestically. Whatever the public rhetoric used internationally to defend an
intervention, such as whether the UN Security Council mandated it, what defines its
perceived legitimacy domestically is its ability to deliver results to the general public,
notably quality of life improvements such as physical security and political stability.
With such domestic perceptions key and with indigenous collaborative partners firstly
seeking to strengthen their own positions, “they may not hesitate to undermine wider
support for a mission by distorting local perception of international objectives” if that
serves to strengthen themselves during the bargaining process with interventionists.”’
Indigenous actors frequently adopt the tactic of building domestic displeasure with

interventionist actions in order to show themselves as stronger actors.

Holding public protests against interventionist actions are a way of showing domestic
displeasure and then using that to strengthen an indigenous actor’s negotiating position

2

or to force interventionists to back down.”> For example, as a UN official noted,

President Aristide in Haiti would call protest marches against the UN “in response to the
pressure they were putting on him, and to show that he could ‘make trouble’.””
Furthermore, indigenous actors often consider local media and public information
campaigns as “crucial political tool[s]” for directly reaching out to the broader public to

sow displeasure with interventionists.”* Another tactic may to question the ‘trust’ of the
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interventionists to actually leave, accusing them of being ‘colonialists’ and

‘imperialists’ and juxtaposing themselves against that as ‘defenders of the people’.

Exploit fractured interventionist structures: The internal divides of interventionists offer

one of the surest methods for indigenous actors to apply leverage. These divides can be
between the states of a multilateral coalition or between states and an intergovernmental
organisation, notably the UN. The fractured nature of present interventionists is easy to
manipulate because of disagreements over norms, modalities, end goals, and resource
commitments. At most times this manipulation can be fairly straightforward as so many
interventionist actors are involved. For instance, the UN, NATO and the EU have all

been involved in Bosnia.

Even assuming the international organisations involved in interventions were coherent
unitary actors, which they assuredly are not, divisions between them could still be
manipulated. It is particularly easy for indigenous actors to manipulate divides
considering international organisations are composed of numerous member states, all
with their own means and rationales. Hence, the easiest way for indigenous actors to
manipulate internal divides is by simply choosing which interventionist actors they wish
to interact with once they are found to be suitably ‘good’ in their orientation. For
instance, in Cambodia the Khmer Rouge would pick “good UNTAC” rather than “bad
UNTAC” from the multitudes of contingents forming the international peacekeeping

forces depending on which contingents were the least likely to pressure them.”

Additionally, manipulating internal divides is also made easier in intergovernmental
organisations which suffer from profound bureaucratic divisions. For instance, UN
missions often have tensions between their military and civilian components and at
times it may be easier for local actors to talk to the military observers who are on short-
assignments and hence less knowledgeable of local dynamics. UN military observers
may also be more sympathetic of local armed groups than are civilian professional
staffers who tend to push issues such as human rights and democracy promotion more
strongly.”®  Even more striking is when local actors disregard locally based

interventionist staff and appeal directly to heads of UN missions in the capital or in
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extreme cases to New York, such as was done by El Salvadoran politicians at critical
moments during negotiations there in 1993.”7 Additionally, indigenous actors may
exploit cultural divides between Western troops and others participating in UN
interventions. For example in Somalia the warlord Mohammed Aydid would encourage
African UN peacekeepers not to follow US ‘imperialism’ and hence play on such

divisions for improved leverage in his bargaining with the UN.

Extraversion: A further indigenous approach to managing collaborative systems is what
has been termed ‘extraversion’ by Jean-Francois Bayart.’”® When confronted by
stronger interventionist partners and within the context of domestic struggles to access
power, indigenous actors will at times attempt to use the resources of those foreigners to
consolidate their own domestic positions and authorities and hence be in a stronger
bargaining position. Often this will entail situating themselves within a liberal
ideological paradigm as a strategy for mobilising foreign support for their own local
political struggles. In the context of state building interventions, this often means
emphasising stabilisation firstly but also democratisation or civil society and human
rights promotion. A rather warped example of this is the Khmer Rouge in Cambodia
demanding humanitarian aid provision for its own areas to strengthen its internal

political position in exchange for allowing the UN to proceed with elections there.”

With the common application of conditionalities on governments receiving aid moneys,
extraversion allows traditional power structures to be reorganised to circumvent the
pressures placed on them. Often, elites will “partly undergo reconversion” into forms
more accepted by interventionists and the political ideology they support. ¥ This
reconversion allows political actors to access aid, a major resource in post-conflict
environments, and then use it to bolster their own domestic positions. By example,
indigenous ‘NGOs’ with unofficial but strong affiliations to political parties can use
their control of aid to benefit that party’s constituents and hence strengthen their
domestic position. While at times this reconversion means playing the role of NGOs or
civil society actors, most importantly it means armed groups morphing into political
parties. For example, all of the major rebel movements in the DR Congo quickly
morphed superficially into political parties stating full support for democracy so that

they could compete in national elections.
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In a related manner, a major strategy of indigenous actors to manipulate the strong
position of interventionists as well as to bolster themselves in domestic battles for
power is to leave the interventionists to implement politically inexpedient or
unrewarding actions covering a wide range of issues. These could include basics such
as bureaucratic reform leading to layoffs to more complicated endeavours such as
countering militias through violence. Essentially, many collaborating elites in
governance ‘sit back’ and expect the international community to do things for them,

81 Rather than bear the

especially when the actions are politically disadvantageous.
political costs for unpopular actions, such as downsizing government bureaucracies, the
tactic is to allow interventionists to bear the costs of these respective activities while

political capital can later be accumulated for their successes, if there are any.

Apply pressure strategies: The application of assorted pressure strategies is a common

approach by indigenous actors for managing their collaborative relationships. The first
strategy, and perhaps the most effective one, is to simply withhold participation in the
state building activities of the intervention. Interventionists must demonstrate that their
interventions are succeeding and that is dependent upon visible cooperation with
indigenous actors. Given that, indigenous actors can always threaten to withdraw from
a peace process, elections, or a transitional government. Indeed, their main leverage
comes from the ability of withdrawal or non-participation. The possibility to detach is
especially useful when other collaborative management options are lacking and/or the
indigenous actor is an especially marginal one. In this way it becomes “the ultimate
resort of the weak.”®? The threat of withdrawal and the need to show ‘success’ often
forces interventionists into making concessions that are not particularly palatable. By
example, in East Timor prominent leaders Xanana Gusmao and Jose Ramos-Horta often
threatened to resign and did so repeatedly from the UN’s transitional National Council
unless more active consultation was taken with indigenous actors. This was an effective
tool as it challenged UNTAET’s legitimacy, which was advocated on the premise of

direct consultation with Timorese leaders.®

The ability to threaten withdrawal or actually undertake it is especially powerful as a
tactic in relations to the interventionists’ explicit desire for democratisation. As one

Cambodian political leader noted of managing relationships with the UN, “Everyone
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applied blackmail about non-participation, because it was undoubtedly the thing that
made the United Nations most afraid.”® Often, interventionists are willing to literally
pay indigenous actors for their participation in democratisation to counter threats of
non-participation. For instance, in Mozambique the UN paid for ex-combatants to
participate in the peace process and to prepare for elections, notably the former rebel
group RENAMO which received 15 million dollars for their participation because they
were always threatening to pull out of the peace process or to boycott elections.® This
provoked smaller parties into demanding cash as well in order to participate in a ‘multi-

party’ election.

In addition to detaching from participation, a second major pressure strategy of
indigenous actors is to stay armed. This serves several purposes. The first is that to be
armed strengthens an indigenous actor’s chances of continued recognition and
strengthened leverage during extended periods of collaborative bargaining. One
Cambodian political leader that had disarmed his armed group early-on regretted the
decision afterwards, noting of the UN: “they fundamentally only gave way to people
who kept arms in their hands. We should have kept our armed forces and police
forces.”® Threats to detach from collaborative relationships are strongest when an
indigenous actor has the possibility to return a state to war. The lack of this possibility
greatly affects their ability for “refusing to play the cooperation game” and hence is
generally a turning point in that respect.!’ Considering this, there is often a desire by
interventionists to proceed with the military aspects of a peace agreement, notably
disarmament, before proceeding to elections. Conversely, indigenous armed groups,
and specifically warlord commanders are often “not inclined to give up the leverage of
their ragtag soldiers” since their existence is particularly valuable during election

periods.®®

A third pressure strategy is attempting to force interventionists into partisan support of
particular indigenous actors over others. As mentioned previously, there is a general
belief amongst indigenous actors that ‘neutral interventionism’ is an oxymoron and
given that, it is better to have an intervening power as an ally when possible.
Considering that, in near every case, indigenous actors will try to co-opt interventionists

into being allies rather than neutral parties because in reality, “winning an argument
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often means having the UN on one’s side” as well as any other intervening power.”

This is easiest when a conflict is ongoing and no peace agreements have been signed
stipulating an ostensibly ‘neutral’ arbitrator. Provoking interventionists to ally with a
particular group has at times been attempted by making the situation on the ground even
worse. For instance, in Bosnia-Herzegovina, President Izetbegovic (a Bosnian Muslim)
attempted to provoke the EU or US to forcefully intervene on the Bosnian Muslims’
side through a “strategy of making things worse” by stalling the peace process.”® At
other times, urging allying is undertaken by certain indigenous actors secretly targeting
interventionist forces in the hope of confusing them and provoking retaliation against
their enemies. This was seen at times in the immediate aftermath of the US’ toppling of
the Taliban in Afghanistan when assorted warlords attempted to use the US military to

target one another.

Capacity provision: The last major management strategy of indigenous actors is the

provision of capacity for governance. Providing capacity for governance is effective as
leverage considering there is never enough foreign capacity for complete control and
hence interventionists are dependent to a significant degree on local capacity.
Furthermore, capacity provision is central considering the gradualism of collaboration
means that interventionists are explicitly attempting, sooner than later, to rely on the
capacity of their indigenous partners so that they can conclude the intervention and
leave. With this knowledge paramount in the minds of indigenous actors, the
requirement for local capacity provision leaves indigenous actors with leverage to

nuance the direction of the bargaining process with interventionists.

However, the dependency of interventionists for indigenous capacity provision,
especially early on, is somewhat paradoxical in that indigenous actors’ ability to act is
in itself extremely weak, i.e. the whole reason an intervention was provoked in the first
place. The ability of indigenous actors to play off this dynamic is however profound
and Lord Carnes argued their “extreme weakness can become [their] greatest source of
strength” in bargaining with interventionists, notably when those indigenous actors
control nascent governments.”’ This is because interventionists have little choice but to
compromise and concede to the demands of indigenous actors to provide capacity for

governance since they are unable to do so themselves.
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The leverage of capacity provision is in terms of the ‘inversion of capacity’, notably
using another’s weakness as leverage to force them to allow one to fill the gap instead
and hence control outcomes. For instance, tactics such as delaying an interview,
cancelling meetings, restricting information flow all allow indigenous actors sitting in
positions of governance to circumvent or obstruct the ability of interventionists to
directly oversee and hence guide the direction of state building institutionalisation.*?
Platitudes of ‘cooperation’ and ‘partnership’ are made of course, but the interventionists

are quietly obstructed or excluded from exerting control.

5.4: Gradualism collaboration is currently not effective

They [UN observers] are here on picnic and holiday. I wish we could open
the beaches for them to sun-tan and enjoy their dollars.
- Local commentary on the UN in Sierra Leone’

3
It is important before concluding to ascertain how effective gradualism collaboration
has been for state building interventionism. As argued previously, rather than focus on
success as a clear end state, such as a liberal democracy, it is better to focus on it as
‘progress towards stability’.>* In this sense, progress should be conceived as the state
building processes that empower more capable national governments to exercise
stronger sovereign control over their territories. Anthony Zinni summed up this sense
of progress best when he noted that the “measure of successful on-the-ground programs

is greater capacity leading to increased stability.””®

In certain ways there has been progress towards improving stability in the frontiers.
Despite ongoing claims of ‘new world disorder’ or a rash of ‘new wars’, the post-Cold
War era is cumulatively one of increasing peace and prosperity.”® The proliferation of
state building interventions can take much credit for this as civil wars from Haiti to the
Congo, Liberia, and Cambodia have been concluded through foreign interventions.
However, while there have been some successes at conflict resolution, achievement of
the actual state building goals of present interventions are still decidedly lacking.
Interventions in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo continue even after a decade of an
interventionist presence in the Balkans. East Timor requires the continued presence of

Australian peacekeepers while the US intervention in Afghanistan sees continuing
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oscillations of violence and a perpetually weak government incapable of overcoming
domestic turmoil. Some interventions have ended in outright failure, such as Somalia,
while other states have seen repeated interventions following failures to establish
stability, such as in Haiti, Liberia, and Sierra Leone. The democratisation emphasis has
also not been particularly effective. By example, the US has engaged in sixteen state
building projects since the end of World War II and only four have been successful at
democratisation: Germany, Japan, Panama, and Grenada, none of which occurred after
the Cold War ended.”” Even the conflict resolution successes of present interventions
are shallow. The World Bank has found that half of all states emerging from civil war

relapse into conflict within five years.”®

That progress is wanting can best be seen in a few key features of states undergoing
interventionism. The first is a general tendency towards poor local security engendering
broad mistrust between interventionists and indigenous society. With local populations
still fearful, trust in national governments and their interventionist partners is stymied
and hence people rely on local coping strategies such as seeking protection through their
clans or tribes, leading to the creation of neo-feudal security regimes. At times personal
security in the post-conflict environment is worse than it was during the official conflict
period, such as in El Salvador where more people are now killed through crime related
incidents than during the civil war itself.”® Ultimately people don’t trust the ‘new’ state

if it cannot protect them.

This leads into the second general feature of present interventions, the overarching
weakness of present interventionists within the context of frontier states. Rather than
being strong ‘imperialists’ most often interventionists are perceived by indigenous
actors as decidedly weak. One Haitian noted this when he commented on current UN
‘occupations’: “We do what we like, that can’t be denied, it isn’t like the other
occupations we knew. The problem is rather they do nothing for us.”'% This leaves
local peoples pondering why they should collaborate with interventionists when one
cannot believe in their assurances of personal security. A common local perception is
thus that ‘the peacekeepers have lots of guns, but they don’t do anything to actually
protect us’. Interventionists often compound this sentiment by making public

comments that are condescending and ultimately counter-productive. For instance, a
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UN spokesman’s message in Haiti was consistently to the effect that “insecurity forms a
part of democracy” or “Haitians must get used to this insecurity, it is normal

development.”m'

However, the third and most damning feature that defines frontier states undergoing
interventions presently is the continued dire weakness of national governments. Ideally
and in theory, an intervention should see ‘evolving capacities’ whereby national
governments are empowered so that interventionists can leave, viz. the gradualism of
collaboration. However, often this empowerment has been drastically lacking and all
too often interventions have been concluded after the ‘victory’ of national elections
leading to new governments which have no actual capacity to really govern.
Considering state failure as the inability of governments to provide a minimum degree
of order allowing routine interactions by individuals, it can be seen that all too often
weak governments with little actual capacity for governance still exist after an
intervention is officially concluded or continues in seeming perpetuity.'® Simply put,

frontier states are all too often staying as frontier states.

5.5: Conclusion

Present state building interventionism is based on a gradualism of collaboration centred
on the empowerment of indigenous partners in sovereign national governments. The
central tenet of the theory of collaboration is that collaboration with indigenous actors
determines the success or failure of present interventions. Unless the energy and
resources of the intervening power can be translated into terms of indigenous politics,
the intervention will be unable to achieve its goals. It must be concluded that the West
is poorly managing its frontiers of insecurity presently because its approach to
collaboration with indigenous politics is deficient. If gradualism collaboration is indeed
lacking in its current conceptualisation and implementation, then present state building
interventionism will remain largely ineffective. This leaves one pondering how so and

why. Indeed, what is the ‘problematique’ defining gradualism collaboration?
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CHAPTER 6: THE COLLABORATION PROBLEMATIQUE

.. in many ways it was harder to be aggressive in political matters than it
was in military ones, even though diplomats were in no danger of
disembowelment. The UN and its international partners were all too well
versed in the evils of colonialism...!

Post-Cold War interventionism has not been successful at achieving its state building
goals despite some successes at immediate conflict resolution. This means the current
response to frontiers in the form of state building interventionism has not been
particularly effective because frontier states are not stabilising sufficiently to dampen
the pericentric pull. Improved state building interventionism requires ameliorating the
collaboration problematique, the difficulty that an intervener has in achieving
collaborative systems with indigenous political actors and of maintaining an evolving
equilibrium in and between the sets of collaborative systems that allows for progress

towards an intervention’s goals, namely a more stable state.

Given the West’s current approach of gradualism collaboration and the
contextualisation of frontiers, the collaboration problematique currently facing Western
states undertaking interventionism is on several levels. Firstly, and the most important
aspect, is the general lack of indigenous actors for collaboration which makes the
challenge of finding and strengthening suitable partners definitive. Secondly,
collaboration is not defined as a strategic doctrine, meaning the West effectively lacks
the ‘collaborative know-how’ to undertake effective interventionism presently.
Compounding this lack of doctrine is that the West is not willing to bear the costs for
more effective interventionism as shown by its emphasis on shallow democratic
processes, short timeframes and limited material and political commitment. Thirdly, the
values debate surrounding interventionism constrains the formation of collaborative
partnerships as Western states hesitate to be ‘imperialists’ and actors from indigenous

politics resist being ‘collaborators’.



6.1: The contextual challenges of frontiers of insecurity

To maintain power, Karzai has to work with people who are not optimal, the
same way we had to work with Dostum.
- US officer on partnering with warlords in Afghanistan’

The most definitive aspect of the collaboration problematique is that there is a lack of
suitable indigenous actors with whom to collaborate, viz. the whole reason there is a
deepening of interventionist control provoked by a pericentric pull. This is the primary
contextual challenge provided by frontiers of insecurity. While Germany and Japan are
often cited as lessons to learn from in terms of how best to occupy a state and transition
it towards liberal democracy, they are actually not insightful because they were
ethnically homogenous, offered good possibilities for post-war collaboration (namely in
the form of established bureaucracies and reformist elites) and were distinctly not
definable as frontiers of insecurity. In contrast, by example of Somalia, Haiti and
Afghanistan, “[a]ll three societies are divided ethnically, socio-economically, or tribally
in ways that Germany and Japan were not.>® The fragmentatioh of politics in frontiers
is defined by the increasingly strong presence of non-state actors and localised rather
than national politics which has dire consequences for picking and strengthening

indigenous collaborative partners.

The overall lack of partners

In Kosovo we had judges, lawyers, prosecutors; the problem was finding
one who didn’t have a Yugoslav past or a Serbian collaborator past. Here
[in East Timor] you don’t have a single lawyer.*

- UN administrator on the challenge of finding indigenous partners

In frontier circumstances, finding and strengthening collaborative partners necessary for
achieving interventionist goals is decidedly difficult although the challenge, while
definitive, does vary between interventions. Operation Restore Hope in Somalia in the
early-1990s was an extreme example of this as it was an intervention in a “stateless
society.” There was not even a rudimentary governmental structure to work with
which left aid agencies, and eventually the UN mission, to try and finagle deals with an
exceptionally diverse group of warlords. Cambodia provides another example of an

extremely challenging context, namely the UNTAC mission there was expected to fill a
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political power-vacuum “in the face of obstructive violence” by nearly all of the major

Cambodian military and political actors.®

Afghanistan offers a more moderate example whereby the US was able to immediately
partner with the Northern Alliance to topple the Taliban government, especially as it
had previously been in power itself. However, the Northern Alliance, and the
government it eventually formed the bulk of, proved hard to partner with in the longer-
term as its component forces often fouglit with one another or proved utterly lacking in
capacity, leaving the US to rely on even more local partners, such as ethnic militias. A
more limited occurrence for interventionist forces is the possibility to work with a
single, united political movement. FRETELIN in East Timor provides one of the few
examples whereby the UN was able to proceed towards establishing a new government
by working with an already established political actor with broad representation and
legitimacy in indigenous society. However, as mentioned previously, FRETILIN itself
eventually imploded into multiple political parties after independence, leading to

violence within and between the army and police forces.

Further compounding the sheer proliferation of non-state actors is their proclivity
towards localised politics and identities, which hinders finding collaborative partners
conducive to strengthening national governments. In the ‘post-conflict’ violence of
frontiers, local affiliations are especially salient as people seek protection through
localised mediums, the neo-feudal security regimes of gangs, clans, or allegiance to
personal warlords. The challenge that these affiliations provide is that while they offer
a “spirit of community”, it is one that “often feeds off war.”” Subsequently, the hardest
need for interventionists to respond to is that of building a critical mass of collaborative
partners conducive to strengthening a national government. Thomas Friedman noted
that while external meddling at times might compound civil conflicts, that foreign
meddling was possible because “the insiders were not united enough to make a fist” to
resist it® The goal of interventionism is to reverse this tendency such that the
intervention can conclude and leave a ‘fist’ behind in the form of a more effective

national government supportive of Western security interests.
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The lack of ‘suitable’ partners

... the warlords who filled the government’s upper ranks were stealing funds
as fast as the international community could deposit them in Congo’s
treasury, sacking the country’s fathomless trove of natural resources, and
ensuring that their militia fighters remained loyal to themselves rather than
to the nascent national army.’

It has become a cliché that ‘winning the peace’ is harder than ‘winning the war’. As
overused as the sentiment is, its validity is that while foreign interventionist forces have
enough military advantages or political leverage to forge peace agreements, failing at
collaboration in the mid- to longer-term of an intervention is what breaks current efforts
at transitioning frontier states through state building interventions. This is primarily
because once a ‘critical mass’ of collaboration has been accrued, such that a national
government can be formed say after a peace agreement, it is still difficult to find
‘suitable’ partners. This means those roughly sharing the liberal inclinations of the

interventionists as well as those genuinely interested in engendering stability.

If the goal is to strengthen governments in a liberal democratic fashion, what is required
most are committed elites, who might be termed ‘unconditional collaborators’, those
that share the interventionists’ norms and are wholeheartedly committed to their
implementation. However, what is most often the case is the prominence of indigenous
actors who are purely opportunistic in their motives, i.e. they are tactical or very heavily
conditioned collaborators. The problem with such actors is they “are notoriously
unreliable, their cooperation ebbing and flowing in proportion to the patronage they
receive.”!® Furthermore, with a ‘gradualism’ emphasis on empowering government
actors first and foremost, a major challenge is often that local actors within the
government itself often actively undermine a progressively stronger government

forming.!

For instance, Sierra Leone highlighted this whereby the world focused on RUF rebels
but tolerated a weak and fractured military junta and overlooked abuses by government
forces while at other times in Sierra Leone’s history, military actors actually
collaborated with rebels to stage a coup. The case of the DR Congo is perhaps the best
example of an utter deficiency of suitable indigenous partners. What the DR Congo
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fundamentally “lacked was not only the machinery of state.... [but] a legitimate
conception of the state” amongst its elites.'? Decades of kleptocratic rule by President
Mobutu meant that participation in governance was little more than a business
proposition. The continuing failure of the Kinshasa government led by Joseph Kabila
highlights that whatever the ostensibly benign state building intents of interventionists
they will be greatly challenged to “create functioning institutions when state power rests

with people hell-bent on abusing it for their own purposes.”13

Even when ‘suitable partners’ are chosen, namely those that do share the democratic
and liberal viewpoints of the interventionists, they are most often too weak to
implement effective governments, something notably compounded by the chaos and
violence of frontier zones. This is best seen in the Karzai government in Afghanistan
whose writ has barely extended beyond the capital, hence Karzai’s nickname as ‘the
mayor of Kabul’. While Karzai has very publicly espoused the US’ emphasis on
democratisation, he has been forced into problematical coalitions with much more
illiberal indigenous actors in order to try and expand the government’s influence.
Furthermore, efforts to simply import suitable collaborators from the diasporas have not
been particularly successful as they are widely branded as ‘dog washers’, namely US
proxies, and subsequently disdained by the broader society in Afghanistan. Overall,
attempts to explicitly empower such suitable partners often have poor results because

these actors frequently lack public support which ultimately undermines an intervention.

The other major aspect of suitable collaborative partners widely missing comes in terms
of interventionists needing actionable partners to meet immediate needs, notably when
government capacities are literally non-existent or grossly insufficient. The best
example of this has been that the most ‘suitable’ collaborative partners in Afghanistan
for combating al-Qaeda terrorists have been local militias and warlords. This has
presented a contradiction in policy because the Bush Administration wanted the Afghan
government to take responsibility for the country’s security but it also wanted to use
warlords to kill al-Qaeda, which detracted from solidifying the central government and
building the national army.'* Ultimately, because of national government incapacities,
Western forces are often inclined to make use of “allies of convenience” in frontier
zones."> These allies may provide immediate capacity, but nonetheless detract from the

broader goal of instigating a more capable government.
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6.2: Collaboration is not a strategic doctrine

The biggest problem is that the UN doesn’t have a clear idea of what it
wants to do.
- Timorese political activist'®

The second major aspect of the collaboration problematique is the internal conceptual
and administrative dilemmas of Western states undertaking interventionism. Central to
this is that the importance of collaboration to state building interventionism has not been
and continues to be poorly understood. This has meant that collaboration has not been
defined as a strategic doctrine, meaning the West effectively lacks the ‘collaborative
know-how’ to undertake effective interventionism presently. Specifically, the West
lacks effectiveness at identifying suitable partners, building trust, managing evolving
relationships, engaging in conflict resolution, effecting logistics and resources transfers,

and negotiating agreements.'’

By example, despite interventionism and state building being central to its foreign
policy, the US military still lacks a ‘doctrine of collaboration’ for application at the
strategic, operational, and tactical levels. This has been for several reasons. In addition
to a long held affection for its own technology-driven ‘American way of warfare’,
another challenge is that the US has not tended to learn from its past experiences at state
building. A reluctance to acknowledge a general condition of frontier crises and a
disdain for believing itself to be imperialistic has meant that “successive administrations
have treated each new mission as if it were the first and, more importantly, as it were

the last.”'®

The application of any sort of doctrine of collaboration by the Europeans has also been
lacking. In some ways the Europeans are even further behind as they bizarrely prefer to
‘wage peace’ rather than war as the Dutch, for instance, have termed their mission in
Afghanistan. A further European proclivity has been to emphasise ‘human security’,
especially through local economic development and social service provision, rather than
a keenness to engage in combat missions. The crucial result of this has been a
debilitating reluctance to apply military force when required to function capably in

frontier zones.
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Collaboration may indeed be fundamentally about consensus and cooperation, but that
does not negate the fact that at times violence is required, usually against insurgencies
and in support of indigenous collaborative partners. The willingness to act decisively
when necessary is required for the trust essential to collaborative relationships. As
Robert Cooper argued, “where there is no possibility of following up words with deeds,
words are often irresponsible.”’® A result of this is that the Europeans are often not
taken as seriously by indigenous partners as is the US. For instance, in the Balkans the
US is viewed as a great power while the EU is not since “it is power that makes troubled
countries feel secure, not goodwill.”20 Furthermore, in Afghanistan, even though the
Europeans give more aid and have more troops there, “it is the United States that calls
the shots” both politically as well as military because military power is in fact
paramount in an ongoing conflict situation.?! For the Europeans to better manage their
own collaborative relationships they have to be ‘taken seriously’ by their indigenous
partners and that means being perceived as showing a willingness to act decisively,

notably through military force as required.

The United Nations is somewhat different. With little comparable military resources
and few combat troops on the ground, UN missions have resorted to a much higher
degree of interaction with indigenous politics out of need rather than any thoughtful
doctrine. The primary challenge of the UN’s approach for collaboration in terms of
applicable doctrine is that it has been overly mechanistic and formulaic. As Beatrice
Pouligny noted, the UN approach to interventions is based on a major contradiction,
namely that “while it claims to be (re)building the state, it continually reduces the
process to highly technical dimensions, depriving it of all political substance'.”22 In
short, it lacks a nuanced approach to collaboration with indigenous politics and instead

attempts to apply a uniform, mechanistic approach to state building universally.

Somalia provides a good example of how collaborative know-how has been misjudged
since the very start of the post-Cold War era. The overarching problem in Somalia was
that the interventionist forces of the UN could not determine whether the failed state
“should be under UN trusteeship or negotiations with local authorities, including in

d.”® The lack of conceptual clarity for

some cases the warlords, should be fostere
defining an intervention’s modalities, notably based upon the requirements for

collaboration, meant there was much confusion about how to undertake the intervention.
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This was because interventionist forces thought that they ostensibly shared goals,
namely humanitarian relief, with all indigenous Somali actors and given that, there was
little to no emphasis placed on bargaining and partnering with indigenous actors in a
thoughtful manner, merely arriving and distributing aid. However, the initial aid efforts
quickly ran into trouble as the humanitarians of the world found themselves quickly and
uneasily partnered with warlords for protection. If something as outwardly benign as
relief aid becomes a medium for disagreement with indigenous actors, then the
enormously more complicated task of state building is all the likelier to provoke
tensions. The extreme incompetence determining ‘with whom and why for’ of
collaborative system implementation has continued as a major error of interventionist

policy conceptualisation.

A further example of a poor understanding and application of collaboration is that by
the US. With little to no emphasis on collaboration, the US has instead most often
turned to its long-held emphasis on technology and overwhelming military power as its
response to state building interventionism. While this approach makes sense for
conventional warfare, it is direly lacking in the frontier context of current
interventionism. The problem has been that the US’ strategic doctrine “did not easily
translate into tactical principles” for managing the day-to-day operations of
interventions, especially after any initiating combat.>* While the Pentagon has begun to
somewhat euphemistically emphasise ‘indirect action’ in its policy papers and even with
‘military operations other than war’ now officially parallel to conventional war in
priority, they are still strongly overshadowed by the US military’s historical desire to
wage warfare ‘the American way’.?*> The reluctance to commit American ground troops
for extended periods when there are possibilities to instead call in air strikes has been
hard to overcome. For instance, Thomas Friedman argued that while the US won the
initial stages of the war in Afghanistan by “remote control” using air power and Special
Forces; it continues to belie a naive belief that it can “win the peace in Afghanistan by

remote control as well,”?

6.3: No willingness to bear the costs of collaboration

. the UN and ‘the internationals’ have an unrealistic timeframe... they
think they can implement very complicated ideas like the rule of law in a
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couple years, it’s impossible.
— Timorese political activist®’

The second internal challenge for Western interventionist forces is that they are still
largely unwilling to bear the costs of collaboration during interventions. How much
interventionists are willing to ‘pay’ to mitigate insecurity can best be put in terms of
blood and treasure. If a state were willing to pay a heavy cost, it could impose a great
deal of force upon a target state and occupy it with relatively little emphasis put into
collaborative efforts. Presently, in an era of instant global media coverage, sensitive
home publics, and odes to liberal values, such an approach is neither feasible nor

desirable in any case.

Considering this, the challenge for today is that interventionists must place a heavy
emphasis on achieving their goals through significant, if often poorly implemented,
collaboration with indigenous politics, i.e. gradualism collaboration. Even given that,
interventions still suffer from their superficial effort. Namely, they want to create
stronger, democratic national governments as quickly and cheaply as possible and this
has so far proven to not be particularly effective at transitioning frontier states through
strengthening collaborative partners there. Within the dire environment that defines
frontier states, it is simply impossible that progress can be made with relatively small

amounts of military and economic resources and political capital dedicated.

Firstly, the relatively scant political will that is placed into transitioning frontier states is
problematical. This lack of political will must be contextualised within the domestic
environments of Western states by highlighting that troubles in distant locales still do
not provoke public consensus as being national security threats. Even in a post-9/11
US, many Americans still doubt the broader presence of what this thesis terms frontiers
of insecurity. By example, Kimberly Marten argued that the “liberal democratic states
of today for the most part do not feel that their survival is threatened” by post-war
Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan.”® In more pacifist Western countries, the degree of
scepticism is especially pronounced. While European governments have generally been
supportive of the intervention in Afghanistan, their publics often have not. For instance,
the German newspaper Die Welt noted in defence of Berlin’s 2006 White Paper, which

called for more interventionism, that the German public was “barely aware of the
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dangers” presently faced and felt compelled to argue that “Germany’s security is also
defended in the Hindu Kush.”*

Amongst home publics, policy wonks, and academics alike, there is a general doubt of
arguments which turn every failed state into another ‘domino’ capable of instigating
global chaos. This doubt centres on the rhetorical question articulated by Alan
Tonelson: “If those countries are not strategic... why should the United States [or
anybody else] care whether their problems get addressed or not?>° Western publics
retort that question by doubting that state building interventions indeed do serve
national interests despite what political leaders may say. The result of this public
apathy for ‘foreign adventures’ is a policy environment that encourages insufficient
prioritisation to ensure follow-through precisely because publics have perceived that
national security is not really at stake but the costs are potentially high. Ultimately,
when political leaders struggle to persuade their publics, strategies of interventionism
are reduced to the attention span of individual administrations rather than enjoy

consistent national attention and hence effort.

The results of these domestic political dynamics manifest themselves in several ways.
The most prominent is the relative lack of military and monetary resources dedicated.
Given that, thoughtful policy responses to frontiers are stymied by inadequate budget
allocations because of domestic spending priorities. The European budgetary
commitment is exceptionally lacking since most European governments are unwilling to
invest adequately in defence, despite the policy rhetoric of the EU to improve its
competence to engage equally with the US in foreign interventionism.?! Most EU
countries spend 2 percent or less of GDP on defence but perhaps the most lacking is
Germany. The Merkel government has managed to push budget increases to support
more interventionism abroad. Yet even then, such increases barely cover inflation and
wage hikes much less radically supplement Germany’s weak military, which relies on
Ukrainian charter planes for transport and receives only 1.5 percent of Germany’s
GDP.*> The consequence of such Western hesitance is that the armies of developing
states are most often sent on relatively cheap UN peacekeeping missions save for few
notable exceptions, namely when the frontier states are close to Western states as were

the Balkans and East Timor. Ultimately, UN peacekeeping forces, small in number and
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lacking in the financial resources of the West, “lack the wherewithal to actually keep

peace.”3 3

The second major example of a lack of political will is the continuing inadequacy of
institutional capabilities, notably of a civilian-political nature, by Western governments.
While militaries have been pushing some initial reform, for instance by the US and UK
emphasising ‘expeditionary’ capabilities, within the civilian world, the required changes
have been even more deficient. Time and again this has been highlighted in
government policy papers. The EU conceded as much when it highlighted that “in
almost every major intervention, military efficiency has been followed by civilian
chaos.”* Considering that rather stark admission, it has called for itself to have “greater
capacity to bring all necessary civilian resources to bear in crisis and post-crisis
situations.”> As is a common proclivity, despite official pronouncements the EU still

lacks a consolidated, authoritative institutional structure to organise its interventionism.

The US’ civilian institutional capabilities are also deficient and are best described as “ad
hoc, under-funded, and understaffed.”*® For instance, the State Department has, in
Anthony’s Zinni’s opinion, struggled to put competent teams of civilian managers on
the ground:

State and other government agencies dig into their staffs, pick a bunch of
people and kluge them together. There’s no cohesion, no preparation, no
deep knowledge of the situation, no integrated planning with the other
operational units.”’ ‘

While the US Government has created the Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction
and Stabilization at the State Department “to bolster the capabilities of US civilian

»38 it is still fairly

agencies and to improve coordination with international partners
marginal politically, notably against the Department of Defense, and woefully

understaffed with just several dozen Foreign Service Officers.

The situation within the UN has not particularly improved either. One of its own
prominent reports identified “a key institutional gap”, namely that there is “no place in
the United Nations system explicitly designed to avoid state collapse and the slide to
war or to assist countries in their transition to from war to peace.”® Kofi Annan further

remarked the UN “has lacked a dedicated entity to oversee the process, ensure its

159



coherence or sustain it through the long haul.”*® Given these concerns, there is now a
Peace-building Commission yet it is mostly concerned with emergency financing and
technical advice rather than being a decisive umbrella of coordinated implementation on

the ground.

The third major example of a lack of willpower is the short timeframes that Western
interventions attempt. All too often, interventions have been brought to premature,
politically expedient closures. Often these short timeframes have been provoked by
‘successful’ national elections but all too often the hasty departure of foreign forces sees
said state return to conflict. Prematurely concluded interventions in Liberia, Sierra
Leone, and Haiti were good examples of this whereby national elections saw the quick
withdrawal of foreign missions and the similarly quick return to outright war. And
while longer timeframes in themselves may not ensure success, “leaving early ensures

failure.”*!

A last example of an unwillingness to pay the costs that would be necessary for
effective collaboration is an overemphasis on force protection. This has been a long-
running critique of interventionist forces stemming from an early-history of withdrawals
over fears of casualties, namely after nineteen US soldiers were killed in Mogadishu in
1993. Because of the low level of political will attached to most interventions by
Western states, the emphases of their troops have been to “privilege their own safety
over the achievement of mission goals.” This emphasis on force protection has been
particularly acute for the US military and it has subsequently been characterised as “a

debilitating obsession.”*

So prominent has its reputation for force prétection become, the Pentagon itself
acknowledges that non-state actors will “choose irregular warfare... in an attempt to
break our will.”"** Even neo-conservative commentators in Washington have argued
that US troops make “lousy peacekeepers” because they spend “95 percent of their

energy just protecting themselves.”*

The perception of indigenous actors about
interventionist troops is that they are often ‘prisoners of peace’, as peacekeepers in the
Balkans were known as they largely stayed in their bases, while in Somalia foreign

troops were decried as ‘human tanks’ in their layers of body armour. Between a
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shallow level of political will and a detaching overemphasis on force protection,
indigenous actors can understandably be rather sceptical of the sincerity of foreign

interventionists.

6.4: The values debate of imperialistic interventionism

Without an imperial ethos (or something very like it) it is difficult to justify
casualties, and more difficult still to keep the peace in the way that imperial
armies once did.*®

The driving conundrum facing interventionists in frontier states is the desire not to
appear as ‘imperialists’. This is true of Western states but also of the UN, itself born
largely through de-colonisation efforts and keen not to appear as any sort of neo-empire.
In an era where imperialism as an ideology is dead, imperialistic interventions are
naturally clouded by normative values debates. This covers both the internal
conundrums of Western liberal democracies that want to believe their imperial
adventures are now purely historical as well as indigenous actors who resist becoming

modern-day ‘collaborators’.

Western sensitivities to ‘imperialism’ accusations

We 're not imperialistic. We never have been.
- US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld*’

While Washington DC’s neo-conservative news pundits have no hesitance advocating a
return to imperialism, the dislike of the West’s actions being perceived as imperialism is
profound for most Westerners. Although present interventions are in reality merely
‘imperialistic’, that does little to assuage sensitivities to charges of a return to traditional
imperialism. A major manifestation of this sensitivity is the denials of Western political
leaders that they are modern imperialists. George W. Bush has argued, for instance, that
the US “has never been an empire... We may be the only great power in history that had
the chance and refused.”*® Germany provides another example of extreme reluctance to
be perceived as involved in refreshed imperial activities. A major domestic scandal was
the so-called ‘Skulls Affair’ in which German soldiers were photographed posing with
skulls found near old Soviet outposts in Afghanistan. The ramifications of the event

were that domestic support for its foreign interventions plummeted, with 73 percent of
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Germans wanting the Bundeswehr to decrease its foreign involvement.” Overall,
Western political leaders go to such lengths to deny the imperialistic nature of their
interventionist actions largely because to not do so would be political suicide

domestically.

Western tensions with ‘barbarians’

They are reluctant to ‘go there’- and if they must go, then they count the
days until they can come home. They eschew the periphery. They cling to
the metropolis. 50

With a desire to not appear imperial, moral compromises by the interventionists with
their indigenous partners often have to be made. This is decidedly a metaphysical
dilemma, as Christopher Coker contended, when the West’s “commitment to make war
more ‘humane’ is intimately tied to its faith in humanitarianism... a universalistic faith
that has little sympathy” for localising dynamics of the kind that exist in frontier
states.’! In such circumstances, Western interventionists are left feeling that the rules
and conventions applied in the West do not apply in states undergoing interventions
because war in such places is becoming decidedly more ‘uncivilised’.> This leaves
making compromises between a pragmatic need for action with a desire to maintain

some connection with deeply-felt Western values a painfully conflicted undertaking.

Furthering this overarching moral dilemma, state building as a collaborative effort
inherently must be done in correlation to indigenous politics, notably social orders and
customs, which at times can definitely bolster reconstruction efforts but at other times
be decidedly counter-productive.” This is perhaps no truer than for pragmatic Western
attempts to partner with non-state armed groups and to turn a blind eye to their
‘traditional’ actions. This at times means relying on local social structures- e.g. tribal,
clan, or religious- even if that compromises the national government. Examples are
plentiful, ranging from the US’ predicament of partnering with Afghan warlords who
executed Taliban prisoners to UN forces in the Congo who undertake combat missions
with the Congolese National Army despite its fracturing into individual ethnic warlord
commands and the use of local militias by aid workers in Somalia to protect aid

shipments.
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Indigenous hesitance to undertake collaboration

First they send out missionaries, then consuls to support the missionaries,
then battalions to support the consuls. I am not a Rajah of Hindustani be a
made a mock of in that way. I prefer to have to deal with the battalions
straight away.

- Abyssinian Emperor Tewodros*

Perhaps even more striking than a Western hesitance to be perceived as returning to
imperialism is the reluctance of indigenous actors to be seen acquiescing to it. This has
major ramifications for collaborative relationships. There are profound cultural tensions
against collaboration with foreigners coming from vastly different backgrounds, notably
when they assert the ‘universality’ of the norms and structures they are trying to impose.
Samuel Huntington asserted that the West won ascendance in global affairs not through
its values and ideas, but instead through its ability to apply military force, emphasising
that “Westerners often forget this fact; non-Westerners never do.”>> Western efforts to
promote ‘universal values’, such as democracy and human rights, are often perceived by
indigenous actors as simple, Western imperialism. In this way, many non-Westerners
feel that the West, through its interventionism, is using its power to “legislate Western

habits of the heart.””*

In addition to the challenges of cultural tensions is a strong geopolitical awareness
against collaboration. = As Emperor Tewodros showed in the 1860s, a strong
appreciation for events elsewhere can influence how indigenous actors perceive the
overtures and activities of interventionist powers. In a post-imperial era and with
globalised communication networks, nobody wants to be the one ‘colonised’. To be
subjected to such pressures is often maddeningly upsetting to local actors. As the
Bosnian-Serb general Radko Mladic exclaimed, “There is no greater shame for us Serbs
than to be bombed by some Dutchman.”>” While it is doubtful he would have preferred
to be bombed by the Americans instead, that such imperialistic pressure was being
applied at all, and often through smaller powers acting through multilateral forces, was

all the more galling.

Put rhetorically, who would want to collaborate if that means being part of an empire,

especially an American one? While Western leaders have denied their intentions are
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imperial, this often counts for little amongst much of the global public if those
intentions are still perceived as actually being imperial.®® This has important
implications for collaboration, notably in finding suitable collaborative partners. Rahul
Rao noted as much when he maintained that “principled collaborators are unlikely to
step forward at all, if they perceive that they are collaborating with is empire.”> This is
notably in regards to ‘empire’ being a strengthened US presence in a region such as the
Middle East. When Western leaders such as Tony Blair call for the West to “support,
nurture, and build strong alliances” with so-called moderates, i.e. those on a
“modernising path”, it is not often the case that such encouragement is welcomed by the
respective persons or groups.®®  Such association by the ‘moderates’ probably
compromises them in the internal collaborative set as agents of non-collaboration label
them traitorous ‘collaborators’. This is all the easier in states with a colonial past where
local actors often claim a heroic status of rebels fighting against foreign domination.5!

Allusions are subsequently made to resisting ‘gringos’ and ‘bwanas’.

Consequently, a major form of countering collaboration is to increase the geopolitical
.awareness against it rather than to physically attack the West’s indigenous partners.
When faced with the over-whelming military power of Western states, notably of the
US, a plausible response is to use the asymmetrical means of the media to show the
world how ‘imperial carnage’ is being wrought by Western forces. This can be
accomplished, for instance, by funnelling videos to Al Jazeera or declaring human rights
abuses through press conferences. The purpose of raising this awareness is both to
apply pressure onto indigenous actors not to collaborate but also to dampen Western

public support for interventionism abroad.

The centrality of democracy

He killed my papa, he killed my mama... I'll vote for him!
- Liberian election chant about Charles Taylor®?

The issue of democratisation has dominated the debate over what values should guide
the state building efforts of post-Cold War interventionism. This discourse has ranged
from the crude practicalities of such efforts to the moral imperatives for it. As the most
contentious normative issue of state building interventionism, there is hence a need to

understand how it defines the collaboration problematique.
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The primary argument in favour of promoting democratisation through state building
interventionism is twofold. The first part is that it is morally right to do so both because
democracy is essential for universal freedom and that it is necessary for interventions to
be legitimised. This has been a major argument of successive US administrations,
although George W. Bush has been more assertive than either Bill Clinton or George
Bush Snr. Critiques that interventionism which promotes democracy is actually
imperialism is perplexing to most Americans. As Michael Ignatieff rhetorically asked
to summarise the sentiment, “How can it be imperialist to help people throw off the
shackles of tyranny?”®® By promoting democracy, interventionists believe themselves
to be more legitimate, both for Western domestic audiences to support and for the

residents of the frontier state in question.

The second part of the argument is that democracy is inherently more conducive to
stability than are authoritarian regimes. As the Bush Administration argued, the US
“will not let the challenges of democratic transitions frighten us into clinging to the

illusory stability of the authoritarian.”®*

Considering this general theme, if an
intervention is to occur, Western governments argue why not use the opportunity to try
and create longer-term stability through a new regime with strong domestic support
engendered through democratic elections. While few would argue that it is easy, the
challenges surely outweigh the benefits if one accepts Joseph Siegle’s argument that
“democracies consistently outperform autocracies in the developing world” when it
comes to political stability as well as quality-of-life measures such as clean water,

improved literacy, and lower infant mortality.*®

Conversely, efforts to promote democracy through state building interventionism have
been widely critiqued. The primary argument is that it is often actually counter-
productive to extending stability. While the Bush Administration has been exceedingly
outspoken on the matter, many Europeans have been more muted in their support. For
instance, German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder mentioned in a NATO address
‘extending stability’ eight times while hardly mentioning democracy at all as a grounds
for interventionism.®® Many academics have pointed out that interventions are most
often motivated primarily by geopolitical concerns, namely the condition of weak and
failed states, and hence that “democratisation alone [does] not fully address such

concerns.”® Pouligny for instance argued that “premature political competition may, in
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some cases, revive logics of confrontation and lead to the destabilisation of the socio-
political situation.”®® In this way, armed groups morph into political parties and usually
keep their own militias, such as has been the case in Liberia, the DR Congo, and
Kosovo. Continuing this general critique, other academics reason that democratisation
can be destabilising as it “encourages the conﬂi.cts that exist in a collapsing state to
manifest themselves freely” since the checks and balances of an established democratic

system are still lacking.69

Even if free and fair elections are held, in themselves they can be problematic if they
provide a basis for illiberal actors to assume power. For example, Charles Taylor was
elected initially under internationally mandated and observed elections after ECOWAS
intervened in Liberia but his government turned into unadulterated despotism at home
and encouraged Sierra Leone’s civil war. Furthermore, early elections in Bosnia-
Herzegovina were arguably counter-productive since they merely legitimised the
nationalistic governments responsible for the civil war.”® In this way, democratically
‘legitimate’ governments can use their powers to segregate communities and
discriminate against minorities, for instance in post-war Bosnia-Herzegovina. In the
case of the DR Congo, exceedingly expensive UN-sponsored elections did 