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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
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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
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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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