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Abstract 

Despite dramatic changes in the international security environment that occurred 

following the end of the Cold War, key international security organizations (ISOs) have not only 

managed to persist but have done so by transforming profoundly. However, the existing 

literature has predominantly focused on the fact of their persistence, failing to scrutinize, 

systematically and theoretically, the crucial issue of their change. Bearing this gap in mind, this 

thesis seeks to explore in what way have key ISOs transformed after the Cold War and, in 

particular, why these transformations have taken the form they have. It does so by relying on 

insights from practice theory. Therefore, the thesis argues that ISOs are best understood as a 

constellation of “practices of talking” and “practices of doing”. Drawing on Bruno Latour’s 

notion of order making practices, it then proposes that “practices of talking” that unfold in 

their high-level panels should be considered as principal constitutive practices of these 

organizations due to possessing a higher ordering capacity. Put differently, they are practices 

through which state representatives and participating bureaucrats create, advance, juxtapose, 

and assemble, various types of claims, norms, rules, and principles so as to arrive at particular 

narratives of international (security) order in view of structuring, on that basis, relations and 

practices within and without ISOs. In addition to thus fashioning a particular “content” of the 

international order, they also delineate an ISO’s agency with respect to it or, as termed in this 

thesis, an organizational intent. Based on this joining of a content of an order narrative and an 

organizational intent attached to it, they are then able to develop an ISO’s specific institutional 

design and corresponding “practices of doing”. In light of this conceptualization, the thesis 

proposes that ISOs transform via (re)negotiation of ordering links/logics in their order 

narratives (an inevitable consequence of their “communication” with external practices they 

seek to structure) and corresponding shifts thus introduced to notions of their own 

purpose/intent. In this regard, I suggest that ISO’s transformation can be studied as a 

fluctuation between their intention to (1) build/construct a new international (security) order, 

(2) reinforce an order already existing in their environment; (3) merely reflect it; or (4) seek to 

transcend it because it is considered as excessively strained and thus undesirable. This 

theoretical and conceptual framework is than used for the analyses of the manner in which 

the OSCE, the UN, and NATO transformed following the end of the Cold War.  
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INTRODUCTION  
 

 

 
1. Surviving and Transforming: International Security Organizations after the Cold War 

Following the end of the Cold War, a vast majority of political and military international 

governmental organizations (IGOs, or just IOs) continued to exist despite the fact that the 

conditions in which they were established and in which they operated for the better portion 

of their history had altered profoundly or disappeared altogether.1 The fact of organizational 

persistence has been well documented and scrutinized within the IR literature. Accordingly, 

besides Robert Keohane’s well-known assertion that IOs tend to persist because they are 

generally easier to maintain than to create anew, in recent years important and more or less 

generalizable theoretical insights regarding this issue have been generated through studies of 

the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in the post-Cold War context. A related 

phenomenon that has received far less scholarly attention has been the transformation of IOs 

more generally. By continuing to chart their way within the new context of international 

relations, these organizations have not only persisted but have, for the most part, done so by 

reshaping institutionally and by adopting new practices. Moreover, in so doing, many of them 

have even been able to place themselves at the very center of world politics. With all this in 

mind, and by paying particular attention to IOs active in the realm of international security, 

this thesis will seek to explore in what way have key international security organizations 

transformed after the Cold War and, in particular, why these transformations have taken the 

                                                           
1 A study conducted by Cheryl Shanks, Harold Jacobson, and Jeffrey Kaplan based on data available in the 
Yearbook of International Organizations, an authoritative data source published regularly by the Union of 
International Associations, demonstrates that as many as two thirds of these organizations have managed to 
survive the end of the Cold War. The study also demonstrates that altogether over fifty percent of IOs persisted 
despite this profound shift in the international context. To arrive at these figures, Shanks, Jacobson and Kaplan 
divided IOs into four categories: general purpose, political/military, economic, and social welfare organizations. 
Their research has also shown that mortality rates of IOs whose purpose has been considered as intrinsically 
linked to the context of the Cold War were not significantly different from those that have not been seen in this 
way. Additionally, among “survivors”, IOs whose membership consisted predominantly of the former Western 
Block countries have been particularly prominent. Furthermore, they argue that only one in eight of IO deaths 
between 1981 and 1992 can be attributed to the end of the Cold War. See: Cheryl Shanks, Harold K. Jacobson, 
and Jeffrey H. Kaplan, "Inertia and Change in the Constellation of International Governmental Organizations, 
1981–1992," International Organization 50, no. 4 (1996). 595,598, 603, 623 
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form they have. In addition to NATO, the post-Cold War transformation of two more 

organizations will be examined for this purpose, the Organization for Security and Cooperation 

in Europe (OSCE) and the United Nations (UN). Although rarely scrutinized from this 

perspective, just like NATO, these two organizations have persisted well beyond the original 

conditions of their creation and have done so by embarking on a process of multifaceted 

transformation. In order to give a more robust justification for the inquiry of this thesis, in the 

remainder of this section I briefly summarize the most prominent features of these 

transformations.  

The CSCE/OSCE. Following the end of the Cold War, the CSCE/OSCE transformed from 

a loose forum designed to ease strained East-West relations via intense dialogue into a fully-

fledged international security organization. Accordingly, during the Cold War, the CSCE 

participating states adopted a number of conceptually and normatively important documents. 

Of these, the 1975 Helsinki Final Act bears a particular significance due to its two key elements: 

the Decalogue and the so-called three “baskets”.2 Through the Decalogue, a declaration of ten 

principles aimed at guiding relations between the participating states, the Helsinki Final Act became 

the first official international document to recognize human rights as an internationally 

consequential security principle.3 Through “baskets”, the CSCE advanced a comprehensive 

approach to security linking politico-military security in Europe (“first basket”) with cooperation in 

the fields of economy, science, technology, and environment (“second basket”),  and to 

cooperation in the humanitarian field (“third basket”). Since the Cold War, the CSCE/OSCE has 

developed in such a way that while it has preserved its norm-producing character, it has also 

engaged in so-called “field activities”. Between 1992 and 2015, thirty-two such missions were 

established. By 2012, fifteen of them had completed their mandate while seventeen are still 

operational.4 Grounded in the notion of comprehensive security, these missions are so diverse that 

they include everything from dealing with the emerging and ongoing conflicts (e.g. early warning 

and crisis management) to assisting internal transformation of states (e.g. monitoring of elections), 

all the way to dealing with issues crossing national borders (e.g. combating human trafficking and 

terrorism). 

The UN. The most prominent aspect of the UN’s post-Cold War transformation, regarding 

                                                           
2 See: Arie Bloed, From Helsinki to Vienna: Basic Documents of the Helsinki Process (Leiden: M. Nijhoff, 1990). 
3 OSCE Handbook,  (Vienna Press and Public Information Section 2007). 3. 
4 The data was taken from the OSCE’s official web page: www.osce.org/home/43692 (Accessed: March 2014) 
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its role in the maintenance of international peace and security, has been an unforeseen increase in 

the number of its peacekeeping operations and a notable shift in the principles guiding them. To 

truly grasp the scope of this change, one needs to look at the statistics. Accordingly, while during 

the Cold War it was usual for the Security Council not to meet for days, since the end of the Cold 

War it has met almost daily, frequently holding both morning and afternoon sessions.5 Between 

1945 and 2013, the UN established a total of sixty-nine peacekeeping missions. Of these, only 

eighteen missions were deployed between 1945 and 1990, while after 1990 this number rose to 

fifty-one thus almost tripling in size.6 As is well known, a majority of these new missions were 

designed to deal with intra rather than (traditional) inter-state clashes. On this basis, the 

Security Council has been prompted to expand its traditional understanding of threats to 

international peace and security from acts of aggression among states to such issues as 

“human suffering”7 and “loss of human life”8. This shift has, in turn, encouraged the UN to 

supplement its traditional peace practices with operations described as peace-building and 

post-conflict stabilization, as well as to explore and expand limits of its legitimate engagement 

in peace-enforcement. In so doing, in addition to reconceptualizing or even at times 

abandoning its longstanding peacekeeping principles (e.g. neutrality and impartiality), the UN 

also turned into an organization regularly assisting troubled states in their democratization 

and developmental processes (e.g. organization of elections, building of the rule of law, or 

police reforms). 

NATO. In its transition from the Cold War context of international relations into that of 

the post-Cold War, NATO went from being a military alliance engaged in a tense superpower 

competition, to a diverse security organization taking part in a number of activities typically not 

associated with alliances. During the Cold War, NATO’s behavior was guided primarily by the 

principle of collective security as expressed in Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty.9 Considering, 

                                                           
5 Michael N. Barnett, Eyewitness to a Genocide: The United Nations and Rwanda (Ithaca Cornell University Press, 
2003). 28-29 
6 Statistics drawn from the UN’s official list of peace operations. Available at:  
www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/documents/operationslist.pdf (Accessed: June 2014) 
7 The Security Council Resolution 751 dealing with the Somalian Civil War. See: S/RES/751 (1992) 
8 The Security Council Resolution 713 dealing with the clashes in Yugoslavia. See: S/RES/713 (1991) 
9 The following is stated in the Article V: “The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in 
Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, if 
such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defense 
recognized by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by 
taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including 
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however, that during this time NATO did not engage in a direct military confrontation, its Cold War 

activities mostly consisted in extensive maritime, naval, and air military exercises, as well as in 

development of various military strategies such as massive retaliation or flexible response. After the 

Cold War, this collective security component of the Alliance became markedly less prominent as it 

embarked on a process of geographical and functional expansion. Accordingly, in addition to 

accepting twelve new members10 it forged a number of cooperative arrangements with former 

adversaries such as the NATO-Russian Permanent Joint Council and the Partnership for Peace. 

However, the most surprising aspect of NATO’s post-Cold War behavior has been the decision to 

engage in peace-enforcement, peacekeeping, and even peace-building operations outside of the 

Alliance’s treaty area.  In so doing, the Alliance’s military capacities were deployed for the first time 

in its history for the purpose of enforcing UN designated “safe areas” and “no-fly zones” in Bosnia. 

Later, as a response to the Kosovo crisis, they were used to conduct a “humanitarian intervention” 

in Yugoslavia and recently, under the “responsibility to protect” doctrine, in an air intervention in 

Libya. The extent to which these new activities of NATO differ from its Cold War engagements can 

also be illustrated by the fact that they have often been defined in opposition to, rather than in 

accordance, with the North Atlantic Treaty; namely, as “out-of-area” and “non-Article V” 

operations.  

This short overview of  the history of the OSCE, the UN, and NATO should suffice in 

demonstrating that what these organizations do, how they do it, their discourse, the definition 

of their aims, procedures, and duties, as well as their very nature, have all been considerably 

reshaped in the past twenty-odd years. The extent of their resilience and ability to adapt to new 

international conditions is even more remarkable if we keep in mind that each of these 

organizations has had to deal with discourses either challenging their very raison d'être or 

predicting their imminent demise. NATO’s troubles in this regard are well documented. 

Without a notable opponent, the question of its purpose is still frequently posed. As for the 

UN, although the end of the Cold War was seen as a chance for it to finally act fully in 

accordance with its Charter, each “roadblock” it has encountered in this new era has been 

perceived as a potentially dangerous crisis that might push it to the margins of international 

                                                           
the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area.” In: The North Atlantic 
Treaty, 1949.   
10 These are: Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, 
Albania, Croatia   
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politics once again. As is well known, particularly prominent in this regard were its failures to 

address adequately grave humanitarian emergencies in Somalia, Bosnia, and Rwanda. Russia’s 

unilateral interventions in the post-Soviet space have had a similar effect on the OSCE. Voices 

questioning its relevance were particularly loud between 1999 and 2010 when no summit of 

its member states took place whereas during the 1990s they were organized every two years. 

On the whole, the ability to carry on beyond the original conditions of their creation, 

the capacity to persist in spite of tectonic shifts in the international environment, and the 

readiness to embrace large-scale transformative processes, allows us to rightfully label these 

three organizations as resilient, shape-shifting entities of international politics justifying the 

need for the inquiry of this thesis: In what ways have key international security organizations 

transformed after the Cold War and how can this transformation be understood/explained?  

 

2. State of the Art: Rich Empirics, Poor Theory 

Although IOs have rarely lacked scholarly attention, it is fair to say that the question of 

their transformation has received comparatively little scrutiny. Scholars have been much more 

interested in why states establish IOs and act through them11, why they choose particular 

institutional designs12, how decision-making processes within IOs unfold13, and what the 

conditions of IOs’ autonomy and sources of their authority are14. Rare studies that have 

engaged with the issue of organizational change have, however, failed to produce a notable 

influence. Many of these studies have been chiefly concerned with generating quantitative 

data regarding persistence and mortality of IOs, hoping thereby to jumpstart theoretical 

                                                           
11 Some influential examples include: Keneth W. Abbott and Duncan Snidal, "Why States Act through Formal 
International Organizations," Journal of Conflict Resolution 42, no. 1 (1998).; Robert O. Keohane, After 
Hegemony : Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy, 2nd ed. (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 
University Press, 2005).;Robert O. Keohane and Lisa  Martin, "The Promise of Institutionalist Theory," 
International Security 20, no. 1 (1995). 
12 See: Barbara Koremenos, Charles Lipson, and Duncan Snidal, "The Rational Design of International 
Institutions," International Organization 55, no. 4 (2001). 
13 See: Robert W. Cox, Harold Karan Jacobson, and Gerard Curzon, The Anatomy of Influence: Decision Making in 
International Organization (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge Univrsity Press, 1973). 
14 See: Darren G. Hawkins et al., Delegation under Anarchy: States, International Organizations, and Principal-
Agent Theory (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 2006). Michael N. Barnett and Martha  Finnemore, 
"The Power of Liberal International Organizations," in Power in Global Governance, ed. M. Barnett and R. Duvall 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2004); Michael N. Barnett and Martha Finnemore, "The Politics, Power, 
and Pathologies of International Organizations," International Organization 53, no. 4 (1999); Rules for the 
World: International Organizations in Global Politics (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2004); Martha  Finnemore, 
"International Organizations as Teachers of Norms: The United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural 
Organization and Science Policy," International Organization 47, no. 4 (1993). 
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inquiries seeking to explain both phenomena.15 By contrast, theoretically inspired 

investigations have either engaged sparsely with empirics or have been heavily biased towards 

international economic organizations.16 Lastly, studies that have tackled the problem of IOs' 

transformation from the standpoint of the concept of organizational learning have frequently 

proposed complex explanations grounded in general organizational theory, which have often 

failed to communicate with the wider IR literature.17  

By extension, what is true for IOs generally is also true for the subgroup of international 

security organizations (ISOs). While a significant number of studies deal with organizations 

labeled in this thesis as ISOs, rare are those that refer to them in this particular way. In fact, in 

the course of research for this thesis, only three such studies were identified.18 More 

commonly, these organizations are labeled “regional organizations” or “security 

institutions”.19 Although different conceptualizations can be found behind these labels, their 

                                                           
15 See: Richard T. Cupitt, Rodney L. Whitlock, and Lynn Williams Whitlock, "The (Im)Morality of International 
Governmental Organizations," International Interactions 21, no. 4 (1996); Shanks, Jacobson, and Kaplan, "Inertia 
and Change in the Constellation of International Governmental Organizations, 1981–1992."; Michael Wallace 
and David J.  Singer, "Intergovernmental Organization in the Global System, 1815–1964: A Quantitative 
Description," International Organization 24, no. 2 (1970). 
16 A good example is Michael Barnett and Liv Coleman’s article offering a fairly elaborate theoretical framework 
only to put it against the case of Interpol, arguably not a particularly representative IO. See: Michael N. Barnett 
and Liv Coleman, "Designing Police: Interpol and the Study of Change in International Organizations," 
International Studies Quarterly 49, no. 4 (2005). Laurence R. Helfer, "Understanding Change in International 
Organizations: Globalization and Innovation in the Ilo," Vanderbilt Law Review 59, no. 3 (2006); Antje Vetterlein 
and Manuela Moschella, "International Organizations and Organizational Fields: Explaining Policy Change in the 
Imf," European Political Science Review 6, no. 1 (2014). 
17 See: Ernst B. Haas, When Knowledge Is Power : Three Models of Change in International Organizations 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990); Ernest B.  Haas and Peter M.  Haas, "Learning to Learn " Global 
Governance 1, no. 3 (1995).; Lise Morjé Howard, UN Peacekeeping in Civil Wars (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press Cambridge, 2008); Bernd Siebenhüner, "Learning in International Organizations in Global 
Environmental Governance," Global Environmental Politics 8, no. 4 (2008); Peter M. Haas, "International 
Institutions and Social Learning in the Management of Global Environmental Risks," Policy Studies Journal 28, 
no. 3 (2000). 
18 See: Janice Dunham, "NATO and Other International Security Organizations," Library Journal 134, no. 7 
(2009); Peter Mayer, "Civil Society Participation in International Security Organizations: The Cases of NATO and 
the OSCE," in Civil Society Participation in European and Global Governance: A Cure for the Democratic Deficit? , 
ed. Jens Steffek, Claudia Kissling, and Patrizia  Nanz (New York Palgrave Macmillan 2008); Brian C. Rathbun, 
"Before Hegemony: Generalized Trust and the Creation and Design of International Security Organizations," 
International Organization 65, no. 2 (2011). 
19 See: Rodrigo Tavares, Regional Security: The Capacity of International Organizations (London: Routledge, 
2009); Neil S. MacFarlane and Thomas G. Weiss, "Regional Organizations and Regional Security," Security Studies 
2, no. 1 (1992); Björn Hettne and Fredrik Soderbaum, "The UN and Regional Organizations in Global Security: 
Competing or Complementary Logics?," Global Governance 12, no. 3 (2006); Alexandra Gheciu, "Security 
Institutions as Agents of Socialization? NATO and the 'New Europe'," International Organization 59, no. 4 (2005); 
Han Dorussen and Emil Kirchner, "Better a Good Neighbor Than a Distant Friend: The Scope and Impact of 
Regional Security Organizations," International Relations of the Asia-Pacific 14, no. 1 (2014); Angela Pennisi di 
Floristella, "Are Non-Taditional Security Challenges Leading Regional Organizations Towards Greater 
Convergence?," Asia Europe Journal 11, no. 1 (2013); Terrence L. Chapman, "International Security Institutions, 
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usage signals that IOs active in the field of international security display a number of behavioral 

and organizational similarities upon which plausible theoretical generalizations can be made. 

However, none of the studies reviewed for the purpose of this thesis recognizes, or in any 

other way engages with, the (common) phenomenon of ISO transformation, after the Cold War 

or during any other historical period.  

By contrast, studies dealing with the OSCE, the UN, and NATO individually, have been 

much more concerned with the question of their reshaping in the past twenty odd years. As 

pointed out earlier, NATO’s persistence in spite of the collapse of the Eastern Block has 

particularly bewildered IR and security scholars. While many of these inquiries have been 

purely empirical, some have nevertheless attempted to advance a mid-range theory by linking 

NATO’s transformation to such notions as security communities, organizational narratives, or 

the type of institutional military assets.20 The post-Cold War transformation of the UN and the 

CSCE/OSCE, on the other hand, has had considerably less attention. Legal scholars have been 

interested in the remaking of the CSCE/OSCE much more that their IR counterparts, who have 

instead preferred to examine issues such as the OSCE’s socializing role, its conflict prevention 

operations, or contribution to the democratization processes in Eastern Europe and 

Caucasus.21 As for the UN, studies concerned with the post-Cold War proliferation of its peace 

operations and doctrinal changes in the manner they have been performed, have been 

significantly more frequent than those reflecting on its overall transformation.22 Although 

                                                           
Domestic Politics, and Institutional Legitimacy," Journal of Conflict Resolution 51, no. 1 (2007); Stephen Aris and 
Andreas Wenger, "Introduction: 'Inside-out/Outside-In': Constructions and Practices of Security in Regional 
Organizations," Cambridge Review of International Affairs 27, no. 2 (2014); Robert O.  Keohane and Celleste A. 
Walander, "Risk, Threat and Security Insitutions " in Power and Governance in Partly Globalized World, ed. 
Robert O. Keohane (London: Routledge 2002). David A. Lake, "Beyond Anarchy : The Importance of Security 
Institutions," International Security 26, no. 1 (2001); Rafael Biermann, "Towards a Theory of Inter-Organizational 
Networking: The Euro-Atlantic Security Institutions Interacting," Review of International Organizations 3, no. 2 
(2008). 
20 See, respectively: Emanuel Adler, "The Spread of Security Communities: Communities of Practice, Self-
Restraint, and NATO's Post-Cold War Transformation," European Journal of International Relations 14, no. 2 
(2008); Felix Ciută, "The End(s) of NATO: Security, Strategic Action and Narrative Transformation," 
Contemporary Security Policy 23, no. 1 (2002); Trine  Flockhart, "Towards a Strong NATO Narrative: From a 
‘Practice of Talking’ to a ‘Practice of Doing’," International Politics 49, no. 1 (2012); Celeste A. Wallander, 
"Institutional Assets and Adaptability: NATO after the Cold War," International Organization 54, no. 4 (2000). 
21 See: Pamela Jawad, "Conflict Resolution through Democracy Promotion? The Role of the OSCE in Georgia," 
Democratization 15, no. 3 (2008); Miriam Sapiro, "Changing the CSCE  into the OSCE: Legal Aspect of a Political 
Transformation " American Journal of International Law 89, no. 3 (1995); Ghebali Victor-Yves and Daniel 
Warner, "The Operational Role of the OSCE in South-Eastern Europe: Contributing to Regional Stability in the 
Balkans,"(Farnham: Ashgate, 2001). 
22 See: Ramesh Thakur, The United Nations, Peace and Security: From Collective Security to the Responsibility to 
Protect (Cambridge, U.K. : Cambridge University Press, 2006); Vaughan Lowe et al., The United Nations Security 
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enveloped in normative concerns, the latter question has nevertheless been a usual subject of 

studies interested in UN reform.23  

While a separate chapter of this thesis is dedicated to a detailed review of the 

literature, this brief introductory reflection on the state of the art should suffice in 

demonstrating that space remains for a contribution that seeks to account, systematically and 

theoretically, for the post-Cold War transformation of key ISOs. More precisely, it should 

suffice in demonstrating that IR scholars interested in these organizations have not only failed 

to account adequately for this phenomenon but have missed to recognize it all together. 

Similarly, the general IO literature has offered a rather modest contribution regarding the 

question of organizational change, while studies dealing with the post-Cold War 

transformation of the OSCE, the UN, and NATO individually have been either rare or have 

offered modest theoretical insights. All things considered, this thesis is concerned with a 

puzzling empirical phenomenon that has rarely been recognized within literature and for which 

there is a rich pool of empirical data but a comparatively less theoretical work to draw on.  

  

3. The Research Question: Three Clarifications  

Before summarizing the argument of the thesis, some additional clarifications 

regarding the research question are warranted so as to ensure that its true meaning is 

conveyed, and thus the intent of this entire research project.  

First, it is important to clarify what, in the framework of this thesis, qualifies a particular 

IO as an “international security organization” (ISO). That said, although in recent years NATO 

has engaged in activities that have little or nothing to do with the traditional conception of the 

system of collective security (e.g. civil emergency operations or some form of management of 

the global financial crisis), hardly anybody would dispute that NATO is an ISO. The same, 

however, cannot be said for the UN and the OSCE. On the one hand, it is stated in the Charter 

of the United Nations that the UN’s central purpose is to “maintain international peace and 

security”24. On the other, it is well known that the UN’s activities in other international fields 

                                                           
Council and War: The Evolution of Thought and Practice since 1945 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010); John 
G. Ruggie, "United Nations and Globalization: Patterns and Limits of Institutional Adaptation," Global 
Governance 9, no. 3 (2003). 
23 See: Edward C. Luck, "How Not to Reform the United Nations," Global Governance: A Review of 
Multilateralism and International Organizations 11, no. 4 (2005). Thomas G. Weiss, "The Illusion of UN Security 
Council Reform," Washington Quarterly 26, no. 4 (2003). 
24 Charter of the United Nations (1945). Chapter 1, Article 1.   
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are as comprehensively developed as its activities in the realm of collective security making it 

“universal” rather than just “security” in character. Similar difficulties also arise in defining of 

the OSCE considering how far from the traditional notion of security are issues with which it 

regularly deals (e.g. national elections, education reform, gender equality, or minority rights). 

By subscribing to the well-establish concept of securitization, this thesis argues that even when 

engaging with matters that are beyond traditional conception of security, these organizations 

can still be rightfully regarded as ISOs. As aptly argued by securitization scholars, certain social 

issues are constructed as security issues through particular social mechanisms, rather than 

being such on account of some innate feature. 25 Indeed, in both scholarship and practice, 

security language has become an integral part of discourses referring to such issues as political 

crises, economic meltdowns, poverty, migration, or climate change.26 Accordingly, this thesis 

considers a particular IO as an ISO if it can be demonstrated that it deals with international 

problems by framing them predominantly as challenges to global, regional, or domestic 

security.  

Second, although empirically the thesis engages with only three case studies (the OSCE, 

the UN, and NATO) the research question is still framed in broader terms as it expresses 

interest in the post-Cold War transformation of “key” ISOs. The reason for this is twofold. On 

the one hand, the word “key” is used as a generic term for the three organizations considering 

that they arguably play a central role in responding to and shaping of the contemporary global 

and regional security. On the other, although interpretative qualitative studies engaging small 

number of cases, such as the present one, are limited in producing generalizable accounts, the 

term “key” should indicate a hope that the thesis’ findings can nevertheless garner valuable 

insights into workings of other ISOs that have also continued to operate beyond the original 

conditions of their creation. Good examples include the African Union (AU, established in 2001 

after replacing the Organization of African Unity founded in 1963), the Arab League 

                                                           
25 See: Barry Buzan, Ole Wæver, and Jaap De Wilde, Security: A New Framework for Analysis (Lynne Rienner 
Publishers, 1998). 
26 In scholarship, this trend is known as “widening” and “deepening” of the concept of security. “Wideners” 
argue that non-military sectors of society (political, societal, economical, ecological, etc.) can legitimately fall 
within the scope of the concept. ”Deepeners”, on the other hand, maintain that not only states but also 
individuals, regions, and societies (even global) can be referent objects of security practices. For more on this 
issue see: Keith Krause and Michael C. Williams, "Broadening the Agenda of Security Studies: Politics and 
Methods," Mershon International Studies Review 40, no. 2 (1996); Critical Security Studies: Concepts and Cases 
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997). 230. 
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(established in 1945), the Organization of American States (OSA, established in 1948) or the 

Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN, established in 1967). Arguably, the theoretical 

argument of the thesis should also garner insights into the workings of the European Union 

(EU) in the security domain even though its practices in this international realm do not make 

it an exemplary ISO.  

Third, by asking “in what way have key international security organizations transformed 

after the Cold War”, this thesis takes it as an observable and reportable fact that these 

organizations have, in fact, transformed. At the same time, however, it suggests that a true 

nature of that transformation is yet to be fully specified. More precisely, it suggests that, 

through an interplay of innovative theoretical propositions and a thorough empirical 

investigation, it is possible to advance a fresh descriptive heuristic capable of providing insights 

into the transformation of these organizations that cannot be accessed with a “naked eye”. In 

general, studies of a transformation of formal organizations in IR and beyond are often focused 

on understanding a single dimension of this phenomenon; for example, change in their 

institutional design, change in their particular practices, or in their leadership. By contrast, this 

thesis adopts a macro approach as it endeavors to account for the overall change observed in 

key ISOs following the end of the Cold War. To that end, the thesis seeks to identify, (1) an 

internal organizational practice that can be said to have a decisive influence on jumpstarting 

the most important transformative processes and (2) a mechanism through which that practice 

incurs a transformation in organizational structure and its leading practices. For this purpose, 

it draws substantially on practice theory, a theory that has only recently gained attention from 

IR scholars. With that in mind, I now turn to a summary of the overall argument the thesis 

proposes and of the methodology it adopts.  

 

4. The Argument: ISO’s as Order Making Practices/Sites and Their Transformation  

Besides observing that there is a gap in the literature when it comes to addressing the 

question of post-Cold War transformation of key ISOs, this thesis goes a step further and argues 

that conventional IR theories, namely rationalist and constructivist, display a number of 

conceptual limitations that hamper their ability to account for this question in a satisfactory 

manner. Martha Finnemore and Michael Barnett have rightly pointed out that “we can better 
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understand what IOs do if we better understand what IOs are” 27. Accordingly, to advance a 

particular understanding of ISO’s transformation, one must start from the explicitly stated or 

implicitly assumed understanding of their ontology. The problem of ontology has, however, 

been a central battleground in the study of IOs.  

Rationalist approaches, as expressed in realist, neorealist, and neoliberal institutionalist 

literature, attribute the behavior of IOs almost entirely to their originators - states. States, in 

turn, are understood as definite agents; namely, as rational utility maximizers holding 

unambiguous interests and preferences typically understood in terms of power, wealth, and 

security. Based on these premises, rationalists depict IOs as epiphenomenal entities without 

the power to influence international life in any substantial way that cannot be attributed to 

the attempts of states to further their utility relative to other states (as emphasized by realists) 

or in absolute terms (as emphasized by neoliberal institutionalists). 28 Although rationalists 

have not theorized systematically about the transformation of IOs/ISOs, based on their main 

assumptions, it is reasonable to argue that shifts in power relations among states would 

constitute one of their main explanatory variables. However, as pointed out by John Ruggie, 

although the influence of power in international transformative processes would be hard to 

dispute, as a variable, it can assist only in predicting/explaining the fact of change, but not its 

substance.29 Put more concretely, while the preponderance of the US military power has 

without a doubt played an important part in NATO’s post-Cold War geographical and functional 

expansion, from the fact of that power alone we cannot derive, for example, the reasons for 

the Alliance’s decision to engaged in humanitarian enforcement and peace-building operations 

beyond its treaty area.  

Deeply dissatisfied with rationalist’ conceptual “black-boxing” of IOs, constructivist 

scholars proposed an alternative conceptualization of these organizations. Barnett and 

Finnemore thus famously assert that, like all other formal public organizations, IOs are 

bureaucracies.30 IO behavior, they posit, is a function of bureaucratic practices of making 

general and impersonal rules and norms through which bureaucracies exercise their rational-

                                                           
27 Barnett and Finnemore, Rules for the World: International Organizations in Global Politics. 9. 
28 For a distinction between the two theories see, for example: David A. Baldwin, Neorealism and Neoliberalism: 
The Contemporary Debate (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993). 
29 John G. Ruggie, "International Regimes, Transactions, and Change: Embedded Liberalism in the Postwar 
Economic Order," International Organization 36, no. 2 (1982). 382.  
30 Barnett and Finnemore, Rules for the World: International Organizations in Global Politics. 



12 
 

legal authority, and that underpin their legitimacy.31 Through these practices, bureaucracies 

not only regulate the international world but also take active part in constituting it given that 

rulemaking practices require them to continually classify international issues, designate actors, 

and determine appropriate solutions.32 In this way, unlike rationalists, constructivists end up 

depicting IOs as authoritative and autonomous international entities with a capacity to exert 

notable influence on world affairs. Against this background (although conceptually still 

underdeveloped) IO transformation is understood as a consequence of bureaucrats advancing 

new rules and norms or renegotiating meanings of those already in existence.33 While 

constructivists should be commended for suggesting a plausible internal mechanism 

responsible for IOs’ transformations, a question can nevertheless be posed as to what extent 

an all-encompassing post-Cold War transformation of key ISOs can be attributed solely to an 

innate tendency of bureaucracy to adopt new rules and norms or to revise existing ones.  

Despite their substantial paradigmatic differences, rationalists and socio-

constructivists display one significant commonality when it comes to conceptualizing IOs. Both 

of these approaches choose a strategy of reducing IOs to agents operating within them (states 

or bureaucracies) and then deducing assumptions about the general behavior of IOs from the 

supposedly innate characteristics of these agents (rationality of states or rational-legal 

authority of bureaucracy) and behavioral motives these characteristics constitute (goal-

oriented utility maximization or norm-production). However, while behavioral motives, 

whether understood as innate or acquired through social interaction, “move” social action and 

give it meaning, an observable and reportable unfolding of social life (its visible part) does not 

flow logically from these motives. Put more bluntly, a single behavioral motive can be enacted 

through numerous social practices, meaning that with recourse to motives we can account for 

the sameness in social practices, but not their uniqueness. For instance, we cannot know how 

state practices of war differ from their practices within IOs, despite both being plausibly 

undertaken for the purpose of utility maximization.  

To avoid this pitfall, this thesis turns its analytical focus from agents operating within 

IOs towards unique practices in which they partake.  In so doing, as already indicated above, it 

draws on practice theory, which despite having a longstanding influence in philosophy and 

                                                           
31 Ibid., 20. 
32 Ibid., 16-17. 
33 Ibid., 41. 
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sociology has only recently come to the attention of IR scholars who have used it to study such 

issues as epistemic and security communities34, the contentious politics of the UN 

Peacebuilding Commission35, the African maritime security regime36, and diplomatic 

practices37. Practice scholars take practice as the smallest unit of analyses and conceptualize it 

as an actual, observable, and routinized unfolding of social life within which agents, social 

structures, ideas, and material assets coexist. These elements of social practice, they assert, 

do not possess independent social identity. Only through social practices, and thus through 

interaction with other elements, they get to be constituted as socially meaningful categories. 

For this reason, practice theory suggests that social practices cannot be properly understood 

if they are reduced to only one of their constitutive elements or if their characteristics are 

simply derived from the purported innate characteristics of that one element. In the context 

of this thesis, this means that ISOs should be conceptualized as a specific type of social 

practice(s), possessing a set of idiosyncratic characteristics separating them from other social 

practices, and consisting of numerous elements, some of which are agents such as states and 

bureaucrats.  

In view of that, what type of practices are ISOs and what kind of argument about their 

change can be advanced if they are re-conceptualized along these lines? This thesis holds that 

ISOs are best understood as bundles of “practices of talking” and “practices of doing”.38 In line 

with Bruno Latour’s notions of “centers of calculation” and “oligoptica”39, it then makes an 

                                                           
34 Adler, "The Spread of Security Communities: Communities of Practice, Self-Restraint, and NATO's Post-Cold 
War Transformation."; Emanuel Adler and Michael N. Barnett, Security Communities (Cambridge, U.K.: 
Cambridge University Press, 1998); Emanuel Adler and Patricia Greve, "When Security Community Meets 
Balance of Power: Overlapping Regional Mechanisms of Security Governance," Review of international studies 
35, no. S1 (2009). 
35 Christian Bueger, "The Clash of Practice: Political Controversy and the United Nations Peacebuilding 
Commission," Evidence & Policy 7, no. 2 (2011). 
36 "Communities of Security Practice at Work? The Emerging African Maritime Security Regime," African Security 
6, no. 3-4 (2013); "Practice, Pirates and Coast Guards: The Grand Narrative of Somali Piracy," Third World 
Quarterly 34, no. 10 (2013). 
37 Iver B.  Neumann, "Returning Practice to Linguistic Turn: The Case of Diplomacy " Millennium-Journal of 
International Studies 31, no. 3 (2002); Iver B. Neumann, "To Be a Diplomat," International Studies Perspectives 6, 
no. 1 (2005); "“A Speech That the Entire Ministry May Stand for,” Or: Why Diplomats Never Produce Anything 
New," International Political Sociology 1, no. 2 (2007). 
38 The concepts of “practices of talking” and “practices of doing” are borrowed from Trine Flockhart and will be 
discussed in more detail in the theoretical chapter of this thesis. See: Flockhart, "Towards a Strong NATO 
Narrative: From a ‘Practice of Talking’ to a ‘Practice of Doing’." 
39 For a discussion of “centers of calculation” see: Bruno  Latour, Science in Action: How to Follow Scientists and 
Engineers through Society (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1987).; For a discussion of “oligoptica” 
see: Reassembling the Social: An Introduction to Actor-Network Theory (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005). 
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assertion that, due to having a higher ordering capacity, “practices of talking” that take place 

in ISOs’ high-level panels (e.g. councils, summits, or ministerials) should be considered as 

principal constitutive practices of these organizations. In other words, they are performative 

acts through which, both state representatives and bureaucrats, create, advance, juxtapose, 

and assemble, various types of claims, norms, rules, and principles so as to arrive at a particular 

conception/narrative of international security order (e.g. the only peaceful order is the one 

composed of democratic states) in view of structuring, on that basis, relations and practices 

internal and external to ISOs. Through these “practices of talking” and resulting order 

narratives, which are usually inscribed in such high-order documents as charters, declarations, 

and resolutions, they also delineate a role/intent a respective ISO should assume in regard to 

such conceptions of order and develop a matching institutional design and “practices of 

doing”. In light of this conceptualization, the thesis proposes that ISOs transform via 

(re)negotiation of ordering links/logics in their order narratives (an inevitable consequence of 

their “communication” with external practices they seek to structure) and corresponding shifts 

thus introduced to notions of their own purpose/intent. In this regard, I suggest that ISO’s 

transformation can be studied as a fluctuation between their intention to (1) build/construct a 

new international (security) order, (2) reinforce an order already existing in their environment; 

(3) merely reflect it; or (4) seek to transcend it because it is considered as excessively strained 

and thus undesirable.  

How does one study the order making practices of ISOs and the transformative 

outcomes they produce? Christian Bueger argues that praxiography, research driven by 

practice theory, is inherently an interpretative and qualitative endeavor given that its primary 

aim is to unravel meanings assigned to agents, ideas, and material artifacts constitutive of 

particular social practices.40 With that in mind, as well as that a central argument of this thesis 

is that organizational change is shaped by discursive practices (“practices of talking”), an 

interpretative methodology (and related qualitative methods) emerge as the optimal choice 

for conducting this study. Accordingly, three methods are employed: content analysis, 

discourse analysis, and process tracing. Content and discourse analysis were applied for the 

                                                           
175-183. For other works that have sought to expand on the insights gained in laboratories see: Joseph Rouse, 
Knowledge and Power: Toward a Political Philosophy of Science (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1987). 
40 Christian Bueger, "Pathways to Practice: Praxiography and International Politics," European Political Science 
Review 6, no. 3 (2014). 7. 
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purpose of reconstructing the OSCE, the UN, and NATO order negotiations, a content of their 

order narratives, and organizational intent/purpose inscribed in them. Process tracing, on the 

other hand, was used as a way of tracking changes in these order narratives and thus caused 

alterations in institutional design and “practices of doing” observed in the three case studies. 

Overall, the study consisted in a detailed analysis of a vast number of primary sources gathered 

through archival work and available online sources. Secondary sources were also consulted 

heavily. In that way, by triangulating different pieces of data, an attempt was made to better 

grasp historical and political context within which primary sources were generated.    

 

5. Plan of the Thesis 

The thesis is organized as follows. Chapter I is dedicated to a further development of 

the research question and thorough review of the literature. Accordingly, its chief aim is to 

demonstrate that there is both a need and space for this contribution. To this end, in the first 

part, the chapter offers a more detailed narrative of the post-Cold War transformation of the 

OSCE, the UN, and NATO and follows it with a definition of international security organizations 

(ISOs). This part also clarifies what is meant by “transformation” by differentiating it from other 

similar concepts. In the second part, the chapter scrutinizes general theoretical approaches to 

IOs, it then moves to the literature dealing only with ISOs, and finishes with an overview of the 

literature concerned with the OSCE, the UN, and NATO individually.  

Chapter II lays out the theoretical framework of the thesis. It leans on the previous 

Chapter by continuing to argue that the existing theoretical approaches to IOs display a 

number of limitations that leave them unable to adequately address the puzzle of the post-

Cold War transformation of key ISOs. However, by drawing on practice theory, the Chapter is 

primarily concerned with developing a re-conceptualized notion of ISOs and on that basis, 

presenting an argument about their transformation. It thus lays out the most important 

assumptions of practice theory, compares them with the most influential IR theories regarding 

IOs and, through a number of conceptual moves, builds a case as to why ISOs should justifiably 

be conceived of as order making practices. The Chapter then specifies how this re-

conceptualization enables us to see that a content and intent of orders imagined in this way 

matter when it comes to the shaping of organizational structures and behaviors. Lastly, it 

specifies conditions under which these orders are directed towards reflecting, building, 
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reinforcing, or transcending external (real) orders, and how a fluctuation between them results 

in an observable transformation of ISOs.  

Chapter III is a methodological chapter aimed at describing a possible way of doing 

praxiography, a methodology designed to facilitate the study of social practices. To do so, the 

Chapter discusses ontological paradigm advanced in the thesis through a focus on social 

practices justifying thereby the use of interpretative methodology. The epistemological 

paradigm of the thesis, including employed methods, is also sketched. The chapter thus 

discusses discourse analysis as the chief method of the thesis used to elicit meanings (ordering 

links) inscribed in the examined documents, as well as process tracing and content analysis as 

its supplementary research techniques.   

Chapters Four, Five, and Six are empirical chapters tackling the three case studies- the 

OSCE, the UN, and NATO. In them, the theoretical argument of the thesis is employed as a 

descriptive heuristic enabling the structuring and presenting of an extensive amount of data in 

the form of plausible narratives of the post-Cold War transformation of these organizations. 

Accordingly, these chapters focus on a number of different high-level organizational meetings 

of the three ISOs so as to reconstruct (where possible) the processes of order negotiations that 

unfolded, as well as their substantive outcomes. The chapters show how an underlying logic of 

international (security) orders thereby imagined affects these ISO’s institutional design and 

their respective practices; that is, how organizational “practices of talking” shape “practices of 

doing”. Considering that this phenomenon is observed in a timespan of twenty-odd years, 

these chapters end up reconstructing the process of the transformation of the three 

organizations in a way that comprehensively addresses the core inquiry of the thesis.  
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CHAPTER I 
Transformation of International Security 
Organizations and the State of the Art   

 
 
 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is twofold. In the first section, it seeks to develop the 

research questions of the thesis further. To that end, a short narrative of the post-Cold War 

transformation of the OSCE, the UN, and NATO is presented, albeit in more detail than was the 

case in the introduction to this thesis. This section also defines international security 

organizations (ISOs) and explains what is meant by “transformation” so as to convey the true 

intent of the present study. In the second section, the chapter makes an overview of the 

pertinent literature. It first looks at general theoretical approaches to IOs, then moves to the 

literature concerned exclusively with ISOs, and finishes with an overview of the post-Cold War 

literature exploring the three organizations individually. In this way, the chapter seeks to 

demonstrate that there is a gap in the literature regarding the study of ISOs transformation 

and that there is, therefore, space for the contribution this project endeavors to make.  

 

1. What Organizations and What Transformation?  

1.1 The Post-Cold War Transformation of the UN  

As is well known, the UN was established in the wake of the Second World War in order 

to construct a system capable of maintaining international peace and security more efficiently 

than had been the case under the League of Nations system. Nevertheless, the functioning of 

this ambitious system of collective security was frequently hampered by the Cold War 

superpower rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union. As an illustration, 

between 1945 and 1990 there were over one hundred conflicts worldwide killing close to 

twenty million people. The UN was rendered powerless with respect to most of them given 

that major powers exercised the veto power in the UN Security Council 279 times during this 
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period.41 

 Nonetheless, during the Cold War the UN still managed to undertake several 

noteworthy, if limited peace operations. For example, during the Arab-Israeli war of 1948 and 

the Indo-Pakistani war of 1947-1948, UN troops were tasked to observe and maintain 

ceasefires between the warring parties. In 1950, the Security Council authorized the US-led 

coalition to deter North Korean aggression over South Korea. Furthermore, the UN dispatched 

its first military peacekeeping mission, the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF), as a 

response to the 1956 Suez Crisis. In 1960, the largest military peacekeeping operation of its 

early years, which in today’s terms can even be described as a nation-building mission, was 

deployed in the Belgian Congo (UNOC).42 Finally, the UN’s longest-running peacekeeping 

mission was set up in Cyprus in 1964.  

 The significance of these operations for the UN’s development is undeniable. 

Nonetheless, they constitute only a small percentage of international conflicts to which it 

responded during the Cold War. Of those it did not actively engage with, the UN merely played 

the role of “talking shop”. This trend was particularly pronounced during the 1980s when the 

UN became deadlocked by a new round of increasingly strained relations between the US and 

the Soviet Union. This is the period in which the Reagan Administration notoriously pursued a 

unilateral foreign policy, believing that working multilaterally through the UN would weaken 

American international power and autonomy.43 Therefore, the focus and the budget of the Cold 

War UN were predominantly directed towards its developmental, cultural, societal, and 

environmental missions rather than towards its peace and security goals.44   

The prominent role the UN played in the process of peaceful decolonization had also 

caused it to put developmental issues high on the agenda during the Cold War. One of the most 

significant implications of decolonization was an overwhelming increase in UN membership. 

Between 1945 and 1969 the number of member states grew from 51 to 126 - 17 new members 

were admitted in 1960 alone.45 This process significantly altered the character and the agenda 

                                                           
41 Report of the Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali, "An Agenda for Peace, Preventive Diplomacy, 
Peacemaking and Peace-Keeping,"(The United Nations 31 January 1992). 
42 James  Dobbins, "The Un’s Role in Nationbuilding: From the Belgian Congo to Iraq," Survival 46, no. 4 
(2004/5). 
43 Thomas G. Weiss and Sam Daws, The Oxford Handbook on the United Nations (Oxford Oxford University 
Press, 2007). 
44 Stanley Meisler, United Nations: The First Fifty Years (New York: Atlantic Monthly Press, 1995). 224-225. 
45 The statistics was drawn form: www.un.org/en/members/growth.shtml (Accessed: June 2014) 
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of the General Assembly as an anti-American Third World countries becoming its prevailing 

majority. Thereby, in 1964 the Group of 77 (G77) was established to promote these countries’ 

economic interests. As a result, the general enthusiasm of the US for the organization diminished 

significantly, as did its much-needed financial contribution.  

The end of the Cold War witnessed a widespread hope that the UN would finally act in 

accordance with the provisions of its Charter in the domain of international peace and security. 

The unprecedented consensus reached in the Security Council in 1991 regarding the handling of 

the Gulf crisis further strengthened this expectation. However, it soon became evident that 

interstate conflicts, of the kind that had engulfed Iraq and Kuwait, would no longer constitute the 

primary security challenge for the world body. Intrastate conflicts moved font and center. It 

therefore became apparent that if the UN wished to preserve its role in the maintenance of 

international peace and security, it had to develop new definitions and a new set of peace 

practices. Doing just that, the UN entered an unprecedentedly active period, moving in a direction 

scarcely anticipated by Charter’s architects.  

The date show the extent of this change. While during the Cold War it was acceptable for 

days to pass without the Security Council convening for a single session, following the end of the 

Cold War two or more sessions per day became the new standard.46 Between 1945 and 2013, the 

UN established sixty-nine peacekeeping missions. Of these, only eighteen (a quarter) were deployed 

between 1945 and 1990. After the Cold War, however, deployments tripled to fifty-one.47 This 

difference can also be expressed in increasing numbers of peacekeepers. Whereas in 1978 the UN 

had only 9,700 peacekeepers in the field, in 1994 there was over 73, 000 of them and in 2013 a 

total of 122,729.48 Besides peacekeeping, the UN also engaged in a number of nontraditional 

peace operations, described as variously as peacemaking, peacebuilding, or post-conflict 

stabilization. While traditional peacekeeping was mainly about the monitoring of ceasefires, 

these new activities included a broad range of engagements such as assistance to conflicting 

parties to pursue their interests through political channels, providing emergency humanitarian 

relief, demobilization of former fighters and their reintegration into society, clearing of 

minefields, organization and holding of elections, and promotion of sustainable development 

                                                           
46 Thomas G.  Weiss, The United Nations and Changing World Politics (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 2007). 45. 
47 The statistics was drawn from: www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/documents/operationslist.pdf (Accessed: June 
2014) 
48 Peacekeeping Fact Sheet: www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/resources/statistics/factsheet.shtml (Accessed: June 
2014) 
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practices.49 

 

1.1 The Post-Cold War Transformation of the CSCE/OSCE.  

The CSCE was a product of détente, a more cooperative period of the Cold War, that 

emerged from the late 1960s. It was established so that the leaders of the opposing blocks might, 

through institutionalized dialogue, work to ease strained East-West relations.  The Conference was 

formalized in 1973 when the leaders of thirty-five states (all European states, except Albania, plus 

US and Canada) met in Helsinki to initiate a process of comprehensive negotiations regarding 

European security. These negotiations were the first instance of the East-West multilateral 

engagements and they lasted for two straight years. They culminated in the 1975 Helsinki Summit 

during which heads of states and governments signed the Final Act of the Conference on Security 

and Cooperation in Europe, widely known as the Helsinki Final Act.50 The two sections of the Final 

Act are particularly prominent. These are the Declaration on Principles Guiding Relations between 

Participating States, commonly referred to as the Decalogue, and the so-called three “baskets”. The 

Decalogue is important because it is the first example of an official international document 

recognizing human rights as a security principle constitutive of international order.51 Through the 

“baskets”, the CSCE has since advanced its well-known comprehensive approach to security, linking 

issues of politico-military security in Europe (“first basket”) to cooperation in the fields of economy, 

science, technology and environment (“second basket”), and to cooperation in humanitarian and 

other fields (“third basket”).   

Until the end of the Cold War, the CSCE continued to exist in a form of follow-up meetings. 

The purpose of these meetings was to review the implementation of the Helsinki Final Act, a 

politically binding agreement. Three such meetings took place: in Belgrade (1977-1978), in Madrid 

(1980), and in Vienna (1986-989).52 In addition to these general meetings, a number of issue-

oriented conferences were organized. Several are worth mentioning due to their positive effects 

on East-West relations. The Conference on Confidence and Security Building Measures (CSBM) that 

took place in Stockholm in 1986, after which NATO and the Warsaw Pact member states started 

negotiating the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE). In 1989 a meeting on the 

                                                           
49 Kofi  Annan, We the Peoples: The Role of the United Nations in the 21st Century (The United Nations (New 
York): Department of Public Information, 2000). 
50 See: Bloed, From Helsinki to Vienna: Basic Documents of the Helsinki Process. 
51 The OSCE Handbook, 2007. 3. 
52 See: Bloed, From Helsinki to Vienna: Basic Documents of the Helsinki Process. 
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CSCE’s human dimension took place, the final document of which stipulated that matters from the 

human dimension are “of direct and legitimate concern to all participating states”.  

Overall, during the Cold War, the CSCE was a mere “talking shop”, or as it is sometimes 

described, a norm-producing “traveling circus”53. After the Cold War, however, although remaining 

active in the domain of norm production, the CSCE took on various “field activities”. More precisely, 

following its famous 1990 Paris Summit and its Charter for New Europe, it gradually started to 

transform from a loose forum for high-level political dialog to a fully-fledged international security 

organization. In the first half of 1990s the CSCE underwent a process of extensive institutionalization 

the scope of which can be read from the following exhaustive list of the organs established: the 

Council, the Committee of Senior Officials (in 1994 renamed to Senior Council), the Permanent 

Committee (in 1994 renamed to the Permanent Council), the Secretariat, the Chairmen-in-Office, 

the Secretary General, the Conflict Prevention Center, the Parliamentary Assembly, the Office for 

Free Elections (in 1992 renamed to the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human rights), the 

Forum for Security Co-Operation, and the High Commissioner on National Minorities. Furthermore, 

during the 1992 Helsinki Summit, the participating heads of states decided to accord the CSCE the 

status of a regional arrangement under the framework of Chapter VIII of the UN Charter. Finally, in 

1995 the Conference was formally renamed to the Organization for Security and Co-operation in 

Europe (OSCE).   

Concerning the OSCE’s practical engagements, between 1992 and 2015, it established 

thirty-two field missions. By 2012, fifteen of these missions had completed their mandates and 

seventeen are still operational.54 Substantively, these missions have varied from case to case but 

should, nevertheless, be understood as inextricably linked to the OSCE’s comprehensive approach 

to European security. The bulk of them has consisted of various forms of assistance to the former 

Eastern Bloc countries in their transition towards democracy, a market economy and the rule of 

law, thereby creating a foundation for a peaceful continent of like-minded states. Therefore, the 

OSCE’s activities in Europe and the Caucasus have included election monitoring, police and military 

reform, assessment of media freedoms, education reform, and petitions for gender or minority 

rights. Its role has also been pronounced in regards to emerging and ongoing, mostly intrastate, 

violent conflicts. In this respect, the OSCE has developed a number of early warning, conflict 

                                                           
53 I credit this phrase to Alice Nemcova, Senior Documentation and Information Assistant at the Prague Office of 
the OSCE, which holds the OSCE’s archives.  
54 List of the OSCE’s closed field operations available at: www.osce.org/home/43692 (Accessed: March 2014) 
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prevention, crisis management, post-conflict stabilization, and border management mechanisms. 

Cross-national issues such as human trafficking, terrorism, Roma and Sinti issues, and 

environmental questions have also featured highly on the OSCE’s post-Cold War agenda.  

 

1.2 The Post-Cold War Transformation of NATO 

While the transformation of the UN and the OSCE has been observed but rarely examined, 

the post-Cold War persistence and transformation of NATO has attracted significant scholarly 

attention.55 This is primarily because NATO has undergone a much more pronounced shift in its 

tasks than either the UN or the OSCE. As is well known, NATO went from a military alliance 

reinforcing East-West super-power rivalry to a diverse security organization eager to engage in 

peacekeeping, peace-enforcement, and, even, post-conflict stabilization missions. Also, by initiating 

various forms of security dialogue with its former enemies, it has become much more political in 

nature.   

NATO was established in 1949 by the US, Canada, and ten West European states. Although 

the word “alliance” does not appear in the text of the Treaty, NATO was nevertheless imagined 

precisely in these terms. Lord Ismay’s famous assertion that NATO was established “to keep the 

Russians out, the Americans in, and the Germans down” illustrates this point nicely. The principle 

of collective security is, therefore, its chief organizing principle. It is expressed in the well-known 

Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty by which “the Parties agree that an armed attack against one 

or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all”56.  

However, at no point during the Cold War did NATO engage in a confrontational military action 

either on its territory or beyond. Rather, the bulk of its Cold War activities consisted of the extensive 

maritime, naval, and air military exercises aimed at technical standardization among the Allies and 

the demonstration of power to the opposing block. NATO was also active in devising various military 

strategies such as massive retaliation and flexible response.57 Furthermore, unlike other alliances, 

which are typically modestly institutionalized, early NATO created two prominent organs: the 

Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) in 1951 and the post of Secretary 

                                                           
55 See for example: Wallander, "Institutional Assets and Adaptability: NATO after the Cold War."; Robert B. 
McCalla, "NATO's Persistence after the Cold War," International Organization 50, no. 3 (1996). Jef Huysmans, 
"Shape-Shifting NATO: Humanitarian Action and the Kosovo Refugee Crisis," Review of International Studies 28, 
no. 3 (2002). 
56 In: The North Atlantic Treaty, 1949.   
57 On NATO’s role in the development of nuclear strategies see: David N. Schwartz, NATO's Nuclear Dilemmas 
(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1983). 
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General in 1952. 

Despite widespread expectation, NATO did not cease to exist after the collapse of the 

Soviet Union. Instead, it entered quite a few formal cooperative arrangements with its former 

enemies and neighboring countries in general. The most important of these are the 

Partnership for Peace with former Eastern Bloc states, the NATO-Russian Permanent Joint 

Council, the Mediterranean Dialogue, and most recently, the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative 

aimed at building a partnership with the countries of the Middle East. Moreover, 

notwithstanding opposition on the part of Russia, NATO also expanded eastward admitting 

twelve new members between 1999 and 2009.  

However, the most striking discrepancy between the “old” and the “new” NATO has 

been the decision of the allies to deploy military force beyond the Treaty area. During 1994 

and 1995, as a way of supporting UN peace operations, NATO engaged in two armed 

campaigns, using military force for the first time in its history. Going “out-of-area” in this way 

has no foundation in the North Atlantic Treaty. Nevertheless, these operations were deemed 

legitimate because the Security Council authorized them. However, in 1999 NATO undertook 

a military air intervention against Yugoslavia without such authorization. The purpose of this 

intervention was humanitarian as it sought to halt mass killings of Kosovo Albanians by Serbian 

forces. In addition to these military enforcement operations, NATO has also become involved 

in post-conflict stabilization missions in the region. In Bosnia through IFOR, and later SFOR, it 

was tasked to implement the military aspect of the peace agreement that ended the war. In 

Kosovo, its KFOR mission has assumed a broad mandate ranging from demilitarization to 

assistance in the establishment of various civilian institutions. In 2001, following the 9/11 

terrorist attacks on the US, the abovementioned Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty was 

evoked for the first time in NATO’s history. As is well known, the US responded by forming a 

“coalition of the willing” rather than through NATO. Nevertheless, NATO soon established the 

International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) as a way of coordinating numerous military 

operations in Afghanistan. Lastly, in 2011, NATO undertook yet another air campaign to protect 

civilians, this time in relation to the Libyan civil war.  

The purpose of this brief overview of the transformation of the OSCE, the UN, and 

NATO has been to demonstrate that not just NATO but also the two other organizations have 

entered a period of qualitative transformation and quantitative proliferations of their tasks 

after the Cold War. This has happened irrespective of their inclusive (UN, OSCE), exclusive 
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(NATO), global (UN), or regional (OSCE, NATO) character and it has not been a one-time 

occurrence but an ongoing process. Missions, strategies, structure, policies, knowledge, and 

even culture of these organizations have all changed dramatically. Therefore, what they do, 

how they do it, and also their very nature have all assumed an altered or new shape allowing 

us to label them rightfully as shape-shifting entities of international relations that merit 

analytical attention. With that in mind, and as already pointed out in the introduction to this 

thesis, this project seeks to address the following question: In what way have key ISOs 

transformed after the Cold War and why have these transformations taken the form they 

have?  

1.3 Organizational Survival vs. Organizational Transformation 

 As will be shown below, IR and security scholars have been mostly interested in why 

IOs survive despite substantial changes in their geostrategic environment rather than why and 

how they transform in the process. However, despite their significant overlap, these are two 

very different types of questions. By asking questions about the survival, persistence, and 

durability of IOs scholars have usually sought to identify one or more stable factors that enable 

organizations to respond effectively to internal or external disturbances. The same also applies 

to those scholars who hold that IOs survive because of their capacity to transform (or to adapt), 

given that by identifying factors facilitating organizational adaptability they, in effect, end up 

identifying factors enabling organizational persistence. Assertions of neoliberal institutionalists 

that NATO has been able to survive the end of the Cold War due to its institutional complexity 

and adaptable institutional assets are a good case in point. 

 By contrast, questions about organizational transformation per se are questions that 

seek to account for the nature of the substantive outcome of organizational change in the face 

of external and internal disturbances, or of some other transformative processes (e.g. 

organizational learning). These questions thus might inquire about the reasons, sources, and 

conditions under which IOs change. They might seek to understand why IOs adopt new 

institutional shapes or opt for new behavioral practices. Moreover, scholars interested in 

organizational transformation can also be interested in understanding the internal 

mechanisms through which change is introduced in organizational design and behavior. 

Therefore, by asking in what way key ISOs have transformed after the Cold War, this thesis 

engages the group of questions about organizational transformation rather than those about 
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their survival. The thesis is thus not concerned with the reasons and conditions of the durability 

of the key ISOs, but with the nature of their new shapes and the manner in which they have 

been introduced in organizational design and practices.   

 Before proceeding, it should also be kept in mind that a number of words/concepts can 

be employed for describing the phenomenon with which this thesis engages. For example, an 

organization can be seen as transforming, changing, evolving, adapting, adjusting, being 

reshaped or remade. That said, the present thesis will, for the most part, employ the terms 

transformation and change. The reason is their neutrality, given that other words can embody 

underlying assumptions to which this thesis does not necessarily subscribe. For example, 

evolution might suggest that IOs are not just getting more complex but also more efficient. 

Adaptation and adjustment overemphasize the dependency of organizational transformation 

on their environments, while remaking and reshaping suggest that a focus should be on agents 

bringing the change about rather than on the quality of change itself.  

1.4 Defining International Security Organizations: Regimes, Institutions, Organizations 

Prior to outlining what types of IOs are considered, within the context of this thesis, as 

international security organizations (ISOs) related definitional distinctions need to be 

examined.  I am particularly concerned here with different definitions of international 

institutions, international regimes, and international organizations. Making clear distinctions 

between these categories is important for two reasons. First, they help situate the object of 

inquiry of this thesis among related international phenomena. Second, they demonstrate why 

a review of the literature regarding ISOs also entails an examination of the broad literature on 

international institutions and regimes.  

Historically, under the label of “international institutions” scholars have first referred 

to formal IOs.58 Their focus was chiefly on internal workings of the UN, such as voting patterns 

and office seeking in the General Assembly, as well as on the politics of its bureaucrats and 

links to transnational actors.59 The events of the early 1970s, such as raging of the Vietnam 

                                                           
58 Beth A. Simmons and Lisa L. Martin, "International Organizations and Institutions," in Handbook of 
International Relations, ed. Walter Carlsnaes, Thomas Risse, and Beath A.  Simmons (London: SAGE, 2002). 192. 
59 A good overview of this strand of literature can be found in: Lisa L. Martin and Beth A. Simmons, "Theories 
and Empirical Studies of International Institutions," International Organization 52, no. 4 (1998). Examples of 
original work include: Hayward R. Alker and Bruce M. Russett, World Politics in the General Assembly (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1967); Margaret M. Ball, "Bloc Voting in the General Assembly," International 
Organization 5, no. 1 (1951); Robert O. Keohane, "The Study of Political Influence in the General Assembly," 
International Organization 21, no. 2 (1967); Robert W. Cox and Harold K. Jacobson, The Anatomy of Influence: 
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War and Richard Nixon’s unilateral decision to halt international convertibility of the dollar to 

gold, led scholars to observe that major shifts in world politics had been unfolding beyond 

confines of formal organizations such as the UN and IMF.60 Thus, to be able to theorize about 

broader patterns of international governance they have turned to the concept of 

“international regimes”.61 However, as observed by Arthur Stein, the notion of the regime has 

over time come to be used so disparately that some have applied it as an umbrella term for all 

international relations while others have used it merely as a synonym for IOs.62 Partly as a way 

of bringing conceptual rigor to the field, in the late 1980s and early 1990s, scholars started to 

use the concept of “international institutions” rather than that of the regime.63  

While it remains questionable to what extent such rigor has been achieved, a few 

definitions have nevertheless commanded a notable consensus within IR literature. I chiefly 

refer here to Stephen Krasner’s definition of international regimes and Robert Keohane’s 

definition of international institutions. Krasner has thus asserted that regimes are “set of 

implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision making procedures around which 

actor’s expectations converge in a given area of international relations”.64  Keohane, on the 

other hand, has defined institutions as “persistent and connected sets of rules (formal and 

informal) that prescribe behavioral roles, constrain activity, and shape expectations”65. A clear 

distinction between these two definitions is not immediately apparent. To clarify matters, I 

turn to Christian Reus-Smit’s instructive notion of three tiers of international institutions 

ordered hierarchically.66 At the deepest level of international institutions, Reus-Smit identifies 

“constitutional structures”. By these, he refers to “constitutive values that define legitimate 

                                                           
Decision Making in International Organization (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1972); Robert O. Keohane 
and Joseph S. Nye, "Transgovernmental Relations and International Organizations," World Politics 27, no. 1 
(1974). 
60 Simmons and Martin, "International Organizations and Institutions." 193.  
61 Ibid., 193. Also in: Martin and Simmons, "Theories and Empirical Studies of International Institutions." 737. 
For an in depth discussion of international regimes see: Stephen D.  Krasner, ed. International Regimes(Ithaca: 
Cornell University Press, 1983); Andreas Hasenclever, Peter Mayer, and Volker Rittberger, Theories of 
International Regimes (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997); Ernest B. Haas, "Words Can Hurt You; or, 
Who Said What to Whom About Regimes," International Organization 36, no. 207–43 (1982). 
62 Arthur A. Stein, "Coordination and Collaboration: Regimes in an Anarchic World," International Organization 
36, no. 02 (1982). 299.  
63 Simmons and Martin, "International Organizations and Institutions." 194. Also observed in: Hasenclever, 
Mayer, and Rittberger, Theories of International Regimes.  
64 Krasner, International Regimes. 185. 
65 Robert O.  Keohane, "International Institutions: Two Approaches," International Studies Quarterly  32, no. 4 
(1988). 383. 
66 Christian Reus-Smit, The Moral Purpose of the State: Culture, Social Identity, and Institutional Rationality in 
International Relations (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999). 12-15.  
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statehood and legitimate state action”67, namely hegemonic beliefs about the moral purpose 

of the state, an organizing principle of sovereignty, and norm of pure procedural justice.68 At 

the next level, formed under the influence of constitutional structures, are “fundamental 

institutions”. Reus-Smit defines them as “the elementary rules of practice that states formulate 

to solve the coordination and collaboration problems associated with coexistence under 

anarchy”69. In modern international society, examples include such institutions as bilateralism, 

multilateralism, international law, and diplomacy. At the third, and the most tangible level, are 

international regimes - issue-specific institutions that enact fundamental institutions in 

particular international realms, e.g. NPT in the realm of international security or GATT in the 

realm of international trade.70  

The advantage of Reus-Smit’s relational definitions is that they aptly demonstrate that 

international institutions perform their regulative and constitutive functions at different levels 

of abstraction. However, lacking from this picture is perhaps the most tangible form of 

international institutions - international organizations (IOs). IOs are material entities 

established by sovereign states or other IOs via treaty or some other legal instrument. Thus, 

besides possessing legal personality and more or less clearly defined mandate within specific 

international issue-area, IOs are also characterized by their physical location (their so-called 

seat), developed administrative structure, bureaucratic practices, and budget. While not all 

institutions have an organizational structure associated with them, all IOs have institutional 

foundations.71 Additionally, IOs regularly take part in the shaping of one or more international 

regimes, although not all principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures constituting 

a particular regime is produced through IOs practices. It is also possible for an IO to be born 

out of an international regime (e.g. the WTO as the successor to the GATT). The relationship 

between these different levels of international institutions is represented in Figure 1, an 

adapted version of schematic representation offered by Reus-Smit.72 

 

 

                                                           
67 Ibid., 14.  
68 Ibid., 26-39. 
69 Ibid., 14. 
70 Ibid., 14. 
71 Simmons and Martin, "International Organizations and Institutions." 194.  
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Figure 1 Constitutive Hierarchy of International Institutions 

 

 

In this thesis, I am specifically concerned with international security organizations 

(ISOs). ISOs are IOs designed to facilitate security cooperation and coordination among 

participating states, as well as to constitute and regulate, through the production of various 

principles, norms and rules, and through practical engagements, the realm of international 

security in general. 73 It should be noted here that this definition does not require all practices 

of a particular IO to be related to international security in order for it to be labeled as an ISO. 

They can also pertain to other international domains such as the environment, social concerns, 

or the domain of international political economy. The obvious reason for this is the ambiguity 

of organizational mandates; but more importantly, it is the ambiguous nature of the concept 

of security informing them. Over the years, both practitioners and scholars have engaged in a 

                                                           
73 Considering that IR scholars have rarely been concerned exclusively with ISOs, the literature offers no 
explicate definitions of these international entities. John Duffield has, however, made an attempt at defining 
international security institutions (ISIs) from the perspective of a traditional concept of security. He sees them 
as institutions that seek to address or regulate: (1) the threat or use and use of instruments designed to cause 
injury or death to humans and damage or destruction of physical objects; (2) the production, possession, 
exchange, and transfer of weapons of various types; (3) the peacetime deployment and activities of military 
forces armed with such weapons. In: John S. Duffield, "International Security Institutions: Rules, Tools, Schools, 
or Fools?," in The Oxford Handbook of Political Institutions, ed. Rod A. W. Rhodes, Sarah A.  Binder, and Bert A.  
Rockman (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006). 634-635.  
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process of so-called broadening and deepening of the concept of security.74 Thus, not only 

military issues but also such matters as economic meltdowns, political crises, poverty, 

migration, and climate change have come to be depicted as security threats. Likewise, 

state/national security is no longer the only matter of concern given that the attention is 

increasingly being shifted towards the security of individuals, ethnic and other groups, or even 

to global society. Consequently, as indicated in the introduction to this thesis, a particular IO 

should be considered as an ISO if it can be demonstrated that it deals with international 

problems by framing them predominantly as challenges to global, regional, or domestic 

security. This broadened and deepened notion of security resonates well with the 

aforementioned post-Cold War functional expansion of the OSCE, the UN, and NATO. As such, 

it not only justifies putting these three organizations under a tent of ISOs but will also 

constitute an important element in this thesis’ account of their transformation. To that end, 

the ensuing Chapter will take the discussion of ISO’s nature further by introducing the complex 

issue of their ontology. Before that, however, a review of relevant literature is in order.  

2. State of the Art: What do We Know About International Organizations and Their 

Transformation?  

As the discussion above attempted to demonstrate, the scope and character of the 

tasks that the OSCE, the UN, and NATO have recently undertaken are so markedly different 

from their Cold War endeavors that their transformation can rightly be seen as one of the most 

significant developments in the contemporary world politics. Yet, despite this significance, the 

existing literature exhibits several noteworthy limitations when it comes to capturing this 

phenomenon or accounting for it. This section turns to this issue.  

It should be emphasized at the very beginning that examples of IR scholarship that 

approach the question of organizational change in a systematic manner have been rare and 

have had a modest impact. On the one hand, there are few studies that have approached the 

issue using large data sets and quantitative methods.75 The chief value of these studies has 

                                                           
74 For instructive discussions pertaining to the meaning of the concept of security see: Krause and Williams, 
Critical Security Studies: Concepts and Cases; "Broadening the Agenda of Security Studies: Politics and 
Methods."; Barry  Buzan and Lena  Hansen, The Evolution of International Security Studies (Cambridge. U.K.: 
Cambridge University Press, 2009); Barry  Buzan, Ole Wæver, and Jaap  de Wilde, Security: A New Framework 
for Analysis (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner 1997). 
75 See: Cupitt, Whitlock, and Whitlock, "The (Im)Morality of International Governmental Organizations."; Shanks, 
Jacobson, and Kaplan, "Inertia and Change in the Constellation of International Governmental Organizations, 
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been their capacity to point to many interesting trends, including the observation that IOs die 

more frequently than commonly assumed.76 Unfortunately, despite their hopes, these studies 

have failed to inspire theoretical work seeking to understand elements of change in the overall 

population of IOs. On the other hand, few studies can be identified that explicitly state that 

their goal is to account theoretically for the change of IOs.77 The most significant of these is 

Ernest Hass’ book When Knowledge is Power: Three Models of Change in International 

Organizations.78 As is clear from the book’s title, Hass is chiefly concerned with the relationship 

between new knowledge and organizational change. Thus, he sees IOs as problem-solving 

entities that change via two types of knowledge dependent behavior: adaptation and 

learning.79 When an IO is in adaptation mode, it is primarily concerned with “perfecting the 

matching of ends and means”80. By contrast, when it is learning, an IO is questioning the 

appropriateness of the ends themselves and is focused on the selection of the new ones.81 This 

distinction is just the tip of the iceberg of an intricate web of descriptive and evaluative 

variables Hass advances in his study. It should be kept in mind that they chiefly pertain to IOs 

that are inclined towards the accumulation of technical knowledge, such as those active in the 

domain of international political economy. As such, these variables can illuminate such aspects 

of change in ISOs as alterations in standard operating procedures concerning the logistical and 

administrative assistance to developing states , but are less adequate for the understanding of 

all-encompassing shifts that occur due to, for example, geostrategic disturbances in an ISO’s 

environment.  

Considering that thus far no distinct body of theory regarding the change of IOs has 

developed, the first part of this section turns to the general theoretical literature on 

international institutions. To that end, the section looks at realist, neoliberal institutionalist, 

regime, and constructivist theories. The reasons for this is twofold. First, scrutinizing these 

                                                           
1981–1992."; Wallace and Singer, "Intergovernmental Organization in the Global System, 1815–1964: A 
Quantitative Description." 
76 See: Shanks, Jacobson, and Kaplan, "Inertia and Change in the Constellation of International Governmental 
Organizations, 1981–1992." 
77 See: Barnett and Coleman, "Designing Police: Interpol and the Study of Change in International 
Organizations."; Helfer, "Understanding Change in International Organizations: Globalization and Innovation in 
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78 Haas, When Knowledge Is Power : Three Models of Change in International Organizations. 
79 Ibid., 36-37.  
80 Ibid., 36. 
81 Ibid., 37. 
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theories is a mandatory task for students of IOs because international institutions in general 

and IOs, in particular, have been placed in the middle of some of the fiercest theoretical 

debates within the discipline. As is well known, by disagreeing about the extent to which states 

can cooperate genuinely, neorealists and neoliberal institutionalists have initiated a notorious 

debate on whether international institutions, and by extension IOs, matter. Second, these four 

theories are examined because, in the absence of comprehensive, systematic, and theoretical 

studies about the transformation of IOs, the argument of this thesis will be developed in 

“conversation” with them. Therefore, the fundamental postulates of these theories are 

presented here so as to enable the ensuing Chapter, which lays out the theoretical framework 

of this thesis, to infer and evaluate their understanding of organizational change.  

After reviewing the general theoretical scholarship regarding IOs, this section turns to 

literature engaging exclusively with ISOs. Thereby it seeks to learn if and in what way this strand 

of literature has accounted for organizational change, as well as what the most prominent 

themes and approaches to ISOs have been. Considering that this chapter is organized 

thematically rather than by authors, this section will review the works of authors already 

mentioned in the section proceeding it if they were specifically concerned with ISOs. Lastly, 

the section examines the post-Cold War literature interested in the three case studies of this 

thesis: the OSCE, the UN, and NATO. Here too, the focus is on identifying general trends in the 

study of these organizations, as well as on the manner in which the issue of their 

transformation has been treated.  

 

2.1 General Approaches to International Institutions and Organizations  

2.1.1 Neorealism: Why IO’s do not Matter? 

It is widely known that neorealists do not give much credit to international cooperation 

in general and international institutions and IOs in particular.82 Their contention has been that 

international institutions and IOs cannot produce significant effects in world politics, that is, 

they cannot produce effects that are independent from their member states’ interests and 

                                                           
82 Besides reasons which are derived from the general postulates of their theory, realist hold IOs in this regard 
also because most of them are seen as facilitating cooperation among states in the domain of “low politics”, 
such as transportation or health, rather than in the domain of “high politics” including security and defense 
issues. See: James L.  Richardson, "The Ethics of Neoliberal Institutionalism," in The Oxford Handbook of 
International Relations, ed. Christian  Reus-Smit and Duncan  Snida (New York Oxford University Press, 
2006).206. 
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preferences. Neorealist scholarship on international institutions and organizations has thus 

chiefly been preoccupied with advancing arguments as to why institutions do not matter or 

matter only on the margin. Titles of some of the most prominent neorealist works on the issue 

demonstrate this point nicely: Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation (Joseph Grieco), 

Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy (Stephen Krasner), The False Promise of International 

Institutions (John Mearsheimer).83 The question of institutional and organizational 

transformation has therefore not reached the neorealist agenda. Nevertheless, this section 

considers briefly the most influential neorealist works on international institutions (and by 

extension on IOs) as they represent not only an influential understanding of IO ontology but 

are also an unavoidable starting point of scholars who strive to advance theories that regard 

international institutions as consequential for world politics.  

As is well known, the starting neorealist premise is that states are rationally self-

interested agents motivated by an incentive to survive given that anarchic system of 

international relations they populate holds many threats - chiefly other states with potentially 

predatory intentions. Such environment, neorealists contend, is not conducive to genuine 

cooperation among states. In “Anarchy and Limits of Cooperation”, Grieco asserts that “states 

worry that today’s friends might be tomorrow’s enemies in war, and fear that achievements 

of joined gains that advantage a friend in the present might produce a major dangerous 

potential foe in the future”84. Fear of cheating and relative distribution of gains are thus states’ 

primary concern when engaging with their counterparts.85 For this reason, as Grieco contends 

further, states will tend to behave in a defensively positional manner.86 They will be more 

interested in preventing other states from achieving advantages in relative capabilities than in 

increasing their absolute utility.87  

That said, neorealists do not deny the very existence of international institutions and 

organizations. Offensive neorealists, who hold that states seek to ensure their survival via 

power-maximizing rather than defensively positional behavior, have discussed the emergence 

                                                           
83 See: Joseph M. Grieco, "Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: A Realist Critique of the Newest Liberal 
Institutionalism," International Organization 42, no. 3 (1988); Stephen D. Krasner, Sovereignty: Organized 
Hypocrisy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999); John J. Mearsheimer, "The False Promise of 
International Institutions," International Security 19, no. 3 (1994). 
84 Grieco, "Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: A Realist Critique of the Newest Liberal Institutionalism." 487.  
85 Ibid., 487. 
86 Ibid., 487.  
87 Ibid., 498.  
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of international institutions as part of their theory of hegemonic stability. Robert Gilpin, John 

Mearsheimer, and Charles Kindleberger have thus asserted that institutional cooperation is 

likely to develop when there is a hegemonic distribution of power in the international system.88 

As Mearsheimer posits, this is so because the “most powerful states in the system create and 

shape institutions so that they can maintain their share of world power, or even increase it” 89. 

Overall, irrespective of whether they see international cooperation as unachievable due to 

fears of cheating and relative gains concerns, or as achievable only as an expression of 

hegemonic institutional preferences, for neorealists, international institutions and 

organizations are little more than empty "arenas for acting out power relationship”90. Thus, 

instead of mitigating the effects of anarchy, they continue to reproduce them.  

Mearsheimer points out that alliances are a good example of institutional cooperation 

validating realist postulates given that states would be reluctant to form or maintain any such 

arrangement if they did not have the intention to expand their power assets offensively, or to 

defend existing ones.91 This kind of thinking had famously landed realists in trouble when, by 

primarily conceiving of NATO as a defensive alliance, they falsely predicted its inevitable 

demise in the absence of a threat from the Eastern Block.92  Bearing in mind that no realist 

account of organizational transformation exists, this false prediction offers some hints as to 

where realists would place their focus regarding this phenomenon. As with the creation and 

the functioning of international institutions, realists would suppose their change, and ultimate 

                                                           
88 See: John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York WW Norton & Company, 2001); 
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89 Mearsheimer, "The False Promise of International Institutions." 13. 
90 Tony Evans and Peter Wilson, "Regime Theory and the English School of International Relations: A 
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92 See for example: Kenneth N. Waltz, "Structural Realism after the Cold War," International Security 25, no. 1 
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Security 15, no. 1 (1990). On this point, it should be kept in mind that Friedrich Kratochwil has amply 
demonstrated that, despite their general obsession with measuring states’ relative capabilities, realist have 
been wrong in assuming that the collapse of the Cold War was underpinned by a major shift in the capabilities 
of the US and of USSR as these remained stable prior to and immediately after 1989. For Kratochwil, the end of 
the Cold War came about chiefly as a consequence of the legitimization crisis of communism in Eastern Europe. 
See: Friedrich  Kratochwil, "The Embarrassment of Changes: Neo-Realism as the Science of Realpolitik without 
Politics," Review of  International Studies 19, no. 1 (1993). 63-80 



34 
 

demise would likely be derived from the context of international power shifts.93 Indeed, in his 

lesser-known work on NATO’s post-Cold War expansion, Kenneth Waltz has suggested that, 

absent external constraint, the US has enjoyed the privilege of extending the life of the 

moribund organization as a means of preserving and expanding its hold on European state.94  

Rational behavior corresponding to an anarchic context can be conceptualized 

differently as can international institutions and organizations. Neoliberal institutionalism 

stands out in this respect. By arguing that there is significantly more space in the international 

arena for cooperation among states in regard to which IOs can assume a prominent role, they 

have engaged in a lively debate with realist known as neo-neo debate.95 A more detailed 

scrutiny of neoliberal institutionalism is thus in order.  

 

2.1.2 Neoliberal Institutionalism and Regimes Scholarship: Why IO’s Matter?  

In the 1970s, Robert Keohane, the originator and the leading theorist of neoliberal 

institutionalism in IR, observed that institutional cooperation among states was on the rise, 

both qualitatively and quantitatively.96 By confronting this empirical observation with realists’ 

pessimistic view of international institutions, Keohane stumbled upon a paradox: if institutions 

hold no particular value for states but merely reflect the balance of power among them and 

reproduce their perpetual power struggles, why would then states choose, as they do, to invest 

sizable resources in creating, maintaining and expanding these arrangements?  

Keohane’s starting premise is identical to that of realists’: states are rational utility 

maximizers. However, in contrast to realists, he and other institutionalists hold that, when 

acting in the international arena, states tend to pursue absolute, rather than relative gains. 

That is, although in interaction with other states they weigh their decisions against the level to 

which these can further their interests and their overall standing in world politics, states accept 

that positions of other states are likely to improve as well. Therefore, unlike realists, neoliberal 

                                                           
93 See for example: Waltz, "Structural Realism after the Cold War." Mearsheimer, "Back to the Future: Instability 
in Europe after the Cold War."  
94 Kenneth N. Waltz, The Balance of Power and NATO Expansion (Working Paper) (University of California, 
Berkeley, 1998). 
95 For an in-depth discussion of this debate see: Baldwin, Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The Contemporary 
Debate. 
96 Harry Kreisler interview with Robert Keohane, part of University of California Berkeley’s series 
Conversation with History. University of California Television (UCTV), November 2004. 
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institutionalists maintain that conditions indeed exist for states to perceive cooperation as 

both desirable and achievable option in their international endeavors.  

These premises constitute the basis of an argument about the value of international 

institutions Keohane builds in his seminal book “After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in 

the World Political Economy”.97 The aim of the book is to demonstrate that international 

institutions tend to persist irrespective of changes that might occur in the structure of the 

international system and to offer a plausible explanation as to why this is the case. Empirically, 

Keohane looks at the key international institutions in the domain of political economy. This has 

led him to observe that, although the theory of hegemonic stability might be right in relating 

the origins of these institutions to the US hegemonic position after the World War II, it is 

powerless when it comes to explaining how it was possible for them to continue to thrive in 

the 1970s and 1980s when, in relative terms, the power of the US declined considerably. In 

order to account for this gap, Keohane suggests that, over time, an international regime 

(system of norms, rules, and of patterned behavior) can take place of hegemony because it 

brings predictability to relations among states, enabling them to achieve many of their goals 

through cooperation rather than through costly conflict. More precisely, institutionalized 

cooperation begins to hold value for states beyond the context in which it was initiated 

because, among other things, it lowers overall transaction costs, reduces information 

uncertainty, and eases negotiating practices among states.98   

On the whole, realists and neoliberal institutionalists both conceptualize international 

institutions, and by extension IOs, as epiphenomena of the power and interests of participating 

states.99 However, by endeavoring to demonstrate that institutions can have a return effect on 

                                                           
97 In the book, Keohane examines three international institutions – IMF, IEA, and GATT. See: Robert O.  
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the behavior of states and hold value for them absent the conditions of their creation, 

neoliberal institutionalists have drawn our attention to an important feature of international 

institutions/organizations – their durability. As was discussed earlier in this chapter, institutions 

can endure by transforming or, less likely, they can endure without making any significant 

adjustments. Although neoliberal institutionalists do not deny that international institutions 

transform over time, their focus has been on specifying the rational reasons states have for 

maintaining them rather than on understanding substantive features of institutional 

transformation. In this regard, Keohane asserts that states tend to preserve existing 

international institutions because, for the most part, they are easier to maintain than to create 

a new. Two important studies have sought to operationalize this idea. Considering that these 

studies exclusively focus on ISOs and NATO, they will be examined in more detail below. It 

should nevertheless be mentioned beforehand that in the first study, co-authored by Keohane 

with Celeste Wallander, the durability of ISOs is seen as dependent on their exclusive or 

inclusive character, and on their orientation towards managing internal risks or defending 

against external threats.100 The second study, within which Wallander specifically targets post-

Cold War durability of NATO, the focus is on the type Alliance’s organizational assets, that is, 

on whether they are general or specific in nature.101  

Closely linked to neoliberal institutionalist theory is the theory of international regimes. 

As was briefly discussed above, the existing literature does not make a clear-cut conceptual 

difference between international regimes and international institutions. It can nevertheless be 

observed that scholarship that prefers to employ the concept of the regime also prefers to 

depict regimes as multifaceted phenomena that can tell us a great deal more about world 

politics than simply whether or not it is possible and desirable for states to cooperate.102 John 

Ruggie’s work is a good case in point. By understanding international systems as expressions 

of historically grounded state-society relations rather than of anarchic structures composed of 

rationally egoistic states, Ruggie has asserted that international regimes are not just a 

reflection of global power distribution, but a reflection of “a fusion of power with legitimate 
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social purpose”103. In view of that, he maintains that as much as the character of the post-1945 

world order has echoed the US material power, in substantive terms, it has been inseparable 

from the US identity and normative ideas. From this perspective, Ruggie has described a 

regime formed in the domain of international political economy as “embedded liberalism”104 

and he has significantly advanced our understanding of the role and anatomy of 

multilateralism.105 The value of Ruggie’s contribution to our understanding of international 

regimes can be summarized with his words – “power may predict the form of the international 

order, but not its content”106. The same applies to our understanding of regime 

transformation. As Ruggie has emphasized, regimes possess “generative grammar”, a set of 

underlying meanings and ordering principles that determine the manner in which regimes are 

formed and the manner in which they are transformed.107  

However, Oran Young has gone the furthest regarding the issue of regime 

transformation. He has specifically sought to understand why and how international regimes 

emerge and how they change over time.108 In so doing, Young has suggested that we can 

differentiate between three mechanisms of regime formation and between three sources of 

their change. Regimes, he posits, can come about spontaneously, through negotiation, or they 

can be imposed by a dominant power.109 As for their change, Young argues that it can originate 

in pressures mounted by internal contradictions, that it can be caused by shifts in the 

underlying structure of power, or that it can occur because of exogenous shocks (i.e. 

technological revolutions).110 While valuable, Young’s contribution is evidently concerned with 

why regimes change, rather than with the factors that influence the substantive side of this 

process; that is, why regimes change the way they do.  
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2.1.3 Constructivism: How IOs Shape the World?   

A radically new way of thinking about IOs, and thus of their change, was introduced in 

the 1990s by IR scholars adopting constructivist paradigm. Partly inspired by the regime 

scholarship of the early 1980s, these scholars shifted their analytical focus from states and 

their interests, a focal point of the neo-neo debate, to international norms and rules and the 

role these play in the shaping of the world politics.111 Michael Barnett and Martha Finnemore’s 

book “Rules for the World: International Organizations in Global Politics” stands out as a 

seminal piece of constructivist scholarship concerned specifically with IOs.112 The book offers 

a systematic understanding of these international entities by conceptualizing them as 

bureaucracies, rather than as empty structures that either merely reproduce power balance 

and relations among member states or create minimal conditions for their cooperation.113 By 

drawing on Max Weber’s conceptual apparatus, Barnett and Finnemore argue that like all 

other bureaucracies, a bureaucracy of IOs should be perceived as a distinct type of social 

authority known as rational-legal authority.114 This kind of authority is derived from the 

bureaucratic practice of making international rules and norms that are expected to be devoid 

of member states’ self-interest and thus impersonal and impartial in nature. Approaching IOs 

from this angle has enabled Barnett and Finnemore to demonstrate not only that IOs matter, 

but that they are in fact central when it comes to regulating and constructing the world of 

international relations as we know it. Through production of rules and norms, they maintain, 

bureaucracies hold a powerful tool enabling them to classify perpetually the world of 

international relations and to fix its meanings because, among other things, norms and rules 

                                                           
111 For regime scholarship paving the way for the emergence of constructivism in IR see: Ruggie, "International 
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serve to define international problems and solutions, they constitute new agents and set 

international agendas, and they help shame international actors into compliance with agreed 

upon provisions.115 For example, while IOs have an important role in determining who is in 

violation of human rights, they are also vital in defining the content of human rights, what kind 

of acts constitute their violation, and what the legitimate way of their promotion and 

protection should be.  

 In addition to allowing them to argue that IOs are autonomous, authoritative, and 

powerful international agents, this novel conceptualization has also led Barnett and Finnemore 

to observe that IOs have a propensity towards pathological behavior and a tendency to change 

over time.116 Although their account of IOs’ pathological behavior is both empirically and 

theoretically more developed than their argument about organizational change, in the context 

of this thesis the question of change commands more attention.117 In this regard, Rules for the 

World is a rare example of IR scholarship noting that IOs tend to evolve in ways not envisioned 

by their originators and consequently a rare attempt at understanding this phenomenon.118 In 

order to make up for this gap in the literature, Barnett and Finnemore draw on general 

organizational theory and propose a two by two table consisting of four plausible ways in which 

the source of IOs change can be hypothesized. Accordingly, they posit that origins of 

organizational change are either internal or external to IOs and are either cultural or material 

in nature (see: Table 1).119  

 

 

Table 1 Barnett and Finnemore’s classification of theories of organizational change 
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116 Ibid., 35-41 and 41-44. 
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In short, resource conflict theories suggest that change originates inside of 

organizations and is a result of political struggles among various bureaucratic units, or even 

among bureaucracies of different organizations, over limited material resources.120 Statist, 

functionalist, and principle-agent theories also maintain that change has to do with material 

resources. However, as they are predominantly focused on states, these theories locate the 

source of change outside of IOs and see it as a consequence of member states’ demand for 

more power, of their desire to maintain control or of their endeavors to achieve certain goals 

through functional cooperative action.121 While also preferring to locate the source of change 

outside of organizations, sociological-institutionalist theories choose to depict it as a process 

of organizational adaptation to shifts in cultural, regulatory and normative patterns in the so-

called world polity.122 

By equating IOs with bureaucracy and by conceptualizing bureaucracy as norm- 

producing machinery, Barnett and Finnemore’s approach to the question of IO change 

occupies the internal/cultural box.123 The two authors argue that, although external stimuli 

should not be neglected, qualitatively speaking organizational change is always a result of 

internal bureaucratic (re)negotiations and (re)interpretations of meanings behind 

international norms and rules they produce, as well as a consequence of the way in which 

bureaucracy understands its overall mission. Barnett and Finnemore single out two important 

implications of their approach. First, IOs’ change is highly path dependent given that existing 

bureaucratic culture, norms, and rules determine how new information is received, thus 

foreclosing certain options while enabling others. Second, a substantial portion of 

organizational change should be attributed to a tendency of bureaucracy to expand, both in 

size and in scope. This constant demand for more bureaucracy is seen as a natural 
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consequence of bureaucrats’ penchant for defining problems and their solutions in such a way 

that favors their further intervention. For example, Barnett and Finnemore suggest that a 

steady expansion of the UN’s tasks has its origins in the particular way in which the 

organization’s bureaucracy has responded to the failures of the traditional peacekeeping. 

Thus, instead of endeavoring to mend practical inadequacy of organizations, they have largely 

focused on identifying possible sources of peace/conflict that have not been accounted for 

already and, most importantly, in which they can offer their technical support. In this way, the 

UN has become engaged in previously unanticipated peace and nation-building operations 

that include such untraditional tasks as democratic elections monitoring or assistance in 

establishing the rule of law. 

By taking bureaucracy as their analytical unit, Barnett and Finnemore have managed to 

break away from the narrow confines of the neo-neo debate painting in such a way a picture 

of IOs that reveals their actual complexity. It is therefore hardly surprising that Rules for the 

World has inspired something of a mini-revolution in the study of IOs. Many works in recent 

years have thus focused on the workings and significance of IO bureaucracy, some also 

employing insights from organizational theory and sociological institutionalism to account for 

the relationship between IOs and their environment.124 Significant from the standpoint of 

organizational change is Catherine Weaver’s study of the World Bank’s hypocrisy, a gap that 

frequently develops between organizational talk and action.125 Drawing on resource 

dependency theory, organizational culture, and sociological-institutionalist theories, Weaver 

posits that hypocrisy is most likely to surface when there is a conflict between pressures 

stemming from the organizational environment (be they material or normative) and 

bureaucratic culture and goals.126 In these situations, organizations tend to “decouple”. That 
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is, on the one hand, their staff develops formal structures and “espoused theories” to conform 

to these pressures and, on the other, informal structures and “theories in use” that underpin 

their actual work.127 These situations might then create critical junctures prompting 

organizational change as an organization is pressured to align talk and action through 

reform.128 Drawing also on resource dependency models and sociological institutionalist 

theories, Barnett and Coleman argue that an important source of change in IOs stems from a 

desire of bureaucracy to survive, as well as to expand organizational mandate and 

autonomy.129 To achieve these goals, IO bureaucracy depends on the support from their 

symbolic and material environment. Barnett and Coleman than posit that, depending on the 

level of insecurity and congruency between bureaucratic/organizational culture and the type 

of environmental pressures, IOs change by adopting one the following strategies: 

acquiescence, compromise, avoidance, defiance, manipulation, and strategic social 

construction.130 

All these works offer a valuable conceptual toolbox for studying IO transformation; yet, 

there are also certain problems that should not be ignored. By suggesting that bureaucratic 

(re)negotiations and (re)interpretations of the meanings of international rules and norms are 

the key mechanism through which IOs change, Barnett and Finnemore propose convenient 

tools for answering the type of question this thesis asks: why IOs change the way they do, 

rather than what is the source of their change or why they tend to persist. However, although 

they do not deny the importance of states regarding the functioning of IOs, Barnett and 

Finnemore still end up overemphasizing the power and role of bureaucracies. It is unclear as 

to why they see the regulation and, more importantly, the constitution of the world, as an 

exclusively bureaucratic endeavor. Fashioning international norms, principles, and rules are 

also a concern of state representatives operating within IOs. Furthermore, while certainly 

fitting for capturing small-scale changes in IOs, it is questionable to what extent can resort to 

bureaucratic culture and practices explain an all-encompassing organizational transformation 
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that occurs as a response to profound geostrategic shifts such as the end of the Cold War, and 

which is characterized by intense negotiations among states. These objections are also valid 

for Weaver’s and the work of Barnett and Coleman. By deemphasizing the role of states, they 

too are able to capture convincingly only certain, usually small-scale, sources and mechanisms 

of organizational change, mostly those that arise from the misalignment between culture and 

aspirations of bureaucracy and their legitimizing and task environment. Furthermore, by 

focusing on the reasons why IO “talk” and “action” sometimes tend to misalign, Weaver mostly 

emphasizes the strategic role of language. She misses to observe that certain kinds of language 

practices also have a powerful productive role. As this thesis will argue, IOs high-level 

“practices of talking”, in which both state representatives and bureaucrats take part, are in fact 

practices through which large-scale shifts in organizational practices and institutional design 

are inaugurated. Having reviewed the general theoretical literature on international 

institutions and IOs, namely neorealist, neoliberal institutionalist, and constructivist, in the 

following section, I turn to literature that deals exclusively with international security 

organizations.  

 

2.2 What do We Know About International Security Organizations (ISOs)? 

IR and security scholars regularly inquire into the workings of IOs referred in this thesis 

as international security organizations (ISOs). However, as indicated earlier, in the course of 

this review of pertinent literature, only three studies that explicitly refer to their object of 

inquiry in this way were identified.131 However, while valuable in advancing our knowledge 

about the design of ISOs and about the role civil society plays in them, these three studies have 

no significance regarding the question of organizational transformation. On the other hand, 

ISO’s have been studied under many other labels. The most common of these are international 

security institutions or just security institutions, regional institutions, and regional 

organizations. Under these labels, scholars have covered a broad range of topics. For example, 

David Lake was interested in showing that security institutions matter, Alexandra Gheciu that 

they are powerful socializing agents, and John Duffield that they can and should be studied 
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comparatively.132  Yet, regardless of the label, this strand of literature has not shown a 

particular interest in accounting theoretically and systematically for the transformation of key 

international security organizations after the Cold War, or in any other period of their history. 

What is more, it has failed to observe the commonality of this phenomenon altogether.  

Nevertheless, certain works deserve to be mentioned for their indirect contribution to 

our understanding of ISOs transformation. The literature studying ISOs under the label of 

regional organizations should thus be praised for its valuable insights into particular new tasks 

many of these organizations have undertaken after the Cold War. John Pevehouse has for 

example examined the role of the EU and the OAS in facilitating and sustaining states’ 

democratization processes while Frank Schimmelfennig has looked at the same phenomenon 

from the standpoint of practice of political conditionality adopted by the EU and NATO.133 

Similarly, many scholars have been interested in examining the roles and practices of regional 

organizations with respect to the new forms of peacekeeping.134  

Among the works that employed the label international security institutions when 

studying ISOs, Keohane and Wallander’s joint contribution stands out.135 In line with Keohane’s 

general preoccupation with institutional persistence, this contribution explores what elements 

of institutional design enable organizations to continue to exist beyond disturbances in its 

environment, rather than how it transforms in the process. The reason they have decided to 

undertake this topic is threefold. First, Keohane was eager to venture into the study of security 

institutions in order to respond to increasing criticism that his institutionalist theory is narrow 

in scope and capable of explaining only cooperation it the field of international political 
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economy.136 Second, NATO’s survival despite realist predictions about its imminent demise 

made this issue the puzzle of the moment. Lastly, Keohane and Wallander were interested in 

advancing empirically testable hypotheses capable of validating Keohane’s well-known claim 

that institutions, regimes, and organizations persist because they are less costly to maintain 

than to create.  

Before examining their argument in more detail, it should be borne in mind that 

Keohane and Wallander have presented their contribution as generalizable to all international 

security institutions, although their hypotheses refer only to alliances and NATO is their only 

case. This is also the chief reason this piece of scholarship is being reviewed in this section 

rather than in the section that examines NATO literature. That said, Keohane and Wallander’s 

first hypothesis goes as follows: “highly institutionalized alliances are more likely to persist, 

despite changes in the environment, than non-institutionalized alignments”.137 They then 

differentiate between exclusive and inclusive purposes of alliances and posit that a primary 

concern of exclusive alliances is to deter threats stemming from the international environment 

while inclusive alliances are designed to deal with risks that may arise from clashes among their 

members. On this basis, the two authors suggest their second hypothesis: “more complex 

alliances (those with both inclusive and exclusive character) are more likely to be able to adapt 

to the ending of threats by elaborating and developing those practices designed to cope with 

risks rather than threats”.138 This point of view has prompted Keohane and Wallander to posit 

that NATO has been able to endure beyond the original conditions of its creation because it is 

a highly institutionalized alliance with a notable inclusive and risk-oriented dimension. While 

certainly a plausible account of NATO’s durability, the reasons why NATO transformed after 

the Cold War in the precise manner that it did is clearly beyond the scope of these hypotheses. 

The ensuing section turns to the literature on the three case studies of the thesis - the OSCE, 

the UN, and NATO - in order to see whether their individual transformation has been 

approached comprehensively.  

 

2.3 What do we Know About the Transformation of the OSCE, the UN, and NATO? 
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NATO. Felix Ciută has observed that the post-Cold War NATO has demonstrated not 

only a remarkable “political resilience” but also a high level of “theoretical stubbornness”.139 

Indeed, by surviving despite the pessimistic predictions of realist theory, post-Cold War NATO 

has attracted substantial scholarly attention. 140 A rich literature has therefore emerged 

documenting and examining various aspects of its new and evolving practices, both in the 

functional domain and in the domain of its geographical expansion.141 The questions of NATO’s 

survival and transformation have also featured prominently; so much so that rare are the post-

Cold War studies of the Alliance that do not reflect on these aspects in some way or another. 

However, scholars that have chosen to deal with these questions directly have been more 

interested in understanding why the Alliance has been able to survive in spite of profound 

geostrategic changes than why it has transformed the way it has. 

In addition to Wallander and Keohane’s above-examined contribution, two more 

pivotal studies draw on international institutionalist theory to explain NATO’s post-Cold War 

persistence. One is Wallander’s own attempt to expand on the argument she advanced with 

Keohane, only, this time, she ties the Alliance’s ability to adapt to new circumstances to a type 

of institutional assets it had developed previously.142 By institutional assets, Wallander refers 

to institutional rules, norms, and procedures. She argues that these can be general or specific 

in nature. General assets are basic mechanisms that enable international institutions to 

operate. They include, among other things, procedures for deliberation, decision-making and 

decision implementation, as well as procedures for providing information to participating 

states in order to reduce uncertainty among them.143 On the other hand, specific institutional 
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assets are concrete politico-military strategies and institutions designed to deal with particular 

external threats or to facilitate internal integration and foster interdependence among 

member states.144 

 Regarding institutional adaptability spurred by external shifts, Wallander posits that 

general assets, although important, pose no particular problem given that they are not 

dependent on any particular relationship, location, or purpose and are thus less costly to adjust 

to new circumstances. The type and state of specific institutional assets are therefore far more 

important for understanding why some alliances survive and adapt while others do not. With 

these assertions in mind, Wallander posits that NATO has been able to overcome major shifts 

in its environment because it has developed a complex web of general and specific assets. 

More precisely, in addition to well-functioning procedural assets and specific assets designed 

to deal with the Soviet threat, NATO has also developed a rich pool of specific assets whose 

purpose has been to foster transparency, integration, and negotiations among member 

states.145 For this reason, the Alliances’ has continued to be useful to participating states even 

after the collapse of the Eastern Bloc.  

Robert McCalla’s contribution can be considered as another influential example of 

international institutionalist theory applied to the puzzle of NATO’s post-Cold War 

persistence.146 Nevertheless, this contribution does not advance a competing explanation. In 

this regard, McCalla is quite open to realist arguments. That said, while he credits them for 

explaining the Alliance’s origins he questions their ability to account for its ensuing functioning 

and persistence within a different geostrategic environment. Taking his cue from liberal 

institutionalists, he posits that NATO has been able to survive the end of the Cold War because 

states have found it more cost-effective to use existing norms and procedures to deal with new 

problems than to create new ones. They have also found it useful to deal with problems other 

structures have been unable to and to forge ties with other international actors in order to 

expand the goal behind the international regime that NATO embodies.147 McCalla, however, 

does not stop there. A tendency to see different theories as complimentary leads him to 

incorporate in his argument propositions made by organizational theorists. In this way, he 
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accepts that the prolonged life of the Alliances can in part be attributed to self-interested staff 

endeavoring to preserve their jobs.  

As can be seen, scholars employing institutionalist theory have been primarily 

interested in answering why question: why has NATO survived the collapse of the Cold War? 

Their strategy in this regard has been to re-conceptualize NATO as a complex international 

organization, rather than as just another military alliance. In this way, they have mostly focused 

on formal factors that enable organizational persistence, such as the cost-benefit calculation 

of member states, the type of institutional assets, or the self-interested organizational staff. 

However, without engaging with substantive and normative factors, both within NATO and in 

its environment, these theories remain limited in addressing the question this thesis seeks to 

explore: in what way has NATO transformed after the Cold War? For these reasons, scrutiny of 

studies of post-Cold War NATO embedded in constructivist theorizing are warranted.  

One of the core constructivist propositions is that identity and action are inextricably 

linked. It should thus not come as a surprise that, when engaging with NATO’s unexpected 

durability, constructivist scholars also start by expressing dissatisfaction with it being viewed 

simply as an alliance.148 In this respect, the most prominent constructivist re-conceptualization 

of NATO is that which sees it as a “security community”.149 This point of view has enabled 

Michael Williams and Iver Neumann to argue that NATO was able to survive the dissolution of 

its unifying and constitutive “other” because preserving the unity of the security community it 

embodies has come to be viewed as its foremost new objective. The reason for this has been 

member states’ fear that Europe might once again relapse into conflict.150 Williams and 
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Neumann further suggest that narrative practices have been central in this re-

conceptualization of NATO’s identity. By mobilizing existing symbolic resources for new 

purposes, participating states have been able to argue that the Alliance was never just a 

community countering an external threat, but primarily a peaceful and cooperative community 

of liberal and democratic values.151 As Jeff Huysmans puts it, “the affirmation of an Atlantic 

civilization transformed from a ritualistic confirmation of values into a key aspect of the 

security strategy of NATO”.152  

Also important to mention in this context is Emanuel Adler’s study of “communities of 

practices”.153 Endeavoring to understand how these communities have evolved cognitively and 

what mechanisms they have developed to spread their notions, he has been able to paint a 

compelling picture of NATO’s expansion beyond its traditional functional and geographical 

boundaries. Adler thus proposes that a notion of peaceful change underpinning this project is 

based on collective meanings that have come about through institutionalization in practices of 

established individual expectations and dispositions. Like-minded communities created in this 

way have a shared interest in learning and applying common practice, thus inevitably 

expanding.  On the whole, while constructivists were also perplexed by NATO’s persistence, 

their focus on narrative, discursive, and cognitive practices has enabled them to add substance 

to this phenomenon thus not only  accounting for why NATO survived but also in what way it 

transformed and how that transformation was made possible.154   

The UN. As can be seen, survival and transformation have been overarching themes in 

the study of post-Cold War NATO. For the post-Cold War UN, on the other hand, that has been 

the question of organizational reform. A difference in expectations expressed at the end of the 

Cold War might account for this. While NATO was expected to die, the UN was expected to 

finally become effective in maintaining international peace and security. In this regard, rather 

than observing and systematically accounting for the elements of its recent transformation, IR 

and security scholarship has largely preferred to focus on the failure of the UN to adapt 

properly to the changing international environment while simultaneously suggesting ways in 
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which this can be achieved.155 On this point, it can be argued that post-Cold War scholarship 

that comprehensively scrutinizes the UN has by and large been saturated by empirical and 

normative concerns with little regard for theoretical analysis.  

Stephen John Stedman’s study of Kofi Annan’s endeavors to reform the UN between 

2003 and 2006 (“the era of soft balancing”), for example, emphasizes the obstacles posed by 

George W. Bush’s unilateral intervention in Iraq in 2003.156 Rather than advancing a particular 

theoretical framework, Ruggie studied the limits of UN adaptability is primarily empirical. His 

case study work focuses on innovative efforts to achieve greater cohesion in the face of 

globalization such as the efforts of the UN actors to achieve convergence of views about 

globalization and their attempt to formulate a system-wide priorities pertaining to the UN’s 

developmental goals.157 

Preoccupation with identifying the UN’s practical weakness and proposing solutions 

can also be observed in those studies that explicitly claim to go beyond the question of UN 

reform. For example, Roger Coate and colleagues frame the UN’s move into the post-Cold War 

era as a transition from a system built on the premises of modernity to one of post-modern 

values and thus claim to have created a space for a serious rethinking of the UN’s normative 

basis, rather than just “tinkering” about and “fetishizing” the issue of reform.158 However, 

instead of observing how this type of change has caused the UN to transform, the study is yet 

another compilation of “ought to-s” calling upon the UN to forgo, in greater degree, its 

attachment to the principle of sovereignty in favor of human security in all of its practices, from 

development to peacekeeping.     

Ramesh Thakur’s book “The United Nations, Peace and Security: From Collective 

Security to the Responsibility to Protect” is probably one of the most comprehensive accounts 

of the UN’s transformation, although not framed in explicitly such terms given that Thakur is 

chiefly a peace rather than organizations scholar.159 While the book is not concerned with 

grand theorizing, its narrative is nevertheless premised on the main constructivist 
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assumptions. Accordingly, Thakur accepts that ideas, norms and rules matter in the realm of 

international and that institutions matter too since they are chief conduits of these ideas.160 

On this basis, he sees the UN’s evolution regarding its role as the main provider of international 

security as a process that reflects the interplay of changing international norms and of state 

practices.161 Thakur also accepts a proposition that international community exists to the 

extent that there is a shared understanding of what constitutes legitimate behavior especially 

when it comes to the question of the justified use of force.162 In this regard, he argues that the 

cohesion of international community, and thus of the UN, is eroding due to a tension between 

the UN Security Council being the only body legally vested to authorize the use of force, the 

US being preponderant in the domain of material capacity to do so, and the growing demands 

that a grave violation of human rights should constitute a basis for the legitimate use of force 

irrespective of its infringement of the non-intervention principle. With these premises 

constituting the background of his study, Thakur examines the most significant developments 

of and within the UN: the organizational roots, growing importance of human security 

regarding both developmental and security issues, hard security regarding nuclear threats, 

international terrorism, Kosovo, Iraq and R2P, as well as institutional development and the UN 

reform.  

Lastly, although also not scrutinizing the UN’s post-Cold War transformation explicitly, 

there exists a vast literature that closely looks at the transformation of the principles and 

practices of its peacekeeping operations and on the tensions that still exist regarding the UN’s 

right to enforce and be engaged in post-conflict stabilization missions.163 This literature is 

empirically rich, and it will thus serve as a source of data for the analysis of thesis.  

The OSCE. When compared to the UN and NATO, the post-Cold War OSCE has attracted 

significantly less scholarly attention, especially in mainstream IR journals. While excited about 

the ways in which its comprehensive approach to security has been developing, scholars have 

in general preferred to examine the OSCE’s role and effectiveness in particular issue areas, 
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rather than to theoretically and empirically reflect on the organization as a whole.164 The rare 

studies that have approached it in a comprehensive way have largely been concerned with 

examining its socializing role with respect to Eastern European and Caucasus countries or with 

weighing its importance, advantages or disadvantages vis-à-vis other security organizations in 

Europe, as well as with speculating about its future or suggesting ways in which the 

organization can be improved.165 The question of the OSCE’s post-Cold War change, on the 

other hand, has been more interesting to legal rather than to IR scholars.166 

Theoretically speaking, a study of the OSCE that stands out is Adler’s application of the 

concept of security community as a way of understanding its post-Cold War functioning.167 

Adler does not explicitly frame his study in terms of the OSCE’s transformation - his focus is the 

way in which the organization has influenced the social construction of security community 

across Europe. Nevertheless, he inevitably touches upon the question of change because he 

depicts the OSCE’s recent operations as an “innovative security community building processes 

and practices (that) suggest a new model of international security”.  168 In order to demonstrate 

how innovative this model is, Adler comprehensively examines its manifold characteristics, 

from cooperative security to practices of “teaching” states about the value of liberal 

democratic norms for the common security thus achieving their socialization. .169 In this regard, 

he particularly examines a relatively new diplomatic practice known as seminar diplomacy that 

brings together academics, experts, and diplomats enabling them to jointly influence the 

                                                           
164 For the OSCE and human rights see: Rachel Brett, "Human Rights and the OSCE," Human Rights Quarterly 18, 
no. 3 (1996).; For its role in regards to minority rights see: Jeane  Wright, "The OSCE and the Protection of 
Minority Rights," Human Rights Quarterly 18, no. 1 (1996).; Bruce Cronin, "Creating Stability in the New Europe: 
The OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities and the Socialization of Risky States," Security Studies 12, 
no. 1 (2002).; For its role in conflict resolution: Jawad, "Conflict Resolution through Democracy Promotion? The 
Role of the OSCE in Georgia."; Erika B. Schlager, "The OSCE in the Maintenance of Peace and Security: Conflict 
Prevention, Crisis Management, and Peaceful Settlement of Disputes," American Journal of International Law 
93, no. 1 (1999).; For its role in field missions: Michael Merlingen and Zenet  Mujić, "Public Diplomacy and the 
OSCE in the Age of Post-International Politics: The Case of the Field Mission in Croatia," Security Dialogue 34, no. 
3 (2003). 
165 For literature on socializing role of the OSCE, see: Alexander Warkotsch, "The OSCE as an Agent of 
Socialisation? International Norm Dynamics and Political Change in Central Asia," Europe-Asia Studies 59, no. 5 
(2007); John J. Maresca, "Why an OSCE Role in the Caucasus?," Security Dialogue 27, no. 1 (1996).;For literature 
speculating about the OSCE’s future, see: Andrej Zagorskij, "A Lost Cause? The Future of the OSCE in the 
European Security System," Osteuropa 62, no. 2 (2012). 
166 See: Sapiro, "Changing the CSCE  into the OSCE: Legal Aspect of a Political Transformation ". 
167 Emanuel  Adler, "Seeds of Peacefull Change: The OSCE's Security Community Building Model " in Security 
Communities ed. Emanuel  Adler and Michale  Barnett (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 2000). 
168 Ibid. 119. Brackets added by the author. 
169 For Adler’s six special characteristics of the OSCE’s security-building model, see: ibid., 132-138 
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development of new intersubjective meanings, identities and interests pertaining to European 

security.170   

 

Conclusion  

The aim of this chapter has been to demonstrate that there is a need for a study that 

accounts for the post-Cold War transformation of key international security organizations in a 

systematic and theoretical manner. In the Chapter’s first part the short historical narrative of 

the OSCE, the UN, and NATO has been presented in order to demonstrate that, following the 

end of the Cold War, all three of these organizations have undergone a notable transformation. 

That is, that quantitatively their tasks have proliferated, but more importantly, that they have 

also altered qualitatively. The second part of the Chapter has reviewed the relevant IR 

literature on IOs, ISOs and the three organizations, the OSCE, the UN, and NATO. Thereby, it 

has been observed that the issue of organizational change has failed to occupy a significant 

scholarly attention. Firstly, while the survival and transformation of NATO have been an 

important subject of inquiry, the UN, and the OSCE have rarely been approached from this 

point of view. It should, therefore, not come as a surprise that no study recognizes the 

commonality of this phenomena and thus does not account for it in a systematic manner. As 

for the general IR literature, realist scholars have primarily focused on constructing arguments 

as to why international institutions do not matter and have therefore dedicated little attention 

to other issues concerning IOs. Neoliberal institutionalists have, however, been more 

interested in explaining why IOs persist despite profound changes in the international 

environment than in explaining why and how they change in the process. For this purpose, 

neoliberal institutionalists have mostly focused on the formal characteristics of IOs (e.g. their 

inclusive or exclusive character and specific or general type of their assets) in order to support 

Keohane’s famous assertion that states maintain IOs because it is cheaper to do so than to 

create new ones. Regime scholars, on the other hand, have argued that besides state interest 

and their formal characteristics, the proper understanding of IOs in general, and of their 

change in particular, must also include substantive elements such as social purpose and 

normative identity of the leading states. Lastly, although also not particularly interested in IOs 

transformation, constructivist scholars have advanced a general idea that IOs shape the world 

                                                           
170 Ibid., 138-142. 
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of international relations through norms and rules. In this way, like regime scholars, they focus 

on the substantive side of IOs functioning and implicitly suggest that their transformation must 

be a function of (re)negotiations of international rules and norms unfolding within 

organizations. The ensuing chapter enters in a more in-depth conversation with these theories, 

thus carefully scrutinizing their fundamental postulates for the purpose of advancing a 

systematic and theoretical argument concerning the nature of the post-Cold War 

transformation of key ISOs.  
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CHAPTER II 
Theoretical Framework: International Security 
Organizations as Order-Making Practices and Their 
Transformation 

 

 

 
Introduction 

In endeavoring to account for the manner in which key international security 

organizations (ISOs) have transformed after the Cold War, in this Chapter, I lay out the core 

argument of this study. To that end, I draw on practice theory, a theory with a long-standing 

tradition in philosophy and sociology that has only recently received sustained attention from 

IR scholars. This approach has been chosen because, as I will attempt to demonstrate below, 

a satisfactory explanation of organizational transformation cannot be derived from the existing 

approaches to IOs, namely rationalist and constructivist. Considering that practice theory rests 

on an understanding of social ontology that differs significantly from understandings that 

underpin rationalist and constructivist theories, conceptualizing an ontology of a particular 

social entity from its perspective, as well as a corresponding manner in which that entity 

transforms, must also differ. For this reason, in order to develop my argument in a sequential, 

comprehensive, and as coherent manner as possible, I first discuss an understanding of social 

ontology advocated by practice theorists; I then move to (re)conceptualizing ISOs as distinct 

types of social practices; and, lastly, on the basis of that reconceptualization, I advance an 

argument regarding the manner in which ISO’s transform over time. By choosing this strategy 

of argument development, I take my cue from those IR scholars who, like Robert Cox, have 

argued that the question of “ontology lies at the beginning of any enquiry”171. Accordingly, to 

be able to learn how ISOs transform we must first “decide” what they are.   

                                                           
171 Robert W.  Cox, "Realism, Positivism and Historicism," in Approaches to World Order, ed. Robert W.  Cox and 
Timothy J.  Sinclair (Cambridge. U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1996). 144. Similarly, Coli Wight asserts that 
“a central concern and a fundamental problem for any scientist is the issue of conceptualizing an object of 
inquiry”. In Colin  Wight, Agents, Structures and International Relations: Politics as Ontology (Cambridge. U.K.: 
Cambridge University Press 2006). 62. 
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That being said, in alignment with a proposition of practice theory that the social world 

does not transpire through conduct of rationally (or otherwise motivated) agents, nor under 

the constraining or enabling influence of material or ideational social structures, but through 

patterned and routinized social practices that simultaneously incorporate both agents and 

structures, and both meanings and materiality, I conceptualize ISOs as bundles of “practices of 

talking” and “practices of doing”.172 By drawing on Bruno Latour’s notions of “centers of 

calculation” and “oligoptica”, I then argue that “practices of talking” unfolding as part of ISOs’ 

high-level panels (e.g. councils, summits, or ministerials) should be considered as chief 

constitutive practices of these organizations due to possessing higher ordering capacity. That 

is, they are practices through which, both state representatives and participating bureaucrats 

create, advance, juxtapose, and assemble various types of claims, norms, rules, and principles 

so as to arrive at a particular conception or narrative of international security order (e.g. the 

only peaceful order is the one composed of democratic states) hoping thus to structure 

relations and practices of agents within and without ISOs. Furthermore, via these practices, 

they also delineate a role or intent a respective ISO should assume in relation to such 

conception of order and develop a corresponding institutional design and “practices of doing”. 

With this notion of ISOs in mind, I propose that they transform via (re)negotiation of the 

ordering linkages/logics in their order narratives (an inevitable consequence of their 

“communication” with the external practices they seek to structure) and corresponding shifts 

thus introduced to notions of their purpose/intent.  In this regard, I suggest that ISOs 

transformation can be studied as a fluctuation between their intention to (1) build/construct a 

new international (security) order, (2) reinforce an order already existing in their environment; 

(3) merely reflect it; or (4) seek to transcend it because it is considered excessively strained and 

thus undesirable.  

 The main difference between this approach to ISOs and that of rationalists and 

constructivists is that instead of equating ISOs with agents operating in them (states or 

bureaucracy) and instead of deriving their functioning from supposedly innate characteristics 

of these agents (rationality of states or rational-legal authority of bureaucracy) or, more 

precisely, from the behavioral motives these characteristics constitute (goal-oriented utility 

                                                           
172 The concepts of “practices of talking” and “practices of doing” are borrowed from Trine Flockhart and will be 
discussed in more detail further down in the text. See: Flockhart, "Towards a Strong NATO Narrative: From a 
‘Practice of Talking’ to a ‘Practice of Doing’." 
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maximization or norm-production), it endeavors to understand ISOs in their own right. In this 

way, in developing my argument, I seek to avoid a misconception common in rationalist and 

constructivist reasoning, namely, that identifying that which motivates agents to engage in 

particular practices is sufficient in accounting for the ways in which they perform these 

practices. Considering, however, that a single behavioral motive can be enacted through 

various social practices, I argue that, to understand these practices truly, including their 

transformative processes, we must also turn our attention towards describing unique ways in 

which they are regularly performed.   

 In order to develop these propositions as intelligibly and as comprehensively as 

possible, the Chapter is organized as follows. In the first and second section, I discuss rationalist 

and constructivist approaches to IOs/ISOs, respectively. With the intention of situating my 

argument in relation to these approaches, and thus ensuring a better comparability of its 

advantages as regards addressing my research question, each of these sections is organized in 

such a way that it follows the same logic/structure I used in developing my practice theory-

inspired argument. Accordingly, I first briefly discuss general social ontology rationalists and 

constructivists adhere to, I then move to examining how that ontology affects their 

understanding of what IOs/ISOs are, and, lastly, I critically evaluate their capacity to suggest, 

based on these understandings, a theoretical account of organizational transformation. While, 

in this way, certain points already made in the previous chapter are repeated, they are 

nevertheless developed further considering that, in this chapter, my chief purpose is to 

scrutinize the nature of rationalist and constructivist main postulates in light of their effects on 

these theories’ understanding of IOs rather than offering their overview again. In the third 

section, in addition to briefly reviewing the practice scholarship (both general and IR), I develop 

my argument, as already indicated above, by moving from practice theory’s notion of general 

social ontology, to reconceptualizing ISOs as order-making practices, and, finally, to advancing 

an argument concerning the manner in which they transform over time.  

 

1. The Rationalist Approaches to International Organizations  

1.1 Social Ontology and Core Postulates  

In terms of social ontology, the most prominent rationalist IR theories - neorealism and 

neoliberalism - hold that structural and material factors play a principal role in shaping world 

politics. Kenneth Waltz, the father of neorealism, was the first IR scholar to spell out this 
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position explicitly.173 Partly inspired by Émile Durkheim’s socio-structuralist approach, in his 

renowned book “Theory of International Politics”, Waltz makes a difference between 

reductionist and systemic theories.174 He, however, dismisses reductionist theories - those 

based on a belief that “the whole is understood by knowing the attributes and the interactions 

of its parts”175 – by arguing that, due to the abundance and the diversity of the attributes of 

parts, these theories end up fashioning complex and thus, in Waltz’s view, largely useless 

explanations.176 He argues instead in favor of system-level approaches due to their tendency 

to operate with a limited number of variables capable of explaining, in a parsimonious way, 

similarities in the behavior of system units.177 As is well known, he recognizes states as the 

main units of the international system and describes that system as anarchic (lacking central 

authority) but highly structural. Structure, in turn, is understood as an emergent property of 

the distribution and balance of material power among states.  

While there is no doubt that Waltz starts his theorizing from the system-level of 

international relations and avoids looking inside states, it is also true that he and other 

rationalists advance a particular conception of the state that cannot be said to flow logically 

from their notion of the system. Here, I chiefly refer to the idea that states are rational agents 

(i.e. a mirror image of homo economicus), which cannot be logically derived from their notion 

of the anarchic international system.178 Rather, rationalists understand rationality as an innate 

feature of states, which in the anarchic context of international relations means that states 

must continually act as self-interested utility maximizers, positional or atomistic. This 

observation has prompted many scholars to argue that rationalist theories in general and 

Waltz’s neorealist version, in particular, are in fact statist (agent-oriented) rather than 

structuralist theories. For instance, Alexander Wendt and Richard Ashley have asserted that 

                                                           
173 Besides Waltz, another prominent realist favoring structural explanations over those that rely on “abstract 
individualism” was E.H. Carr. Carr, however, did not develop his stance as systematically as Waltz did. See: E.H. 
Carr, What Is History? (London Penguin, 2008). 31-55.; Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New 
York: Random House, 1979). 
174 Theory of International Politics. 18-78.  
175 Ibid.,18. 
176 Based on this stance, Waltz famously asserted that "it is not possible to understand world politics simply by 
looking inside of states”. In: Theory of International Politics. 65.  
177 It should be kept in mind that Waltz’s position regarding the nature of international relations can also be 
read more methodological (analytical) than ontological. On this issue see: Alexande  Wendt, "The Agent–
Structure Problem in International Relations Theory," International Organization 41, no. 3 (1987).  
178 For a more in-depth discussion of this issues see: Ruggie, "Continuity and Transformation in the World Polity: 
Toward a Neorealist Synthesis." 
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these theories take states as ontologically primitive. That is, they take them as given and 

conceptualize their properties on pre-theoretical assumptions grounded in intuition and 

ideology, rather than in scientific analyses and falsifications.179 

Based on this notion of world politics, including the implicit assumptions it 

incorporates, how do rationalist understand the international practices of states (e.g. war, 

diplomacy, or acting within or through IOs)? As already indicated, rationalists in effect take 

state interests and preferences as stable, unambiguous, and even independent from social 

interaction. In terms of their substance, these interests and preferences are always about 

power, security, and wealth.180 As a result, power, security, and wealth are viewed both as 

means of state behavior (i.e. their assets) and as the ends they endeavor to achieve (i.e. their 

wantings). Accordingly, most rationalists understand the behavior of states as follows (see: 

Figure 2). First, states are constantly aware of two things: that they possess certain material 

capabilities and that, in the anarchic international system, it is rational to strive to maintain or 

increase them. Second, they are also aware that these general notions of assets and wantings 

necessitate a concrete material expression. That is, states must determine what particular 

objects, if acquired, are likely to result in an increase in their power assets. For example, they 

must decide whether to achieve this through the acquisition of new territory, the buildup of 

their military capabilities, an increase in their GDP, or through all of these simultaneously. 

Third, once states take this decision, by using assets already at their disposal, they must devise 

concrete strategies as to how best to acquire these desired objects. For instance, they must 

decide whether to go to war, to manufacture or purchase more weapons or to sign trade 

agreements with other states.  

That said, for rationalists, an observable and reportable behavior of states (their 

practices) is nothing more than the enactment of these strategies. If that behavior is in need 

of explanation, they are likely to view it as hardly something more than an attempt of states to 

obtain a power asset of interest in a rationally calculated manner. In this way, rationalists 

implicitly accept that it is possible, for explanatory purposes, to deduce the manner in which 

                                                           
179 See: Wendt, "The Agent–Structure Problem in International Relations Theory."; Richard K. Ashley, "The 
Poverty of Neorealism," International Organization 38, no. 2 (1984). 270. Similarly, David Dessler has pointed 
out that, for Waltz, structure of the international system is nothing more than an unintended consequence of 
states conceptualized in this particular manner. See: David Dessler, "What's at Stake in the Agent-Structure 
Debate?," International Organization 43, no. 3 (1989). 449.  
180 Martha  Finnemore, National Interests in International Society (Ithaca: Cornell University Press 1996). 1. 
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state practices observably unfold only from the knowledge of their motives (utility 

maximization), based, in turn, on their innate feature (rationality). However, while motives, 

arguably, give meaning and “move” social practices, they are not their only constitutive 

element. For this reason, through recourse to motives, rationalists might have plausibly 

captured an element of sameness in international practices, but they have left out those 

elements that are constitutive of their observable particularity. For example, a state’s decision 

to wage war might be motivated by its desire to increase material power (a “why” question), 

but the manner in which it chooses to “perform” that war (a “how” question) might rest on its 

traditional military doctrine and, in that sense, have nothing to do with the motives prompting 

it. Furthermore, if this same motive is implicated in a state’s decision to engage in other 

international practices, including IOs, then to understand the specific character of these 

different practices we must necessarily construct a more robust theoretical framework than 

rationalists can offer.  

  

 

Figure 2 Schematic representation or rationalist understanding of state behavior 
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1.2 The Ontology of International Organizations 

 Based on these general postulates, rationalists have, indeed, conceptualized IOs, and 

by extension ISOs, as little more than the “strategies” states employ so as to maintain or further 

their (material) utility. For example, John Mearsheimer, a realist, has contended that the most 

powerful states in the system “create and shape institutions so that they can maintain their 

share of world power, or even increase it”181. Similarly, although arguing that the existence of 

system hegemons is neither a necessary nor sufficient condition for the upholding of 

international institutions, Robert Keohane, the founder of neoliberal institutionalism, has 

nevertheless remained committed to the core rationalist idea that international institutions 

(and IOs) are arrangements designed for the purpose of rational pursuit of power by states.182 

Accordingly, it has become customary to point out that for rationalists IOs are merely 

epiphenomena of state interest; that is, empty "arenas for acting out power relationships"183 

among states.  

 Due to reducing IOs to states in this way, many have (rightly) observed that rationalists 

have in effect been theorizing about state behavior rather than about IOs.184 Indeed, most 

rationalist studies take IOs as “independent variable” seeking to explore whether they have 

the capacity to shape the behavior of states so as to alter its innate conflictual/competitive 

nature.185 As is well known, regarding this issue, neorealists and neoliberals have engaged in a 

famous neo-neo debate. In short, most neorealists have maintained that IOs do not reduce the 

uncertainties of international life and thus have no capacity to alter the fundamental 

preference of states towards achieving relative gains.186 By contrast, neoliberals have argued 

that states are chiefly interested in achieving absolute gains and are thus inclined to trust other 

states more than neorealist assume. They contend that, by reducing the uncertainty of 

information and overall transaction costs, IOs create conditions for the further flourishing of 

trust among states thus enabling meaningful cooperation among them.187 

                                                           
181 Mearsheimer, "The False Promise of International Institutions." 13.  
182 See: Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy. Chapter 3.  
183 Evans and Wilson, "Regime Theory and the English School of International Relations: A Comparison." 330.  
184 Barnett and Finnemore, Rules for the World: International Organizations in Global Politics. 2. 
185 Ibid., 6. 
186 For example, Mearsheimer has famously argued that IOs do not contribute to world peace. See: 
Mearsheimer, "The False Promise of International Institutions." 
187 See for example: Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy; Robert 
O. Keohane, International Institutions and State Power : Essays in International Relations Theory (Boulder, CO: 
Westview Press, 1989); Keohane, "International Institutions: Two Approaches." 
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Within the rationalist camp, scholars applying principle-agent models to their studies 

of IOs can also be identified.188 Accordingly, these scholars accept that states form and design  

IOs to advance their own rational goals.189 However, they also contend that IOs are agents in 

their own right who through explicit delegation from states190, as well as through their own 

strategic pursuit191, can obtain a certain level of independence. Principle questions to which 

these scholars than turn are why states delegate tasks and responsibilities to IOs, why they 

design IOs the way they do, and how states control IOs once authority has been delegated 

(e.g., how they deal with agency slack).  

 In sum, by focusing almost exclusively on the motives that prompt states to create and 

mutually engage through IOs (what goes in), as well as on the outcomes of that engagement 

as measured in material gains (what goes out), in their conceptualization of IOs (and other 

international institutions), realists and neoliberal institutionalists have paid little attention to 

the particular practices that mediate between the two. That is, they have sparsely considered 

that which renders IOs unique and thus different from other international practices infused 

with the same underlying motives. On the other hand, although ascribing independent agency 

to IOs, scholars employing principle-agent models also fail to specify the exact nature of the 

practices unfolding within IOs. They say little about IOs other than that they are opportunistic 

agents in their own right whose behavior becomes problematic only if significantly diverging 

from interests and preferences of their principles (states).  

 

1.3 The Transformation of International Organizations 

As pointed out in the previous Chapter, neither realists nor neoliberal institutionalists 

have been particularly concerned with the transformation of IOs. Regarding realists, this is 

hardly surprising given that, if not denying a very possibility of change, they have certainly 

downplayed its significance. For example, Waltz has asserted that throughout history “states 

                                                           
188188188 See: Darren G Hawkins et al., "Delegation under Anarchy: States, International Organizations and 
Principalagent Theory," Delegation and agency in international organizations 3(2006); Keneth W. Abbott and 
Duncan Snidal, "Why States Act through Formal International Organizations," Journal of Conflict Resolution 42, 
no. 1 (1998); Barbara Koremenos, Charles Lipson, and Duncan Snidal, "The Rational Design of International 
Institutions," International Organization 55, no. 4 (2001); Daniel L.  Nielson and Michael J.  Tierney, "Delegation 
to International Organizations: Agency Theory and World Bank Environmentalreform," International 
Organization 57, no. 2 (2003). 
189 Koremenos, Lipson, and Snidal, "The Rational Design of International Institutions." 762.  
190 Abbott and Snidal, "Why States Act through Formal International Organizations." 16-23. 
191 Darren G. Hawkins et al., Delegation under Anarchy: States, International Organizations, and Principal-Agent 
Theory (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 2006). 5. 



63 
 

have changed in many ways, but the quality of international life has remained much the 

same”192 - a perpetual power struggle among its dominant units be they the fiefdoms of feudal 

Europe or contemporary sovereign states.193 As regards neoliberal institutionalists, they have 

chiefly placed their focus on understanding the reasons behind organizational persistence 

rather than on accounting for the observable features of their transformation. To reiterate, 

Keohane has famously asserted that states tend to sustain patterns of cooperation established 

through various international institutions (including IOs) because they are easier to maintain 

then to create anew.194 Furthermore, in collaboration with Celeste Wallander, Keohane has 

also proposed that more complex alliances tend to be more adaptable to shifts in international 

power balance and thus to persist.195 

With main postulates of these theories in mind, it is nevertheless reasonable to argue 

that, if asked to theorize about IO/ISOs’ transformation, rationalists would be concerned, first 

and foremost, with shifts in power balance among member states of these organizations. 

However, as emphasized by Ruggie, power as an explanatory variable can predict the fact of 

change and, it may be added, its “tilt”, but it is “powerless” when it comes to accounting for 

its observable quality, that is, its substance. 196 Additionally, considering that state power and 

interests are expressed differently in various international practices, to properly grasp the 

manner in which a practice under examination transforms one must be attentive to the 

particular nature of that practice and the corresponding way in which power is played out in 

it. Accordingly, the US power preponderance is certainly a necessary variable when it comes 

to the understanding of NATO’s functional and geographical expansion after the Cold War, 

given that without its vast capabilities these kinds of ventures would largely be impossible. Yet, 

                                                           
192 Waltz, Theory of International Politics. 111. 
193 John Ruggie and Waltz engaged in a debate regarding Waltz’s notion of international change, or more 
precisely, the lack of it. Ruggie contends that Waltz’s theory lacks a determinant of change because if structure 
is not constitutive of its units and units are thus taken for granted, it is impossible to locate the source of 
change.  Along similar lines, John Barkdull observed that a central theme of Waltz’s theory has been to 
demonstrate that “any political response that requires institutional transformation or close cooperation among 
competing states is unlikely and probably impossible to achieve”. See: Ruggie, "Continuity and Transformation 
in the World Polity: Toward a Neorealist Synthesis."; Kenneth N. Waltz, "Reflections on Theory of International 
Politics: A Response to My Critics," in Neorealism and Its Critics, ed. Robert 0. Keohane. (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1986). John Barkdull, "Waltz, Durkheim, and International Relations: The International System 
as an Abnormal Form," American Political Science Review 89, no. 3 (1995). 244.  
194 Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy. 244.  
195 Keohane and Walander, "Risk, Threat and Security Insitutions ". 
196 Ruggie, "International Regimes, Transactions, and Change: Embedded Liberalism in the Postwar Economic 
Order." 382. 
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from the fact of this power alone, it is impossible to derive reasons for the Alliance’s decision 

to undertake military operations beyond its treaty area in order to save foreign nationals.197 It 

is equally difficult to derive, from a mere knowledge of the power distribution among member 

states, the substantive elements of the post-Cold War transformation of the UN and the OSCE, 

such as their decision as security organizations to act as election observers.198 To sum up, by 

predominantly placing their focus on the supposedly innate desire of states to maximize their 

utility and on power relations emerging on that basis, realists remain blind as to the distinctive 

specificities of IOs compared to other international practices, and thus to the manner in which 

these specificities might mediate power so as to produce the substantive elements of 

organizational change we observe.  

Before proceeding it should be noted that, unlike realists and neoliberal 

institutionalists, scholars employing principle-agent models have engaged the problem of 

organizational change. However, they have focused primarily on the issue of organizational 

reform that occurs due to IOs straying from its principles (states), mandate objectives, or the 

changed preferences of member governments.199 The central concern of these studies has 

been to propose hypothesis specifying conditions under which organizational reforms are likely 

to occur, what their scope could be, and whether or not they will induce the change in agents 

behavior.200 As such, these hypotheses cannot account for the change that has occurred in 

ISOs due to profound geostrategic shifts rather than principles “disciplining” their agents.  

 

 

                                                           
197 Also worth mentioning in this context is Friedrich Kratochwil’s observation that the end of the Cold War did 
not come about as a result of shifts in material capabilities between the two superpowers, as these largely 
remained the same, but as a consequence of a legitimization crises of communism in Eastern Europe and the 
effects of Perestroika and Glasnost. See:  Kratochwil, "The Embarrassment of Changes: Neo-Realism as the 
Science of Realpolitik without Politics." 
198 It should also be added that, much as with power, from the fact of institutional complexity alone (a variable 
neoliberal institutionalists use to account for the organizational persistence) one cannot derive reasons why 
organizations adopt particular new institutional design or practices.  
199 Nielson and Tierney, "Delegation to International Organizations: Agency Theory and World Bank 
Environmental Reform."; Tamar Gutner, "Explaining the Gaps between Mandate and Performance: Agency 
Theory and World Bank Environmental Reform," Global Environmental Politics 5, no. 2 (2005). For a 
combination of rationalist and constructivist account of the World Bank reform see: Daniel L. Nielson, Michael J. 
Tierney, and Catherine E. Weaver, "Bridging the Rationalist–Constructivist Divide: Re-Engineering the Culture of 
the World Bank," Journal of International Relations and Development 9, no. 2 (2006). 
200 Nielson and Tierney, "Delegation to International Organizations: Agency Theory and World Bank 
Environmental Reform." 252. 
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2. The Constructivist Approach to International Organizations  

2.1 Social Ontology and Core Postulates   

As is well known, constructivism is not a unitary theory of world politics. Rather, it is a 

collection of approaches adhering to a similar social ontology.201 In deciding whether material 

or ideational structures shape the fabric of (international) social life, most constructivists 

foreground the latter, although not denying the existence and the importance of the former. 

On that point, Alexander Wendt has asserted that “material resources only acquire meaning 

for human action through the structure of shared knowledge in which they are embedded”202. 

Constructivists thus contend that social agents tend to act according to standards of 

appropriate behavior enshrined in social norms, beliefs, shared ideas, culture, morality, and so 

forth, rather than in accordance with imperatives of maximization material utility as stipulated 

by rationalists.203 More precisely, they contend that these ideational, non-material structures 

influence the formation of agents’ social identities, which, in turn, inform their interests and 

ultimately their actions.204 From this assertion, one might wrongly assume that constructivists, 

like rationalists, should be classed as structuralists. That, however, would be misleading. While 

some constructivists’ inquiries give more attention to ideational structures, there are also 

those that give more prominence to agents. For this reason, most scholars working within 

constructivist paradigm often identify themselves as structurationists.205 That is, while they 

maintain that social identities and actions cannot be understood properly without recourse to 

non-material social structures, they are also aware that these structures cannot be maintained 

nor transformed other than through intersubjective practices of agents.  

                                                           
201 In IR, constructivism started developing after the Cold War as a response to the rationalist and positivist 
paradigms advanced by neorealism and neoliberal institutionalism. For more on the development of 
constructivism in IR see: Christian  Reus-Smit, "Constructivism " in Theories of International Relations, ed. Scott  
Burchill, et al. (New York: Palgrave Macmilln, 2013).  
202 Wendt, "Constructing International Politics." 73. 
203 For a more in-depth discussion of constructivism in IR see for example: Alexander Wendt, Social Theory of 
International Politics,  (Cambridge. U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1999).; Wendt, "Constructing International 
Politics.";Kratochwil, Rules, Norms, and Decisions: On the Conditions of Practical and Legal Eeasoning in 
International Relations and Domestic Affairs.  
204 On constructivist’ understanding of interests see: Finnemore, National Interests in International Society.; 
Audie Klotz, "Norms Reconstituting Interests: Global Racial Equality and US Sanctions against South Africa," 
International Organization 49, no. 3 (1995).; Wendt, "Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The Social Construction 
of Power Politics." 
205 See: Wendt, "The Agent–Structure Problem in International Relations Theory." 
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How than do constructivists understand the observable manner in which international 

practices unfold? The fact that they perceive agents and structures as mutually constitutive 

implies that they also see them as ontologically distinct categories, that is, that social norms 

and an observable behavior are, for them, separate social phenomena.206 Therefore, when it 

comes to observable behavior/practices constructivist tend to reason in the following manner 

(See: Diagram 2). First, they contend that social agents, with all their specific characteristics, 

do not exist prior to social interaction. It is only through such interaction that they become 

socialized (embedded) in the normative contexts of particular societies. That is, through social 

interactions, they either assume or are conferred with certain social roles and identities, that 

contain “road maps” for acceptable social behavior. Accordingly, for constructivists, what we 

observe as social practices are simple enactments of these roles and identities. Nevertheless, 

as emphasized by Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink, constructivists do not argue that this 

kind of norm-based behavior is necessarily deterministic.207 Social agents, they posit, are 

reflexive and can make behavioral choices. These choices, however, are not a function of 

rational calculation but also of their understanding of social norms and rules within a given 

society.208  Accordingly, constructivists accept that all aspects of social behavior are, in some 

way, bracketed by norms. In so doing, similarly to rationalists, they assume that identifying that 

which motivates behavior (i.e., that prompts agents to engage in certain practices) also 

explains that behavior (i.e. a manner in which a given practice observably unfolds). However, 

while, for example, the international norm of humanitarian assistance might prompt IOs and 

states to engage in some form of humanitarian behavior, the manner in which they are going 

to deliver that assistance cannot be derived from the norm alone given that numerous other 

factors, both domestic and international, might be implicated. 

  

                                                           
206 Marta Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink explicitly accept this distinction in their study of the dynamics of 
international, although it is debatable if their stance is strictly analytical or ontological. See:  Finnemore and 
Sikkink, "International Norm Dynamics and Political Change." 892. 
207 Ibid., 913-914.  
208 Ibid., 914. 



67 
 

 

Figure 3 Schematic representation of constructivist understanding of state behavior  

 

 

Before proceeding, it should also be stressed that constructivists do not have a 

preferred “image” when it comes to the classical IR level-of-analysis question. Some, like 

Wendt, choose to theorize from the systemic or the “third image” perspective attempting to 

understand how the normative and ideational structures of international society constitute 

states’ identities and interests.209 Others, however, focus on the “second image” thereby going 

inside states to learn how these interests and preferences form under the influence of 

domestic social and legal norms.210 There are also scholars who seek to understand the 

formation of state identities and interests by engaging both system and domestic levels.211 

However, constructivist scholarship does not stop there. In addition to these three 

perspectives, which remain confined to the realm of states only varying the level-of-analysis, 

there is also a rich constructivist literature that examines the international role of such social 

                                                           
209 See: Wendt, "Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The Social Construction of Power Politics."; Alexander 
Wendt, "Collective Identity Formation and the International State," American Political Science Review 88, no. 2 
(1994); Wendt, "Constructing International Politics."; Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics. 
210 This perspective can be found in Peter Katzenstein’s famous study of German and Japanese national security 
policies. See: Peter J. Katzenstein, The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics (New 
York Columbia University Press, 1996). 
211 Friedrich Kratochwil has employed this perspective in order to account for the end of the Cold War. See: 
Kratochwil, "The Embarrassment of Changes: Neo-Realism as the Science of Realpolitik without Politics."; 
Friedrich  Kratochwil and Rey  Koslowski, "Understanding Change in International Politics: The Soviet Empire’s 
Demise and the International System," International Organizations 48, no. 2 (1994). 
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categories as bureaucracies, epistemic communities, and norm entrepreneurs. These 

categories are of particular importance for the constructivist account of IOs, and the following 

section discusses them in more detail.  

 

2.2 The Ontology of International Organizations 

Constructivist theorizing about IOs stems largely from a desire to demonstrate that 

neorealists and neoliberal institutionalists are mistaken to depict them as mere epiphenomena 

of the power relations among states. Hence, by advancing alternative conceptualizations of 

IOs, constructivists seek to show that these international entities are in fact more autonomous, 

authoritative, and powerful than commonly assumed. This perspective has had two significant 

consequences. First, in order to demonstrate that IOs are consequential for world politics, 

constructivist scholars shifted their inquiry from norm-driven to norm-producing behavior. 

Second, by endeavoring to escape neorealist fixation on states, they have also opened the 

“black box” of IOs introducing thus into the picture new social agents operating as part of them, 

as mentioned above bureaucracy, norm entrepreneurs, or epistemic communities. 

As discussed in the previous chapter, the most comprehensive constructivist 

contribution to our understanding of IOs is that made by Michael Barnett and Martha 

Finnemore in their book Rules for the World.212 To reiterate briefly, by drawing on Max Weber, 

the two authors explicitly posit that “IOs are bureaucracies”213. As such, in terms of their social 

identity, IOs are seen as a specific kind of authority known in Weberian taxonomy as rational-

legal authority.214 One practice that defines this type of authority is the production of 

impersonal and impartial rules and norms that constitute and regulate particular societies, be 

they domestic or international. In this way, Barnett and Finnemore have sought to 

demonstrate that IOs do not just matter but are, in fact, central in shaping of world politics, as 

we know it. The rules and norms they produce classify our world and fix its meanings. For 

instance, these norms and rules are chiefly responsible for our understanding of the 

international meanings behind such categories as human rights, civil wars, genocides, refugees 

or conditional lending.  

 

                                                           
212 Barnett and Finnemore, Rules for the World: International Organizations in Global Politics. 
213 Ibid., 21.  
214 Ibid., 3. 
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2.3 The Transformation of International Organizations 

Unlike rationalists, constructivists have been eager to explore the issue of change in 

world politics.215 The core of their argument can be summarized with Finnemore and Sikkink’s 

words: “Norm shifts are to the ideational theorist what changes in the balance of power are to 

the realist”216. However, while from this perspective scholars have studied such issues as norm 

dynamics, the end of the Cold War, or the demise of the Soviet empire, the transformation of 

IOs has not received a comprehensive scrutiny.  As has been discussed in the previous chapter, 

Barnett and Finnemore have touched upon this issue; nevertheless, their accounts are rather 

underdeveloped. In brief, the two authors have argued that irrespective of whether the source 

of organizational change is external or internal to a particular IO, its outcome is always a result 

of the internal bureaucratic (re)negotiations and (re)interpretations of the meanings behind 

international norms and rules they are expected to produce.217 They also posit that these 

(re)negotiations and (re)interpretations are always influenced by previously adopted rules and 

norms and bureaucratic culture premised on rational authority.218 

By looking inside of IOs in this way, Barnett and Finnemore have presented us with a 

conceptual apparatus that is far more sophisticated when it comes to understanding the 

substantial outcome of IO transformation than is the case with formal arguments premised on 

power, interest, and institutional complexity advanced by rationalists. The advantage of their 

approach can be summarized as follows. First, they rightly observe that the transformation of 

IOs is always shaped via certain internal organizational practices irrespective of its source. 

Second, they remind us that without a proper understanding of the normative context within 

which IOs are embedded their functioning and transformation cannot be understood properly. 

                                                           
215 For example see: Kratochwil, "The Embarrassment of Changes: Neo-Realism as the Science of Realpolitik 
without Politics."; Finnemore and Sikkink, "International Norm Dynamics and Political Change."; Finnemore, The 
Purpose of Intervention : Changing Beliefs About the Use of Force; Kratochwil and Koslowski, "Understanding 
Change in International Politics: The Soviet Empire’s Demise and the International System." 
216 Finnemore and Sikkink, "International Norm Dynamics and Political Change." 894.  
217 Barnett and Finnemore, Rules for the World: International Organizations in Global Politics.43-44.  
218 As discussed in the previous section, by further drawing on insights from organizational and institutionalist 
theories, Catherine Weaver, Michael Barnett, and Liv Coleman have offered some additional theoretical 
accounts of the source and mechanisms of organizational change by problematizing the relationship between IO 
bureaucracy and its task and legitimizing environment. See: Barnett and Coleman, "Designing Police: Interpol 
and the Study of Change in International Organizations."; Weaver, Hypocrisy Trap: The World Bank and the 
Poverty of Reform. 
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Lastly, given their norm-producing character, IOs transformation is often a function of these 

organizations’ attempts to construct and regulate their environment.  

However, certain issues regarding Barnett and Finnemore’s approach can nevertheless 

be raised. First, although they have reached their conclusions by equating IOs with 

bureaucracy, it is questionable to what extent it can be argued that norm-producing practices 

of IOs are exclusively bureaucratic endeavor. States, or more precisely state representatives, 

also play an important role in this regard. For example, the production of norms is often seen 

as the most important function of the OSCE. However, while the OSCE’s bureaucracy has a 

significant role in operationalizing, disseminating, and even developing these norms further, 

they do so by drawing on the OSCE’s concept of comprehensive security, which is a product of 

negotiations among state representatives rather than among bureaucracies. Similarly, while 

bureaucratic practices can be argued to influence small-scale shifts in IOs, they are unlikely to 

induce all-encompassing changes such as those that we have seen in the OSCE, the UN, and 

NATO since the Cold War. Bureaucracies are simply not powerful enough in this regard.  

 

3. The Practice Approach to International Security Organizations (ISOs) 

The foregoing discussion highlights the fact that the battle for the soul of IOs has thus 

far been predominantly fought around the following question: Which agents (states vs. 

bureaucracies), with what inherent characteristics (rationality vs. rational-legal authority), and 

which motives (goal-oriented utility maximization vs. norm-production), are constitutive of IOs’ 

nature and their behavior? Therefore, despite their significant paradigmatic differences, 

rationalist and constructivist approaches to IOs are similar in so far as they both first reduce 

IOs to the agents operating “within” them and then deduce or derive assumptions about the 

general behavior of IOs from the supposed innate characteristics of these agents. As argued 

above, this manner of conceptualizing IOs ontology does not yield a satisfactory conceptual 

toolbox when it comes to understanding the transformation of these organizations. This thesis 

therefore holds that, to create such a toolbox, a reconceptualization of IOs’ ontology is 

warranted. To that end, as indicated earlier, this chapter turns to practice theory, a theory to 

which IR scholars have only recently begun to pay a more focused attention. For practice 

theory, an actual, observable, and routinized social practices constitute the primary unit of 

analysis. The core postulate of practice theory is that both agents and structures, and both 

ideational and material artifacts, are constitutive of social practices, and that, as a result, when 
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studied, social practices should not and cannot be reduced to one or several of these elements. 

On this basis, this thesis offers a conceptualization of ISOs that does not see them as 

independent and autonomous from states and bureaucracy in terms of their everyday 

functioning, but as ontologically independent and autonomous, that is, different from them. 

With this aim in mind, in the ensuing section, I first briefly overview the literature employing 

practice theory, I then discuss the theory’s social ontology and main postulates, and, finally, on 

that basis, I reconceptualize ISO’s as order making practices and advances an argument about 

their transformation.  

 

3.1 Practice Theory: Roots and Influences 

Like rationalist and constructivist theories, practice theory is not a unitary social theory 

but a family of theories holding a similar notion of social ontology that permits putting them 

under one tent. Andreas Reckwitz situates practice theory within a broad family of theories he 

refers to as “culturalist theories”.219 According to Reckwitz, a unifying feature of these theories 

is their rejection of the idea that social life results from agents’ individual purposes, interests, 

and preferences or their mere adherence to social norms. Instead, culturalist theories view 

social life through the embeddedness of social agents in complex cognitive-symbolic social 

structures, which, depending on an individual theory, can be textual, discursive, 

intersubjective, hermeneutical or phenomenological.220 This manner of theorizing can be 

found in Claude Lévi-Strauss’s cultural mentalism, Michael Foucault’s theory of discursive 

action, Clifford Geertz’s symbolic anthropology, Niklas Luhmann’s constructivist theory of 

social systems, and Jürgen Habermas’s theory of communicative action, among others.221  

                                                           
219 Andreas  Reckwitz, "Toward a Theory of Social Practices: A Development in Culturalist Theorizing," European 
Journal of Social Theory 5, no. 2 (2002). 
220 Ibid., 246-250.  
221 See: Claude  Lévi-Strauss, "Introduction À L’oeuvre De Marcel Mauss," in Sociologie Et Anthropologie, ed. 
Marcel Mauss (Paris PUF, 1950); The Savage Mind (London: Weidenfeld, 1962). Michel  Foucault, The 
Archaeology of Knowledge (New York Pantheon Books 1972); Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison (New 
York: Vintage Books, 1979); Mental Illness and Psychology (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1987); 
Clifford  Geertz, "Deep Play: Notes on the Balinese Cockfight," in The Interpretation of Cultures, ed. Selected 
Essays (London: Fontana, 1972/1973); Niklas  Luhmann, Introduction to Systems Theory (Cambridge. U.K.: Polity 
2012); Theory of Society, Volume 1: Cultural Memory in the Present (Palo Alto: Stanford University Press, 2013); 
Theory of Society, Volume 2: Cultural Memory in the Present (Palo Alto Stanford University Press 2013); Jürgen  
Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action, Volume 1: Reason and the Rationalization of Society (Boston 
Beacon Press, 1985); Jürgen Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action, Volume 2: Lifeworld and System: A 
Critique of Functionalist Reason (Boston Beacon Press, 1985). 
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Practice theory is therefore a distinct type of culturalist theory for which practice is the 

chief site of the social and the principle unit of analysis. One of its oldest predecessors is Harold 

Garfinkel’s ethnomethodology, a distinct strand of sociology primarily interested in observable 

methods and the practices people employ so as to establish a patterned orderliness of social 

life.222 Although it has been widely contested by conventional sociology, ethnomethodology 

has nevertheless influenced some of the most significant sociological and anthropological 

theories. Bruno Latour’s actor-network theory and his sociology of science, which can be 

placed under a broad tent of practice theory, are prominent examples.223 Pierre Bourdieu was, 

however, among the first scholars to explicitly refer to his own theorizing as practice theory, 

hence the title of canonical text Outline of a Theory of Practice.224 Anthony Giddens’ theory of 

structuration and Michael Foucault’s later works on knowledge can also be said to belong to 

practice theory style of theorizing.225 Recently, Theodore Schatzki has outlined a new social 

ontology that explicitly takes practice as the “site of social”.226 

The “practice turn” has more recently found its way into the study of international 

relations. Nonetheless, before being discussed as part of a particular theory, the concept of 

practice had been used by many IR scholars. For example, by drawing on Giddens’ theory of 

structuration, Alexander Wendt argues that practices are intermediaries between agents and 

structures. 227 In this regard, practice theory is a close kin of constructivism. Christian Reus-

Smit and Iver Neumann have even discussed it as a potentially new trend in constructivist 

                                                           
222 See: Harold  Garfinkel, Studies in Ethnomethodology (Cambridge. U.K.: Polity 1984 ); "Ethnomethodology's 
Program," Social Psychology Quarterly 59, no. 1 (1996); Harold Garfinkel and Anne W.  Rawls, eds., 
Ethnomethodology's Program: Working out Durkheim's Aphorism(Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 
2002). 
223 See: Latour, Science in Action: How to Follow Scientists and Engineers through Society; Reassembling the 
Social: An Introduction to Actor-Network Theory; Bruno Latour and Steve Woolgar, Laboratory Life: The 
Construction of Scientific Facts (Palo Alto Princeton University Press, 1986). 
224 See: Pierre  Bourdieu, Outline of a Theory of Practice (Cambridge. U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1977); 
The Logic of Practice (Palo Alto: Stanford University Press, 1990). 
225 See: Anthony  Giddens, The Constitution of Society: Outline of the Theory of Structuration (Cambridge. U.K.: 
Polity 1984); Central Problems in Social Theor: Action, Structure and Contradiction in Social Analysis. (London: 
Macillan 1979). Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge. 
226 See: Theodore R.  Schatzki, Karin  Knorr Cetina, and Eike von  Savigny, eds., The Practice Turn in 
Contemporary Theory (London Routledge 2001); Theodore R Schatzki, "On Organizations as They Happen," 
Organization Studies 27, no. 12 (2006); Theodore R.  Schatzki, "Peripheral Vision: The Sites of Organizations," 
Organization Studies  26, no. 3 (2005); The Site of the Social: A Philosophical Account of the Constitution of Social 
Life and Change (Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2003). 
227 For more on this issue see: Christian Bueger and Frank Gadinger, International Practice Theory: New 
Perspectives (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014). 4. 
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theorizing.228 Moreover, as a comprehensive theory, scholars typically associated with 

constructivism have introduced practice theory to IR. Therefore, Neumann was among the first 

to argue that the field has put too much emphasis on discourses and narratives while largely 

neglecting the study of concrete social practices.229 This observation prompted him to 

advocate for the “return of practice to the linguistic turn”230. Emanuel Adler, Vincent Pouliot, 

and Christian Bueger have gone the furthest in adapting practice theory to the study of 

international relations. By drawing on Bourdieu’s famous conceptual triad of habitus, field, and 

practical sense, Pouliot has attempted to construct a theory of practice of security 

communities.231 In so doing, he differentiates explicitly the following behavioral logics: the logic 

of practicality, the logic of consequence, the logic of appropriateness, and the logic of 

arguing.232 In this way, Pouliot detaches practice theory from other social and IR theories, 

including constructivism. He argues that these theories are usually interested in what agents 

think about rather than what they think from.233 Working together, Adler and Pouliot have 

approached practice theory has been approached with even greater theoretical 

sophistication.234 They advanced a definition of social practice and single out five of its 

necessary features. These will be discussed in more detail in the next section. Finally, besides 

employing practice approach as a way of studying contentious politics within the UN Peace-

building Commission and the maritime security regime in Somalia, Christian Bueger has made 

a noteworthy effort to establish practice theory as a distinct IR theory and methodology, so-

called praxiography.235  

 

 

                                                           
228 See: Reus-Smit, "Constructivism ". 238-239. ; Neumann, "Returning Practice to Linguistic Turn: The Case of 
Diplomacy ". 
229 "Returning Practice to Linguistic Turn: The Case of Diplomacy ". 
230 Ibid., 627.  
231 Vincent Pouliot, "The Logic of Practicality: A Theory of Practice of Security Communities," International 
Organization 62, no. 2 (2008). 
232 Ibid., 261-276. 
233 Ibid., 257, 260, 280, 281.  
234 Emanuel Adler and Vincent  Pouliot, "International Practices " International Theory 3, no. 1 (2011).; Emanuel  
Adler and Vincent  Pouliot, eds., International Practices(Cambridge. U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 2011). 
235 See: Bueger, "The Clash of Practice: Political Controversy and the United Nations Peacebuilding 
Commission."; "Communities of Security Practice at Work? The Emerging African Maritime Security Regime."; 
"Pathways to Practice: Praxiography and International Politics."; Christian Bueger and Manuel  Mireanu, 
""Proximity"," in Critical Security Methods: New Framework for Analysis, ed. Claudia  Aradau, et al. (London: 
Routledge, 2014). 
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3.2 Social Ontology and Core Postulates 

 Taking social practice as the central unit of analysis is the least common denominator 

among practice scholars. However, as is common in social science, these scholars do not agree 

on one definition of social practice. Rather, each chooses to advance its own. Therefore, 

Bourdieu defined practice by listing and conceptualizing its constitutive elements: habitus, 

field, and practical sense. In his words, habitus is a "system of durable, transposable 

dispositions, which integrates past experiences and functions at every moment as a matrix of 

perception, appreciation, and action, making possible the accomplishment of infinitely 

differentiated tasks"236. A field is a “social configuration structured along three main 

dimensions: relations of power, objectives of struggle and taken-for-granted rules”237. Finally, 

practical sense refers to a “sense of the game” that emerges from an interplay between habitus 

and field and renders certain practices appear "sensible, that is, informed by a common 

sense"238. 

Schatzki has advanced alternative definition. As a philosopher, he has endeavored to 

develop a particular social ontology, a “site ontology”, whereby the “site of social life is 

composed of a nexus of human practices and material arrangements”239. Like Bourdieu, 

Schatzki defines these human practices by listing their constitutive elements. Therefore, he 

sees practices as “temporarily evolving, open-ended set of doings and sayings linked by 

practical understandings, rules, ‘teleaffective structure’ and general understandings “240. In 

short, practical understandings refer to a “skill or capacity that underlines activity”241, while 

rules are “explicit formulations, principles, precepts, and instructions that enjoy, direct, or 

remonstrate people to perform a specific action”242. Furthermore, teleaffective structure 

pertain to a “range of normativized and hierarchically ordered ends, projects and tasks, to 

varying degrees allied with normativized emotions and even moods”243 and, lastly, general 

understandings are specific teleaffective regimes, such as religious convictions and a sense of 

                                                           
236 As quoted in: Pouliot, "The Logic of Practicality: A Theory of Practice of Security Communities." 272.; 
Originally it can be found in: Pierre  Bourdieu, Esquisse D'une Theorie De La Pratique, Precede De "Trois Etudes 
D'ethnologie Kabyle" (Paris: Seuil, 1972). 261. 
237 As quoted in: Pouliot, "The Logic of Practicality: A Theory of Practice of Security Communities." 274.  
238 As quoted in: ibid., 275.  
239 Schatzki, "Peripheral Vision: The Sites of Organizations." 465.  
240 The Site of the Social: A Philosophical Account of the Constitution of Social Life and Change. 87.  
241 Ibid., 79. 
242 Ibid., 79. 
243 Ibid., 86. 
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community, which are expressed through the particular way in which people realize projects 

and tasks.   

 In IR, thus far, Adler and Pouliot  have advanced the most comprehensive definition of 

social practices.244 They contend that: 

Practices are competent performances. More precisely, practices are socially 
meaningful patterns of action, which, in being performed more or less competently, 
simultaneously embody, act out, and possibly reify background knowledge and 
discourse in and on the material world.245 
 

 Again, like Bourdieu and Schatzki, the two authors specify that definition by listing and 

conceptualizing particular aspects of practices. These are (1) their performative nature; (2) 

their patterned unfolding; (3) the competence of their realization; (4) the actors’ reliance on 

background knowledge; and (5) their simultaneously discursive and material nature.  

 As is clear from these three definitions, practice scholars tend to advance robust 

conceptual apparatuses, in stark contrast to the parsimonious and elegant accounts of social 

reality embraced by traditional actor-centric paradigms discussed earlier.  The robustness of 

practice theory stems largely from the belief of its advocates that social theory should not only 

be useful but should also be a representational approximation of social reality. For example, 

Bourdieu has argued that narratives advanced in social science should be as intricate as is 

required by the problem under examination.246 This standpoint has led practice scholars to 

adopt an inclusionary approach when addressing the issue of the ontological status of social 

practices. Although some of them hold that practices constitute an entire social reality and 

others that they are just one possible behavioral logic, as can be read from the 

abovementioned definitions, they all maintain that practices emerge at the intersect between 

agents and structures, and that they are simultaneously imbued with meanings and 

materiality. From this perspective, one of the most comprehensive definitions of practice, and 

the one that this thesis adopts, is the one advanced by Andreas Reckwitz. Reckwitz posits that 

social practice is “a routinized way in which bodies are moved, objects are handled, subjects 

are treated, things are described, and the world is understood”247. More precisely, practice is 

                                                           
244 Christian Bueger’s definition is another definition that merits mention. Bueger posits that: “Social practices 
are collectively shared and routinized forms of behavior that are materially anchored in bodies and artifacts and 
depend on implicit knowledge”. See: Bueger, "The Clash of Practice: Political Controversy and the United 
Nations Peacebuilding Commission." 173.  
245 Adler and Pouliot, "International Practices ". 4. 
246 Bourdieu, Outline of a Theory of Practice. 107. 
247 Reckwitz, "Toward a Theory of Social Practices: A Development in Culturalist Theorizing." 250.  
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a routinized form of behavior comprised of several interconnected elements: “forms of bodily 

activities, forms of mental activities, ‘things’ and their use, a background knowledge in the form 

of understanding, know-how, states of emotion and motivational knowledge”248. 

In light of this definition, it can be argued that practice approach entails the ontological 

primacy of social practices over their constitutive elements. Social agents, structures, ideas and 

material objects are therefore assumed not to have existence nor meaning outside of 

particular social practices. That which we perceive as their individual quality is thus not a 

function of their innate nature but a property they obtain via participation in these practices.249 

Practices, on the other hand, acquire their individual quality from specific assemblages of these 

elements. Therefore, to understand a particular social practice from the standpoint of practice 

theory one must refrain from reducing it to or deducing it from purportedly essential 

properties of any of its constitutive elements.  

Consequently, while rationalist and constructivist theories understand agents as self-

interested utility maximizers and (more or less reflexive) norm-followers, respectively, practice 

theory views agents in terms of bodies and minds that “carry” and “carry out” a host of diverse 

practices.250 Each social practice thus requires agents to move their bodies in a particular and 

routinized manner, as well as to use specific objects and to handle them accordingly. However, 

it also requires them to employ particular modes of mental activities, that is, to understand 

the world and themselves in a certain routinized manner, to desire specific objects, to employ 

commonsense know-how typical for a given practice, and so forth. An implicit assumption 

advanced through this conceptualization of agents is that while their bodily and mental 

routines are inseparable, the mutual relationship between these two categories is 

characterized by coexistence rather than causation. More precisely, although the motive for 

an action might seem to be intelligibly linked to its enactment, from a practice perspective, 

they are often seen as just two routines, one mental and the other bodily, which have come to 

be merged together as part of a particular social practice. For example, while in Christianity 

the practice of praying requires a person to believe in God and to put its palms together, 

putting palms together cannot be derived logically from one’s belief in God. Bourdieu and 

Charles Taylor were particularly vocal against the view of the social world in terms of causal 
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laws typical of traditional, modernist, and many cultural social theories. They considered it to 

be a consequence of “hyperrationalization” or “hyperintellectualization” whereby human 

activity is depicted as highly reflexive and rational thus largely mirroring the self-image of 

modern intellectuals instead of the world they scrutinize.251     

Regarding structures and orders, practice theorists hold that they too have no 

existence outside of particular social practices. Structures and orders are thus not 

conceptualized as a set of relatively static factors that determine the behavior of social agents 

by enabling or constraining the fulfillment of their individual interests, nor as a normative 

context prescribing appropriate modes of the agents’ conduct. Rather, they are understood in 

terms of the orderliness that results from agents’ repeated and routinized enactment of social 

practices. On this point, John Law, a prominent actor-network theorist, has observed that there 

is no social order but only an endless stream of efforts at ordering the social.252  Similarly, 

Christian Bueger and Frank Gadinger have pointed out that in order to emphasize the dynamic 

and evolutionary nature of social practice, practice scholars prefer to use terms such as 

structuring, knowing, and ordering rather than structure, knowledge, and order.253  

 In addition to agents and structures, practice theory also offers a distinct 

conceptualization of material objects (things). It starts from the observation that to carry a 

practice usually requires agents to use particular things in a specific manner. Thus, besides 

being materially anchored in bodies, practices are also materially anchored in objects, or as 

Bueger labels them, in artefacts.254 For this reason practice theory, and especially its actor-

network variant, rejects the hardwired “Cartesian dualism” between matter and ideas typical 

of most social theories, including those of international relations.255 Instead, its proponents 

argue that material things are always inscribed with meanings and as such enable or constrain 

any given practice.256 Bruno Latour, another prominent actor-network theorist, has for that 

reason argued that focusing on meanings while ignoring objects, as constructivists often do, 

leads to a distorted picture of the social.257 Endeavoring to mend this shortcoming, Latour has 

                                                           
251 Observation taken form: ibid., 258.  
252 John Law, Organizing Modernity (Oxford: Blackwell 1994). 101. 
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even gone so far as to argue that if an object is an indispensable element of a certain practice, 

it should be given the status of an actor (“actant”).258 By drawing on Latour in his study of 

European integration, William Walters pays special attention to the significance of meaning 

inscriptions in objects.259 He thus asserts that the field of European integration would probably 

not have been as durable if it had not been for routines of inscription in the shape of various 

documents and signs.260 

 A final point regarding practice theory’s core postulates requiring emphases in this 

section is the one about a relationship between different practices. Practice theorists who hold 

that an entire social realm consists of practices also maintain that there are no singular, 

universal or essential wholes. Rather, they see the world in terms of streams of various and 

overlapping practices.261 Agents, who simultaneously carry and carry on a multitude of social 

practices, are at the center of this overlap (See: Figure 4).262 By moving between practices, 

they will thus inevitably tend to “transplant” the properties of one practice into another. From 

the standpoint of practice theory, it should therefore not be unusual for a particular practice 

to incorporate the motives and the background knowledge agents acquire through one set of 

their engagements, and bodily movements and manner of handling things they obtain 

elsewhere. A simple example can demonstrate this point. A woman wakes up every morning 

to go to work and every time decides to take the longest route possible. From the standpoint 

of rationalist approaches, the woman’s behavior is puzzling given that the knowledge of her 

motive (to get from home to work) should also predict the manner in which she will perform 

the task (take the shortest possible route). Likewise, the woman’s behavior will also seem 

puzzling for constructivist approaches unless it can be demonstrated that it results from a norm 

                                                           
258 Ibid., 63-87. 
259 William Walters, "The Power of Inscription: Beyond Social Construction and Deconstruction in European 
Integration Studies," Millennium-Journal of International Studies 31, no. 1 (2002). 
260 Ibid.; The importance of documents for organizational life is also observed by Linda Putnam and François 
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prescribing appropriate social behavior. By contrast, for practice theory, which does not 

require motives and an actual performative act to be congruent since they might originate in 

different practices, an account of woman’s behavior would be fairly straightforward. She takes 

the longest route to go to work because she is used to it, e.g. she used it for many years to 

travel to her university. The practice overlap can also be illustrated with examples from the 

realm of world politics. To repeat the example used above to demonstrate the shortcoming of 

rationalist theorizing, a statesman’s decision to wage war cannot explain the particular military 

practices that will thereupon be employed since these might be derived from the state’s 

traditional military doctrines (and thus from other practices) rather than from a strictly rational 

calculation. From all that has been said, it should be clear why practice theorists choose to 

conceptualize practices as collections of elements (clusters of elements) rather than as 

coherent structures imbued with causal laws, as discussed above. 

 

 

Figure 4 Schematic representation of practice understanding of social behavior 

 

 

Understanding the social world in terms of overlapping practices conceptualized as 

bundles of non-causally assembled agents, structures, ideas, and matter, produces the 

following consequences for a research drawing on practice theory. To begin, if each social 
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practice has a specific composition of elements that give it a distinctive character then the 

researcher should be primarily concerned with specifying the core constitutive features of the 

practice under examination. Explanations based on practice theory are thus, by their very 

nature, non-causal constitutive explanations. As Wendt puts it, the purpose of these 

explanations is to determine “how are things in the world put together so that they have the 

properties that they do”.263 For this reason, constitutive explanations are often referred to as 

“explanations by concept” given that they seek to subsume empirical observations under a 

concept, rather than under a causal law.264 Second, the idea that practices overlap via agents 

who carry and carry them on, as discussed above, points to a perpetual “conversation” and 

“fluidity” among practices, which might be fertile ground for understanding their 

transformation amid regular patterned reproduction. Therefore, from the standpoint of 

practice theory it is possible to theorize that social practices have two sides: stable and 

dynamic (“organization as it happens”265). The stable side of practices refers to 

abovementioned core constitutive features that render practices intelligible and recognizable 

for practitioners and outsiders (e.g., practices of making impersonal rules and norms by non-

elective officials via established procedures are recognized as bureaucratic practices). The 

dynamic side of practices, on the other hand, refers to the “content” performing agents bring 

to the table and the manner in which that content is then manipulated, such as the background 

knowledge or the use and handling of specific objects they acquired through other practices 

(e.g., bureaucrats from different countries are likely to hold different beliefs about the rights 

of migrants that will inevitably affect the substance of rules and norms they endeavor to 

produce). With all this in mind, the next section of this chapter reconceptualizes ISOs as 

practices and suggests what their core, stable, and distinctive features might be. Later, the 

chapter uses this reconceptualized notion of ISOs, as well as the notion of overlapping 

practices, in order to advance an argument about the mechanism of organizational 

transformation.  

                                                           
263 Wend accepts that there are two types of theories: causal and constitutive. However, he rejects the notion 
that causal theories produce explanations and constitutive theories understandings. He argues that, although 
constitutive theories are largely descriptive and not interested in subsuming their findings under causal laws, 
they are nevertheless explanations, albeit of different kind. See: Alexander Wendt, "On Constitution and 
Causation in International Relations," Review of International Studies 24, no. 5 (1998). 103.  
264 This is a point made by William Dray, a philosopher of history. As referenced in: ibid., 110.   
265 For a distinction between the persisting structure of organization and “organization as it happens” see: 
Schatzki, "On Organizations as They Happen." 



81 
 

 

3.3 The Ontology of ISOs: ISOs as Order-Making Practices 

 If, based on practice theory, we accept that the social world is composed of separate 

but overlapping practices rather than of goal-oriented or norm-following agents, then ISOs are 

neither epiphenomena of power relations among states nor bureaucracies, but a distinct set 

of practices unfolding within the field of international security. As Schatzki asserts, 

organizations are “a bundle of practices and arrangements” that emerge via “interrelated 

practices transpiring amid interconnected material orders”.266 Practice theory thus approaches 

organizations comprehensively. At the same time it takes into consideration their materiality 

(e.g. agents, documents, physical location, offices, personnel, equipment), their practicality 

(e.g. carrying of meetings in secretariats, councils, summits, ministerials), and their 

meaningfulness (e.g. the organization’s overall purpose within a given field or the meaning of 

inscriptions contained in their various documents). However, by contending that ISOs are 

practices within the field of international security we have, in effect, said little other than that 

we are confronted with the “potential labyrinth complexity”267 of the object under 

examination. As was indicated in the previous section, to say something meaningful about a 

particular practice its elements and their specific character must be specified, as well as its 

relation to other practices in the same or related fields.  

 Broadly speaking, ISO’s are composed of two types of practices: “practices of talking” 

and “practices of doing”.268 Although “practices of talking” are also a form of doing, the term 

is used here to refer to organizational activities that are primarily “grounded in talk”269 such as 

negotiations or statements. By contrast, “practices of doing” pertain to functional operations 

aimed at fulfilling stated missions of organizations, e.g. peace-enforcement, deployment of 

observers, or mediation.  

 Although they are a part of all organizational bodies and even of their “practices of 

doing”, “practices of talking” are distinctive and constitutive practices of high-level panels and 

meetings of ISOs (e.g. councils, secretariats, summits, and ministerials). Typically, these 
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meetings are proceeded by diverse documents such as decisions, declarations, resolutions, 

agreements or memoranda, generally to tackle either concrete international problems or to 

express collective commitments in specific issue areas.  These high-level panels have generally 

been considered as important given that they entail the meeting of real decision makers – 

heads of states, governments, ministers and highly positioned bureaucrats. The significance of 

their outcome documents has, however, been understood variously. In line with their general 

approach to IOs, those who adopt a realist or realist-like worldview have largely considered 

them as inconsequential. Their contention is that without authority enforcing compliance, 

states have no great stakes when making commitments via these documents. Thus, rather than 

being a battleground for how best to organize the realm of, for example, international security 

they are, for realists, yet another instrument for demonstrating power (or even disguised 

goodwill) while the “real” politics unfolds elsewhere. Repeated failures of organizational 

“practices of doing” to enact properly or adhere to agreements, decisions, and commitments 

inscribed in these documents, have often been seen as validating this stance. Constructivist 

scholars, on the other hand, have generally held documents in higher regard given their 

preoccupation with ideas, norms, values and rules and the manner in which these influence 

action. However, constructivists have been more interested in the meanings inscribed in 

documents, than the meaning of documents for the practice of which they are an integral 

part.270 To an extent, they have assumed that ideas, rules, and norms exert influence 

(persuade, legitimize, or become internalized) by the sheer power of their meanings rather 

than by being underpinned by documents as “material dimension of discourses”271.  

 This thesis proposes that ISOs’ “practices of talking” unfolding in the form of their high-

level panels (e.g. summits, councils, ministerials, or secretariats), including the manifold 

documents thereby routinely adopted, should be considered as the chief constitutive practices 

of ISOs. These organizations’ prominent “practices of doing”, that is, their functional 

engagement with an external international environment within which (or as part of which) they 

operate, are considered secondary because (as will be argued below) they can meaningfully 

emerge and unfold only if mediated and backed by organizational narratives arrived at via 
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organizational “practices of talking”. Before underpinning these assertions with arguments 

drawn from practice theory, Trine Flockhart’s study of NATO’s ontological security, which can 

be defined as an agent’s (strong or weak) sense of self and direction in relation to the 

environment within which it operates (arguably also a variant of practice-style reasoning), can 

assist as an initial support of this claim about the relative importance of the two organizational 

practices.272 Flockhart has, among other things, sought to understand how it was possible for 

NATO to be busier than ever in the past few decades, yet for its raison d’etre to be constantly 

questioned from within and without. Her contention is that, although organizational “practices 

of talking” and “practices of doing” feed into each other, strong narratives constructed through 

organizational “practices of talking” are critical for an organization to have a sense of direction, 

purpose, and overall identity, or simply, of ontological security. The importance of narratives 

is thus their ability to give meaning and stability to practices as they unfold over time and 

space.273 Besides NATO, the working of the OSCE between 2000 and 2009 is also a good case 

in point. During this time, the organization was actively engaged in a multitude of field 

activities; however, not one summit meeting of its member states took place although 

previously they had been organized every two years. The overall sentiment at the time was 

that the OSCE was critically deadlocked and in desperate need of reinvigoration. A way out was 

seen in all-encompassing talks on European security, rather than in an improvement of its 

“practices of doing”. This fact points towards the primacy of “practices of talking” argued here. 

More precisely, it demonstrates that for the organizations studied here, both their internal 

stability and outside perception, not doing seems to be less of a problem than not talking.  

One more thing needs to be noted prior to offering further support to this assertion 

about ISOs’ ontology; namely, that a place of language and discourse within social practices 

has been a prominent issue of contention in practice scholarship.274 As observed by Joseph 

Rouse, roughly three camps can be identified. In the first camp are theorists, such as Bourdieu, 

who are, first and foremost, interested in “the bodily basis of practices”275. In that regard, they 

are chiefly concerned with the “tacit” and skillful know-how underpinning these practices and 
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whose meaning and understanding can be accessed only through practical performance rather 

than verbal articulation.276 In using the concept of practice, these scholars thus endeavor to 

capture an aspect of social life that is likely to remain out of sight to those who are focused on 

its linguistically articulable dimension.277 In the second camp are those who, by contrast, 

identify social practices precisely by their “linguistically-expressible background”278, that is, by 

such concepts as shared presuppositions, vocabularies, or languages.279 Accordingly, although 

this background operates for the most part as a shared unarticulated understanding of agents’ 

social performances, it can nevertheless be articulated either by agents themselves or by social 

researchers.280 As part of the third camp, Rouse identifies those scholars who take language 

itself as a representative social practice. Taking their cue largely from J. L. Austin’s theory of 

speech acts, these theorists observe that many “linguistic performances” are in fact “actions 

performed through the use of words” 281, e.g. promising, naming, proposing, and commanding. 

By delineating “practices of talking” as a central performative component of ISOs, this thesis 

clearly sides with the third camp. In so doing, it does not deny the importance of either 

articulable shared understandings or inarticulable “tacit” know-hows that may play a part in 

the shaping of ISOs’ constitutive practices. However, rather than seeking to understand the 

origins of these practices, the thesis is, first and foremost, interested in investigating what is 

being done through their performance. Accordingly, by focusing on linguistic practices as ISO’s 

central performative acts, the thesis inevitably ventures into scrutinizing the meanings and 

intents thereby produced.  

 Insights from actor-network theory (ANT), a variant of practice theorizing, and practice 

approaches to narratives offer a further valuable theoretical justification for understanding 

ISOs through the centrality of “practices of talking” unfolding in their high-level panels.  A chief 

concern of ANT, developed by Bruno Latour, Michael Callon, John Law, and Karin Knorr Cetina, 

and others, has been to understand how agents (human and non-human, or so-called 
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“actants”) are related to each other, as well as what practices they employ so as to stabilize, 

maintain, challenge, or change these relations. Although it is now employed in various fields, 

including IR, ANT originates in science and technology studies (STS).282 Scholars developing and 

employing the theory have therefore been predominantly interested in accounting for the 

workings of scientific laboratories.283 More precisely, they have been interested in 

understanding the nature of knowledge-producing practices that unfold within laboratories 

and the effects thus generated knowledge instigates beyond laboratory confines. Based on 

extensive ethnographical work, their chief contention has been that this knowledge is an 

outcome of scientific practices of creating, collecting, assembling, transcribing, simplifying and 

juxtaposing information so as to manufacture more or less coherent “packages” of stabilized 

knowledge claims and standardized practices ready to be used, embodied, and enacted by 

agents outside of laboratories.284 Scholars of ANT thus conceptualize laboratories as order-

making endeavors undertaken routinely not only for the purpose of making sense of the 
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surrounding world but also for the purpose of structuring and creating it, as well as connecting 

with it (i.e. building networks with it). Knorr Cetina has labeled these practices as “laboratory 

constructivism”.285  

 By observing that laboratories are not the only social sites engaged in production of the 

knowledge that can be described in terms of order or structure making practices that help 

forge networks with and within the outside world, some ANT scholars have chosen to propose 

more generic concepts. Latour’s notions of “centers of calculation” and “oligoptica” stand out 

in this regard.286 Although the former notion refers to sites that engage in genuine scientific 

experimentations and calculations, and the latter to practices that can metaphorically be 

described as such, their essence is largely the same. They both stand for sites/practices with 

higher structural effects (higher ordering capacity) given that they consist in stabilizing and 

standardizing connections with and among remote people, objects and practices, thus 

designating recognizable social, political, bureaucratic, or technical roles.287 To highlight that 

these sites/practices are not centers of control (although they also have a regulative 

component) but primarily centers of social construction, Latour has purposefully put forward 

the concept of “oligopticon” so as to differentiate it from the concept of “panopticon” 

advanced by Jeremy Bentham and popularized by Foucault. He asserts that oligopticon “see 

much too little to feed the megalomania of the inspector or the paranoia of the inspected, but 

what they see, they see well…From oligoptica, sturdy but extremely narrow views of the 

(connected) whole are made possible—as long as connections hold”.288 Therefore, oligoptica 

are sites/practices that seek to order vast social landscapes by advancing a relatively 

condensed conception of how the ordered whole should appear. As such, Latour asserts that 

oligoptica are always characterized by a multitude of connections they forge with other social 
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practices and “mediums’, “traces”, or “devices” they employ to actualize and perpetuate these 

connections.289 

 If we examine them closely, we can see that high-level panels of ISOs correspond well 

with this idea of order- making practices.290 First, they are usually connected to a wide array of 

other social sites, both those internal to organizations and those external to them. For 

example, the North Atlantic Council (NAC), NATO’s main political decision-making body, holds 

connections with member and non-member states and with their diplomatic missions, but also 

with NATO’s internal military structures and multitude other smaller comities and working 

groups. The same can be said for the UN General Assembly, Security Council, and the 

Secretariat, or the OSCE’s summits, ministerials, and even for its more specific bodies such as 

the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights.291 Second, to establish and maintain 

these links and networks, these high-level panels need to have, to borrow Latour’s vocabulary, 

some kind of “mediums”, “traces”, or “devices”. These are, in the first place, streams of 

documents labeled variously as declarations, conventions, resolutions, treaties, decisions, 

reports, or statements, depending on whom they target. Lastly, as discussed above, to perform 

their task, these “devices” need to carry a certain type of knowledge or meaning whereby 

information is created, assembled, simplified, juxtaposed, and packaged in such a way as to 

prescribe and stabilize roles and behaviors of proximate and remote agents, as well as their 

knowledge and modes of thinking. A closer look at the documents of high-level panels of ISOs 

reveals that they are just such devices. The high-order documents, e.g. treaties, declarations, 

conventions, or resolutions, are in effect prescriptions of international (security) order. Even a 
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"Introduction," in Diplomacy and the Making of World Politics, ed. Ole Jacob  Sending, Vincent  Pouliot, and Iver 
B.  Neumann (Cambridge, U.K. : Cambride University Press, 2015); Ole  Jacob Sending, Vincent Pouliot, and Iver 
B. Neumann, "The Future of Diplomacy: Changing Practices, Evolving Relationships," International Journal 66, 
no. 3 (2011). 
291Bueger briefly discusses the multiple connections of the UN Security Council form the ANT standpoint in: 
Bueger, "Pathways to Practice: Praxiography and International Politics." 11.  



88 
 

superficial glance at these documents reveals that they are usually framed in such grandiose 

themes as “new world order”, “European security architecture” or “new security model”.  They 

incorporate a number of concepts (e.g. sovereignty and human rights) that are linked in such 

a way as to delineate modes and principles of legitimate conduct among states (e.g. the non-

interference principle) or even to substantiate truth claims upon which these prescribed orders 

are premised (e.g. democracies do not go to war with one another).  

 Thus far, I have argued that ISO’s should be understood as bundles of “talking” and 

“doing” practices. Also, that if approaching these organizations as a whole, “practices of 

talking” unfolding as part of their high-level panels should be regarded as the chief 

organizational practices due to their higher ordering capacity and structural effects, as well as 

because of their centrality in stabilizing the ontological security of these organizations. 

Therefore, although, in practice theorizing, all practices are themselves orderly, as discussed 

in the previous section, some, like these panels, are distinguished by being exclusively focused 

on creating orders intended to structure the world around them. While some of these 

assertions and distinctions might seem foreign to IR, it is worth pointing out that traces of them 

can already be found in IR literature. For example, in his discussion of the dynamics of 

international regimes, Oran Young makes a distinction between spontaneous, imposed, and 

negotiated orders or regimes.292 Spontaneous orders or regimes, he contends, emerge without 

conscious coordination among participants while imposed orders are fostered deliberately by 

dominant powers.293 By contrast, negotiated orders or regimes are developed “by conscious 

efforts to agree on their major provisions, explicit consent on the part of individual 

participants, and formal expression of the results”.294 Thus, Young in effect sees negotiated 

orders as a product of order making practices he recognizes as negotiations. 

 Furthermore, although he did not write from the perspective of practice theory, 

Young’s definition of regimes is very much in agreement with it. While most definitions of 

regimes focus on norms, rules, and principles around which agents’ expectations converge, 

Young defines them as “recognized patterns of behavior and practice”, which cannot have 

“existence or meaning apart from the behavior of individuals or groups of human beings”.295 

                                                           
292 Young, "Regime Dynamics: The Rise and Fall of International Regimes ". 282 – 285.  
293 Ibid., 282, 284.  
294 Ibid., 283. 
295 Ibid., 277, 279. 
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For this reason, when speaking about negotiated orders or regimes, Young is inconsistent 

because he makes a mistake of equating negotiated orders “on paper” with negotiated ones 

in practice. While the former are designed to structure the latter, and do so to a varying degree, 

they are not one and the same. For example, the Declaration on Principles Guiding Relations 

between Participating States, the so-called Decalogue, adopted as part of the CSCE’s Helsinki 

Final Act, is certainly a conception of the international order arrived at through years of 

negotiations among participating states. However, it is not an actual order (i.e. an order in 

practice) among European states. Even if an actual order were to mirror the negotiated 

conception behind it perfectly, these two types of orders would still remain ontologically 

distinct categories: order imagined through order-making practices (order on paper) versus 

order arrived at through routine orderly practices (order in practice).   

 Therefore, practice theory’s notion of separate but overlapping practices allows us to 

observe that, irrespective of their effects on external practices or orders, ISO’s order-making 

practices always retain their two constitutive (formal and stable) elements: negotiations 

among state representatives and/or bureaucrats and documents thereby adopted. 

Approaching ISO’s in this manner means describing and studying them as they are rather than 

from the standpoint of their value or effect in regard to other practices and a system as a 

whole, as is the case with studies concerned with the question routinely asked in IR - “do 

institutions, in general, and IOs, in particular,  matter?” That being said, the character of 

negotiations and documents constitutive of order-making practices of IOs need to be specified 

(described) further.   

 Negotiations that unfold as part of ISO high-level order-making practices possess a 

material and an ideational side (as do all social practices if looked from the perspective of 

practice theory’s general understanding of social ontology). Their material side includes such 

objects as conference rooms, various ceremonial artifacts, the Internet, telephones, notes, and 

other documents, as well as regularized body movements such as hand raising when one 

wishes to speak or following the predetermined order of speakers.296  As for their ideational 

side, these negotiations can be understood as confrontations of diverse narratives about 

international (security) order advanced by agents informed by different background 

                                                           
296 Instructive in this regard is Adler and Pouliot’s brief discussion of tools, both ideational and material, 
necessary for the conduct of G8 summits: Adler and Pouliot, "International Practices ". 7-8.  
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knowledge.297 For instance, due to ethical reasons, some might maintain that the only just 

international order is one comprised of states that respect and protect human rights. Others, 

however, might hold the stability of the system is a more important value leading them to 

argue in favor of the order premised on a strict adherence to the principle of sovereignty and 

its corollary of non-interference. Bearing in mind that these negotiations are in fact processes 

of consensus building on a single narrative of international security order, it is also instructive 

to describe them in terms of Jürgen Habermas’s notion of communicative action.298 Thus, 

participants of negotiations perform this practice by uttering a number of causal and normative 

statements (e.g. the only peaceful international order is the one composed of democratic 

states). They then argue in favor of these statements, while others challenge them, on the 

basis of so-called validity claims. That is, on the basis of how well they correspond to the facts 

in the world, what moral rightness underlines them, or/and how truthful and authentic a 

speaker uttering them is assumed to be.299 Throughout this process, however, participants 

seek to achieve a communicative and reasoned consensus about their understanding of a 

situation, or in Habermas’ words, “they pursue their individual goals under the condition that 

they can co-ordinate their action plans on the basis of shared definitions of the situation"300. It 

goes without saying, that this process is not always a successful one.   

 Outcome documents of ISO high-level negotiations (e.g. decisions, declarations, 

resolutions, agreements or memoranda) are, in contrast to negotiations, single narratives 

about international (security) order achieved by way of creating, assembling, simplifying, 

juxtaposing, and accommodating various information, security, international, and moral 

principles, and other causal and normative claims. Just as is the case with works produced 

within Latour’s oligoptica, these narratives prescribe rules of international conduct by ordering 

a “heterogeneous world into more or less coherent configuration”301. However, that is only 

their ideational and semiotic aspect. Documents carrying narratives about international orders 

                                                           
297 For an overview of how practice scholars understand narratives see: Bueger and Gadinger, International 
Practice Theory: New Perspectives. 36-43. 
298 See: Jürgen Habermas, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a Category of 
Bourgeois Society (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1991); Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action, 
Volume 1: Reason and the Rationalization of Society. For a discussion of “communicative action” in IR see: 
Thomas  Risse, "“Let's Argue!”: Communicative Action in World Politics," International Organization 54, no. 1 
(2000). 
299 For a discussion of the three types of validity claims see: Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action, 
Volume 1: Reason and the Rationalization of Society. 
300 As quoted and translated in: Risse, "“Let's Argue!”: Communicative Action in World Politics." 10.  
301 Bueger and Gadinger, International Practice Theory: New Perspectives. 36. 
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also have a material expression and its purposefulness should not be overlooked. Ideas, 

especially novel ones, can hardly produce effects without being inscribed.302 Nikolas Rose and 

Peter Miller assert that these inscriptions are “the material condition of thought which enables 

thought to work upon object”.303 In the context of Latour’s order making sites, and as already 

discussed above, documents are “traces” or “devices” these sites use to establish and maintain 

their networks. 

 Through a sequence of conceptual moves, this section has argued that ISOs are neither 

epiphenomena of power relations among participating states nor bureaucracies, but a bundle 

of distinct international practices best described as “practices of talking” and “practices of 

doing”. It has also argued that when approaching these organizations as a whole (in their own 

right), “practices of talking” unfolding as part of ISOs high-level panels should be considered as 

ontologically primitive due to their order-making function and capacity directed towards 

external international (and domestic) practices, as well as towards internal practices of a given 

ISO. By specifying these order-making “practices of talking” further, the section has also 

contended that they entail negotiations and documents. Negotiations have been understood 

as confrontations of various narratives about international (security) order, while documents 

have been conceptualized as single narratives of that order arrived at via diverse configurations 

of international and security principles and of other causal and normative claims. It has been 

emphasized in particular that orders thus created should not be confused with the actual 

international (security) orders they seek to structure, given that they are, first and foremost, 

imagined, ideal-type, and discursive configurations produced via organizational order-making 

rhetorical practices.  

 The advantage of this approach to ISOs over rationalist approaches is that it describes 

these organizations as they are, rather than from the standpoint of their value for states and 

the international system as a whole. Asserting, as realists do, that ISOs are nothing but a 

different context for a reproduction of power struggles among states as they seek to maintain 

or increase their relative utility does not tell us how this practices differ from other security 

practices, e.g. from war, even if we agree that power struggle is a ubiquitous underlying 

                                                           
302 See: Walters, "The Power of Inscription: Beyond Social Construction and Deconstruction in European 
Integration Studies." 
303 As quoted in: ibid., 91. Originally in: Nikolas Rose and Peter Miller, "Political Power Beyond the State: 
Problematics of Government," British Journal of Sociology 43, no. 2 (1992). 185.  
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principle driving international relations. As argued above, while knowledge of the interests and 

power of particular states might predict or explain the “tilt” of outcomes of social practices as 

it is almost commonsensical to assume that, in any interaction, powerful are likely to gain 

more, the observable and reportable quality of those outcomes cannot be accounted for by 

the mere knowledge of a quantity of power at play. Instead, particular outcomes of practices, 

including their transformation, have to be understood from the standpoint of the unique 

character of those practices considering that this character is a determinant of the manner in 

which power, as well as other categories “carried” by agents such as background knowledge, 

are expressed. On the other hand, the constructivist conceptualization of IOs as bureaucracies 

is similar to the practice approach advanced in this chapter in as much as it depicts 

bureaucracies in terms of their practices of constructing and regulating the world via 

impersonal rules and norms. However, as has been argued in this section, the international 

orders imagined in the high-level panels of ISOs should be seen as primitive in terms of their 

function in constructing (or, more precisely, in endeavoring to construct)  the world politics. 

After all, particular norms and rules are usually developed in relation to these large order 

configurations and the principles advanced in them. Divergences are certainly possible, but 

they rarely produce large-scale consequences. Therefore, from the standpoint of IOs in general 

and ISOs in particular state representatives as well as bureaucracies have a significant role in 

constructing and regulating world politics. Additionally, it is not only norms and rules that are 

the tools of construction, but primarily the imagined international orders that inform them. 

The next section uses this reconceptualized notion of ISOs to develop an argument about the 

manner in which these organizations transform over time.  
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Figure 5 Schematic representation of the relationship between “practices of doing”, order 

narratives, and “practices of doing” 
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3.4 The Argument: The Transformation of ISOs 

By conceptualizing ISOs in terms of the order-making nature of their “practices of 

talking”, the previous section has, in effect, described the constant elements of these practices, 

those that routinely reproduce and render respective practices what they recognizably are. 

However, in accordance with a manner of theorizing emblematic for practice approaches, 

these elements have been described in “dynamic” terms – as negotiations aimed at reaching 

an argumentative consensus about international (security) order by way of linking various 

security and international principles and other normative and truth claims into more or less 

coherent narratives. Changes in these linkages, which are an inevitable consequence of 

“communication” of ISOs as order-making sites with the external practices they seek to 

structure, is thus the key to understanding the transformation of ISOs. If there are disturbances 

in ISO’s environment, such as the major geostrategic shifts that occurred at the end of the Cold 

War, “practices of talking” and their corollary order narratives are the usual or likely manner 

in which ISOs will address them. As Bueger and Gadinger point out “during situations of crises 

a change of practice occurs in conjunction with a reconfiguration of dominant narratives”304. 

NATO’s 1991 Rome Declaration on Peace and Cooperation or the OSCE/CSCE’s 1990 Charter 

of Paris for a New Europe are good cases in point when it comes to initial organizational 

responses to the end of the Cold War. The way in which the security order in Europe was 

depicted in these documents differs significantly from narratives that were dominant during 

the years of the intense rivalry between the superpowers. Different (security) principles have 

been emphasized (e.g. human rights and democracy over sovereignty) and various new links 

have been made (e.g. human rights violations were increasingly seen as a disturbance to 

international peace and security).  

However, examining the changes in order narratives ISOs advance is only one piece of 

the puzzle when it comes to understanding the manner in which these organizations 

transform. Besides the specific content, these narratives also contain, what I term, an intent. 

For example, Iver Neumann has observed that narratives (i.e. stories) can be fashioned in such 

a way as to reproduce existing practices thus putting constraints on their renewal, but they can 

                                                           
304 Bueger and Gadinger, International Practice Theory: New Perspectives. 42. 
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also open space for new practices justifying them as an indispensable element of a story’s 

plot.305 Furthermore, as was briefly discussed above, narratives are essential in reinforcing the 

ontological security of organizations, that is, in imbuing them with a sense of “self”, purpose, 

and direction.306 As Christopher Fenton and Ann Langley point out “stories shape the 

organizational landscape as individuals and organizations become actors in their own 

stories”307. In other words, the narratives of international security order do not only specify 

what principles should guide external international practices, but also what roles and purposes 

should ISOs assume in relation to thus imagined orders (hence the depiction of these relations 

in terms of actor-network by ANT theory). Similarly, in his study of the relationship between 

NATO’s identity and action, Felix Ciută has pointed out that the Alliance’s security practices, its 

actorness, are “given meaning and intentionality as they are continuously framed within a 

“grand narrative” of security that conveys legitimacy, stability and metamorphic impetus”308. 

The titles of declarations and decisions adopted in NATO and the UN shortly after the end of 

the Cold War can help illustrate the importance of this kind of organizational self-reflection in 

a new international context: London Declaration on a Transformed North Atlantic Alliance and 

The Responsibility of The Security Council in The Maintenance of International Peace and 

Security, respectively. Having in mind these notions of narratives, particularly their purpose in 

rendering agents “agentic”, I suggest that we can differentiate four types of intentions or 

purposes ISOs can assume, through order narratives, vis-à-vis their external international 

environment. They can: (1) endeavor to build/construct a new international (security) order in 

view of structuring relations among international agents afresh; (2) reinforce an order already 

existing in the environment of a respective ISO; (3) reflect an already existing order therby 

                                                           
305 See: Neumann, "Returning Practice to Linguistic Turn: The Case of Diplomacy ". 635, 637. Neumann is 
notorious in IR for taking up the theme of narratives, especially in his studies of diplomacy. For further reference 
see: Neumann, "To Be a Diplomat."; "“A Speech That the Entire Ministry May Stand for,” Or: Why Diplomats 
Never Produce Anything New."; Diplomatic Sites: A Critical Enquiry (New York: Columbia University Press, 2013); 
At Home with the Diplomats: Inside a European Foreign Ministry (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2012). For 
other accounts of narratives, in IR and security studies, see: Geoffrey Roberts, "History, Theory and the 
Narrative Turn in Ir," Review of International Studies 32, no. 4 (2006). Ciută, "The End(s) of NATO: Security, 
Strategic Action and Narrative Transformation."; "Narratives of Security: Strategy and Identity in the European 
Context," in Discursive Constructions of Identity in European Politics, ed. Richard C.M. Mole (London: Palgrave, 
2007). 
306 See: Flockhart, "Towards a Strong NATO Narrative: From a ‘Practice of Talking’ to a ‘Practice of Doing’."  
307 Christopher Fenton and Ann Langley, "Strategy as Practice and the Narrative Turn," Organization Studies 32, 

no. 9 (2011). 1186. (emphasis added). 
308 Ciută, "The End(s) of NATO: Security, Strategic Action and Narrative Transformation." 44. For more on Ciută’s  
understanding of narratives in the European security context see: "Narratives of Security: Strategy and Identity 
in the European Context." 
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influencing it little or not at all; (4) seek to transcend the external international (security) order 

because participating states consider it to be excessively strained and thus undesirable.  

In what way, then, have key ISOs transformed after the Cold War and how can this 

transformation be explained? I contend that, what we observe as an organizational 

transformation is, in fact, a consequence of variations in the content and intent of ISOs’ 

international (security) order narratives produced via negotiations in their high-level panels, 

that is, a consequence of a fluid rearrangement of narrative elements. Accordingly, ISOs’ rules 

and norms, as well as their institutional structure and “practices of doing”, are all fashioned 

and made sense of in reference to these order narratives. As an illustration, the OSCE’s Office 

for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights could only emerge when underpinned by an idea 

that a stable and peaceful Europe entails its states to be democratic and that the OSCE’s job is 

to assist in building such Europe. Accordingly, as the content and intent of ISOs order narratives 

transform, so do their institutional designs and behavioral outcomes. Thus, irrespective of 

what the source of organizational change is (e.g. breakdown in the international system or an 

emergence of a new power), the substantive features of ISO transformation can be understood 

properly only via inquiry into the manner in which these external disturbances are mediated 

by organizational narratives of international (security) order.  

 To better understand how ISOs fluctuate between what I have labeled their building, 

reinforcing, reflecting, and transcending modes, and thus transform over time, I theorize about 

the condition under which they are likely to enter these different mods as well as the 

consequences they can have for an organization as a whole (for an overview see Table 2).  

Building/Constructing new international (security) order. ISOs typically seek to construct 

new international (security) orders when a major breakdown in an external international order 

occurs. Such breakdowns can come about due to a clash of states, but they can also be a result 

of the disintegration of a peaceful order as exemplified by the end of the Cold War. Through 

organizational “practices of talking” participating states will thus seek to construct order 

narratives directed towards structuring the relations of international agents anew. Irrespective 

of the source of order breakup, after it occurs states are typically (although they need not be) 

divided into victors and vanquished. The resulting power asymmetry thus tends to affect order 

narratives in such a way that they predominantly reflect interests, values, identity, and the 

background knowledge of the victorious side. In line with the notion of overlapping practices 

discussed earlier it can be argued that winning states are in effect importing elements of their 
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other practices (domestic, international, or even personal) into organizational practices, 

arguing thereby that these are the only logical and legitimate basis for the construction of a 

new order. Due to external relations being significantly underdeveloped, order narratives 

fashioned in this way are usually composed of abstract principles, engaging little or nothing 

with the concrete security concerns of states. Also, a general state of euphoria prompts these 

narratives to emanate high expectations regarding the prospects of the new order. During 

these times, ISOs thus tend to adopt documents of the highest order, such as international 

agreements, declarations, and resolutions.  

Concerning the manner in which the purpose of ISOs is conceived of through these new 

order narratives, it can be observed that they are usually “placed” outside of their environment 

and assigned the role of order builder. When in this mode, ISOs engage with their surroundings 

with a particularly high “sense” of epistemic supremacy. A major consequence of this is a 

change in organizational “practices of doing” given that, for an organization to assume this 

role, it must first develop new institutions and practices or to reform the existing ones.  This 

observation is significant because it tells us that when reshaping their institutional structure, 

ISOs do not merely adapt to a change in external circumstances, as is often assumed within 

the literature. Rather, they adopt new institutions and behavioral patterns so as to be able to 

transform these external circumstances as stipulated in the new order narratives.  

Reinforcing external international order. When ISOs assume the reinforcing role, it 

usually means that external international (security) relations and practices are well established, 

regardless of whether they are cooperative or conflictual. The functioning of NATO during the 

Cold War is a good case in point given its dual reinforcing orientation. On the one hand, it was 

underpinning the Western community of democratic states. On the other, although eager to 

see the East-West confrontation over, it was in effect partaking in strengthening it. For an 

organization to be in a reinforcing mode, there should thus not be any fundamental differences 

among participating states. Their perceived interests, preferences, motives, and values, as well 

as a significant portion of the background knowledge they import, must converge to such 

extent that an organization does not seek to give them new quality but is concerned primarily 

with protecting and reinforcing them further. That said, regarding their content, we should 

expect order narratives advanced in this context to reflect external relations and practices. 

However, in terms of their discourse, they are likely to be an idealized version of those relations 

whereby states express a great deal of pride towards values and principles that they see as 
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constitutive of their good relations. Consequently, these order narratives are likely to employ 

a strong protective language expressing the readiness of member states to engage in defensive 

or offensive “practices of doing” so as to maintain their community such as it is. Against this 

background, a self-image of a respective ISO is not that of order builder but rather its 

supporting pillar. All things considered, when seeking to reinforce an external order, ISOs 

behave protectively and conservatively so we should not expect them to display major 

institutional restructuring and growth. This, however, will largely depend on the nature of the 

dominant danger threatening to destabilize an order that is being protected, as threats are 

variable categories requiring different organizational attention.   

Reflecting existing international order. The structure of external international (security) 

relations is always reflected in ISOs practices. As argued above, when participating states 

“import” into ISOs’ “practices of talking” a compatible set of perceived interests, preferences, 

and background knowledge their order narratives come to be imbued with a clear purpose - 

building new or reinforcing extant international (security) order. However, the interests, 

preferences, and background knowledge of participating states might also diverge significantly. 

If this is the case, an organization assumes what can be perceived as a fully-fledged reflective 

mode. When in this mode, it is not unusual for ISOs to stop talking altogether. When talking, 

however, their order narratives are likely to mirror the strained state of external affairs. With 

a sense of common purpose among participating states diminished or altogether lacking, these 

narratives will usually contain a number of contradicting principles put together so as to satisfy 

demands of opposing camps or to establish minimal rules for their mutual engagement. It can 

be argued that this is the organizational mode to which realists predominantly refer when 

asserting that IOs do not matter, given that, when in this state, ISOs affect their environment 

little or nothing and are hence often depicted as just one of its building blocks. Lastly, a general 

dissatisfaction with the state of things will prompt many to demand a reform of these 

organizations in order to render them more effective; however, without an order narrative 

articulating their purpose clearly, significant institutional restructuring and growth are unlikely 

to take place.  

Transcending external international order. When divergences in perceived interests, 

preferences, values and background knowledge of ISOs’ participating states start to produce 

an excessive strain on the mutual relations of these states, a convergence of dissatisfaction 

among them may occur. This dissatisfaction can then prompt states to resort to organizational 
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“practices of talking” as a way of transcending increasing tensions. Narratives of international 

(security) order thus produced will seek to advance a constellation of rules, norms, and 

principles in reference to which states can start forging certain cooperative arrangements 

where previously there was little or none. These narratives are likely to be broad in scope and 

to contain many contradictory principles. The reason for this is the underlying conflictual 

nature of relations among participating states that prompts them to engage, while negotiating, 

in a strategy of extensive issue-linkages. The OSCE’s notion of comprehensive security is a good 

case in point. Additionally, these order narratives usually contain a combination of abstract 

ordering principles and propositions of concrete cooperative arrangements. The former are an 

expression of (often unsuccessful) attempts of states to find points of convergence on their 

general notions of order, while the latter are designed for the purpose of jumpstarting overall 

cooperation among states through engagements in politically less sensitive issue areas, for 

example, cultural cooperation. Regarding the depiction of ISOs’ purposes when they assume 

this mode, the notions of “order builder” and “building block” can both be found in their order 

narratives. However, the institutional restructuring and growth of these organizations rarely 

ensues given that opposing states are unlikely to agree on any form of “practices of doing” that 

would be directed towards enforcing order narratives. “Practices of talking” thus often become 

an aim in themselves, a very instance of cooperation they aim to forge. The table below 

summarizes these four types of ISOs purposes vis-à-vis their environment. 
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 The state of 
the external 

order 

Relations 
among 

participating 
states 

Characteristics 
of order 
narrative 

Depiction of 
ISO 

Effect on ISO’s 
institutions 

and practices 
of doing 

Building 
Breakdown/ 

Vacuum 
Victors and 
vanquished 

Abstract, 
expressing high 

expectations 
Order builder 

Growth in scope 
and size 

Reinforcing Well-established 

High 
convergence of 

perceived 
interests, values, 
and background 

knowledge 

Idealized version 
of external order 

and protective 
discourse 

Supporting pillar 

Little or no 
growth, 

maintenance of 
status-quo 

Reflecting 
Often well-

established but 
conflictual 

High divergence 
of perceived 

interests, values, 
and background 

knowledge 

Modest or lacking 
altogether. When 

present 
containing a 
number of 

contradictory 
principles 

Building block 
Frequent calls 
for reform but 

no growth  

Transcending 
Underdeveloped 
and conflictual 

Divergence of 
perceived 

interests, values, 
and background 
knowledge, but 

high convergence 
of dissatisfaction 

Broad in scope, 
contradictory, 
abstract and 

concrete 

Builder and 
building block 

Little or no 
growth 

 

Table 2 Summary of the four types of “intents” ISOs establish vis-à-vis their environment through order 

narratives 

 

 

The present typology should be understood chiefly as a descriptive tool that will assist 

the organization of empirical material of the present thesis. In agreement with the notion of 

practice theory that the orderliness of the world does not necessarily mean that it rests on 

causal laws, the descriptions of the typology’s individual elements should not be understood 

in terms of “if-then” variables. Rather, they should be seen as likely associations of conditions 

and outcomes arrived at through a theoretically informed engagement with empirical data. 

Thus, as Bourdieu points out, the attempts to simplify a complex social reality will inevitably 

lead to distortions making it possible for that which seems logically compatible on paper 
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incompatible in practice.309 That being said, as will be clear from the empirical chapters, ISO’s 

rarely assume just one of the above-discussed modes. Frequently, they are in multiple modes 

with some more prominent than others. Before concluding, in Table 3 a comparison of 

rationalist, constructivist, and practice approaches to IOs/ISOs, discussed throughout the 

chapter, is offered.  

 

 

 General social 
ontology and core 

postulates 

IOs ontology Understanding of IOs 
transformation 

Rationalist theories 

Structural-material 
ontology, utility 

maximizing states are 
the main units of 

analysis 

Epiphenomena of power 
relations among 

participating states 

Shifts in power balance 
among participating 

states 

Constructivist theories 

Primarily ideational 
ontology, structuration, 
no prejudice regarding 

unit of analysis 

IOs are bureaucracies 

Bureaucratic 
(re)negotiations and 
(re)interpretations of 

international rules and 
norms 

Practice theory 

Social practices are the 
smallest unit of analyses, 
they incorporate agents, 

structures, ideas, and 
material objects 

ISOs are order-making 
practices 

Shifts in content and 
intent of international 

(security) order 
narratives 

 

Table 3 Summary of rationalist, constructivist, practice approaches to IOs/ISOs 

 

 

Conclusion  

In this chapter, I have argued that rationalist and constructivist theories are 

conceptually limited when it comes to explaining ISO transformation. When studying IOs, the 

primary concern of these theories has been to identify the most important agents that drive 

organizational behavior. Rationalists have thus reduced IOs to states and then deduced their 

functioning from the inherent desire of states to maintain or increase power. Constructivists, 

on the other hand, have reduced IOs to their bureaucracies and then deduced their workings 

from the emblematic practices of bureaucrats - the production of impersonal and impartial 

norms and rules. In this way, rationalist have been unable to explain organizational 

                                                           
309 As discussed in: Wight, Agents, Structures and International Relations: Politics as Ontology. 87.  
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transformation because power relations among state alone cannot tell us why IOs (or ISOs) 

undertake particular new tasks and roles (e.g. why NATO has chosen to protect strangers 

beyond its treaty area). By focusing on the regulative and constitutive role of bureaucratic 

norms and rules, constructivists have created a noteworthy space for the examination of 

substantive features of organizational transformation. However, while this approach is 

promising when it comes to accounting for small-scale shifts, it is powerless when it comes to 

large-scale transformations of ISOs, such as the one that occurred after the Cold War, because 

bureaucracies simply have no resources to drive these transformations.  

Instead of conceptualizing ISOs via the agents operating within them, I have chosen, in 

this chapter, to conceptualize them as bundles of specific international “practices of talking” 

and doing. I have then suggested that, when approaching ISOs as a whole, “practices of talking” 

that unfold as part of their high-level panels should be considered as ontologically primitive 

because they are order-making sites, that is, centers where external international relations, as 

well as other organizational practices, are being structured. Two principal elements of these 

practices are negotiations and documents. Negotiations have been conceptualized as 

confrontations of various narratives about international (security) order, while documents 

have been understood as single narratives of that order arrived at via diverse configurations of 

international and security principles and of other causal and normative claims advanced during 

negotiations.  

Based on this reconceptualized notion of ISOs, their transformation has been 

understood as a result of changes that occur in their order narratives. More precisely, they are 

a consequence of changes in the content (i.e. what security and international concepts, 

principles, and claims have been established and how are they tied together) and changes in 

their intent (i.e. what is the role of ISOs regarding thus established notions of external order 

and what institutions and practices it needs to develop so as to perform it). I have then 

suggested that there are four types of intentions of IOs that can be established via these 

narratives: (1) building/constructing a new international (security) order in view of structuring 

relations among international agents afresh; (2) reinforcing an extant order; (3) reflecting 

extant order and thus exerting little or no influencing on it; (4) transcending an external 

international (security) order because participating states consider it as excessively strained 

and thus undesirable. The transformation of ISOs over time is understood as a result of 

fluctuation between these for types.  
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Lastly, the scope of the theoretical framework advanced in this chapter is limited to 

internal workings of ISOs. That is, it is limited to theorizing about internal practices through 

which these organizations process or mediate various external and internal disturbances and 

translate them into certain conceptions of their own purpose thus maintaining status quo or 

transforming accordingly. Consequently, although it sees them as indispensable element in 

ISOs’ “practices of talking”, the framework does not account for the source and nature of such 

notions as background knowledge, values, preferences, or perceived interest that state 

representatives and bureaucrats “import” into these practices. Likewise, it cannot account for 

the source or nature of the concept linkages they make when negotiating narratives of 

international (security) orders. The effects negotiated orders produce in their environment are 

also beyond the scope of this framework.  
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CHAPTER III 
Practice Theory-Driven Research: Case Selection, 
Methodology, and Methods 

 

 

 
Introduction 

This Chapter discusses case selection, the overall methodological approach, and the 

specific methods used in the course of this research.  Its aim is to demonstrate that the 

theoretical framework developed in the previous chapter can effectively be applied to the 

empirical study of the OSCE, the UN, and NATO, and thus to lead to a plausible account of the 

manner in which they have transformed following the end of the Cold War. That said, it should 

be kept in mind that, despite the thesis being organized in such a way that the theoretical 

framework precedes both the methodology and the presentation of empirical findings, the 

research itself was done through an explorative process of iteration, as well as of co-

construction, between the theoretical accounts and the empirical material often referred to 

as abduction.310 The advantage of this approach is that it enables the simultaneous weighing 

of the explanatory power of existing theories, broad engagement with the empirical material, 

and the fashioning of a novel account of ISO transformation.  

The chapter is organized as follows. In the first section, I explain my approach to case 

selection. I do so by paying a particular attention to the fact that this study advances a 

constitutive, ontological, and largely descriptive explanation. In the second section, I discuss 

my overall methodological approach and the manner in which it was influenced by my use of 

practice theory. In the final section, I describe the specific methods I employed, namely 

discourse analysis, content analysis, and process tracing.  

 

 

                                                           
310 On abduction see: Charles Sanders Peirce, Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard University Press, 1974). Kuang Tih Fann, Peirce’s Theory of Abduction (Berlin: Springer Science & 
Business Media, 1970); Jo Reichertz, "Abduction: The Logic of Discovery of Grounded Theory," in The SAGE 
Handbook of Grounded Theory, ed. Antony  Bryant and Kathy  Charmaz (London: Sage, 2007). John G. Ruggie, 
Constructing the World Polity: Essays on International Institutionalization (London: Routledge, 1998).   
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1. Case Selection: Why the OSCE, the UN, and NATO?  

 The purpose of adhering to strict case selection techniques, in both quantitative and 

qualitative studies, is to enable researchers to make causal inferences and generalizations, as 

well as to ensure that these are valid.  For example, in quantitative studies, researchers will 

tend to select their cases randomly so as to avoid “contaminating” their causal inferences with 

selection biases.311 In qualitative studies, scholars employ an array of different case selection 

techniques. Some of the most prominent examples include the selection of typical, diverse, 

extreme, deviant, influential, most similar, and most different cases.312 A frequently voiced 

caution regarding qualitative studies is to avoid “selecting on the dependent variable”, that is 

selecting cases that display no variance regarding their outcome. As Gary King, Robert 

Keohane, and Sidney Verba point out, without an opportunity to discriminate between causes 

of both “positive” and “negative” cases an inferential bias is likely to occur.313 

 This thesis, however, does not seek to test or draw causal inferences. It is not interested 

in why some ISOs change while others do not, but in how those that do transform come to 

adopt the particular forms and practices they do. By arguing that the existing theoretical 

approaches to IOs/ISOs cannot yield a satisfactory answer to this question, in the previous 

chapter, based on practice theory, a reconceptualized notion of ISOs was advanced, as well as 

an argument about the manner in which they transform. In this way, this thesis has proposed 

a constitutive rather than a causal explanation.314 As William Dray points out, such explanations 

endeavor to subsume observations under a concept rather than under a law.315 They are, in 

Alexander Wendt’s words, concerned with understanding how elements of a given entity are 

                                                           
311 Gary King, Robert O. Keohane, and Sidney Verba, Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative 
Research (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994). 94. 
312 A good overview of each of these techniques can be found in: Jason Seawright and John Gerring, "Case 
Selection Techniques in Case Study Research a Menu of Qualitative and Quantitative Options," Political 
Research Quarterly 61, no. 2 (2008). For a broad discussion of case selection and best practices see also: 
Andrew Bennett and Colin Elman, "Qualitative Research: Recent Developments in Case Study Methods," Annual 
Reviev of Political Science 9(2006). John Gerring, Case Study Research: Principles and Practices (Cambridge, U.K.: 
Cambridge University Press, 2006). Chapter 5. Jack S. Levy, "Case Studies: Types, Designs, and Logics of 
Inference," Conflict Management and Peace Science 25, no. 1 (2008); Ingo Rohlfing, Case Studies and Causal 
Inference: An Integrative Framework (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2012). 
313 King, Keohane, and Verba, Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research. 129-132. 
314 For differences between the two see: Wendt, "On Constitution and Causation in International Relations." On 
answering ontological questions and thus building constitutive theory see: Tim  Dunne, Lene  Hansen, and Colin  
Wight, "The End of International Relations Theory?," European Journal of International Relations 19, no. 3 
(2013). 411. 
315 See: William  Dray, "‘“Explaining What” in History'," in Theories of History, ed. Patrick L. Gardiner (Glencoe: IL, 
1959). 
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put together such that it acquires its particular properties.316 Opting for this kind of explanation 

is also a consequence of the very nature of practice theory considering that one of its core 

postulates is that elements constitutive of social practices coexist rather than cause each other. 

Consequently, a study of social practices that adopts this perspective necessarily requires the 

researcher to identify and describe these elements rather than to discover purported causal 

links among them.  

 As Jason Seawright and John Gerring emphasize, case selection techniques for studies 

primarily concerned with causal inferences may not be suitable for descriptive studies, and it 

may be added, for constitutive studies that propose a novel ontology of their object of 

analysis.317 The purpose of empirical phenomena in explanatory inquiries is usually to support 

or refute previously established theories and hypotheses, that is, to act as their evidence. 

Ontological/constitutive accounts, on the other hand, are primarily descriptive (heuristic) 

devices fashioned with the aim of organizing the elements of a particular social phenomenon 

into a more or less coherent narrative. For this reason, more often than not, these accounts 

are “preceded” by an empirical phenomenon.318 That is, cases are selected before any 

constitutive account of them is made, usually because cases themselves display some puzzling 

feature.  

With that in mind, the three cases analyzed in the present study – the OSCE, the UN, 

and NATO - were selected intentionally, prior to any specific theory in mind, and for the reason 

of a similar phenomenon they display, namely, that following the end of the Cold War all three 

of these organizations have entered an all-encompassing process of transformation. As 

discussed in detail in the previous chapters, these organization’s missions, strategies, 

structure, policies, knowledge and even their culture have all changed. What they do, how they 

do it, and even their very nature have all assumed an altered or entirely new shape, allowing 

us to justifiably label them justly  shape-shifting international entities worthy of attention.  

 It should nevertheless be acknowledged that these three organizations were selected 

because they can justifiably be considered the “key” international security organizations. 

                                                           
316 Wendt, "On Constitution and Causation in International Relations." 112.  
317 Seawright and Gerring, "Case Selection Techniques in Case Study Research a Menu of Qualitative and 
Quantitative Options." 296. 
318 For a good account of the difference between the use of empirics in explanatory studies and ontological 
accounts see: Schatzki, The Site of the Social: A Philosophical Account of the Constitution of Social Life and 
Change. 
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Through the production of international rules and norms, as well as via engagements in various 

field operations, the OSCE, the UN, and NATO have assumed some of the most important roles 

in responding to and shaping contemporary global and regional security. For the similar 

reasons, these three organizations have also been prominent case studies within the IR 

literature (NATO and the UN more so than the OSCE). On this basis, it can be argued that they 

are, to an extent, typical cases when it comes to studies dealing with organizations active in 

the domain of international security.319 Furthermore, considering that, like NATO, the OSCE, 

and the UN, other ISOs320 also operate through summits and ministerials, have permanent 

councils and assemblies, and adopt numerous high-level documents, the argument advanced 

in this thesis is seen as having a potential to provide valuable insights into the working of these 

organizations as well.  

Lastly, although the three cases this thesis examines are analytically similar, their 

empirics differ substantially. The processes of order negotiations, the understanding of 

particular security concepts, the logic of security orders thereby established, as well as 

corresponding changes in their institutional design differ significantly from organization to 

organization. Therefore, although narratives about each case are similar in as much as they are 

underpinned by the same “descriptive ontology”, content-wise each narrative offers a 

different story with different insights. While this means that the thesis is primarily concerned 

with a within-case analysis, the OSCE, the UN, and NATO nevertheless display certain important 

differences that make them suitable for a cross-case comparison. Namely, they differ as to the 

scope of their membership and their (corresponding) inclusive or exclusive nature. While the 

UN is truly global and inclusive organization whose members confront each other with 

significant divergences in their “background knowledge”, whereas NATO is a regional 

organization that only incorporates the countries of the Euro-Atlantic region that recognize 

each other as similar based on the shared set of so-called “Western” values. The OSCE, on the 

other hand, is an inclusive regional arrangement encompassing Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian 

countries (“from Vancouver to Vladivostok”) whose members’ “background knowledge” can 

be said to diverge less than that of the UN member states, but is significant nevertheless. 

Therefore, how these divergences and similarities in “background knowledge” affect the intent 

                                                           
319 On typical cases see: Seawright and Gerring, "Case Selection Techniques in Case Study Research a Menu of 
Qualitative and Quantitative Options." 299-300.  
320 For example, the African Union (AU), the Arab League, the Organization of American States (OSA), etc.  
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and the content of order narratives advanced by these three organizations is also considered 

briefly in this thesis.  

2. Ontological Paradigm: Praxiography as Interpretative Methodology 

As discussed in the previous chapter, practice theorists conceptualize social practices 

as bundles of non-causally interconnected agents, structures, ideas, and material objects. To 

reiterate Reckwitz’s definition, a practice is a “routinized way in which bodies are moved, 

objects are handled, subjects are treated, things are described, and the world is 

understood”321.  For this reason, practice theorists are notorious for rejecting the positivist 

view of a rationally organized social realm whose underlying causal laws can be discovered 

through the application of rigorous, often mathematical, methods.322 By contrast, 

praxiography, a research driven by practice theory, inherently adheres to an interpretative and 

qualitative methodology.323 As Bueger points out, praxiography operates on two levels, on the 

level of observation (whereby a researcher notes how bodies are moved and artifacts are used 

within a particular practice) and on the level of interpretation (whereby a researcher attempts 

to reconstruct a background knowledge imported into a practice or meanings created within 

it).324  

Considering that the argument regarding the transformation of ISOs advanced in this 

thesis has been fashioned with heavy reliance on the postulates of practice theory, the 

interpretative methodology  landed itself as a logical choice in the course of this research.  Even 

more so if we keep in mind that “practices of talking”, which unfold in high-level panels of ISOs, 

have been identified as the primary constitutive practices of these organizations. Accordingly, 

an interpretative eye of the present study has been focused on the manner in which security 

principles and related concepts have been created, collected, assembled, and juxtapose during 

security order negotiations within the OSCE, the UN, and NATO so as to create order narratives 

and inscribe them in various types of documents.  

                                                           
321 Reckwitz, "Toward a Theory of Social Practices: A Development in Culturalist Theorizing." 250.  
322 For a difference between interpretative and positivist methodology see for example: James G.  March and 
Johan P.  Olsen, "The Logic of Appropriatness,"  Working Paper (2009); Martin Hollis and Steve Smith, Explaining 
and Understanding International Relations (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991); Donatella   Della Porta and 
Michael   Keating, eds., Approaches and Methodologies in the Social Sciences: A Pluralist Perspective 
(Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press 2008). 
323 For a good overview of praxiography and problems associated with it see: Bueger, "Pathways to Practice: 
Praxiography and International Politics."; Bueger and Gadinger, International Practice Theory: New Perspectives. 
324 Bueger, "Pathways to Practice: Praxiography and International Politics." 6. 
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Two more points need to be emphasized regarding interpretative methodology here 

employed. First, it is frequently argued that the intricate web of meanings and materiality 

composing social practices is best captured by interpretations arrived at through first-hand 

observation or participation.325 This, however, would mean that a research driven by practice 

theory can successfully tackle only practices that unfold presently, and that, consequently, it is 

limited in capturing a change in a given practice over time. However, as Latour observes, 

“arriving too late” is a ubiquitous problem in practice research.326 In such situations, he 

maintains, uncovering and studying original documents should be considered as a good 

“coping strategy” for a reconstruction and interpretation of the practice under examination 

rather than a strategy of lesser importance. Considering that this study is concerned with the 

transformation of ISOs in the past twenty odd years, as well as that documents are identified 

as an important, if not crucial, instrument of ISOs’ ordering practices, their analysis and 

interpretation were used as dominant research strategies. That being said, the second point 

that needs emphasis is that although when “mobilizing” empirical world the theory advanced 

here has inevitably foregrounded certain aspects of ISOs’ transformation while silencing 

others, an attempt has nevertheless been made to construct it in such a way as to give actors 

their voice.327 More precisely, an interpretation of each document has been done without 

prejudice as to the ordering logic they seek to advance. Similarly, the documents examined 

have not been expected to mirror the four types of “intents” of ISOs suggested in the theory 

perfectly, as theory is thought of as a guiding ideal-type suggestion capable of capturing a 

broad trend rather than each detail in the life of the studied organizations. I now turn to 

concrete methods used in the present research. 

 

3. Epistemological Paradigm: What Sources? What Methods?  

The main source of data for this research were proposals, ‘thought pieces’, speeches, 

drafts, aides-mémoire (referred to as ‘non-papers’ in some international organizations, 

particularly the OSCE), resolutions, declarations, charters, decisions, and agreements 

                                                           
325 Ibid., 7. 
326 Bruno Latour and Catherine Porter, Aramis, or, the Love of Technology (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press Cambridge, 1996). 172. 
327 Latour suggests that practice theory and research should be fashioned in such a way that “options” are not 
foreclosed a priori. In so doing, he maintains, we can ensure that actors’ voices are heard. .  See: Latour, 
Reassembling the Social: An Introduction to Actor-Network Theory. 153.  
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circulated or adopted during, before, and after high-level meetings of the three organizations. 

These documents were obtained through the on-line databases of these organizations and 

visits to their official archives.328 The broad strategy adopted was “the more, the better”. In 

other words, the greater the number of documents retrieved, the more data available; and the 

more data available, the more robust the ensuing interpretation of security concepts and 

ordering logics advanced would be. Unfortunately, no balance in availability of documents 

could be achieved both within and across cases given that a number of them are still labeled 

as classified and restricted for public use. As will be clear from the analyses presented in the 

following chapters, among the three organizations the OSCE’s archives provide the richest 

collection of readily available documents and thus enable the most robust investigation of 

organizational transformation.  

In analyzing these documents, I relied principally on the method of discourse analysis. 

As Bueger and Gadinger observe, there is no customary methodological technique for 

undertaking practice research.329 My choice of discourse analysis, then, follows not from 

disciplinary convention, but rather from the specific research question and the time-bound 

nature of the subject of study.  Coupled with a different research question, the same 

conceptualization of ISOs could of course just as easily lead a researcher to employ methods 

such as participant observation, event observation, shadowing, or interviews rather than 

discourse analyses as his or hers leading research technique.330  In this research, however, first-

hand observation methods were precluded by the fact that I seek to understand 

transformation over time. Moreover, recognizing that these transformations manifest as a 

product of ISOs high-level “practices of talking” – of which various documents (understood as 

both material artifacts and inscriptions of meanings) are an integral part – textual analysis 

emerges as a logical choice.  

In sum, given that “practices of talking” reflect the efforts of state representatives and 

participating bureaucrats to advance particular conceptions or narratives of international 

security orders via communicative forms of action, discourse analysis was deemed most 

                                                           
328 These include the use of various databases offered on the official websites of NATO, the UN, and the OSCE, 
NATO Archives Online, and visits to the United Nations Archives and Records Management Section in New York 
and the Prague Office of the OSCE Secretariat – the CSCE/OSCE Archives and the Center for Documentation. 
329 Christian Bueger and Frank Gadinger, International Practice Theory: New Perspectives (Basingstoke: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2014). 77.  
330 Ibid., 84-93.  
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suitable to this inquiry. More precisely, discourse analysis was chosen because I understand 

the language used in ISOs high-level panels in line with the post-structuralist accounts; namely, 

as an (independent) system rather than as a collection of referential categories.331 In this 

reading, as Jennifer Milliken observes, discourses are “structures of significations which 

construct social realities”,332 or as pointed out by Ole Wæver, they are “structured conceptual 

universes” whose categories, statements, and arguments although seemingly truthful and 

powerful at one period or at one place can seem non-sensible at others.333 

Based on this understanding of discourse, the analyses conducted in the course of this 

research consisted primarily in identifying specific relationships between various (security and 

international) concepts, principles, norms, rules, and the claims established discursively by 

state representatives and the bureaucrats of the three ISOs as a way of advancing a particular 

order narrative and “positioning” their respective ISO accordingly. Therefore, each retrieved 

document was examined with the following sets of questions and concerns in mind: 

1. What (international and security) concepts, principles, claims, norms, and rules 

does this document establish, advance, or emphasize in particular (e.g., human 

rights, democracy, sovereignty, non-interference principle, etc.)? 

2. What kind of connection(s) between them does it establish, advance, or emphasize 

in particular (e.g. “only orders composed of democratic states can be genuinely 

peaceful” or “security can be strengthened only through a genuine partnership 

based on the sovereign equality of states”)? Preliminary readings revealed that 

                                                           
331 A good discussion of this distinction can be found in: Ole Wæver, "Identity, Communities and Foreign Policy: 
Discourse Analysis as Foreign Policy Theory " in European Integration and National Identity: The Challenge of the 
Nordic States, ed. Lene  Hansen and Ole Wæver (London: Routledge, 2001). 29.  
332 Jennifer Milliken, "The Study of Discourse in International Relations: A Critique of Research and Methods," 
European Journal of International Relations 5, no. 2 (1999). 229. A definition of discourse that closely resembles 
the notion advanced in this thesis is given by Maarten Hajer. He defines discourse is “a specific ensemble of 
ideas, concepts, and categories that produce, reproduce, and transform in particular set of practices and rough 
which meaning is given to physical and social realities”. In: Maarten A. Hajer, The Politics of Environmental 
Discourse (Oxford: Clarendon Press Oxford, 1995). 60. In addition to Milliken’s article, useful definitions of 
discoures and suggestions of how to conduct discourse analyses in IR are presented in influential works such as: 
Lene Hansen, Security as Practice: Discourse Analysis and the Bosnian War (London: Routledge, 2013).; David 
Campbell, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity (Minneapolis: University of of 
Minnesota Press, 1992). ; Richard Jackson, Writing the War on Terrorism: Language, Politics and Counter-
Terrorism (Manchester University Press, 2005). For earlier post-structuralist works in IR on this issue see, for 
example: James  Der Derian and Michael J.  Shapiro, eds., International/Intertextual Relations: Postmodern 
Readings of World Politics (Lexington: MA : Lexington Books 1989); James  Der Derian, On Diplomacy: A 
Genealogy of Western Estrangement (Oxford Blackwell 1987). 
333 Wæver, "Identity, Communities and Foreign Policy: Discourse Analysis as Foreign Policy Theory ". 29.  
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narratives and conceptions of international security orders frequently incorporate 

(more or less explicitly) a notion of the sources of peace and the causes of conflict, 

and so the detailed documentary analysis was particularly attentive to expressions 

of these notions. Where unofficial documents such as proposals, ‘thought pieces’, 

or aides-mémoire were available, the analysis could “mirror” the theoretical 

framework of the thesis more fully. In other words, there was sufficient material 

both to identify the links between concepts advanced in ISOs final or official order 

narratives and to reconstruct the negotiating processes behind these links and the 

transformative outcomes they produced. Bearing in mind the asymmetry of 

available material both across and within cases, however, the substantial portion 

of the analysis was conducted on official documents (resolutions, declarations, 

charters, decisions, agreements, etc.). While certainly not ideal, it was nevertheless 

possible to demonstrate via these documents that ISOs high-level “practices of 

talking” are indeed practices of the discursive fashioning of international (security) 

orders entailing a corresponding “positioning” of ISOs and creating potential for 

their (specific) transformation.  

3. What intent or role for a given ISO does a document under analysis prescribe in 

relation to external order (i.e. building, reinforcing, reflecting, or transcending)? 

What organizational bodies and/or practices are reshaped or established in 

response to a specific combination of an order narrative advanced within a given 

ISO and an organizational intent attached to it?  This part of the analyses was 

concerned with identifying expressions of the “Self” of the three ISOs understood 

through the concept of organizational intent. As was the case with (security) 

concepts, principles, norms, rules, and claims (and the links between them), 

markers of this “Self” could not be specified before the actual engagement with the 

documents. Nevertheless, following preliminary readings, salient verbs such as 

those used in the following statements “we intend to build New Europe”, “we are 

gathered here to overcome years of confrontation”, or “our aim is to help deter, 

defend, disrupt and protect against terrorist activity” were the focus of particular 

attention. 
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It should be pointed out that in the post-structuralist tradition discourse is not 

understood solely in terms of “structures of signification”. Discourse analysis is therefore not 

simply about uncovering the “relationships” in which things are placed within sign systems.334 

Discourse and discourse analysis are also concerned with relations of power and the nexus 

between power and knowledge,335 the practices and politics of (identity) representation and 

the binary oppositions thereby advanced,336 the performative and productive nature of 

language,337 intertextuality,338 and their inherently unstable nature.339 Considering that 

primacy is given within the thesis to the “relationships in which things are placed”, the 

discourse analysis was also predominantly concerned with this issue. This does not mean that 

other features of discourse were neglected altogether. Instead, they were “allowed” to 

operate in the background as the research question and its vast scope determined analytical 

priorities. For example, the high standing or even dominance of the discourse of Western 

liberal-democratic international order can be observed in all three organizations after the end 

of the Cold War. Practices of representation, production, and reproduction of identity can be 

detected in the proposals of ordering links that states tabled during ISO order negotiations 

(e.g. the production of a ‘democratic identity’ by the formerly communist states of Central and 

Eastern Europe after the end of the Cold War). They can also be argued to be at work in the 

processes of fashioning of ISOs “intents”; that is, of their role identity vis-à-vis their 

environments.  

                                                           
334 Milliken, "The Study of Discourse in International Relations: A Critique of Research and Methods." 229. 
335 As emphasized by Michel Foucault in: Michel  Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge (New York Pantheon 
Books 1972). 
336 As emphasized by acques Derrida in: Jacques Derrida, Of Grammatology (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University 
Press, 1976); Writing and Difference (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978). 
337 As elaborated for the purposes of IR in: Milliken, "The Study of Discourse in International Relations: A 
Critique of Research and Methods." 
338 As emphasized by Julia Kristeva and adapted in IR by Lene Hansen. See: Julia Kristeva, Desire in Language: A 
Semiotic Approach to Literature and Art (New York: Columbia University Press, 1980).; Hansen, Security as 
Practice: Discourse Analysis and the Bosnian War. 49-64.  
339 For a discussion in the IR context, see: Milliken, "The Study of Discourse in International Relations: A Critique 
of Research and Methods." 242-245.; Hansen, Security as Practice: Discourse Analysis and the Bosnian War. 18. 
The practice theory literature offers little elaboration as to how receptive these post-structuralists accounts of 
discourse the theory ought to be. Reckwitz, for example, argues that practices of representation should be of 
interest to practice scholars as long as they are aware that these are inseparable part of non-discursive, 
material, and bodily elements of a given practice. See:  Andreas Reckwitz, "Praktiken Und Diskurse : Eine 
Sozialtheoretische Und Methodologische Relation," in Theoretische Empirie: Zur Relevanz Qualitativer Forschung 
ed. Herbert  Kalthoff, Stefan  Hirschauer, and Gesa  Lindemann (Frankfurt a Main: Suhrkamp Verlag, 2008). 203. 
As summarized in: Bueger and Gadinger, International Practice Theory: New Perspectives. 91. 
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This research also implicitly acknowledges the inherent instability of discourse. 

Discourses of international (security) order advanced in and produced through ISO “practices 

of talking” are thus seen as historically contingent and as a product of continuous contestation 

and provisional consensus over meanings and labels.340 Furthermore, although these order 

narratives frequently break dramatically with those of the past, more often than not they also 

refer explicitly to them. Each examined document was thus approached not as an isolated 

inscription of discourse but as a “mosaic of quotations”341 that, by drawing upon a textual or 

discursive past, also reconstruct this past into a distinctive new text.342 Broadly speaking, the 

research therefore used an intertextual approach to discourse analyses.343 More precisely, it 

drew on Lene Hansen’s third model of intertextuality as it relied primarily on texts produced 

individually or collectively by high officials.344 Bearing again in mind the scope and the nature 

of the research question, intertextual links considered in this manner were mostly of the kind 

made  between texts advanced within a given ISO.345 As these links were followed 

chronologically rather than at one point in time, intertextuality as adopted here reflected a 

process tracing method aimed at capturing the transformative processes and outcomes of the 

three ISOs. In a manner similar to Finnemore’s study of the changing purpose of intervention 

in world politics,346 two key objectives were met via the employment of this method. The first 

was to show that key ISOs have in fact changed following the end of the Cold War. The second 

was to say something about how these changes came about in terms of internal ISO 

practices.347  

                                                           
340 Hansen, Security as Practice: Discourse Analysis and the Bosnian War. 10, 18.; Milliken, "The Study of 
Discourse in International Relations: A Critique of Research and Methods." 242.  
341 Kristeva, Desire in Language: A Semiotic Approach to Literature and Art. 66. 
342 Der Derian and Shapiro, International/Intertextual Relations: Postmodern Readings of World Politics  
343 On the topic of intertextuality see: Kristeva, Desire in Language: A Semiotic Approach to Literature and Art; 
Hansen, Security as Practice: Discourse Analysis and the Bosnian War; Der Derian and Shapiro, 
International/Intertextual Relations: Postmodern Readings of World Politics  
344 Hansen’s second and third model of intertextual analysis consist in considering other major actors within a 
given policy arena (e.g., political opposition, media, corporations) and discourses with marginal status (e.g., 
“high” as well as “popular” culture), respectively. See: Hansen, Security as Practice: Discourse Analysis and the 
Bosnian War. 53-57.  
345 Hansen suggests that besides texts produced by high officials, depending on a research question, a 
researcher might also look into less formal texts such as books that have influenced a discourse of these 
officials.  
346 See: Martha Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention : Changing Beliefs About the Use of Force (Ithaca Cornell 
University Press, 2003). 
347 Finnemore’s study is mentioned here as a good example of a process-tracing method used in an 
interpretative study considering that available guidelines for this method mostly deal with studies employing 
positivist perspective. For a good overview of this literature, as well a defense of process-tracing as suitable for 
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Lastly, the research also made use of content analysis, mostly through the word count 

technique. However, this method was not employed systematically. Its purpose was either to 

support observations made through discourse analysis or to indicate what a dominant 

discourse might be in cases where thorough analysis of order negotiations was made difficult 

by the overwhelming amount of documents, such as those produced during sessions of the UN 

General Assembly.  

Conclusion   

 Theodor Schatzki argues that the presentation of a novel ontology can be justified via 

three distinct strategies: (1) by rendering an argument that it is superior to rival conceptions; 

(2) by demonstrating its compatibility with the observed social world; and/or (3) by illustrating 

its capacity to underwrite a first-rate social investigation.348 In the first approach, the 

researcher should be able to articulate his or her (new) ontology more clearly, while in the 

second she should  suggest a plausible new description of a particular phenomenon, with that 

phenomenon being evoked as an illustrative example rather than being examined in detail. The 

final strategy, on the other hand, should act as a tool for providing an insightful description, as 

well as detailed and robust interpretation of the phenomenon under examination.349 In this 

thesis, all three strategies have been employed as a way of accounting for the post-Cold War 

transformation of the OSCE, the UN, and NATO based on a conceptualization of ISOs as order 

making practices. The first and second strategies were adopted in the previous chapter. 

Accordingly, a reconceptualization of ISOs driven by practice theory has been conducted via 

comparison of its advantages over rival (rationalist and constructivist) theories. Short 

illustrative examples were presented throughout the chapter to show the compatibility of this 

novel ISO ontology with the particular social phenomena to which it refers. The discussion of 

case selection techniques, methodology, and the methods used in the course of this research 

in this chapter has demonstrated that an approach to ISOs inspired by a practice theory can 

also facilitate the third strategy by providing an insightful description, explanation, and 

interpretation of the post-Cold War transformation of the three organizations. The following 

                                                           
interactive studies see: Pascal Vennesson, "Case Studies and Process Tracing: Theories and Practices," in 
Approaches and Methodologies in the Social Sciences: A Pluralist Perspective ed. Donatella Della Porta and 
Michael Keating (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008).  
348 Schatzki, The Site of the Social: A Philosophical Account of the Constitution of Social Life and Change. Xvi. 
349 Ibid. xvi.  
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three chapters present the results of the investigations conducted on this basis in the form of 

coherent narratives of the post-Cold War transformation of the OSCE, the UN, and NATO. 
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CHAPTER IV 
The Post-Cold War Transformation of the OSCE 
 

 

 
Introduction 

The chapter explores transformation of the CSCE/OSCE after the Cold War. It does so 

with the help of the theoretical argument and methods developed in the two preceding 

chapters. Accordingly, the chapter focuses on the CSCE/OSCE’s “practices of talking” that take 

place in its high-level panels. The objective is to abstract the most salient security, moral, truth, 

and other types of claims, as well as specific assemblages of and linkages among them, that 

participating states and bureaucrats put forward to fashion more or less coherent narratives 

of international (security) order in Europe. The Chapter also endeavors to identify specific 

types of organizational intent attached to these order narratives. That is, whether participants 

in these order negotiations were 1) committing the CSCE/OSCE to a project of building a new 

order in its environment; 2) transcending it because they saw that order as excessively 

strained; 3) reinforcing the order because it was considered well established and thus worth 

protecting; and/or 4)  merely reflecting the existing state of affairs. Against this backdrop, the 

Chapter moves analytically and successively from one high-level panel of the CSCE/OSCE to the 

next advancing thus the plausible narrative of the manner in which the organization 

transformed after the Cold war both institutionally and in terms of its “practices of doing”.  

 

1. The CSCE Intends to Build a “New Europe” (1990-1993) 

1.1 Crafting of the First Post-Cold War Order Narrative and the CSCE’s Early 

Institutionalization 

The Cold War division of Europe started to wane visibly in 1989. The Berlin Wall was 

destroyed and one communist regime in Eastern Europe after another collapsed as the 

countries of the region began adopting democratic rule and a free-market economy. Within 

the next couple of years, Germany reunified, the Soviet Union dissolved, and Yugoslavia began 

sliding towards a violent internal clash that would end in its disintegration. In the early 1990s, 

Europe was thus transforming quickly, profoundly and, most importantly, without a pan-
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continental conflict. However, despite the overall positive direction of these developments, 

the end of the Cold War created an order “vacuum” among previously conflictual European 

states.350 Although they started perceiving one another in friendlier terms, these states were 

yet to assess each other’s intentions, to determine rules, principles, and norms of their mutual 

conduct, as well as to establish formal contacts and cooperative arrangements in areas where 

none existed previously. Therefore, immediately after the end of the Cold War, the conditions 

in Europe were favorable for states to engage in a comprehensive high-level “practice of 

talking” that would enable them to negotiate and advance a novel conception/narrative of 

continent-wide order. Considering that, at the time, the CSCE was the only institutional 

framework engaging all European states (with the exception of Albania, but including the US 

and Canada). Additionally, it already had an admirable catalogue of international and security 

rules, norms, and principles. These factors made it a convenient site for this task.351 

Accordingly, based on Mikhail Gorbachev’s initiative and François Mitterrand’s official 

invitation, the European heads of states and governments gathered in Paris in November 1990 

under the framework of the CSCE.352 There, they adopted the famous Charter of Paris for a 

New Europe, significant not only for advancing a novel narrative of international order in 

Europe, but also for officially setting in motion the process of the CSCE’s institutionalization 

and consequently of its post-Cold War transformation.353 

The Charter, however, was not a product solely of the negotiations held during the 

Paris Summit. The main concepts and provisions advanced in it already started shaping in two 

other CSCE meetings held earlier in 1990 - the Second Conference on the CSCE’s Human 

Dimension in Copenhagen and the four-month long Vienna preparatory meeting for the 

Summit. During these meetings, the state representatives and experts sought in effect to 

                                                           
350 There exists a rich literature examining the prospect and state of Europe’s international order after the Cold 
War. Some notable examples include: Mearsheimer, "Back to the Future: Instability in Europe after the Cold 
War."; Stephen Van Evera, "Primed for Peace: Europe after the Cold War," International Security 15, no. 3 
(1990-1991); William Wallace, "Europe after the Cold War: Interstate Order or Post-Sovereign Regional 
System?," Review of International Studies 25, no. 05 (1999); Gregory Flynn and Henry Farrell, "Piecing Together 
the Democratic Peace: The CSCE, Norms, and the “Construction” of Security in Post–Cold War Europe," 
International Organization 53, no. 3 (1999). 
351 At the time, the Council of Europe was another example of an IO with a broad membership among European 
states. However, the narrow scope of its mandate, namely its predominant focus on human rights, made it a 
less convenient site for all-encompassing order negotiations.  
352 See: Cronin, "Creating Stability in the New Europe: The OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities and 
the Socialization of Risky States." 146.; OSCE Handbook. 6.  
353 Besides the Charter of Paris for New Europe, during Paris Summit NATO and the Warsaw Pact member states 
also signed The Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE).   
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reinterpret and renegotiate the CSCE’s normative catalogue with a heavy reliance on then 

thriving Western liberal values of democracy, human rights, and the rule of law. In this way, 

they began outlining a novel conception/narrative of order in Europe. Below, I examine this 

process in detail demonstrating that an early institutionalization of the CSCE was not a 

consequence of its mere adaptation to the post-Cold War circumstances in Europe (as is often 

suggested in the literature) but as a consequence of an attempt of the participating states to 

turn it into a “builder” of an order they agreed on in their negotiations and sought to bring to 

life.  

To understand better these processes of reinterpretation and renegotiation, we must 

first take a brief look at the CSCE’s Cold War normative heritage. Respect for human rights had 

been included in the 1975 Helsinki Final Act as part of its Declaration on Principles Guiding 

Relations between Participating States, also known as the Decalogue (See: Table 1). The 

inclusion of this principle into the Decalogue was a result of a compromise between the Eastern 

and Western Block, as the West was reluctant to accept any agreement failing to incorporate 

it. In this way, the Helsinki Final Act became the first international document to establish a 

direct link between human rights, international security, and order among states.354 However, 

during the Cold War, the principle remained largely inconsequential for that order as it was in 

contradiction with other rights and principles prioritized at the time, above all the right of each 

state “freely to choose and develop its political, social, economic and cultural systems as well 

as its right to determine its laws and regulations”355. In this way, the countries of the Western 

Block could protest human rights violations on the other side of the Iron Curtain, but could not 

challenge the Communist regimes committing them, given that an adoption of this type of 

regime did not ipso facto constitute a violation of the CSCE’s commitments.356 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
354 OSCE Press and Public Information Section, OSCE Handbook (Vienna OSCE Secretariat 2007). 3.  
355 The Helsinki Final Act, adopted at the First CSCE Summit of Heads of States or Governments (Helsinki, 1 
August 1975), Declaration on Principles Guiding Relations between Participating States, Section I.  
356 Thomas Buergenthal, "Copenhagen: A Democratic Manifesto," World Affairs 153, no. 1 (1990). 6. 



122 
 

 

 

       The Decalogue 

1. Sovereign equality, respect for the rights inherent in sovereignty  

2. Refraining from the threat or use of force 

3. Inviolability of frontiers 

4. Territorial integrity of States 

5. Peaceful settlement of disputes 

6. Non-intervention in internal affairs 

7. Respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms including the 

freedom of thought, conscience, religion or belief 

8. Equal rights and self-determination of peoples 

9. Co-operation among States 

10. Fulfilment in good faith of obligations under international law 

 

 

Table 4  The ten principles established in the 1975 Helsinki Final Act as part 
of the Declaration on Principles Guiding Relations between 
Participating States 

 

 

In the Second Conference on the CSCE’s Human Dimension, held in Copenhagen in 

1990, the CSCE participating states started correcting this contradiction. In the Conference’s 

final document, frequently referred to as the “Democratic Manifesto”357, they explicitly 

asserted that regimes adhering to pluralistic democracy and the rule of law are essential for 

ensuring respect for all human rights and fundamental freedoms.358 The link between 

democratic rule and the flourishing of human rights thus established was then reaffirmed 

during the Vienna preparatory meeting for the Summit in Paris and subsequently enshrined in 

the Charter of Paris for New Europe. However, the making of this link was only a first move in 

the reinterpretation of the CSCE’s norms in light of victorious Western values. In Vienna and 

Paris, the participating states wanted to go a step further and were therefore chiefly concerned 

with establishing a connection between democratic rule, on the one hand, and peaceful and 

stable order among European states, on the other. To have a better sense of how this kind of 

ordering logic was made “true” via discursive manipulations, it is instructive to look at a “non-

                                                           
357 See: ibid.  
358 Document of the Copenhagen Meeting of the Conference on the Human Dimension of the CSCE, adopted at 
the Second Conference on the CSCE’s Human Dimension (Copenhagen, 29 June 1990). 
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paper” circulated jointly by Austria and Poland during negotiations in Vienna. The paper first 

depicted democracy and the rule of law as (just) a “sound basis for a cooperative new order in 

Europe”359 (emphasis added). In a redrafted version of this paper, however, they were 

described as “a prerequisite for the creation of a stable new order of peace throughout 

Europe”360 (emphasis added). In the Charter of Paris, on the other hand, the following 

formulation was adopted:  

Our relations will rest on our common adherence to democratic values to human rights 
and fundamental freedoms. We are convinced that in order to strengthen peace and 
security among our States, the advancement of democracy, and respect for and 
effective exercise of human rights, are indispensable.361  
 
The extent to which democracy, human rights, and the rule of law were being 

emphasized as the foremost constitutive principles of the new peaceful order in Europe can 

also be read from the fact that the word “sovereignty”, a staple concept of the Cold War, is  

mentioned in the Charter only once, whereas the concept of “democracy” has been used 

twenty-nine and of “human rights” thirteen times.362 

These changes in discourse, however, do not mean that issues pertaining to “hard 

security” were entirely neglected during these early stages of the Europe’s post-Cold War 

order negotiations under the CSCE’s framework. While sources of peace and stability were now 

found in values internal to states, namely in those stemming from the CSCE’s human 

dimension, an understanding of sources of conflict remained confined to a realm of military 

security and inter-state relations (i.e. the CSCE’s politico-military dimension). A repercussion 

of this intricate duality was that violation of human rights and other democratic norms were 

not yet seen as a matter of international concern, as was the case with, for example, threat or 

use of force among states. Nevertheless, citing them as sources of peace meant that 

international assistance and support for the processes of state democratization could now be 

regarded as a legitimate endeavor.  

                                                           
359 Functions, Procedures, and Other Modalities of the Council for European Cooperation. A non-paper 
submitted by Austria and Poland during the preparatory meeting for the Paris Summit (Vienna, 12 September 
1990). (Emphasis added) 
360 Ibid, second version.  
361 Charter of Paris for a New Europe, adopted at the Second CSCE Summit of Heads of State or Government 
(Paris, 19 - 21 November 1990). In the section Friendly Relations among Participating States.  
362 Ibid. The count includes the use of these words in their noun (e.g. democracy), adjective (e.g. democratic), 
and verb (e.g. democratization) form.  
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Establishing an early post-Cold War narrative of European order on this kind of duality 

between sources of peace and sources of conflict was inevitably reflected in the CSCE’s initial 

institutional design. Regarding the notion of the peaceful order of democratic states, during 

negotiations in Vienna and Paris, the CSCE participating states announced explicitly that the 

intent of the CSCE (that is, its new purpose) was to build such order in Europe. As an illustration, 

in a working paper circulated in Vienna by Romanian representative it was stated that the chief 

task of the participating states is “to strengthen the role of the CSCE process in building a new 

and democratic Europe”363 . Similarly, in the Charter of Paris, state representatives jointly 

asserted that human rights, democracy and rule of law “are the bedrock on which” they “will 

seek to construct the new Europe”364. Additionally, the Charter noted efforts “require a new 

quality of political dialogue and co-operation and thus development of the structures of the 

CSCE”365. The “structure” developed in Paris in response to these stated intents was the Office 

for Free Elections. At this stage, the Office was given a relatively modest mandate consisting 

primarily in facilitating an exchange of information on elections among the CSCE participating 

states.366  

On the other hand, in response to their understanding of sources of conflict, the CSCE 

participating states agreed to establish the Conflict Prevention Center (further in the text the 

CPC) with its own Secretariat and the Consultative Committee.367 A close analysis of the 

statements, working papers, non-papers, and the drafts of the Paris Charter circulated during 

the negotiations in Vienna, reveal that agreeing on the constitutive role of democracy and 

human rights for the peaceful order in Europe was far easier for former ideological enemies 

than agreeing on the scope of the CPC’s mandate. The crux of the debate was whether the CPC 

should deal only with the Confidence and Security Building Measures (CSBM), which, among 

other issues, include consultation and cooperation regarding unusual military activities and 

exchange of military information, or should it also be concerned with conciliation and 

settlement of disputes among the CSCE participating states (e.g. dispatch of observers, offering 

                                                           
363 Institutional Arrangements. A working paper submitted by Romania during the preparatory meeting for the 
Paris Summit (Vienna, 23 July 1990). (emphasis added). 
364 Charter of Paris for a New Europe. In the section Human Rights, Democracy and Rule of Law. (emphasis 
added) 
365 Ibid. In the section New Structures and Institutions of the CSCE Process.  
366 Ibid.  
367 The CPC included Consultative Committee (composed of representatives from all participating states) and its 
own Secretariat. See: The Charter of Paris for a New Europe, 1990. 17-18.   
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good offices, or performing mediation and arbitration).368 Although underemphasized on the 

level of discourse, an issue here was, in fact, state sovereignty. The Soviet representative noted 

that although “the USSR is less prone towards interpreting international measures for solving 

disputes as infringement upon sovereignty”, third party involvement in such disputes “is, 

perhaps, the most complicated and delicate element in the future system.”369 Against the 

background of this dilemma, which reveals that old concerns were still on the table regarding 

the new conception of the European security order, in the final draft of the Paris Charter the 

CPC was tasked to deal only with CSBM but it was also asserted that these tasks are without 

prejudice for any future additions.  

Besides the Office for Free Elections and Conflict Prevention Center, the participating 

states also agreed in Paris to establish the Council of Ministers for Foreign Affairs, the 

Committee of Senior Officials, and the Secretariat. Additionally, they issued a call for the 

creation of the Parliamentary Assembly, thus turning thus the CSCE into a fully-fledged 

international organization (for an overview of their individual tasks see Table 2). This extensive 

institutional growth was, however, only the beginning of the post-Cold War transformation of 

the CSCE inspired by an intent of its participating states to make it instrumental in building 

“new Europe”. As the forthcoming discussion will seek to demonstrate, a further development 

of the connection between the CSCE’s human dimension and European security order through 

CSCE’s high-level “practices of talking”, as well as a consequential de-emphasis of the concept 

of state sovereignty, led to an additional institutional refining of the CSCE.  

 

1.2 Polishing the Narrative of “New Europe” and Further Institutional Tuning of the 

CSCE 

Before the next Summit, which took place in Helsinki in 1992, the representatives and 

experts of the CSCE member states held four landmark high-level meetings. These are La 

                                                           
368 For example Canadian and Soviet delegations were arguing for the CPC to include both CSBM and dispute 
prevention and settlement measures, while British and Dutch delegations argued that in this initial phase CPC 
should include only CSBM while other tasks should be added after further negotiations.  
369 For a comprehensive overview of the debate, see the following proposals submitted during the Vienna 
preparatory meeting for the Paris Summit: CSCE Conflict Prevention Center. A working paper submitted by the 
Federal Republic of Germany (26 July 1990).; Development of the Structures of the CSCE Process. A non-paper 
submitted by the United Kingdom (14 September 1990).; Center for the Prevention and resolution of conflicts. A 
working-paper submitted by Canada (20 September 1990).; Speaking notes of the USSR ambassador Petr S. 
Derabian on the Peaceful Settlement of Disputes (20 September 1990).; A reply of the Nederland’s delegate G. 
Kerste to the USSR ambassador Petr S. Derabian (20 September 1990).  
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Valetta Meeting of Experts on Peaceful Settlement of Disputes (15 January – 8 February 1991), 

the first meeting of the CSCE Council of Ministers in Berlin (20 June 1991), additional Ministerial 

meeting in Moscow (10 September 1991), and the second meeting of the Council of Ministers 

in Prague (30-31 January 1992). During each of these meetings, as a way of establishing a novel 

narrative of European security order, a new link between internal, international, and security 

concepts/principles/norms was made and a corresponding institutional organ and/or practice 

introduced into the CSCE. As in the previous section, I now analyze this process in detail.  

The notion of the peaceful settlement of disputes (the PSD) has been a part of the 

CSCE’s normative repertoire from the beginning. It is the fifth principle of the Decalogue (see: 

Table 1). Since agreeing on the Decalogue, states have maintained that each of its principles 

must be interpreted taking into account the others. However, as was the case with the respect 

for human rights discussed earlier, against the background of the CSCE’s Cold War order 

narrative within which sovereign rights of states assumed a central stage, the principle of the 

PSD remained largely ineffective. For this reason, in two CSCE expert meetings dealing with the 

PSD held during the Cold War, no concrete dispute settlement mechanisms were established 

because an involvement of the third party in the mutual relations of the participating states 

was perceived as a possible infringement of their sovereign rights.370 After the Cold War, the 

CSCE’s emphasis of democracy and human rights as principles constitutive of the new order in 

Europe, and a corresponding less rigid understanding of the sovereignty principle, created an 

opportunity for a novel interpretation of the Decalogue and thus for a development of the 

concrete PSD mechanisms.371 Accordingly, during the 1991 La Valletta Meeting, the CSCE 

experts on the PSD managed to reach an agreement on such mechanisms of dispute 

settlement as good offices, mediation, conciliation, arbitration and judicial settlement.372 

Particularly striking is their assertion, made in the final Report of the meeting, that participating 

states “accept, in the context of the CSCE Procedure for Peaceful Settlement of Disputes and 

its scope of applicability, the mandatory involvement of a third party when a dispute cannot be 

settled by other peaceful means” 373. It should be highlighted that a separation of causes of 

                                                           
370 During the Cold War two meetings of experts on the PSD were held: in Montreux in 1978 and Athens in 
1984.   
371 The word sovereignty appears only three times in the Report of the La Valletta meeting.  
372 See: Report of the CSCE Meeting of Experts on Peaceful Settlement of Disputes, adopted at the Third 
Meeting of Experts on Peaceful Settlement of Disputes (La Valletta, 15 January – 8 February 1991). 
373 Ibid. In the section Dispute Solution. (emphasis added)  
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peace and causes of conflict, made during Paris Summit and meetings preceding it, was 

preserved in La Valletta.374 Thus, although respect for democracy and human rights  continued 

to be depicted as “indispensable” for strengthening peace and security in Europe, conflicts 

arising from their systemic violations were not yet recognized as internationally consequential, 

that is consequential for the new order. An implication was that the La Valletta dispute 

settlement mechanism, and thus the provision on the mandatory involvement of the third 

party, referred only to politico-military clashes among the CSCE participating states.  

In the first ever meeting of the CSCE Council of Ministers held in Berlin in Jun 1991, the 

state representatives agreed to designate the CPC as the nominating institution for the 

“Valletta Mechanisms”.375 In this way, the scope of its mandate was expanded from including 

only issues regarding the CSBM to a management of disputes among European states. A 

consequence of this was that the process of the CSCE’s post-Cold War institutionalization now 

started to turn towards a development of concrete “practices of doing” enabling it to start 

acting upon its environment rather than just talking about it. 

The additional meeting of the CSCE’s Council of Ministers held in Moscow in September 

1991 bears a particular importance when it comes to the further development of the new 

conception/narrative of the European order of democratic states. Besides being an occasion 

at which Estonia, Lithuania, and Latvia were admitted into the CSCE, the meeting was chiefly 

concerned with the OSCE’s human dimension as it was organized under the framework of the 

CSCE’s Third Human Dimension Conference. As discussed previously, in the CSCE’s second 

Human Dimension Conference held in Copenhagen, the participating states established that 

democratic rule is a precondition for a genuine respect and flourishing of human rights in post-

Cold War Europe. In Moscow, however, they have made an additional, and in many ways a 

landmark, step by asserting that human dimension commitments are not just a matter of 

internal affairs of a particular member state but a matter of all CSCE’s participating states. The 

following has thus been stated in the final document of the Moscow Conference:  

The participating States emphasize that issues relating to human rights, fundamental 
freedoms, democracy and the rule of law are of international concern, as respect for 
these rights and freedoms constitutes one of the foundations of the international 
order. They categorically and irrevocably declare that the commitments undertaken in 

                                                           
374 It is cited in the Report of the La Valletta meeting that “in order to strengthen peace and security among the 
participating States, the advancement of democracy, and respect for and effective exercise of human rights, are 
indispensable”. See: Ibid. In the Introduction 
375 See: Document of the First Meeting of the CSCE Council of Ministers (Berlin, 20 Jun 1990) 
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the field of the human dimension of the CSCE are matters of direct and legitimate 
concern to all participating States and do not belong exclusively to the internal affairs 
of the State concerned.376  
 
In addition to further, and for the first time explicitly, undermining the rights inherent 

in the sovereignty principle, this statement is important because with it the CSCE participating 

states started to bring closer (to merge) their post-Cold War notions of “sources of peace” and 

“sources of conflict”. If a violation of human rights within a particular CSCE state could now be 

regarded as a matter of “legitimate and direct concern to all participating states”, then it meant 

that these states were given a tool to interpret such disturbances as a threat to their own 

wellbeing much like they could do with, for example, unusual military activities of nearby 

states. An addition of this new link to the CSCE’s narrative of Europe’s post-Cold War order 

also meant an opening of space for a further development of its “practices of doing”, namely 

the establishment of the so-call “Moscow Mechanisms”. The final document of the Moscow 

meeting imagined these mechanisms as “expert missions” that would be formed in the event 

of violations in the CSCE human dimension and whose mandate would consist of such tasks as 

information gathering, good offices, mediation, or even fact-finding.377 As can be seen, by their 

design, these mechanisms are similar to those established for the peaceful settlement of 

disputes among the OSCE participating states (the “Valletta Mechanisms”). In such a way, they 

too testify to the CSCE’s growing understanding of disturbances internal to states in terms of 

sources of conflict rather than just of peace. Against such an understanding of order, the CSCE, 

as it designated builder, was no longer seen as legitimate only when supporting elections in 

newly democratized states in Europe but also when employing more intrusive (albeit modest) 

instruments such as these.   

The gradual replication of the ordering logic(s) established as part of the OSCE’s human 

dimension into a dominant feature of its post-Cold War conception/narrative of the security 

order in Europe peaked in the OSCE’s Second Council of Ministers held in Prague in January 

1992. Due to the escalating war in Yugoslavia and other post-Communist countries 

experiencing an array of transitional problems, this period is often depicted in the literature as 

a time of a gradual waning of enthusiasm and hope for a “new Europe” displayed during Paris 

                                                           
376 Document of the Moscow Meeting of the Conference on the Human Dimension of the CSCE (Moscow, 10 
September 1991). 29. (Emphasis added) 
377 Ibid. In the Introduction, Para. 3-16.  
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Summit in 1990.  The sobering effect of this security reality, however, cannot be read from a 

discourse employed during the Prague Council of Ministers. The participating states had not 

only continued to make the case for a peaceful and stable Europe based on the values of 

democracy, human rights, and the rule of law, and for the CSCE as the builder of such Europe, 

but made, in effect, this link much more explicit than before. As an illustration, the word 

“sovereignty” did not appear once in the final document of the Prague meeting, while “human 

rights” was used six times and “democracy” eleven. Additionally, in one of the opening 

sentences of the Prague Document on Further Development of CSCE Institutions and 

Structures it was stated that “Ministers agree that monitoring and promoting progress in the 

human dimension remains a key function of the CSCE”378 (emphasis added). Along similar lines, 

it was emphasized in the summary of the Council’s conclusions that the CSCE had an especially 

significant role “in fostering democratic development and fully integrating participating states 

into the network of shared CSCE values, principles and norms.”379 Most importantly, however, 

it should be observed that although in Moscow the significant step was made for violations in 

the CSCE human dimension to be regarded as a source of conflict rather than just a source of 

peace, in Prague this link was openly made:  

The objective of the CSCE to prevent conflict and consolidate peace through 
eliminating the root cause of tension, by attaining in particular full respect for human 
rights, including those inscribed in the CSCE provisions on national minorities by 
building democratic institutions and by fostering economic and social progress.380  
 
In this way, by becoming a prevailing ingredient of the narrative concerning Europe’s 

post-Cold War order, the CSCE’s human dimension, with all of its issue-areas, principles and 

ordering logics, gradually gained a status of a genuine, rather than just declaratory, security 

category comparable to that of the CSCE’s politico-military dimension. An interesting 

consequence of this trend for the CSCE’s “practices of doing” was the blurring of the clear 

distinction between cases that might trigger the “Valletta Mechanisms” (pertaining to peaceful 

settlement of inter- states disputes) and the “Moscow Mechanisms” (pertaining to 

management of intra-state instabilities). For example, it has been recognized in Prague that 

problems involving national minorities (traditionally a matter of human dimension and thus of 

                                                           
378 Prague Document on Further Development of CSCE Institutions and Structures (Prague, 30-31 January 1993). 
In the Section III, Human Dimension, Para. 6.  
379 Prague Meeting of the CSCE Council of Ministers – Summary of Conclusions (Prague, 30-31 January 1993). In 
the Section III, Para.  6.  
380 Ibid. In the Section III, Para.  6.  
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internal concern of states), require “peaceful solutions”, including possibilities for “early 

warning”, given that such problems “could lead to tensions and conflicts – both within and 

between States”381.  

 As for the institutional response to this newly made link in the order narrative, the 

CSCE’s Council of Ministers decided in Prague to strengthen and expand the scope of the Office 

for Free Elections. They have thus renamed it into the Office for Democratic Institutions and 

Human Rights (ODIHR) and, in addition to improving its election monitoring practices, made it 

a designated institution for tasks relating to expert and rapporteur missions (the “Moscow 

Mechanisms”).382 As for the Conflict Prevention Center, its further strengthening was left to 

the forthcoming Summit in Helsinki. Yet, in one of the Prague’s final documents the concept 

of the peaceful settlement of disputes was now “enriched” by more nuanced notions such as 

crisis management, conflict prevention, and conflict resolution. The Prague document also 

asserted that in the forthcoming summit the CSCE’s engagement in peacekeeping should be 

given a careful consideration.383 From the standpoint of the blurring of the clear distinction of 

the locus of the causes of conflict (human vs. politico-military dimension), it is significant to 

observe that none of these conflict prevention and management practices was designated 

exclusively for dealing with inter-state conflicts.  

 Lastly, the Prague Council of Ministers was a landmark meeting of the CSCE because it 

was there that the participating states introduced the so-called “consensus minus one” rule. 

By accepting this rule, they agreed that in order to safeguard human rights, democracy, and 

the rule of law “appropriate action may be taken by the Council or the Committee of Senior 

Officials, if necessary in the absence of the consent of the State concerned, in cases of clear, 

gross and uncorrected violations of relevant CSCE commitments”384. For the CSCE, the 

acceptance of this rule has been a groundbreaking move considering that it has traditionally 

been perceived as an inclusive, consensus-based conference/organization. However, against 

the background of the European order narrative that was based on the idea on the community 

of democratic states, rather than on diversity of internal ruling systems, and the CSCE’s intent 

to build such order, this exclusionary rule was made both possible and inevitable. Furthermore, 

                                                           
381 Ibid. In the Section III, Para. 6. (Emphasis added) 
382 Prague Document on Further Development of CSCE Institutions and Structures (Prague, 30-31 January 1992). 
In the Section III, Human Dimension, Para. 9-15.  
383 Ibid. In the Section VI, Crisis management and conflict prevention instruments, Para. 23.  
384 Ibid. In Section IV, Safeguarding human rights, democracy and the rule of law.  
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the wording used to qualify this rule suggests that a violation in any of the CSCE dimensions 

could (or even should) be interpreted as an attack on human rights, democracy, and the rule 

of law, and thus on new Europe-wide order. This simultaneous prioritization of the human 

dimension and its intertwining with other CSCE’s dimensions can be read nicely from the one 

time the consensus minus one rule was evoked. Following the intensification of the war in 

Yugoslavia, namely the excessive use of force by Yugoslav People’s Army (JNA) in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina and Croatia in 1992, the rule was invoked to suspend Yugoslavia from the CSCE.385 

The suspension was triggered by violations in the CSCE’s politico-military dimension. However, 

in the interpretations of the war (which was both an inter- and intra-state clash) circulated 

during various CSCE meetings calls for the respect of inviolability of borders were often 

secondary to those requesting the clashing parties to respect human rights, democracy, the 

rule of law,  and minority rights. 386 The far-reaching decisions taken and new linkages made 

by the participating states during their negotiations of Europe’s post-Cold War order in La 

Valletta, Moscow, and Prague were both focused/united and developed further during the 

CSCE second post-Cold War Summit organized in Helsinki in 1991 (known as Helsinki II). Events 

such as the Yugoslav war, the final dissolution of the Soviet Union, the volatile process of 

democratization of the former communist countries, and the acceptance of eighteen new 

states into the OSCE’s membership formed the backdrop for the final document of the Helsinki 

Summit. The titles given to the summit’s final documents - The Challenges of Change and The 

Promises and Problems of Change – met the mood of the moment.387 In this regard, the focus 

of the Summit was not so much on the development of the novel ordering links, as much as it 

was about developing/improving “practices of doing” that would enable the OSCE to become 

truly instrumental in acting in accordance with the already negotiated order. These practices 

include those already mentioned, but not developed, in the final document of the Prague 

Council of Ministers, namely, early warning, conflict prevention and crisis management, and 

peaceful settlement of disputes.  

                                                           
385 See: Boyka Stefanova, "OSCE and Balkan Security," Journal of Balkan and Near Eastern Studies 11, no. 1 
(2009). 51. Brett, "Human Rights and the OSCE." 674. Rok Zupančič, "Modern "Don-Quixotism" or an Emerging 
Norm of International Relations? Prevention of Armed Conflicts in the European Union and the Organization for 
Security and Cooperation in Europe," Romanian Journal of Political Science 10, no. 1 (2010). 
386 Prague Meeting of the CSCE Council of Ministers – Summary of Conclusions (Prague, 30-31 January 1993). In 
section IV.  
387 The Challenges of Change, Helsinki Summit Declaration (Helsinki, 9-10 July).  
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 The allocation of jurisdiction for each of these conflict prevention and management 

practices in Helsinki, and thus a further institutional development of the CSCE, can also be 

described from the perspective of the intertwining of the CSCE’s dimensions in the course of 

order negotiations. Continued understanding of the issues pertaining to national minorities, 

traditionally an intra-state matter, in terms of root causes of conflict given their potential to 

develop “into a conflict within the CSCE area, affecting peace, stability or relations between 

participating States”388, was materialized into the new institution of the CSCE, the Office for 

High  Commissioner on National Minorities.389 The Office was put under the aegis of the 

Committee of Senior Officials (CSO) and its tasks were designed as instruments of conflict 

prevention and early warning seeking to suppress minority rights violations at their initial 

stage.390 However, the participating states have not designated the right to evoke early 

warning measures only to the Commissioner for National Minorities. Acting as the agent of the 

Council of Ministers, the CSO was tasked to deal with early warning instruments in general 

regardless of whether they are raised by a state directly involved in a dispute, a group of eleven 

states not directly involved in a dispute, or the Consultative Committee of the CPC. 

Additionally, states and the CPC have been given the right to raise issues in this context that 

pertain not only to the politico-military dimension (e.g., unusual military activities or inter-state 

dispute settlement) but also to any matter that might require the human dimension 

mechanisms (the “Moscow Mechanisms”).391 

 Concerning the development of the CSCE’s new practices in the domain of conflict 

prevention and crisis management, the consideration of peacekeeping represents an 

especially significant contribution of the Helsinki Summit. As was the case with the practices of 

early warning, it was asserted that peacekeeping operations could be established to tackle 

both intra- state and inter-state conflicts irrespective of whether their cause can be found in 

violations in the CSCE’s human or politico-military dimension. Additionally, the CSO acting as 

an agent of the Council of Ministers, was given a primary responsibility regarding these 

operations, but is expected to collaborate with the CPC extensively.392 As for the developments 

                                                           
388 Ibid. In Section I, Strengthening CSCE Institutions and Structures, Para. 23.  
389 Ibid. In Section II, CSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities.  
390 Ibid. Para. 2.  
391 Ibid. In Section III, Early Warning, Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management (Including Fact Finding and 
Rapporteur Missions and CSCE Peacekeeping). Peaceful Settlement of Disputes.  
392 On the exact chain of command in CSCE peacekeeping, see: Ibid. Para. 17-42. 
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in the domain of peaceful settlement of disputes, the most important are the enhancement of 

the “Valletta Mechanisms” and the establishment of the Court for Conciliation and 

Arbitration.393 Lastly, it is important to observe that, as the human dimension became more 

and more pervasive, strictly military issues were placed/moved under a single and separate 

framework, the Forum for Security Cooperation.394 The Forum was designed as a place for 

regular consultations regarding further negotiations on the confidence and security building 

measures, conventional armed forces in Europe, and open skies.  

 The two meetings of the Council of Ministers held after the Helsinki Summit in 

Stockholm (December 1992) and Rome (December 1993) represent a culmination of the 

CSCE’s negotiations on Europe’s post-Cold War order within which the provisions and ordering 

logic developed within the human dimension were brought to the fore. The two meetings are 

also one of the last instances of the CSCE’s practices of talking during which the organization 

was depicted and redesigned institutionally in the expectation that it would act as a builder of 

the newly imagined order. The titles of the introductory sections of the final documents of 

these meetings are telling of the course the CSCE was still on at the time: Shaping New Europe 

– The Role of the CSCE and CSCE and the New Europe- Our Security is Indivisible.395  

 The third meeting of the Council in Stockholm is important because two institutions 

were consisted. The post of the Secretary General was established and the first High 

Commissioner on National minorities appointed, along with the further strengthening of the 

“Valletta Mechanisms” and adoption of Convention on Conciliation and Arbitration.396 On the 

level of discourse, in the final document of the Stockholm meeting, the participating states 

opted to make more explicitly than ever the link between human rights and democracy, on the 

one hand, and conditions for peace and sources of conflict, on the other. Accordingly, in 

addition referring to the CSCE as a “community of values”, they asserted in the document that: 

The CSCE's comprehensive concept of security relates peace, security and prosperity 
directly to the observance of human rights and democratic freedoms. Many of the 
present problems are linked to the failure to observe CSCE commitments and 
principles. The human dimension mechanisms of the CSCE are being used increasingly 
as a major foundation for the CSCE's efforts at early warning and conflict prevention. 

                                                           
393 The court was established during Helsinki follow-up meeting, a meeting preceding the Helsinki Summit. See: 
Ibid. Para. 58 and 61.  
394 Ibid. In Section VI, CSCE Forum for Security Co-operation.   
395  See: Document of the Third Meeting of the CSCE Council of Ministers (Stockholm, 15 December 1992).; 
Document of the Fourth Meeting of the CSCE Council of Ministers (Rome, 1 December 1993).  
396 Document of the Third Meeting of the CSCE Council of Ministers (Stockholm, 15 December 1992). (Emphasis 
added) 
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Their further elaboration and utilization will strengthen considerably the CSCE's ability 
to pursue the root causes of tensions and to refine its mechanisms for early warning 
on potentially dangerous situations.397  
 

 As the previous discussion showed, until the meeting of the Council of Ministers in 

Prague and the Summit in Helsinki, while the human dimension was perceived as a source of 

peace but not of conflict, the participating states were chiefly focused on fashioning new 

institutional bodies with clearly separated jurisdiction over the CSCE’s dimensions (the ODIHR 

for the human dimension and the CPC for the politico-military dimension). A gradual 

qualification of violations in the human dimension as the root cause of conflict has caused 

them to shift their attention from establishing institutions to establishing concrete “practices 

of doing” (i.e. early warning, conflict prevention, crisis management, and peacekeeping). An 

implication of this was a certain level of dispersion of jurisdiction regarding human dimension 

commitments among the CSCE institutional bodies. By putting the Office for High 

Commissioner on National Minorities under the aegis of the Committee of Senior Officials, as 

well as other early warning and conflict prevention mechanisms, a larger scope of internal 

matters of states has become a matter of political consultations among all participating states. 

Similarly, by giving the Conflict Prevention Center a role in peacekeeping, and allowing 

peacekeeping to be both an instrument of managing inter and intra-state conflicts, this 

politico-military body of the CSCE was given an opportunity to have a say, albeit modest and 

mostly technical, in the human dimension matters.  

 During the meetings of the Council of Ministers in Stockholm and Rome, this “spread” 

of the human dimension was openly welcomed, and was translated into a novel round of the 

institutional tuning of the CSCE. In Stockholm, the ministers thus asserted that each of the 

previous steps had been useful moves towards “integrating the human dimension more fully 

into the political consultations and concrete actions of participating states” (Emphasis 

added).398 In Rome, ministers were even more direct by asserting that:  

In order to further political consideration and action under the human dimension, the 
decision-making bodies of the CSCE will consider human dimension issues on a regular 
basis as an integral part of deliberations relating to European security.399  
 

                                                           
397 Ibid. In Section 2, The CSCE as a Community of Values.  
398 Ibid.  
399 Document of the Fourth Meeting of the CSCE Council of Ministers (Rome, 1 December 1993). In Section IV, 
The Human Dimension, Para. 3. (Emphasis added) 
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To this end, the participating states have decided to dissolve the Consultative Committee of 

the CPC and transfer its competences to the Permanent Committee and the Forum for Security 

Cooperation “with a view to strengthening the interrelation and complementarity of the CSCE 

decision-making process in the fields of arms control, disarmament and confidence and 

security-building, security co-operation and conflict prevention”400. In this way, the Permanent 

Committee, unlike its predecessor the Consultative Committee, became a site of consultations 

and decision-making not only for the political-military dimension but for the human dimension 

as well. Even more so, if we consider that ministers also sought to “empower” it to trigger the 

human dimension Moscow mechanisms (previously designated only to the ODHIR).401 

 In sum, following the collapse of the Cold War structure of relations in Europe, between 

1990 and 1993, the CSCE participating states engaged in an all-encompassing “practice of 

talking” with an aim of advancing a novel narrative/conception of international and security 

order in Europe and institutionally shaping the CSCE for the purpose of building such order. In 

so doing, they created, assembled, simplified, and juxtaposed various information, security, 

international and moral principles, and made a number of causal and normative claims. By 

analyzing, in succession, the CSCE’s high-level meetings during this time, this section has 

attempted to reconstruct the most salient aspects of the novel ordering logic(s) thereby 

advanced and a corresponding institutional (re)shaping of the CSCE it led to. A general trend 

thus observed is a high level of agreement among the participating states to gradually 

reinterpret the CSCE’s normative catalogue in light of the victorious Western liberal values of 

human rights, democracy, and the rule of law and thus to establish a particular notion of order 

in Europe. First, they “agreed” that the only peaceful order is the one composed of states 

adhering to these values. Later, they started perceiving their violation as a root cause of conflict 

and thus a legitimate matter of concern to all participating states. By gradually establishing 

these links, the OSCE’s human dimension became a chief constitutive component of the new 

narrative of order in Europe. The OSCE was imagined as a builder of such order and, along the 

way, after each new ordering link advanced it was complemented with novel institutions and 

“practices of doing”, or an upgrade in existing ones. (Table II summarizes this process).  

  

                                                           
400 Ibid. In Section VII, CSCE Structures and Operations, Para. 7.2.  
401 Ibid. In the Section II, Further Development of the Capabilities of the CSCE in Conflict Prevention and Crisis 
Management, Para. 5.  
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Meetings Ordering Logic Advanced402 
Institutions and “practices of doing” 

established or reshaped 

Copenhagen, Second Conference on the 
Human Dimension (29 June 1990) 

Pluralistic democracy is essential for ensuring 
respect for human rights.   

No new institution created.  

Vienna, Preparatory Meeting for the Paris 
Summit (10 July- 16 November 1990) 
 
Paris, Summit of Heads of States and 
Governments (19-21 November 1990) 

Democracy, human rights, and the rule of law 
are indispensable for peace and security 
among European states. 
 
Establishes a duality between: 
causes of conflict (within the politico-military 
dimension) 
causes of peace (within the human 
dimension)  

Council of Ministers  (forum for high-level 
political consultations) 
Commit of Senior Officials (executive and 
administrative body of the Council) 
CSCE Secretariat (administrative support) 
Conflict Prevention Center (CPC) with its  
Consultative Committee (politico-military 
issues regarding CSBM) 
The Office for Free Elections (exchange of 
information on elections) 

La Valetta, Meeting of Experts on Peaceful 
Settlement of Disputes (15 January – 8 
February 1991) 

Repeats ordering logics made in previous 
meetings. 

“Valletta Mechanisms” of dispute settlement 
among states.  
 
Mandatory involvement of a third party when 
a dispute cannot be settled by other peaceful 
means. 

Berlin, First Meeting of the CSCE Council of 
Ministers (19-20 June 1991) 

Repeats ordering logics made in previous 
meetings. 

CPC becomes a designated institution for 
“Valletta Mechanisms” 

Moscow,  Additional Meeting of the CSCE 
Council of Ministers (10  
September 1991) 

The commitments undertaken in the CSCE 
human dimension are matters of direct and 
legitimate concern to all participating States. 

“Moscow Mechanisms” which consist in a 
formation of expert missions for dealing with 
violation of commitments made in the CSCE’s 
human dimension.  

Prague, Second Meeting of the CSCE Council 
of Ministers (30-31 January 1992) 

Violations in the human dimension are the 
root cause of conflict. 
 
 

The Office for Democratic institutions and 
Human Rights  become a designated 
institution for the “Moscow Mechanisms”  
 
The “consensus minus one” rule is advanced.  

Helsinki, Summit of Heads of States and 
Governments (9-10 July 1992) 

Violations in the human dimension are the 
root cause of conflict. 
 

The Office for High Commissioner on National 
Minorities  
Courte for Conciliation and Arbitration 
Forum for Security Cooperation (CSMB, 
conventional arms, open sky’s) 
 
Early warning, conflict prevention, crisis 
management (peacekeeping), peaceful 
settlement of disputes pertaining both to 
violations in the human and in politico-
military dimension.   

Stockholm, Third Meeting of the CSCE Council 
of Ministers (14-15 December 1992) 

“The CSCE's comprehensive concept of 
security relates peace, security and prosperity 
directly to the observance of human rights 
and democratic freedoms. Many of the 
present problems are linked to the failure to 
observe CSCE commitments and principles.” 

 
 
The CSCE Secretary General  

Rome, Forth Meeting of the CSCE Council of 
Ministers (30 November- 
1 December 1993) 

The human dimension becomes a part of 
political consultations of decision making 
bodies of the CSCE and thus an “integral part 
of deliberations relating to European 
security”  

Dissolution of the CPC’s Consultative 
Committee and formation of the Permanent 
Committee which together with the Forum 
for Security Cooperation will integrate 
decision-making processes and consultations 
in both human and politico-military 
dimension.  

 
Table 5   Summary of the main ordering links made during the CSCE’s “practices of talking” unfolding as part 

of its high-level panels between 1990 and 1993. The table also presents corresponding changes 
introduced in the OSCE’s institutional design and in its “practices of doing”.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
402 For illustrative purposes it is also interesting to observe the frequency of occurrence of the words 
sovereignty, democracy, and human rights (respectively) in the final documents of these meetings: 
Copenhagen (0, 16, 30), Vienna and Paris (1, 29, 13), La Valetta (3,2,2), Berlin (0, 5,2), Moscow (0, 15, 27), 
Prague (0, 11, 6), Helsinki (2, 34,12), Stockholm (3, 8, 9), Rome (4, 16, 15) 
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2. The CSCE/OSCE Reflects the Order in Europe: In Search of a New Security Model 

(1994-1999) 

2.1 The OSCE Participating States Start to Part Company 

The 1994 CSCE Summit in Budapest and a meeting of its Council of Ministers held in 

the same city a year later mark the beginning of a new phase in the CSCE’s post-Cold War 

“practices of talking”, that is, in its negotiations regarding the security order in Europe. I 

describe this phase as the CSCE’s reflexive phase given that the content of the order narrative 

and organizational intent articulated through it were largely a product of its member states 

confronting each other with increasingly divergent interests, preferences, and background 

knowledge. By gradually diminishing a sense of a common purpose pronounced during the 

previous phase, these divergences affected the CSCE/OSCE’s order narrative in such a way that 

it now had to rest on manifold compromises, if not outright contradictions. Against this 

background, the CSCE/OSCE’s institutional development slowed down significantly and its 

overall position in the European security architecture “shrunk” from that of its main 

constructor to just one of its building blocks.  

The chief reason for which the CSCE/OSCE entered this new phase in its “practices of 

talking” can be found in a “disturbance” in its environment that had not been anticipated, 

justified, nor accounted for in an order narrative its members agreed on during the first half of 

the 1990s. Here, I namely refer to NATO’s announcement that it was willing to accept into 

membership the newly democratized states of the the Eastern Europe.403 For Russia, which 

was excluded from these plans and which was, at the time, withdrawing its last forces from 

Germany and the Baltic States, this course of things signaled not only a physical danger but 

also a loss of influence over European security. Within the CSCE, Russia articulated this 

dissatisfaction by proposing that the participating states engage in broad security discussions 

aimed, in effect, at readjusting the CSCE’s order narrative to the new realities and, hopefully, 

to its advantage. Other member states accepted this initiative and agreed during Budapest 

Summit to frame the forthcoming talks as negotiations on a “Common and Comprehensive 

                                                           
403 NATO made this announcement during the Summit meeting of its member states in Brussels in 1994.  
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Security Model for Europe for the Twenty-First Century”.404 The negotiations lasted for five 

years ending in the OSCE’s 1999 Istanbul Summit with an adoption of the Charter for European 

Security.  As in the previous section, I now turn to the analysis of these negotiations by tracing 

the ordering links and logics thereby advanced and corresponding institutional and practical 

changes they introduced into the CSCE/OSCE (the findings are summarized in Table 3).  

A superficial glance at a collection of the final documents of the CSCE’s 1994 Summit in 

Budapest might falsely indicate that nothing really changed in a way its participating states 

believed the security order in Europe should look like. Most elements of an the “old speak” 

were there. An all-pervading importance of the human dimension was explicitly asserted as it 

was stated that the participating states:  

[C]onfirm the significance of the Human Dimension in all the activities of the CSCE. 
Respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, democracy and the rule of law 
is an essential component of security and co-operation in the CSCE region.405 
 

Furthermore, the CSCE/OSCE was not only described as playing “the central role…in 

building a secure and stable” Europe but also as an organization assuming a “cardinal role in 

meeting the challenges of the twenty first century”, as well as a “primary instrument” for 

conflict resolution (emphasis added).406 However, in addition to an overall less enthusiastic 

tone of these documents, a subtle shift in the discourse employed in them can nevertheless 

be detected. Firstly, the Summit’s Declaration was titled Towards a Genuine Partnership in a 

New Era. The use of the word “partnership” (even if supplemented with an adjective 

“genuine”) points to a certain level of distancing among the participating states considering 

that, during previous years, they preferred to depicting their mutual relations in terms of a 

“community of democratic states”. 407 Also, the rights of the “sovereignty family” were given 

significantly more consideration.  As an illustration, while the word “sovereignty” was used a 

total of seven times in the Summit’s final documents, in documents analyzed in the previous 

section it was used thirteen times combined.  It is also significant to observe how, in the 

                                                           
404 Budapest Decisions, adopted at the Forth OSCE Summit of Heads of States or Governments (Budapest, 5-6 
December 1994). In the Section VII, A Common and Comprehensive Security Model for Europe for the Twenty-
First Century. 

405 Ibid. In the Budapest Summit Declaration “Towards a Genuine Partnership in a New Era”, Para 14.   
406 Ibid. Para 3.  
407 In the final documents of the meetings held before the Summit in Budapest examined in the previous section 
of this Chapter, the word “partnership” was used only in the final document of the 1992 Helsinki Summit. The 
word community, on the other hand, was used in the final documents of the Budapest Summit, however, as 
discussed, it was avoided in the title.  
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Summit’s final document, immediately after announcing their decision to launch discussions 

of a new Security Model, the participating states emphasized that these discussions “will not 

affect the inherent right of each and every participating state to be free to choose or change 

its security arrangements, including treaties or alliances, as they evolve.”408 

A distancing among the participating states and its reflection in order negotiations 

before and during the Summit in Budapest also meant a modest progress in the growth and 

“tuning” of the CSCE’s institutions and practices. Although the CSCE was renamed  the 

Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), it was not, as expected by Russia, 

turned into a treaty-based organization.409 Also, while under the label “strengthening” many 

of its bodies were considered, the only truly significant institutional innovation was an 

enhancement of the ODIHR methodology of elections monitoring.410 Lastly, despite the CSCE 

increasing field engagements (e.g. promoting democracy and human rights in Bosnia, and 

establishing presence in Chechenia and Nagorno-Karabakh) an improvement in its instruments 

of early warning, conflict prevention, and crisis management got comparatively less attention 

than was the case during the early post-Cold War years.  

During the OSCE’s Council of Ministers held the following year also in Budapest, the 

participating states started to account more explicitly for the decision of NATO to expand 

geographically by bringing to the fore a certain set of ordering principles upon which such 

decision could be justified or contested. Afraid that new lines of division were being created, 

Russia insisted that negotiations on a new Security Model should be primarily about creation 

of a common security space in Europe, free of dividing lines and based on the OSCE’s 

comprehensive and co-operative concept of security and its indivisibility. It thus sought to turn 

the OSCE into the foremost security organization in Europe. By contrast, Western and most 

Eastern European states argued that there was no contradiction between NATO’s expansion 

and the notion of a “Europe whole and free”. They attempted to present it as a contributing 

factor, given that NATO shares the OSCE’s values. A statement by the Lithuanian Minister of 

Foreign Affairs encapsulates this intricate argument well:  

                                                           
408 Budapest Decisions (Budapest, 5-6 December 1994). In the Section VII, A Common and Comprehensive 
Security Model for Europe for the Twenty-First Century. 
409 The decision to turn the CSCE into the OSCE officially took effect on 1 January 1995.  
410 It is also important to keep in mind that during Budapest Summit participating states adopted the so-called 
Code of Conduct on Politico-Military Aspects of Security, a landmark normative document on democratic 
control of armed force. See: Budapest Decisions (Budapest, 5-6 December 1994).  
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If we are to combine our efforts in building a common security space, we should 
devote our attention and efforts to ensure genuine adherence to the implementation 
of the existing OSCE principles and norms, which form a very basis of inter- and intra-
state behavior, and thus, the basis of any security model. To substitute this task with 
the opposition to the development of institutions which have contributed immensely 
towards bringing to life OSCE values, would eventually put in doubt whether 
comprehensive and common security concept is universally shared.411 
 

For this reason, Western and Eastern Europe were eager to frame the negotiations on 

the Security Model primarily as a discussion about “reinforcing and interlocking institutions” in 

Europe and the OSCE as a main site of the coordination among them rather than an 

organization at the apex of a hierarchy of European security organizations.412 Against the 

background of this disagreement, no change in the OSCE’s institutions or “practices of doing” 

was introduced, although the organization was widening the scope of its practical 

engagements premised, first and foremost, on the previously negotiated principles of security 

order.413 

 

2.2 Framing the Security Model Negotiations: Proposing the Platform for Security 

Cooperation and the Charter on European Security   

The OSCE’s following Summit, held in Lisbon in 1996, is often referred to as a “summit 

light”.414 Besides the fact that Boris Yeltsin and Bill Clinton canceled their participation, the 

Summit produced a short outcome document, which had little new to say.415 Nevertheless, the 

document, as well as the negotiations preceding and following it, are not without merit as, 

through them, frameworks for further negotiations of the Security Model were established. In 

this regard, three issues stood out in particular.416  

First, matters pertaining to the OSCE politico-military and its human dimension 

discussed previously in terms of “causes of conflict” and “causes of peace” were now framed 

as matters of mere compliance/non-compliance with the OSCE commitments by the 

                                                           
411 Intervention by the Delegation Lithuanian, Mr. Povilas Gylys, Minister of Foreign Affairs at the 5th OSCE 
Ministerial Council, Budapest (Ref.MC/32/95) 8 December 1995.  
412 See the speeches delivered at the OSCE Budapest Ministerial Council, 7-8 December 1995.   
413 One of the most important topics during the Budapest Ministerial Council was setting up of the OSCE’s 
mission in Bosnia in accordance with Dayton Peace Agreement.  
414 Raimund  Kunz, "Lisbon 1996: Setting the Course for a Balanced European Security Order " The OSCE 
Magazin2010. 12. 
415Ibid. 12.  
416 See: Lisbon Document, adopted at the Fifth OSCE Summit of Heads of States or Governments (Lisbon, 2-3 
December 1994).  
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participating states. An important consequence of this reframing was that rather than 

discussing how to improve the OSCE’s already existing mechanisms further, the participating 

states introduced a notion of “joint co-operative action”.417 While no concrete procedures 

resulted from this reframing at the time, the notion itself became the grounds upon which the 

participating states started debating whether the OSCE should be given the power to enforce, 

through some form of joint action, compliance with its commitments or just to assist its 

members in this regard.418 Advocating for the latter option, Russia gave the first official signs 

that it was not entirely in agreement with a groundbreaking ordering link made during the 

1991 Moscow Conference on the Human Dimension, namely that violations in human 

dimension are of direct and legitimate concern to all participating states.  

Second, the OSCE participating states agreed in Lisbon to start negotiations on the 

Platform for Co-operative Security. The Platform was imagined as a framework within which 

the OSCE would engage and engage with other security institutions. As such, it was a response 

to the understanding of the Security Model argued by the Western and Eastern European 

member states, namely that it should be chiefly about mutually reinforcing institutions in 

Europe and the OSCE as a forum for facilitating their cooperation and complementarity.  

Lastly, the Russian preference that the Security Model be about the creation of a 

common security space in Europe and the OSCE as the foremost institutional expression of 

that space was also met as the participating states agreed to consider developing a Charter on 

European Security “as a fundamental document comparable to the Helsinki Final Act”.419  

An agreement to negotiate as part of the talks on the Security Model both the Platform 

for Co-operative Security and the Charter on European Security was clearly a result of a 

compromise. It is thus hardly surprising that, during the meeting of the Security Model 

Committee (SMC)420 following the Lisbon Summit, confusion emerged as to how particular 

security issues should be grouped pending further negotiations. The meeting was jumpstarted 

by a document proposed by the OSCE’s Chairman-in-Office at the time.421 Here it was 

                                                           
417 Ibid. In the Lisbon Declaration, Para 11. 
418 For the debate see the following documents: Ref.PC/173/97, Ref.PC/368/97, Ref.PC/374/97, Ref.PC/422/97, 
Ref.PC/423/97, Ref.PC.SMC/1/97, Ref.PC.SMC/5/97, Ref. PC/SMC/28/97,  
419 Kunz, "Lisbon 1996: Setting the Course for a Balanced European Security Order ". 13. 
420 The Security Model Committee was established in after the 1994 Budapest Summit and its task was to 
enable negotiations on the new Security Model in view of adopting it in the 1996 Lisbon Summit. Considering 
that no tangible agreement was reached in Lisbon, the SMC continued with regular meetings.  
421 See: Ref.PC/173/97 
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suggested that, in addition to cooperation between mutually reinforcing institutions, the 

Platform for Co-operative Security should also deal with the development of the OSCE’s 

practices in preventive diplomacy, crisis management and post-conflict rehabilitation, as well 

as with joint actions in cases of non-compliance.422 In this way, the Chairman-in-Office not only 

associated the entire Security Model with the Platform but he also advanced a weaker notion 

of the OSCE as many of its tasks came to be viewed as matters of concern to other security 

organizations. 

Russia’s representative at the SMC immediately protested against this manner of 

grouping the negotiation issues arguing instead that each of them should be considered as a 

separate section of a prospect Charter on European Security. Therefore, it insisted that the 

Platform for Co-operative Security be primarily about an interaction between security-related 

institutions whose dominant purpose would be to prevent a creation of dividing lines in 

Europe. 423 Eager to build a strong OSCE, Russia was also vocally against the apparent gradual 

diminishing of the OSCE’s role at the level of discourse. Its representative thus insisted that 

such wording as “the OSCE is uniquely placed” and “particularly well suited” as a forum should 

be abandoned as, within most of its documents, the OSCE had already been depicted as playing 

“a central role as the inclusive and comprehensive organization for consultation, decision–

making and co-operation in maintaining peace and stability in Europe”424. 

Speaking on behalf of the European Union, the Netherlands gave support to Russia’s 

demand of approaching the negotiating issues presented in the Chairmen’s paper 

separately.425 However, rather than viewing the Platform for Co-operative Security as a means 

of preventing lines of division in Europe prompted by NATO’s geographical expansion, it 

asserted that it should primarily serve as a site of coordination among European organizations 

given the evident overlap of their field operations (e.g. the simultaneous engagement of the 

OSCE, the UN, and NATO in Bosnia at the time). In this way, despite agreeing with Russia in 

principle, the Netherlands and other Western European states in effect maintained that such 

OSCE tasks as early warning, conflict prevention, crisis management, and post-conflict 

stabilization should be considered as part of the Platform for Co-operative Security.  
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During the meeting of the OSCE’s Council of Ministers in Copenhagen in 1997 the 

confusion about the relationship between the Security Model, Charter on European Security, 

and the Platform for Co-operative security was finally resolved. The participating Ministers 

agreed that negotiations unfolding within the SMC should henceforth be framed as 

negotiations on a politically binding Charter on European Security of which the Platform for 

Co-operative Security should be an “essential element”.426 To this end, they adopted the 

Decision on Guidelines on an OSCE Document-Charter on European Security, as well as an 

annex dealing specifically with the Platform. While most of the provisions listed in the 

Guidelines and the Annex were left open for further discussion in the SMC, their overall tone 

was set by the first paragraph of the Guidelines: 

 

Security across the entire OSCE area can be strengthened only through genuine 
partnership based on the sovereign equality and solidarity of States, and with full 
respect for the principles of the OSCE and the interests of all OSCE States irrespective 
of whether they belong to security structures or arrangements.427  

 

 As can be observed, the quote does not cite human rights, democracy, or rule of law 

as indispensable elements (or sources) of peace and security in Europe, as was the case in the 

order negotiations in the early 1990s. Following the course whose contours were already 

visible in Budapest in 1994, that place was now allocated to the principle of sovereignty and 

the rights deriving from it. It should, however, be kept in mind that this discursive de-emphasis 

of the OSCE’s human dimension provisions was not the same as denial. Although they 

continued to be considered important, they were no longer highlighted as “the chief 

constitutive element” of the imagined order in Europe. For this reason, it was possible for the 

OSCE participating states to introduce one more human dimension body- the OSCE 

Representative on Freedom of Media - while simultaneously, despite Russian objections, 

“downgrading” the entire organization from a “chief builder of the New Europe” to just a 

“forum providing directions and giving impulses to the shaping of the New Europe”428. It is also 

important to emphasize that, in Copenhagen, the OSCE was also labeled as a “primary 

                                                           
426 See: Decisions of the Copenhagen Ministerial Council Meeting, adopted at the Sixth Meeting of the OSCE’s 
Ministerial Council (Copenhagen, 18-19 December 1997).  
427 Ibid. In the Decisions on Guidelines on an OSCE Document-Charter on European Security (MC(6).DEC/5), Para 
1.  (Emphasis added) 
428 Ibid., Para 2.  
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instrument of early warning, conflict prevention and crisis management”429, although no 

concrete measures were proposed.  

 

2.3 Oslo Ministerial and Istanbul Summit: Negotiating the Charter of European Security  

Despite the OSCE participating states agreeing in Copenhagen to continue the 

discussion on the Security Model within the framework of negotiations on a new Charter on 

European Security, in 1998, against the background of deteriorating crisis in Kosovo, these 

negotiations were largely focused on a role the OSCE should assume in peacekeeping. 

However, the chief issue of these negotiations was not how to improve the OSCE’s mechanisms 

in this peace practice, but what role the OSCE should assume with respect to it relative to other 

security organizations.  In this way, although agreeing (chiefly as a concession to Russia) to 

negotiate yet another Charter, Western, Central, and Eastern European states managed to 

direct this round of “practice of talking” within the OSCE towards what they initially wanted to 

negotiate about, “interlocking and reinforcing” organizations in Europe. They also continued 

to argue for this position openly:  

The OSCE‘s role and its strengthening should not be viewed solely with reference to 
the organization itself but also with reference to its place and role within the broader 
security architecture.430  
 

Throughout 1998, the Western and most Eastern European states maintained this 

stance by often employing such rhetorical tactics whereby it would seem that they are 

advocating for the strengthening of the OSCE when, in fact, diminishing its role when 

compared to that agreed by the participating states in the first half of the 1990s . For instance, 

speaking within the SMC on behalf of the EU, the UK suggested that a future Charter should 

draw a difference between the “external” and “internal” aspects of the OSCE.431 An “external” 

aspect, it asserted, should tackle the “role of the OSCE in the European Security Architecture”, 

while “internal” aspect should deal with the strengthening of the OSCE’s practices with the 

role so designated. Therefore, the UK argued for the improvement of the OSCE’s mechanisms 

and instruments in terms of their specialization, rather than in terms of the broadening of their 

scope in relation to European security. Similarly, the US insisted in its proposals that a role of 

different organizations regarding peacekeeping should be weighed with their “comparative 
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advantages”432 in mind. Furthermore, by arguing that “flexibility” is one of the most important 

qualities of the OSCE, and thus its strength, some Western states suggested that the notion of 

the OSCE as a “forum” should be substituted by an even more lax notion, that of a “flexible 

framework for inter-institutional cooperation”433.  

Lacking the power to set the terms of the debate, for the time being, Russia accepted 

negotiating the Charter and the role of the OSCE through the issue of peacekeeping. What is 

more, during 1998 discussions in the SMC, its representatives frequently pointed out that 

“provisions on settlement of conflict and crisis and on peacekeeping should form one of the 

most important parts of the Charter”434. Russia, however, continued to insist that the OSCE 

should be assigned a leading role vis-à-vis other security organizations regarding the 

implementation of these practices in Europe. Accordingly, in a twelve pages long draft of one 

section of the prospective Charter its representative presented in the SMC it was stated that 

the issues pertaining to peacekeeping and conflict resolution “are the priority orientations in 

enhancing security and stability in the OSCE region” and that “the OSCE shall play a leading 

role with regard to other European and Euro-Atlantic organizations and groupings concerned 

with the Security Model”435. Additionally, Russia persisted in arguing that these peace practices 

should be considered separately from the Platform for Co-operative Security. Lastly, its 

representatives were also increasingly vocal in emphasizing that the consent of the state in 

question should be a necessary precondition for initiating and conducting peacekeeping and 

other peace operations. As a comparison, in the US proposals, the consent was cited only as 

“preferable”.436 

Considering that in 1998 the OSCE participating states could not bridge their 

differences but only to replicate them as part of different negotiating frames and issue areas, 

an outcome of the Council of Ministers meeting held in Oslo in December 1998 was hardly  

something more than a mere reflection of these diverging positions. In this regard, it is 

instructive to quote an opening paragraph of the Chairman-in-Office’s Progress Report on the 

Work in 1998 on a Document-Charter on European Security thereby presented as it attempts 

to encapsulate the participating states’ different views regarding the role(s) of the OSCE:  

                                                           
432 See: Ref.PC.SMC/37/98 
433 See: Ref.PC.SMC/51/98 
434 See: Ref.PC.SMC/7/98 
435 See: Ref.PC.SMC/18/98 
436 See: Ref.PC. SMC/37/98 



146 
 

The OSCE occupies a key place in the new system of security in Europe and has an 
important role to play in meeting new risks and challenges to security as an 
organization specializing in conflict prevention, broadly understood. It is also a source 
of norms and principles, a promoter of the notion of comprehensive and indivisible 
security and the organizer of an integrative and flexible framework for co-operation 
among different organizations and institutions.437  
 
Defining the OSCE as an organization that “occupies a key place in the new system of 

security” reflected Russia’s preference for establishing the OSCE as a leading security 

arrangement within the new order of European security. On the other hand, defining it as an 

“organization specializing in conflict prevention”, and thus omitting other peace operations 

including peacekeeping, can be read as reflecting the Western preference for a more modest 

OSCE keeping in mind “comparative advantages” of other organizations in these matters. 

Furthermore, assertions that the OSCE is also “a source of norms and principles”, a (mere) 

“promoter of the notion of comprehensive and indivisible security”, and “an integrative and 

flexible framework for co-operation”, rather than the main builder of New Europe, also point 

towards a weaker notion of the OSCE favored by the West.  

It is also significant to observe that, in an order narrative advanced in a collection of 

the final documents of the Oslo Council of Ministers, despite mentioning “human rights” forty- 

six times, the participating states made a direct and open link between the principle of state 

sovereignty and sovereign equality and the OSCE’s human dimension, a link that could not be 

found in this explicit form in the OSCE’s post-Cold War documents. The following quote 

demonstrates this:  

Promoting compliance and reinforcing thereby democracy, the rule of law, respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms, including rights of persons belonging to 
national minorities, the development of free market economies and social progress, 
and alleviating the plight of refugees and displaced persons, require constant effort. 
Primary responsibility for achieving these goals lies with individual States, but much 
depends upon solidarity in the OSCE and a genuine partnership based on sovereign 
equality.438  
 

In this way, the OSCE member states (for the time being) directly contradicted the 

groundbreaking ordering link they advanced in Moscow in 1991, namely that disturbances in 

the human dimension are matters of “direct and legitimate concern to all participating States”. 

                                                           
437 Reports of the Oslo Ministerial Council Meeting, adopted at the Seventh Meeting of the OSCE’s Ministerial 
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In so doing, they made yet another step in a gradual “return” of the principle of state 

sovereignty into the OSCE’s order narrative while simultaneously “dethroning” the human 

dimension provisions from a position of the chief constitutive principles of the security order 

in Europe. Accordingly, while in Budapest in 1994 the principle of sovereignty and its corollary 

the sovereign equality of states were invoked as a way of justifying the right of the OSCE 

member states to belong freely to security arrangements of their choice; and in Copenhagen 

in 1997, in addition to a genuine partnership, as a precondition for strengthening security in 

the OSCE area, in Oslo they were used to put the OSCE’s human dimension back into states 

thus hinting to a significantly different notion of the security order in Europe than agreed 

during the euphoric years of the early 1990s.  

Following the meeting of the Council of Ministers in Oslo, the SMC finally started to 

draft the Charter for European Security preparing it for adoption in the OSCE’s Summit in 

Istanbul in 1999. A thorough analysis of the speeches and various proposals put forward during 

the drafting process reveals that disagreements among the participating states regarding the 

security order in Europe, which emerged in 1994 and were reproduced over the subsequent 

years, could not be overcome easily. To an extent, they became even more fundamental and 

thus more salient. The beginning of the drafting process is particularly interesting in this regard. 

The Chairman-in-Office at the time initiated the process by presenting a “food for thought” 

paper demanding from the participants to clarify, prior to putting forward any drafts, their 

understanding of the OSCE’s “main goals, objectives and basic principles”439. In particular, he 

asked them to reflect on the organization’s “old principles” and to express their position as to 

how these should be applied at that historical moment.440 He then explicitly put forward a 

question of the relationship between sovereignty and human rights by asking whether “the 

notion that rights and fundamental freedoms are of direct concern to all participating states 

had a certain “draining” effect on [our] definition of sovereign equality”441. While many of the 

participating states welcomed these reflexive questions, Russia expressed dissatisfaction, as it 

considered them an unnecessary (and perhaps even intentional) stalling of the process it 

viewed as urgent.  
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 Although these questions were tackled by most of the participating states, no new 

ordering logic was agreed upon or advanced. The participants merely expressed their 

(diverging) positions setting thus a stage for a continued clash over the questions they had 

been debating since 1994: What is the purpose of the Charter and negotiations behind it in 

general? What should be the OSCE’s role within the new security order in Europe? What should 

be the nature of the “joint actions” in case of an “internal breakdown of law and order”?  

 As for the first question, not much has changed since the beginning of the talks on the 

Security Model. Although not mentioning NATO explicitly, Russia continued to emphasize that 

the participating states should “through Charter and with its help make real steps forward to 

the creation in Europe of a security architecture without dividing lines and zones with different 

levels of security”442 (Emphasis added). They were also persistent in demanding that the OSCE 

be defined as “the key organization in shaping European Security Architecture”443. By contrast, 

for Western, Central, and Eastern European states, the Charter was supposed to “help define 

in a more concrete way the place of the OSCE in the European Security Architecture”444. Their 

view on this matter remained one of the “weaker” OSCE. Comments put forward by the Polish 

delegate in the SMC are particularly interesting in this regard. He first insisted on deleting from 

the Charter’s draft the representation of the OSCE as “the central” or “the primary instrument” 

of the European security. Later, he asserted that, if the word “primary” were to be kept, the 

article in front of it should be “a” (“a primary instrument”) rather than “the” (“the primary 

instrument”).445 The US also demanded that the word “primary” be dropped from the Charter 

arguing that it might imply a hierarchy among security organizations in Europe. Instead, it 

proposed an idea of the OSCE as an “institution of choice for the peaceful settlement of 

disputes”446 (Emphasis added). 

 Regarding the third question, the question of “joined co-operative action”, the Western 

European states went back to arguing that, as agreed in Moscow in 1991, violations in the 

OSCE’s human dimension were “matters of direct and legitimate concern to all participating 

States” and as such must entail joint measures on the part of the participating states. The 

Progress Report of the Chairmen-in-Office, presented during the SMC negotiations, reflected 
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this position as it considered under “jointly considered actions” both the “assistance in the 

event of an internal breakdown of law and order” and “actions in the event of the threat or 

use of force”. In this way, the Report continued to consider, as established during the early 

1990s, both the OSCE’s human and its military dimension as sources of peace and conflict in 

Europe.447 Russia, however, no longer subscribed to this ordering logic. Its representatives 

argued that these are two different issues, whereby the first represents a threat to 

international security and is thus a matter of well-developed international law, while other is 

not and thus falls within domestic jurisdiction.448 Instead of citing the final document of the 

1991 Moscow Ministerial Council to justify this position in its proposals within the SMC, Russia 

opted to recall the fundamental principles of the 1975 Helsinki Final Act, namely non-use of 

force, non-intervention in internal affairs, and respect for the rights inherent in sovereignty.449 

 Keeping in mind that, for five years, the OSCE’s ordering “practices of talking” were 

burdened by perpetual disagreements, as well as that one month prior to the 1999 Summit in 

Istanbul the participating states had been still far from reaching any substantial agreement450, 

the adoption of the Charter for European Security at the Summit represented a noteworthy 

success. Still, just like order negotiations and narratives leading to it, the Charter did not 

advance a coherent text regarding the security order in Europe that reflected a sense of a 

common purpose among the OSCE member states, as was the case with the 1990 Paris Charter 

for a New Europe. Rather, it put forward a discursively well-crafted, although “lukewarm”, 

order narrative consisting of a collection of security principles that chiefly reflected the 

members’ diverging positions. The result of five years of order negotiations within the OSCE is 

thus a short, twelve pages long, political document supplemented by an operational document 

that discusses the scope of the Platform for Co-operative security. Relieved to see any draft of 

the Charter finally agreed on in the SMC, the OSCE’s Chairman-in-Office had asserted that, 

overall, the Charter “tells an accessible story and readable story about the OSCE’s past 

achievements and future potential”451 of the OSCE.  

 That said, an issue of the OSCE’s purpose, a matter of a substantial dispute among the 

participating states, was resolved in the Charter for European Security in the following manner:  
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We reaffirm the OSCE as a regional arrangement under Chapter VIII of the Charter of 
the United Nations and as a primary organization for the peaceful settlement of 
disputes within its region and as a key instrument for early warning, conflict prevention, 
crisis management and post-conflict rehabilitation. The OSCE is the inclusive and 
comprehensive organization for consultation, decision-making and co-operation in its 
region.452  
 

With the process of negotiations leading to the adoption of the Charter in mind, the words “a 

primary organization” and “a key instrument” can be read as a way of responding to Russia’s 

preference concerning the position of the OSCE within the security architecture in Europe. 

However, the fact that they were related to the OSCE’s practical engagements, rather than to 

it as preeminent organization shaping/building the security of Europe, as well as that the 

participating states settled on the use of the article “a” rather than “the”, point to a ‘weaker’ 

version of the OSCE preferred by the states of the Western and Eastern Europe which 

considered other security organizations as better suited for such tasks. A similar discursive 

“device” was used regarding the description of the Platform for Co-operative security. While it 

was referred to as an “essential element” of the Charter, its scope was defined in a rather mild 

terms, the OSCE “can play…when appropriate…a flexible coordinating framework…through 

which various organizations can reinforce each other drawing on their particular strengths”453.   

 The reflection of the opposing notions of the security order in the Charter can also be 

read from one of its paragraph whereby both NATO’s eastward expansion is justified (“We 

reaffirm the inherent right of each and every participating State to be free to choose or change 

its security arrangements, including treaties of alliance, as they evolve...Each participating 

State will respect the rights of all others in these regards”), and Russia’s fear as to what this 

expansion might imply is addressed (The participating states “will not strengthen their security 

at the expense of the security of other States. Within the OSCE no State, group of States or 

organization can have any pre-eminent responsibility for maintaining peace and stability in the 

OSCE area or can consider any part of the OSCE area as its sphere of influence.”).454 

 Regarding an understanding of European order from the perspective of the relationship 

between the OSCE’s human dimension and the principle of sovereignty, as well as their linking 

to the notions of “causes of peace” and “causes of conflict”, some changes in the Charter’s 
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discourse can be observed when compared to the order narratives advanced in the second 

half of the 1990s. For example, while in Copenhagen in 1997 it was asserted that peace and 

security in Europe “can be strengthened only through genuine partnership based on the 

sovereign equality and solidarity of States”455, in the Charter they are said to be “best 

guaranteed by the willingness and ability of each participating State to uphold democracy, the 

rule of law and respect for human rights”456. The Charter also cites explicitly both inter and 

intra-state conflicts as a potential “threat to the security of all participating states”457. These 

assertions might give an impression that the human dimension was again being given a more 

prominent place in the OSCE’s order narrative. However, words “the willingness” and “the 

ability…to uphold” are a far cry from the early 1990s when human rights, democracy and the 

rule of law were labeled as an undisputed precondition of peace and security in the continent. 

The prominence of the human dimension in this respect was also “diluted” by the Charter’s 

assertion that not only violations of commitments in this dimension but also a violation of all 

OSCE commitment represent a “matter of immediate and legitimate concern to all 

participating states”458. Furthermore, the human dimension provisions were again qualified in 

terms of the principles of sovereignty. While in Oslo in 1998, on the insistence of Russia, it was 

said that a primary responsibility for their achievement lies within individual states, in the 

Charter, also on Russia’s insistence and in the context of NATO’s humanitarian intervention in 

Kosovo crisis, which lacked the UN Security Council authorization, it was asserted that their 

“full respect…may not undermine, but strengthen territorial integrity and sovereignty”459.  

As discussed above, immediately after the end of the Cold War and throughout the first 

half of the 1990s, the OSCE’s practices of order negotiations were primarily directed towards 

establishing a novel narrative of order in Europe and shaping the OSCE institutionally and in 

terms of its “practices of doing”/mechanisms so as to make it instrumental in building that 

order. On the other hand, by entering in 1994 a reflexive phase of order negotiations the 

institutional “tuning” of the OSCE slowed down significantly as the participating states failed 
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to produce a coherent order narrative imbue with a shared purpose that would drive it.  

Accordingly, despite discussing for almost five years an establishment of “joint cooperative 

measures” in cases of a clash among states or internal breakdown of law and order, against 

the background of emerging disagreement among the participating states as to whether 

internal issues are a matter of legitimate and direct concern to them all, they were only able 

to agree through Charter to offer assistance to states when they request it. In this context of 

diverging preferences and interests, the participating states also failed to agree on advancing 

the OSCE’s role in peacekeeping deciding to leave the question open for further discussion 

while allowing the organization to engage in this peace practice “on a case-by-case basis and 

by consensus”.460 Overall, only two institutional and practical innovations were introduced via 

the Charter for European Security. One are Rapid Expert Assistance and Co-operation Teams 

(REACT), whose mandate, despite the somewhat pompous name, was limited to a loosely 

defined expert assistance to the participating states in civilian and police matters only.461 The 

other is the Preparatory Committee, an open-ended committee under the direction of the 

Permanent Council expected to meet in an informal format with a purpose of keeping the 

dialog and deliberation between the OSCE’s participating states as constant and open as 

possible.462  
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Meetings Ordering Logic Advanced463 
Institutions and “practices of 

doing” established or reshaped 
Budapest, Summit of Heads of 
States and Governments (5-6 
December 1994) 

No new ordering link was advanced. Final documents 
repeat those made during the previous years. 
Nevertheless, a heightened emphasis on sovereignty 
principle can be observed, importantly, on the right of 
states to belong to different security arrangements. 
States agreed to start negotiations on a new Security 
Model in Europe.  

The CSCE was renamed into the OSCE. The 
ODIHR’s election monitoring methodology 
was improved. The participating states 
adopted Code of Conduct on Politico-Military 
Aspects of Security. 

Budapest, Fifth Meeting of the 
CSCE Council of Ministers (7-8 
December 1995) 

Russia emphasized the OSCE’s concept of indivisible, 
comprehensive, and co-operative security, while 
Western and Eastern European states highlighted the 
right of states to belong to different security 
arrangements.  

No change in institutional design or practices 
was introduced, but a discussion regarding 
the role of the OSCE in the European security 
architecture started to gain momentum. 
Russia argued for the OSCE as the 
organization at the apex of that architecture, 
while the West saw it as a site of co-
ordination of “interlocking and reinforcing” 
organizations in Europe.  

Lisbon, Summit of Heads of States 
and Governments (2-3 December 
1996) 

No new ordering link advanced. Suggesting three 
frameworks for the Security Model negotiations: (1) 
joint-cooperative measures; (2) Platform for Security 
Co-operation; (3)  Charter on European Security  

No changes in institutional design or types of 
“practices of doing” was introduced.  

Copenhagen, Sixth Meeting of the 
CSCE Council of Ministers (18-19 
December 1997) 

It is asserted that “Security across the entire OSCE are 
can be strengthened only through genuine 
partnership based on the sovereign equality and 
solidarity of States”. It was agreed that negotiations 
about the Security Model would be framed as 
negotiations on a Charter on European Security.  

Established the Representative on Freedom 
of Media and Co-ordination of OSCE 
Economic and Environmental Actions.  

Oslo, Sixth Meeting of the CSCE 
Council of Ministers (2-3 December 
1998) 

Achieving goals form the human dimension is said to 
lie within states. 

No changes in institutional design or types of 
“practices of doing” was introduced. 

Istanbul, Summit of Heads of 
States and Governments (18-19 
December 1999) 

Peace and security are “best guaranteed by the 
willingness and ability of each participating state to 
uphold democracy, the rule of law and respect for 
human rights” but “full respect” for human rights 
“may not undermine, but strengthen territorial 
integrity and sovereignty”.   

Created Preparatory Committee (an open-
ended informal format under the direction 
of the Permanent Council) and established 
the concept of Rapid Expert Assistance and 
Co-operation Teams (REACT)  

 

Table 6   Summary of the main ordering links made during the CSCE’s “practices of talking” unfolding 
as part of its high-level panels between 1994 and 1999. The table also presents 
corresponding changes introduced in the OSCE’s institutional design and in its “practices 
of doing”.  

  

                                                           
463 For illustrative purposes it is also interesting to observe the frequency of occurrence of the words 
sovereignty, democracy, and human rights (respectively) in the final documents of these meetings: Budapest 
(7, 20, 20), Budapest Fifth Ministerial (0, 2, 9), Lisbon (5, 14, 6), Copenhagen (7, 22, 7), Oslo (14, 24, 46), 
Istanbul (5, 13, 18) 
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3. From Stagnation to Attempts of Transcending External Order  

After the 1999 Summit in Istanbul, the OSCE entered a new phase in its post-Cold War 

development/transformation. In short, between 1999 and 2008/2009, its ordering “practices 

of talking” were largely stagnant. The majority of the meetings of its Council of Ministers ended 

without adoption of a final declaration and, importantly,  not one summit meeting of the 

OSCE’s participating states was organized during this period although, over the course of the 

previous decade, heads of states and governments had met at regular two-year intervals.  At 

the same time, the OSCE was engaged in an impressive number of field operations.464 Despite 

all the “doing”, a prevalent sentiment within and without the OSCE was that it stood helplessly 

deadlocked and in a desperate need of reinvigoration. This concern was often openly voiced 

in meetings of the Council of Ministers. For example, during the meeting of the OSCE ministers 

in Brussels in 2006, the Chairman-in-Office asserted that the OSCE had been in a so-called 

“introspective episode” for too long, that that episode has made the organization “anemic, if 

not stagnant”, and that there was a threat of an entire organization becoming “paralyzed”.465 

This state of the OSCE demonstrates well the argument advanced in this thesis regarding the 

centrality of ordering “practices of talking” unfolding as part of high-level panels of ISOs. When 

these outward looking order-making practices are diminished or absent, an organization tends 

to lose its “ontological security”, that is, a sense of direction, purpose, and of overall identity 

despite being actively involved in a number of practical engagements. Even more so if we have 

in mind that the majority of the OSCE’s field operations in the 2000s were established during 

the 1990s and were thus informed by an order narrative(s) that no longer inspired the OSCE 

member states. For this reason, these operations could not be consequential for the OSCE’s 

“ontological security” because, even when successful, they had no narrative to feed back into 

and strengthen thus possibly leading to a further organizational development. The lack of a 

                                                           
464 These field operations are: Presence in Albania (1997-onwards), mission to Bosnia and Herzegovina(1995-
onwards), mission to Croatia (1996-2007), mission in Kosovo (1999-ongoing), mission to Montenegro (2006- 
ongoing), mission to Serbia (2001-ongoing), Spillover Monitor Mission to Skopje (1992-ongoing). Field actions in 
Eastern Europe: Office in Minsk (2002- 2010), mission to Moldova (1993-onwards), project coordinator in 
Ukraine (1999-onwards). Field actions in South Caucasus: Office in Baku (1999-ongoing), mission to Georgia 
(1992-2008), office in Yerevan (1999-ongoing). Field actions in Central Asia Central Asia: Centre in Ashgabat 
(1998- ongoing), Centre in Astana (1998-ongoing), Center in Bishkek (1998-ongoing), Center in Dushanbe (1993-
2008), and Project Co-Coordinator in Uzbekistan (2006- ongoing) etc. For more information see: 
http://www.osce.org/home/43692 
465 Press release, OSCE's Belgian Chairmanship (Brussels 5 December 2006). 

 

http://www.osce.org/node/48006
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structured, comprehensive, and all-encompassing set of talks regarding the security order in 

Europe means I will not analyze negotiations and outcomes of each of the Council of Ministers 

held between 2000 and 2009. It is sufficient to say that, despite the majority of decisions made 

during these meetings of the Councils being concerned with the OSCE’s ongoing field 

operations, the ministers nevertheless adopted some far-reaching documents such as the 

2002 Charter on Preventing and Combating Terrorism, a response to 9/11 terrorist attacks on 

the United States 

Just like the OSCE’s previous phase, this “episode” in the OSCE’s post-Cold War 

development can also be described as a phase of reflection of an external international and 

security order. In fact, it can legitimately be considered as an integral part of the previous phase 

since it continued to be a reflection of a strained state of relations among the OSCE member 

states that started to emerge in 1994 and failed to improve to any significant extent during the 

subsequent years. Here, however, I choose to depict it as a distinct phase so as to emphasize 

that it was considerably more “quiet” than the “talkative” years of negotiations of the Security 

Model and the Charter for European Security. Also, singling this period out into a separate 

phase helps draw attention to the conditions that led to a next phase in the OSCE’s order 

negotiations initiated in 2008/2009. In accordance with the theoretical framework advanced 

in the thesis, I describe this new phase as an attempt of the OSCE participating states to 

transcend an “external” order given that a long period of divergence in their perceived 

interests and preferences led to a so-called “convergence of dissatisfaction” prompting them 

to engage with each other in a hope of inducing a change.  

Once again, an impetus for a new round of all-encompassing negotiations regarding 

European security order came from Russia. In June 2008, a month into his presidency, in a 

speech delivered in Berlin at the meeting with German political, parliamentary and civic 

leaders, Dmitry Medvedev asserted that European states should undertake a task of “drafting 

and signing a legally binding treaty on European security“.466 On the whole, this initiative was 

an expression of Russia’s longstanding dissatisfaction/frustration with being excluded from the 

mainstream European security structures and practices, as well as often feeling threatened by 

them. In this regard, Medvedev explicitly mentioned NATO’s relentless eastward expansion, its 

military interventions, and (particularly significant in 2008) NATO’s plans to begin installing a 

                                                           
466 Dmitry Medvedev, President of Russia, speech delivered at the Meeting with German Political, Parliamentary 
and Civic Leaders (Berlin, 5 June 2008).  
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missile defense system in Poland and the Czech Republic. Referring to these practices as 

“Atlanticism”, he asserted that they carried “the stamp of an ideology inherited from the 

past”467, an ideology that, in his view, divides Europe and ultimately causes the violation of the 

security indivisibility principle. Seeking to employ a discourse capable of demonstrating why 

this state of affairs should and could be transcended, Medvedev went so far as to invoke an 

idea of “European civilization”. He thus posited that, after laying “the foundations of a state 

that is completely compatible with the rest of Europe”468, Russia had become, in addition to 

the North America and the European Union, one of the three branches of “European 

civilization” and therefore an indispensable element of its security order.469 

With the extent of the global economic crisis becoming more and more apparent and 

the Russia’s violent clash with Georgia fresh in memory, Medvedev’s expression of Russia’s 

dissatisfaction, and thus his initiative, resonated with the majority of European states. 

Accordingly, during the 2008 meeting of the OSCE’s Council of Ministers in Helsinki, the 

participating states agreed, for the first time in ten years, to start a high-level discussions 

regarding the state of security relations in Europe. The real talks, however, started in June 2009 

when, under the Greek Chairmanship, the first informal meeting of the OSCE ministers was 

organized on the island of Corfu. Dubbed the “Corfu process”, these negotiations than 

continued as informal, regular and open-ended discussions at the level of the OSCE Permanent 

Representatives in Vienna. Substance wise, the Corfu process laid the ground for the 

discussions that took place at the OSCE Summit in Astana in 2010. I now turn to the analyses 

of these negotiations and of their outcome documents.  

 The discourse employed at the start of the process readily shows that the Corfu process 

was putting the OSCE into the mod of transcending the longstanding quarrelsome relations 

among its members. Acting as the OSCE’s Chairmen-in-Office, Dora Bakoyannis, the Greek 

Minister of Foreign Affairs, asserted during the Corfu informal meeting of the ministers that 

“the loss of trust has been enormous” and that high-level dialogue on European security was 

“much needed and long overdue”. She also emphasized that an intention of the OSCE 

participating states is to “rise above the blame game” so as to provide a “targeted impetus to 

                                                           
467 Ibid.  
468 Ibid 
469 Ibid. 
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the dialogue on European security” enabling them to “restore confidence”.470 An indication of 

the transcending intent of the OSCE regarding European security order in 2009 is also 

Bakoyannis’s choice to compare this round of order negotiations, first and foremost, with the 

CSCE’s Helsinki process, whose aim was to help the Cold War blocks to ease their increasingly 

strained relations.  

 Although comparable regarding an overall intent the participating states conferred 

upon the OSCE/CSCE, the Corfu process differed from that of Helsinki not only because it was 

concerned with a confrontation of a lesser degree, but also because the OSCE participating 

states had a fully developed collection of security principles already at their disposal. For this 

reason, the Corfu process was framed in terms of three imperative Rs – Reconfirm, Review, 

and Reinvigorate.471 Doing this, however, proved to be a difficult task. It is possible to argue 

that a chief reason of struggles was a decision of the participating states to conduct security 

order negotiations not by discussing less general links among various security principles but by 

tackling, head on, the meaning of the OSCE’s concept of comprehensive, co-operative, and 

indivisible security as a whole. A difficulty with this concept was that, as a product of a 

compromise between the opposing blocks of the Cold War, it was already imbued with 

tensions (if not outright contradictions) making it convenient for alternative interpretations. 

For this reason, it is hardly a surprise that by evoking it for the purpose of resolving a 

longstanding disagreement among the participating states a reverse effect was achieved - their 

differences became even more salient. 

 Accordingly, as already stated in Medvedev speech, from Russia’s standpoint the 

OSCE’s principle of co-operative, comprehensive, and indivisible security was being violated, 

first and foremost, by NATO’s practices of geographical, functional, and even military 

expansion. Continuing to elaborate further on Medvedev’s initiative regarding new security 

treaty for Europe, Sergey Lavrov, the Russian Foreign Affairs Minister, thus asserted: 

                                                           
470 See: Chair’s opening remarks at the plenary session of the Corfu informal meeting of OSCE Foreign Ministers 
on the future of European Security, Mrs. Dora Bakoyannis, Greek Minister of Foreign Affairs (Corfu, 28 June 
2009).; Chair’s concluding statements to the press at the Corfu informal meeting of OSCE Foreign Ministers on 
the future of European Security, Mrs. Dora Bakoyannis, Greek Minister of Foreign Affairs (Corfu, 28 June 2009) 
471 See: Ministerial Declaration on the OSCE Corfu Process: Reconfirm, Review, Reinvigorate Security and Co-

operation from Vancouver to Vladivostok, adopted at the Seventeenth Meeting of the OSCE’s Ministerial Council, 

(Athens, (Ref. MC/DOC/1/09) 2 December 2009) 
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[W]e would like to focus the treaty on politico-military security- this is the area of 
grave violation of the Helsinki Final Act provisions and other OSCE basic documents. 
Our partners regard the principles of indivisibility of security as the compliance with 
all three baskets of the Helsinki Final Act…In our opinion, the last two baskets did not 
suffer from erosion of the fundamental principles- they could simply be reiterated.472 
 

 Similarly, in their official (and available) speeches and documents circulated in the 

framework of the Corfu process, Russia’s representatives made sure to emphasize that they 

saw the security practices of “the West” as strengthening the security of most European states 

at Russia’s expense. Consequently, and unsurprisingly, the principles they chose to prioritize 

within the anticipated new narrative of security order in Europe all came from the sovereignty 

family: the respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity, independence of states, non-

interference in internal affairs, and the right of people to diamine their own fate.473 

 By contrast, the Western and most Eastern European states maintained that NATO’s 

practices, as well as those of the EU, were perfectly compatible with the OSCE’s principle of 

co-operative, comprehensive, and indivisible security. They were legitimate, they asserted, not 

only because the OSCE’s document affirm the inherent right of the participating states to “be 

free to choose or change their security arrangements including treaties or alliances, as they 

evolve” but also because they had been designed for the purpose of strengthening an order of 

democratic states in Europe. For these reasons, the Western and most Eastern European states 

identified the source of violation of the OSCE’s principle of co-operative, comprehensive, and 

indivisible security in the OSCE’s second (human) and third (economic and environmental) 

dimension.474 More precisely, the principle was being violated by the difficulties of certain 

OSCE areas to adhere to the basic standards of democratic governance and respect for human 

rights, by the protracted conflicts, border disputes, ethnic conflicts and common security 

challenges such as energy security, illegal migration, human trafficking, etc.475 

 Turning, in effect, the Corfu process into an occasion for the participating states to 

reiterate their diverging positions regarding the state and the future of the European security 

meant that the OSCE participating states achieved little, if any, progress regarding their stated 

goal of restoring mutual trust and confidence ahead of the first OSCE’s Summit in eleven years. 

                                                           
472 Address by the Delegation Russian Federation at the Annual Security Review Conference, Mr. Sergey Lavrov, 

Russian Minister of  Foreign Affairs, Vienna 23 June 2009. 
473 Ibid.  
474 See: Speech of the OSCE Secretary General Marc Perrin de Brichambaut delivered at the Vienna Diplomatic 
Academy, 4 February 2010.  
475 Ibid. 
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Accordingly, the result of the Astana Summit, held in December 2010, was a short, four pages 

long document containing only thirteen paragraphs, the Astana Commemorative Declaration: 

Towards a Security Community. As indicated by this title, the goal of the Declaration was to 

restate the already existing OSCE principles without giving them any special new quality. As a 

result, the order narrative presented in the Declaration failed to advance any new ordering link 

or to emphasize an existing one in particular. Nevertheless, it should not go unobserved that 

the Declaration explicitly stated that the OSCE’s concept of comprehensive, co-operative, and 

indivisible security “relates the maintenance of peace to the respect for human rights and 

fundamental freedoms, and links economic and environmental co-operation with peaceful 

inter-state relations”476. This singling out of the OSCE’s second and third dimension was 

obviously a concession to the Western states, but, as is usually the case, it was “balanced” with 

the Russian preference for the politico-military dimension, which is listed as the first dimension 

in need of improvement. This kind of order narrative, one lacking clear common purpose and 

containing compromises, did not inspire any institutional change or growth of the OSCE, as 

well as of its practices of doing, rendering the Corfu process largely talks for the sake of talks.  

 The OSCE participating states nevertheless made an attempt at preserving in Astana 

Commemorative Declaration the momentum of the OSCE’s transcending intent initiated in 

Corfu. While observing that serious threats and challenges still remain and that mistrust and 

divergent security positions are yet to be overcome, they chose to evoke the ambitious 

Deutschian concept of security community as a model of state relations they are determined 

to realize fully in the future.477 In this way, on the level of discourse, the Declaration made a 

significant move from the previous round of order negotiations within the OSCE whereby the 

relations among the member states were mostly depicted as they really were, a mere 

partnership. 

 In addition to Commemorative Declaration, the OSCE participating states also 

discussed the possibility of adopting an Action Plan, a practical document with a purpose of 

strengthening the OSCE’s capacities for dealing with protracted conflicts (with Moldova, 

Georgia, and Nagorno-Karabakh chiefly in mind). As this initiative fell through, the EU, Canada, 

Moldova, Romania, and the Czech Republic chose to supplement Astana Declaration with 

                                                           
476 Astana Commemorative Declaration: Towards a Security Community, adopted at the Seventh OSCE Summit of 

Heads of States or Governments (Astana, 3 December 2010). Para 2.  
477 Ibid.  
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Interpretative Statements. In these statements, they expressed their regret for the missed 

opportunity at restoring trust and confidence among the members, as well as strengthening 

the OSCE’s operational capacities. The Czech Republic went so far as to assert that: “This 

opportunity was lost. So was the relevance of the OSCE”478.  This assertion supports the 

argument advanced in this thesis, namely that high-level “practices of talking” are an essence 

of ISOs life. They move them forward, give meaning to their practical engagements, mediate 

organizational change, and, if stagnant or unsuccessful, render them largely irrelevant.  

  

                                                           
478 Ibid. In the Interpretative Statement, Delegation of Czech Republic (SUM.DOC/1/10/Corr.1).  
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Meetings Ordering Logic Advanced479 
Institutions and “practices of doing” 

established or reshaped 

Vienna, 8th OSCE Ministerial Council, 
27-28 November 2000. 

Final Declaration was not adopted. No new ordering 
link advanced or particularly emphasized. 

No changes in institutional design or types of 
“practices of doing” was introduced. 

Bucharest, 9th OSCE Ministerial 
Council, 3-4 December 2001. 

Adopting Bucharest Declaration but no new ordering 
link advanced or particularly emphasized.  

New tasks introduced as part of the 
Bucharest Plan of Action for Combating 
Terrorism. Expanding policing activities by 
creating Strategic Police Matters Unit and 
Senior Police Advisor.  

Porto, 10th OSCE Ministerial Council, 
6-7 December 2002. 

Adopting Lisbon Declaration titled “Responding to 
Change” but no new ordering link advanced or 
particularly emphasized. 

Adopting the OSCE Charter on Preventing 
and Combating Terrorism.  

Maastricht, 11th OSCE Ministerial 
Council, 1-2 December 2003. 

Final Declaration was not adopted, nor new ordering 
link advanced or particularly emphasized.  

No changes in institutional design or types of 
“practices of doing” was introduced. 

Sofia, 12th OSCE Ministerial Council, 
6-7 December 2004. 

Final Declaration was not adopted. No new ordering 
link advanced or particularly emphasized. 

No changes in institutional design or types of 
“practices of doing” was introduced. 

Ljubljana, 13th OSCE Ministerial 
Council, 5-6 December 2005. 

Final Declaration was not adopted. No new ordering 
link advanced or particularly emphasized. 

No changes in institutional design or types of 
“practices of doing” was introduced. 

Brussels, 14th OSCE Ministerial 
Council, 4-5 December 2006. 

Final Declaration was not adopted. No new ordering 
link advanced or particularly emphasized. 

No changes in institutional design or types of 
“practices of doing” was introduced. 

Madrid, 15th OSCE Ministerial Council, 
19-30 November 2007. 

Final Declaration was not adopted. No new ordering 
link advanced or particularly emphasized. 

No changes in institutional design or types of 
“practices of doing” was introduced. 

Helsinki, 16th OSCE Ministerial 
Council, 4-5 December 2008. 

Final Declaration was not adopted. No new ordering 
link advanced or particularly emphasized. But there 
were talks about initiating broad talks about the 
state of European security.  

No changes in institutional design or types of 
“practices of doing” was introduced. 

Athens, 17th OSCE Ministerial Council, 
1-2 December 2009. 

Final Declaration was not adopted, but officially 
lunching the “Corfu process”  

No changes in institutional design or types of 
“practices of doing” was introduced 

Astana, 7th OSCE Summit 1-2 
December 2010.  

The OSCE concept of comprehensive, indivisible, and 
co-operative security “relates the maintenance of 
peace to the respect for human rights and 
fundamental freedoms, and links economic and 
environmental co-operation with peaceful inter-state 
relations”. The politico-military dimension is, 
however, listed as the firs dimension in need of 
improvement. The participating states use the 
concept of “security community” to describe the 
type of relations they will strive towards.   

No changes in institutional design or types of 
“practices of doing” was introduced. 

 

Table 7   Summary of the main ordering links made during the CSCE’s “practices of talking” unfolding 
as part of its high level panels between 2000 and 2010. The table also presents 
corresponding changes introduced in the OSCE’s institutional design and in its “practices 
of doing”.  

  

                                                           
479 For illustrative purposes it is also interesting to observe the frequency of occurrence of the words 
sovereignty, democracy, and human rights (respectively) in the final documents of these meetings: Vienna (4, 
44, 36), Bucharest (6, 48, 27), Porto (5, 28, 23), Maastricht (7, 43, 46), Sofia (13, 46, 29), Ljubljana (9, 13, 43), 
Brussels (6, 17, 30), Madrid (4, 63, 45), Helsinki (3, 18, 20), Athens (0, 5, 4), Astana (7, 7, 6).  
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 Conclusion 

 This chapter has approached the CSCE/OSCE from the perspective of ISOs 

conceptualized as order making practices, that is from the perspective of the centrality of their 

ordering “practices of talking”. In so doing, it has accounted for the manner in which the 

CSCE/OSCE transformed after Cold War through four distinct transformative phases. 

 In the first phase, between 1990 and 1993, the participating states used the framework 

of the CSCE to negotiate a new narrative/notion of international and security order in post-

Cold War Europe. In a succession of high-level meetings, with little or no disagreement, they 

did so by reinterpreting the CSCE’s normative catalogue with a heavy reliance on then thriving 

Western liberal values of democracy, human rights, and the rule of law. This process consisted 

in a cumulative and gradual making/emphasis of specific ordering links. The first of these was 

that human rights could flourish only in democracies. Subsequently, the notion that the only 

peaceful order is one composed of democratic states prevailed. In the final instance, the 

members states asserted that  violations of human rights and even of democracy and the rule 

of law (traditionally perceived as internal matters of states) constituted a “root cause of 

conflict” and were thus of concern to all participating states. An organizational intent inscribed 

in this kind of order narrative viewed the CSCE as the chief builder of such order in Europe. 

Each successive ordering link licensed a novel institution (“practice of doing”) or the 

refinement of an existing one (for a summary of this process see Table 1). Accordingly, the 

institutional design the CSCE adopted following the end of the Cold War was a result of its 

intent to transform its environment rather than to merely adapt to it. 

 Between 1994 and 1999, the OSCE entered a new phase in its ordering “practices of 

talking”. I described this as a reflexive phase because the content of the order narrative 

advanced and the organizational intent articulated through it were chiefly a product of the 

increasingly divergent worldviews of the participating states. NATO’s geographic and 

functional expansion largely underpinned this divide.  While the participating states agreed to 

conduct focused talks on a new “Security Model”, the absence of a shared purpose among 

them turned these talks into five years of struggle. Russia argued that the OSCE’s should retain 

a chief role in European security architecture and the West sought to turn it into but one of 

European security’s various “building blocks”. In this context, the concept of state sovereignty 

moved to the foreground and was evoked to justify the right of states to belong to security 

arrangements of their choice (the Western position) and to question the idea that internal 
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matters are of legitimate concern to all participating states (the Russian position). With 

manifold compromises or even outright contradictions characterizing this order narrative, the 

CSCE entered a phase of a modest practical and institutional growth (for a summary see Table 

2).  

 Between 2000 and 2008/9 a third phase opened up. I also describe this phase as a 

reflexive considering that the diverging positions of its members continued to “drive” the 

organization. An important difference, however, was that the OSCE’s “practice of talking” now 

diminished significantly – no summit was organized and many meetings of its Council of 

Ministers ended without joint declarations. Numerous “practices of doing” continued, but a 

widely held view prevailed within and without that the OSCE was in crisis.  This analysis shows 

just how salient organizational “practices of talking’’ really were. 2009 marks the beginning of 

the final, transcending phase in which a convergence of dissatisfaction among its members 

created an impetus for a new round of “practice of talking” aimed at mending broken relations. 

As is usually the case with this type of organizational intent, the scheduling of new talks marked 

a significant improvement in itself, despite the fact that changes/improvements in the OSCE 

were not achieved.  
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CHAPTER V 
The Post-Cold War Transformation of the UN 

 
 
 

Introduction 

This Chapter explores the manner in which the UN has transformed following the end 

of the Cold War. Bearing in mind that the unexpected increase in its peace operations, 

including a noteworthy doctrinal shift in the manner of their implementation, have been the 

most prominent features of this transformation, the Chapter is chiefly concerned with 

demonstrating how these developments have been shaped and made possible through  order 

making “practices of talking” of the UN’s high-level panels. As a reminder, while during the 

Cold War it was normal for the Security Council not to meet for days, after the Cold War it 

became habitual for its members to be in session almost daily, frequently meeting both in the 

morning and in the afternoon.480 Accordingly, while until 1990 only eighteen peacekeeping 

missions were deployed, between 1990 and 2013 that number almost tripled in size as fifty-

one missions were dispatched.481 The vast majority of these engagements have been directed 

towards intra- rather than traditional inter-state conflicts prompting the UN thereby to explore 

and expand limits of its legitimate involvement constantly and to develop new “practices of 

doing” accordingly.  It should not be overlooked that, as part of its post-Cold War order 

narrative, the UN has also made significant steps in addressing pressing developmental issues. 

The most important of these are also addressed in this Chapter. With all this in mind, and in 

line with the theoretical framework of this thesis, in this Chapter, I thoroughly and 

chronologically analyze major rounds of the UN’s “practices of talking” seeking to identify the 

most important ordering links and logics, as well as normative and truth claims, thereby 

advanced. In so doing, as in the Chapter on the OSCE’s post-Cold War transformation, I 

endeavor to demonstrate that each change in the UN’s institutional design and “practices of 

doing” is a correlate of a particular notion of international order arrived at via order making 

                                                           
480 Barnett, Eyewitness to a Genocide: The United Nations and Rwanda. 28-29.  
481 The UN’s official list of peacekeeping missions. Available at: 
www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/documents/operationslist.pdf  

http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/documents/operationslist.pdf
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“practices of talking”, as well as of general intents/purposes of the UN these order narratives 

were imbued with (i.e. reinforcing, building, transcending, or reflecting external international 

order).  

 

1. How Did the UN React to the End of the Cold War?  

Interpreted through the theoretical prism of this thesis, the Charter of the United 

Nations, adopted in 1945, is a document inscribed with a particular narrative of international 

order. It establishes and emphasizes a certain set of principles pertaining to the (mutual) 

conduct of states, and designates a role/intent of the UN in relation to a notion of order 

resulting from those principles.482 Sovereign equality of states has been the Charter’s foremost 

ordering principle, while the use of force against the territorial integrity or political 

independence of any state have been cited as the primary sources of disturbance to an order 

emerging on its basis.483 Bearing in mind that in this way the Charter’s drafters largely restated 

the concept of Westphalian sovereignty already structuring their relations, they 

designed/imagined the UN as an organization reinforcing, through the system of collective 

security, that version of “external” order hoping thus to maintain international peace and 

security.484  

During the Cold War, however, it became apparent that the real order of relations 

among states consisted of multiple alternate dimensions that, although relating to the 

sovereignty principle, could not be reduced to its mere respect or violation. Here I (of course) 

refer to a fundamental ideological dispute between the West and East underpinned by their 

intense military rivalry, as well as to a significant discrepancy in a global distribution of wealth. 

Against this background, rather than acting in accordance with the Charter’s order narrative 

and the organizational intent inscribed in it, the UN became a deadlocked organization 

reflecting, for the most part, this conflictual state of external relations.485  For this reason, it 

should not come as a surprise that, as the Cold War structure of state relations began to wane 

visibly, a dominant discourse surrounding the UN was a discourse of an organization “freed” 

to act finally in agreement with commitments enshrined in its founding act. Here, it is 

                                                           
482 Charter of the United Nations (1945). Article 2, Para. 1. 
483 Ibid., Article 2, Para. 4. 
484 Ibid., Article 1, Para. 1. 
485 This generalization should primarily be understood as referring to the state of the UN’s Cold War functions in 
the domain of collective security.  
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instructive to point out a contrast with the CSCE/OSCE and NATO given that the end of the 

Cold War gave rise to a discourse questioning the need for their prolonged existence rather 

than being perceived as a chance for the full realization of their potentials. Additionally, an 

understanding of the new international context advanced within these three organizations also 

differed, as did notions of their role within it. While within all three of them the end of the Cold 

War was welcomed as an altogether positive development, within the CSCE/OSCE and NATO a 

prevalent sentiment was that it created a volatile vacuum of order that needed to be addressed 

immediately. Accordingly, both of these organizations “greeted” the new era of international 

relations by embarking on an all-encompassing “practice of talking” so as to advance a novel 

conception of order in Europe, thereby reinventing themselves (largely) as builders of that 

order.486 Within the UN, on the other hand, although the potential volatility of the new 

international reality was recognized, the focus was placed predominantly on the (supposedly) 

favorable conditions the new context created for the UN to act in agreement with its Charter, 

that is, in agreement with an order narrative its members had previously settled on in 1945. 

Overall, an expectation was that the “new” UN could simply be the “true” UN - the UN it was 

always meant to be. Against this backdrop, immediately following the Cold War, rather than 

launching a comprehensive round of a “practice of talking”, the UN “felt” well equipped for a 

“practice of doing” as it engaged in halting what was a fully-fledged violation of the sovereignty 

principle – the 1990 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait.487  

That said, it should be kept in mind that, prior to authorizing any type of intervention, 

the UN Security Council still needs to engage in an ordering “practice of talking”, albeit not of 

the all-encompassing kind. More precisely, its members have to negotiate a specific resolution 

that gives meaning to an ongoing external disruption that accords with the dominant notion 

of the international order held within the UN, as well as to determine how the UN should act 

with respect to that disruption. To this end, the state representatives within the Security 

Council effectively engage in a practice of double interpretation. On the one hand, they 

inevitably interpret the UN Charter, as it is an inscription containing their authoritative and 

referential order narrative. On the other, as already noted, with that interpretation in mind, 

                                                           
486 Here, I chiefly refer to the CSCE’s Summit in Paris and NATO Summit in London, both held in 1990.   
487 See: Elizabeth  Riddell-Dixon, "The United Nations after the Gulf War," International Journal 49, no. 2 (1994).; 
Adel  Safty, "The War against Iraq: The New World Order or the Same Old Order?," Peace Research 23, no. 2/3 
(1991).; Erskine B.  Childers, "Gulf Crisis Lessons for the United Nations," Security Dialogue 23, no. 2 (1992). 
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they go on to interpret possible disruptions to international peace and security. For this reason, 

although resolutions adopted by the Security Council do not contain comprehensive narratives 

of international order, as is the case with the UN Charter, they are nevertheless ordering 

documents providing their negotiators with a chance to advance novel ordering links and logics 

(mainly through a practice of (re)interpretations of already existing grand narratives of 

international order). As suggested in the theoretical framework of this thesis, and 

demonstrated in the previous Chapter in regards to the CSCE/OSCE, these ordering links and 

logics are the basis upon which we can expect the UN to construct and legitimize its new 

“practices of doing” and/or to adjust its institutional design thus effectively being transformed 

as an organization.  

Concerning the UN’s early post-Cold War years, the Security Council issued two 

particularly interesting resolutions - Resolutions 678 and 688, both of which pertain to its 

handling of the Gulf crisis.488 The text of Resolution 678 suggests that the “new” UN was indeed 

in a transition towards the “true” UN. By defining, in agreement with the Charter, Iraq’s 

invasion of Kuwait as a breach of Kuwait’s “sovereignty, independence and territorial 

integrity”489 and, by extension, of international peace and security, the Security Council 

participating states triggered the UN’s defining mechanism – collective security.490 In so doing, 

they authorized the “Member States […] to use all necessary means […] to restore international 

peace and security in the area”491. On this basis, the United States led a coalition of thirty-four 

nations into a military enforcement operation against Iraq - Operation Desert Storm. Despite 

its success and the excitement it created among many regarding the ability of the post-Cold 

War UN to act as a real collective security arrangement, a closer look at this operation reveals 

that the “new” UN was far from simply being its true self. Here, I chiefly refer to the US’ 

“ownership” of Operation Desert Storm. Desert Storm not only failed to use UN flags and 

symbols but was also in contradiction with the UN Charter Chapter VII requirement that the 

UN’s Military Staff Committee, rather than a member state, be in charge of an enforcement 

operation.492 

                                                           
488 See: S/RES/678(1990) and S/RES/688(1991). 
489 See: S/RES/661(1990) and S/RES/662(1990). 
490 See: S/RES/678(1990) 
491 Ibid.  
492 See for example: Riddell-Dixon, "The United Nations after the Gulf War." 260.; Childers, "Gulf Crisis Lessons 
for the United Nations." 132.; Safty, "The War against Iraq: The New World Order or the Same Old Order?." 17.  
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Resolution 688 provides an additional clue that the post-Cold War UN was developing 

beyond a mere adherence to the letter of the Charter. In fact, this resolution was among the 

first UN resolutions to (re)interpret the Charter as it introduced a new link into its order 

narrative. Accordingly, responding to a growing number of reports about Iraq’s repression of 

its citizens and a “massive flow of refugees towards and across international frontiers”493 the 

repression was triggering, the Security Council’s participating states decided to define this 

emerging humanitarian crisis as a threat to international peace and security. This was among 

the first times in the UN’s history that a source of threat to the stability of the international 

order was found beyond breaches of the principle of state sovereignty. A link between 

international peace and security and the humanitarian crisis thus established also had a 

profound practical consequences as it enabled many humanitarian organizations to enter Iraq 

without its explicit invitation and the UK, France and the US to establish a no-fly zone in order 

to facilitate these humanitarian efforts, although no such zone was mentioned in the 

Resolution. In this way, Resolution 688 not only set a precedent due to defining a humanitarian 

crisis as a threat to international peace and security but also because it was among the first 

post-Cold War UN resolutions to allow for a legitimate questioning of the long-held sacrosanct 

status of the sovereignty principle.  

 On the whole, although Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait was a type of conflict the UN was 

designed to deal with, and although the end of the Cold War made it seem that the UN would 

finally be able to honor its true purpose, its actual handling of the crises hinted that, within the 

new international context, the organization would have to deal with a novel set of concerns 

pushing it  in a direction that is not only different from the Cold War but also from its “true” 

self. Accordingly, the overwhelming increase in the number of conflicts internal to states, the 

evident preponderance of the US power, and a corresponding surge in human rights discourse 

in the international arena, all contributed to the decision by the Security Council to finally 

engage in a comprehensive round of a “practice of talking” by meeting in 1992, for the first 

time in its history, at the level of heads of states and governments. I now turn to a detailed 

analysis of this Summit so as to identify the most salient ordering links and logics thereby 

advanced and their implications for the UN’s early transformative years.  

 

                                                           
493 See: S/RES/688(1991). 
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2. The Post-Cold War UN Starts Talking  

The first Summit meeting of the UN Security Council was held in January 1992. An 

agenda item framing the Summit discussion was titled “The Responsibility of the Security 

Council in the Maintenance of International Peace and Security”, and as pointed out by John 

Major, the UK’s Prime Minister presiding over the meeting, its purpose was to “reevaluate all 

the instruments at our [the Security Council’s] disposal”.494 Convened amidst deteriorating 

intra-state clashes in Yugoslavia (i.e. Bosnia and Croatia), Somalia, Mozambique, Angola, and 

Cambodia, the Summit was seen as a chance to agree on a comprehensive approach in 

responding to a growing number of demands for the UN’s peacekeeping services. Yet, a 

thorough analysis of five hours of video recordings of the Summit reveals that an actual debate 

was conducted in much broader terms, touching only sparsely on peacekeeping issues such as 

a proposal to form a UN standing army. More precisely, in their discussions, the 

representatives of the participating states paid significantly more attention to the state and 

prospect of the new order of international relations, as well as to roles their respective states 

and the UN should play in regard to it. This is indicative of the overall argument of this thesis; 

namely, that the new organizational “practices of doing” (e.g. those in the domain of 

peacekeeping) can meaningfully emerge and/or be justified only on the basis of some “larger” 

order narrative agreed among the participating states.  

At the beginning of their speeches, almost all of the Summit participants pointed out 

that “the present day world is at a turning point [as…] [t]he old structure has come to an end, 

while a new one is yet to take shape”495; that the world is in a volatile state as “the only 

constant today is change”496; as well as that “the international community is focusing more 

and more on the subject of what kind of order should be established”497. However, the 

prevailing manner in which the Summit participants took on these order-related issues was 

through a discussion of causes of international disturbance, conflict, and insecurity; that is, 

                                                           
494 See: Audio recording of the Security Council Summit Meeting, 3046th meeting (31 January 1992). Available 

at: www.c-span.org/video/?24101-1/security-council-summit-meeting (Accessed: September 2014). (Text in the 

parentheses added).  In addition to five permanent states of the Security Council (China, France, Russia, United 

Kingdom, and the United States), the meeting was attended by the heads of states and governments of the 

following ten states: Austrian, Cape Verde, Belgium, Equator, Venezuela, Japan, Morocco, Hungary, Zimbabwe, 

and India.  
495 Ibid. The speech delivered by Li Peng, the Prime Minister of China.  
496 Ibid. The speech delivered by François Mitterrand, the President of France.  
497 Ibid. The speech delivered by Li Peng, the Prime Minister of China. 

http://www.c-span.org/video/?24101-1/security-council-summit-meeting
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through a discussion of (possible) novel threats to international peace and security.498 What 

this, in effect, meant was that the participating states did not meet in order to agree on and 

offer a new set of principles so as to structure post-Cold War international relations afresh, for 

they all remained committed (on the level of public discourse) to the sovereignty principle as 

the chief ordering principle of their mutual conduct. Rather, their chief purpose at the Summit 

was to delineate new types of disturbances/violations/conflicts that, in addition to 

infringements of state sovereignty, could justifiably be considered as threats to international 

peace and security, and thus to the post-Cold War order. 

Approaching the issue of the international order from this perspective meant that the 

Summit participants’ sought to stay simultaneously true to the Charter and to reinterpret it. 

Therefore, by focusing primarily on disturbances to international peace and security, they were 

keen on maintaining the notion of the UN’s role/intent already prescribed by the Charter’s 

order narrative. In the conceptual language of this thesis, they continued to imagine the UN as 

a “supporting pillar” of the already existing external order; that is, as an organization whose 

chief purpose was to reinforce that order by reacting to its violations thus maintaining 

international peace and security. On the other hand, by allowing the list of possible threats to 

international peace and security to be expanded to a certain degree, the Summit participants 

effectively started reinterpreting the Charter giving, as a result, the UN a chance to engage 

legitimately in new operations (“practices of doing”). Let me now discuss, in more detail, 

excerpts from the speeches of the state representatives so as to support this general 

assessment of the Summit’s order negotiations. 

 The Western heads of states and governments were generally keen on defining human 

rights violations as one of the chief sources of threat and instability to the post-Cold War 

international peace and security. 499 In so arguing, they were joined by Russia, whose president 

Boris Yeltsin was among the rare Summit representatives to openly assert the following:  

Our priority is to ensure all human rights and freedoms in their entirety...I believe that 
these questions are not an internal matter of states, but rather they are obligations 
under the UN Charter, the international covenant, and declarations. We want to see 
this approach become a universal norm. The Security Council is called to underscore 

                                                           
498 For example, observing that the “new situation in the world needs new ideas and new impetus”, John Major 
opened the Summit by stating that its purpose is, among other things, to inquire into ways of averting crisis “by 
monitoring and addressing root causes of conflict”. Ibid. The speech delivered by John Major, the Prime 
Minister of the Great Britain.  
499 Due attention was also paid to security issues such as disarmament and terrorism. See, for example: Ibid. The 
speech delivered by George H. W. Bush, the President of the United States.  
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the civilized world collective responsibility for the protection of human rights and 
freedoms.500  

 
Yeltsin’s assertion that human rights and freedoms “are not an internal matter of 

states” was a truly significant “ordering move” on the part of Russia. It was also significant as 

an indication of novel directions/frames against which the UN’s post-Cold War order 

negotiations were going to unfold. However, Yeltsin went only so far given that he did not 

attach an explicit “ordering link” to this “ordering move”. What I mean by this is that he did 

not use the concept of human rights to, in some way, challenge the sovereignty principle itself, 

that is, the established rules of the legitimate state behavior. To put it bluntly, he did not assert 

that human rights should be a legitimate concern for other states501, but has instead opted to 

invoke a rather abstract notion of the collective responsibility of the civilized world.  

 While in this way Russia managed to eschew addressing directly the question of 

whether human rights violations should justify (and invoke) the right of interference in internal 

affairs of states, China was, expectedly, far more explicit concerning these matters. Chinese 

president Li Peng asserted that, although China shared certain notions of the new order, the 

sovereignty principle should in no way be deemphasized, both in terms of its corollary principle 

of non-interference and in terms of the right of people to adopt a social system of their 

choice.502  It is worth quoting him at some length:  

Human rights should be universally respected. The issue of human rights falls within 
the sovereignty of each country. Countries human rights situation should not be judged 
in total disregard of its history and national conditions. It is neither appropriate, nor 
workable to demand that all countries measure up to the human rights criteria or 
models of one or a small member of countries … (China) is opposed to the interference 
in internal affairs of other countries using the human rights as an excuse.503  

 
Accordingly, by continuing to advocate for the sacred status of the sovereignty 

principle, China was behaving conservatively towards the order narrative agreed within the UN 

in 1945. A significant consequence of that approach was that it now saw threats to 

international peace and security chiefly in that which some perceived as a necessary means of 

maintaining them, namely, in a possible  interference in internal affairs of states justified on 

the grounds of human rights protection.  

                                                           
500 Ibid. The speech delivered by Boris Yeltsin, the President of Russian Federation. (Emphasis added) 
501 It should be observed that this kind of ordering logic was also advanced within the CSCE/OSCE’s framework 
during the Additional Meeting of the CSCE’s Council of Ministers in Moscow in 1991.  
502 Ibid. The speech delivered by Li Peng, the Prime Minister of China. 
503 Ibid. (Text in parentheses and emphasis added) 
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 China’s stance was shared, to a significant extent, by the South American and African 

states participating at the Summit. Nevertheless, they chose to emphasize an entirely different 

set of concerns identifying, in that way, the chief source of threats to international peace and 

security elsewhere; namely, in the social and economic domain. To quote King Hassan II of 

Morocco, “underdevelopment is the greatest threat to peace and security and today 

represents the greatest challenge that the international community must meet” 504.  

 A superficial glance at these diverse order conceptions/narratives might convey an 

impression that the Summit representatives were confronting each other with positions upon 

which no easy compromise could be reached. However, the fact that they did manage to 

juxtapose the diverse elements of their order conceptions into a comprehensive “package” 

containing an outline of the post-Cold War order demonstrates that no hampering 

disagreement existed (or, was tabled) among them at the time. Accordingly, no state explicitly 

challenged the sovereignty principle as the ordering standard of international relations. Also, 

despite the choice of some states to delineate human rights violations as threats to 

international peace and security, not one of them went so far as to argue that the UN, acting 

as a collective security arrangement,  should have a right to disregard state sovereignty so as 

to halt these violations. They all maintained that, regarding these matters, the Security Council 

could act only if invited by the state in question or by disputing parties. Accordingly, in the 

Summit’s non-binding final declaration, the participants combined their diverse views of the 

chief sources of threat to post-Cold War international peace and security by “recognizing” that: 

“The non-military sources of instability in the economic, social, humanitarian and ecological 

fields have become threats to peace and security”505. As well as that, in relation to such sources 

of disturbances to international order:  

[T]heUnited Nations peacekeeping tasks have increased and broadened considerably 
in recent years. Election monitoring, human rights verification and the repatriation of 
refugees have in the settlement of some regional conflicts, at the request or with the 
agreement of the parties concerned, been integral parts of the Security Council’s effort 
to maintain international peace and security.506  

 

                                                           
504 See: Ibid. The speeches delivered by Rodrigo Borja (The President of Ecuador), Carlos Perez (The President of 
Venezuela), Hassan II (The King of Morocco), and Nathan Shamuyarira (The Foreign Minister of Zimbabwe). 
(Emphasis added) 
505 Security Council Summit Meeting, 3046th meeting, 31 January 1992, “The responsibility of the Security 
Council in the maintenance of international peace and security”. 821. (Emphasis added) 
506 Ibid. 821. (Emphasis added) 
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Besides heads of states and governments of the Security Council’s participating states, 

also present at the Summit was the newly-appointed Secretary-General of the UN, Boutros 

Boutros-Ghali. 507 In the conceptual framework of this thesis, Boutros-Ghali is considered as a 

highly positioned bureaucrat possesses a capacity, similar to state representatives, to advance 

a particular notion of the international order imbued with a (distinct) set of normative and 

truth claims.508 And indeed, a close scrutiny of the speech he delivered at the Summit reveals 

an approach to order that, although aligned in tone with those of other participants, bore 

notable differences regarding its content. Here, I chiefly refer to his framing of the speech not 

only in terms of sources of conflict/instability in the new era of international relations but also 

in terms of sources of peace. That is, rather than merely identifying disturbances that might 

rightfully be viewed as threats to international peace and security (e.g. violations of human 

rights); Boutros-Ghali also highlighted that which might prevent them. In this regard, unlike 

other Summit participants, he placed a particular emphasis on democracy arguing thereby 

explicitly for what he considered to be a “deeper truth”509: that democracy is a necessary 

precondition for peaceful relations, both within and among states. Additionally, Boutros-Ghali 

did not shy away from pushing the notion of the peaceful ordering capacity of democracy to 

its logical end consisting in an inevitable questioning of the sacrosanct status of the principle 

of state sovereignty. The following excerpt from his speech encapsulates nicely his overall 

approach:  

At both levels, democracy is a delicate plant that needs the nourishing of the soil of 
peace, security and economic development. New ways of preventing international 
disputes and intra-state confrontations will, therefore, need to be developed. State 
sovereignty takes a new meaning in this context. Added to its dimension of rights is the 
dimension of responsibility, both internal and external. Violation of state sovereignty is 

                                                           
507 Boutros Boutros-Ghali assumed a post of the Secretary-General a month prior to the Summit, 1 January 
1992.  
508 Conceptualizing the UN Secretary-General in this manner bears similarities to those approaches that see him 
as a “norm entrepreneur”. For example, see: Simon Rushton, "The UN Secretary-General and Norm 
Entrepreneurship: Boutros Boutros-Ghali and Democracy Promotion," Global Governance 14, no. 1 (2008).; Kent 
J. Kille and Ryan C. Hendrickson, "Secretary-General Leadership across the United Nations and NATO: Kofi 
Annan, Javier Solana, and Operation Allied Force," Global Governance: A Review of Multilateralism and 
International Organizations 16, no. 4 (2010). 
509  Boutros Boutros-Ghali, “An Agenda for Democratizations”, (20 December 1996). 6. 
An Agenda for Democratization was a report Boutros-Ghali presented to the UN General Assembly towards the 
end of his mandate. In it, he expressed his thoughts/beleifs regarding the link between democracy and peace in 
the following manner: “Democracy within States thus fosters the evolution of the social contract upon which 
lasting peace can be built. In this way, a culture of democracy is fundamentally a cultrue of peace…Democratic 
insitutions and processes within states may likewise be conducive to peace amog states”. See: Ibid. 7. 
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and will remain an offense against the global order, but its misuse also might 
undermine human rights and jeopardize the peaceful global life.510  

 
At the Summit, state representatives requested that Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali 

prepares an “analysis and recommendations on ways of strengthening […] the capacity of the 

UN for preventive diplomacy, for peace-making, and for peacekeeping”511, which, upon 

finishing it, he famously entitled An Agenda for Peace512. In this way, Boutros-Ghali was, in 

effect, handed a powerful tool for steering the practical and institutional 

development/transformation of the UN, both in concrete terms and in terms of framing the 

future debates regarding these matters. Accordingly, against the UN’s intent to pursue novel 

threats to international peace and security by developing its capacities in the domain of 

peacekeeping, as one of his first decisions, Boutros-Ghali established the Department of 

Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO)513, a body tasked to plan, prepare, manage, and direct the 

UN’s peacekeeping operations. Although created before the formal presentation of An Agenda 

for Peace, it was through the Agenda that these DPKO’s tasks were operationally defined in 

more concrete terms. In this way, Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali largely managed to respond 

to the Summit demands. However, he also went a step further, staying true to his perception 

of the new international order from the standpoint of sources of peace. Accordingly, in 

addition to addressing the UN’s role in preventive diplomacy, peace-making, and 

peacekeeping, as required by the Summit participants, he decided also to argue for the need 

of the UN to develop capacities and to engage in post-conflict peace-building operations. That 

is, by continuing to assert openly that “[t]he time of absolute and exclusive sovereignty…has 

passed”514, as well as that “[d]emocracy at all levels is essential to attain peace for a new era 

of prosperity and justice”515, Boutros-Ghali deemed it necessary for the UN to offer “technical 

assistance”516 aimed at supporting “the transformation of deficient national structures and 

                                                           
510 Security Council Summit Meeting, 3046th meeting (31 January 1992). The speech delivered by Boutros 
Boutros-Ghali, the Secretary-General of the United Nations. (Emphasis add) 
511 Boutros Boutros-Ghali, “An Agenda for Democratization Peace: Preventive Diplomacy, Peacemaking and 
Peacekeeping”. 1. 
512 The title of the Agenda is also indicative of the previously discussed preoccupation of the Secretary-General 
Boutros-Ghali to approach the new international order from the perspective of sources of peace.  
513 For an overview of DPKO’s institutional structure, see: United Nations Peacekeeping Group: Capacities to 
Ensure Integration, a Chart available at: www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/documents/dpkodfs_org_chart.pdf. 
514 Boutros Boutros-Ghali, “An Agenda for Peace”, (17 June 1992). Section I, Para. 17. 
515 Ibid. Section X, Para. 82. (Emphasis in the quote added by the author)  
516 Ibid. Section VI, Para. 59. 
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capabilities, and for the strengthening of new democratic institutions”517 which would “solidify 

peace in order to avoid a relapse into conflict” 518. If addressed from the standpoint of the four 

types of “intents” an ISO can assume (as identified in this thesis), it can be argued that, by 

focusing his order narrative on the sources of peace, Boutros-Ghali’s was eager to push the UN 

towards also developing such “practices of doing” that would enable it to act as a builder of an 

order of democratic states, rather than just a reinforcer of an already existing order (as 

expected by the Summit’s participants). In his own words:  

The concept of post-conflict peace-building - reaching beyond the immediate issues of 
conflict resolution and peace-keeping to the construction of institutions that can 
establish the essential conditions for lasting peace- is new to the United Nations…the 
task which we have embarked upon involves no less than the refashioning of the 
instruments bequeathed to us by the Charter of the United Nations, to help construct 
a new system of international relations.519  

Once presented, An Agenda for Peace became a key document in structuring the 

debate in other high-level panels of the UN regarding the state and future of the post-Cold 

War international order and the UN’s role within it; particularly so within the General Assembly 

and its respective committees.520 A thorough analysis of verbatim records of the plenary 

meetings of the General Assembly at the time reveals that, freed from pressure of agreeing on 

the final document inscribed with a certain conception of order, the participating states were 

willing to discuss order-related issues of the Agenda both from the standpoint of causes of 

peace and causes of conflict/threats. In short, the majority of Western states expressed  

significant support for the Secretary-General’s rendering of democracy and human rights as 

categories consequential for the new order, as well as sympathy for his proposal of developing 

the UN’s peace-building capacities as a logical response to this order narrative. For example, 

the UK’s representative asserted that: 

The role of the UN does not stop once a conflict is over: the Secretary-General’s report 
“An Agenda for Peace” rightly looks at how we might help in peace building after 
conflict […] The promotion of free elections and democratic institutions is a key-part of 
such peace-building and a proper area of activity for the UN […] The absence of 
democratic and pluralistic internal structures is a source of political and economic 
instability which may well result in a threat to international peace and security.521 

                                                           
517 Ibid. Section VI, Para. 59. 
518 Ibid. Section II, Para. 21. 
519 Boutros Boutros-Ghali, Introductory note delivered to the Department of Political Affairs (DPA), 9 November 
1992. (Emphasis added) 
520 For this purpose I analyzed available verbatim records of the 31st, 32nd, 37th, 38th, 46th, 47th, plenary meeting 
of the General Assembly, 9 - 14 October 1992.  
521 Speech delivered by the representative of the United Kingdom, in: Genera Assembly, Verbatim records of the 
31st plenary session, (9 October 1992). 57.  



177 
 

 

By contrast, in addition to continuing to demand that greater attention be paid to 

economic issues, developing states condemned the disconnect between Secretary-General 

Boutros-Ghali’s notions and those already inscribed in the Charter. The countries of the Non-

Allied Movement were particularly vocal in this regard, opting thereby to issue an informal 

paper delineating their attitude towards the Agenda.522 In it, the Secretary-General was 

reminded that, according to the Charter, human rights could only be a matter of cooperation 

among states but not of “imposition or confrontation”523; that “the time of absolute and 

exclusive sovereignty”524 did not yet pass; as well as that by defining peace-building as a 

“support for the transformation of deficient national structures and capabilities”525 he was 

openly sanctioning the right of interference in internal affairs of states.526 

In this section, I examined the UN’s early post-Cold War “practices of talking” unfolding 

as part of its high-level panels. I identified the logic(s)/narratives of international order thereby 

advanced, as well as corresponding notions of the UN’s intent/purpose, and the new “practices 

of doing” proposed and developed because they were deemed necessary for the UN to act in 

accordance with such order narratives. My analysis suggests that, by discussing the new order 

from the standpoint of disturbances to international peace and security, the Security Council 

had sought to preserve the notion of the UN as an organization designed to reinforce an 

external order once violations arise within it, while simultaneously opening space for it to 

explore novel types of peace practices. Although in this way the organization transformed 

while still arguably not deviating from its purpose as inscribed in the UN Charter, a noteworthy 

influence on its post-Cold War development also came from Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali 

as he sought to give the UN the basic “contours” of an order builder. While the direction 

preferred within the Security Council made the embedding of the DPKO into the institutional 

structure of the UN possible and logical, the Boutros-Ghali’s notions were not without an effect 

considering that, for example, electoral assistance became an integral part of the UN’s 

Department for Political Affairs. In the next section, I take a closer look at the Security Council’s 

                                                           
522 International Documents Review, “Non-Aligned Informal Paper Outlines Views on S-G’s Agenda for Peace”, (7 
September 1992). 
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524 Boutros Boutros-Ghali, “An Agenda for Peace”. Section I, Para. 17. 
525 Ibid. Section VI, Para. 59.  
526 International Documents Review, “Non-Aligned Informal Paper Outlines Views on S-G’s Agenda for Peace”, (7 
September 1992). 
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“practices of talking” through which it constituted the most salient peace operations during 

the 1990s so as to see in what way above discussed new ordering links/logics/conceptions 

were invoked in order to shape the UN’s post-Cold War peace engagements, that is, its 

“practices of doing”.  

 

3. From “Practices of Talking” to New “Practices of Doing”: The UN’s Peace 

Engagements During the 1990s 

As indicated in the introduction of this Chapter, the UN’s engagement in a growing 

number of peace operations, as well as its decision to develop new types of such engagements, 

are among the most salient aspects of its post-Cold War transformation. To reiterate, while 

between 1945 and 1991 it established eighteen peace missions, between 1991 and 1999 it 

dispatched almost twice that number, thirty–five.527 Practices through which decisions are 

taken for the creation of these missions are the Security Council’s “practices of talking”; that 

is, negotiations of its member states and adoption of corresponding resolutions. As already 

suggested above (in relation to the Gulf War), Resolutions are ordering instruments by which 

the Security Council seeks to make the UN’s “practices of doing” an intelligible part of its 

(grand) order narrative. More precisely, it uses resolutions to interpret external disruptions by 

drawing on that order narrative while simultaneously seeking to make the UN agentic towards 

them. Accordingly, by evoking/making a particular ordering link/logic, security council 

resolutions do not only justify dispatch of missions, but they also determine their particular 

type. 

In view of that, in this section, I examine Security Council resolutions authorizing the 

UN’s most salient and debated peace missions during the 1990s, namely, missions - those in 

Somalia, the former Yugoslavia, Rwanda, and Haiti. 528 In so doing, I elicit how novel ordering 

links/logics introduced into the UN’s order narrative (as discussed in the previous section) were 

“customized” within these resolutions so as to make possible a particular interpretation of 

these conflicts and to pave the way for the UN to engage in a new manner. Recall that the UN’s 

early post-Cold War narrative was vague and largely incoherent. As discussed above, although 

human rights became a topic in order negotiations, their contradictions with the UN’s old 

                                                           
527 The UN’s official list of peacekeeping missions: www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/documents/operationslist.pdf  
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principles were recognized but were not resolved. For that reason, while foregrounding human 

rights in this way made it possible for the UN to engage in new peace missions, a lot of 

interpretative freedom was left to the Security Council when adopting particular resolutions 

and establishing corresponding missions. The analysis below demonstrates this.  

The UN and the Somali Civil War. The Somali Civil War consisted of clashes of various 

armed factions caused by the overthrow of the President Said Barre in January 1991 and 

subsequent collapse of the Somali law and order. Throughout 1992 and 1993, the UN adopted 

twelve Resolutions in response.529 Of these, particularly important were Resolutions 751, 794, 

and 814, because the Security Council established through them three missions in Somalia: 

two UN missions (UNOSOM I and UNOSOM II) and one UN-sanctioned multinational force 

mission led by the US (UNITAF).530  

Resolution 751 was adopted as a response to the cease-fire agreement reached in 

Mogadishu in March 1992.531 Through it, on the invitation of the Somali government, the 

Security Council established cease-fire monitoring mission UNOSOM I. Although in this way the 

UN was engaging in a peacekeeping mission pertaining to intra- rather than inter-state conflict, 

it was nonetheless acting in accordance with its traditional principles of impartiality, neutrality, 

and the respect for state sovereignty.  However, the greater salience of human rights in the 

UN’s post-Cold War order narrative also had an impact on the Security Council’s interpretation 

of the Somali conflict. Looking to frame it as a disruption to international peace and security 

upon which the UN might then legitimately act, similar to Resolution 688 during the Gulf Crisis, 

the Security Council decided to define the humanitarian consequences of the Somali conflict, 

that is, “the magnitude of human suffering”532, rather than the conflict itself, in such terms. 

                                                           
529 Details of the Somali Civil War are beyond the scope of this thesis. For more information see:  Taisier 
Mohamed Ahmed Ali and Robert O. Matthews, Civil Wars in Africa: Roots and Resolution (Cambridge, U.K.: 
Cambridge University Press, 1999); David D. Laitin, ed. Somalia: Civil War and International Intervention, Civil 
Wars, Insecurity, and Intervention (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press 1999); Gérard Prunier, 
"Somalia: Civil War, Intervention and Withdrawal (1990–1995)," Refugee Survey Quarterly 15, no. 1 (1996). 
530 For more on the UN’s involvement in Somalia see: Laitin, Somalia: Civil War and International Intervention.; 
Prunier, "Somalia: Civil War, Intervention and Withdrawal (1990–1995)."; Jonathan T. Howe, "The United States 
and United Nations in Somalia: The Limits of Involvment," Washington Quarterly 18, no. 3 (1995).; John L. Hirsch 
and Robert Oakley Collins, Somalia and Operation Restore Hope (Washington: United States Institute of Peace 
Press, 1995).; Butros Butros-Ghali, The United Nations and Somalia: 1992-1996 (United Nations: Department of 
Public Information, 1996).; Dobbins, "The Un’s Role in Nationbuilding: From the Belgian Congo to Iraq."  
531 See: S/RES/751(1992) 
532 Ibid. 
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Based on this ordering link, the Security Council was able to add one more “practice of doing” 

to UNOSOM I, that of providing humanitarian relief for the Somali people.  

However, once the violent clashes between the Somali warring factions resumed, 

resulting not only in deaths of Somali people but also in deaths of the UN staff, it became 

apparent that there was no peace for the UNOSOM I to keep, nor conditions for it to perform 

its humanitarian tasks. The Security Council responded by adopting Resolution 794 sanctioning 

the formation of a US-led international enforcement mission known as the United Tasked 

Force (UNITAF). 533 In so doing, the Security Council was acting in accordance with the Charter’s 

Chapter VII, which permits it to dispatch military operations as a way of maintaining or 

restoring international peace and security in the face of “threat to the peace, breach of the 

peace, or acts of aggression”.534 Interestingly, in this case “restoring peace” meant, in effect, 

enabling the UN to continue with its humanitarian endeavors. Accordingly, opting again to 

define “the magnitude of the human tragedy”535, rather than the conflict causing it, as a threat 

to international peace and security, the Security Council sanctioned UNITAF to “use all 

necessary means to establish as soon as possible a secure environment for humanitarian relief 

operations”536. In this way, the Security Council was justifying the UN’s actions by making 

recourse to a notion of the international order consisting of an interesting combination of old 

and new principles.  On the one hand, by choosing not to define the Somali conflict itself as a 

threat to international peace and security, the UN could continue playing its traditional role of 

an impartial and neutral agent. On the other, by tying human suffering to the Chapter VII and 

thus (somewhat abstractly and even oddly) defining it as a threat to international peace and 

security, the Security Council could legitimately invoke its measures of “last resort” in service 

of newly “discovered” concerns. 

Soon thereafter, however, a definition of what part of Somalian conflict was 

constituting a threat to international peace and security was changed, and so did the type of 

the UN’s engagements. When it was agreed in early 1993 that a federalist government should 

be established in Somalia, the Security Council responded by adopting Resolution 814, thereby 

replacing UNITAF with an expanded UNOSOM II.537 In the resolution, it was asserted that “the 

                                                           
533 See: S/RES/794(1992) 
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situation in Somalia continues to threaten peace and security”538. Against this broadened 

definition of threat, the Security Council gave UNOSOM II a comprehensive mandate that, in 

addition to the disarmament of warring factions, included an extensive assistance to Somalian 

state building efforts (e.g. rehabilitation of political institutions, as well as police and civilian 

administration, and economy).539 In this way, as anticipated by Secretary-General Boutros-

Ghali, the UN was beginning to venture into peace-building operations hoping not only to 

address the consequences of the conflict, but also its root causes. However, after twenty-four 

UNOSOM II soldiers from Pakistan were killed, the Security Council adopted Resolution 837 

thereby expanding the mandate of UNISOM II once more so as to give it an enforcement 

capacity.540 Accordingly, UNOSOM II was authorized to use “all necessary measures against all 

those responsible for the armed attacks”541 on the UN troops. However, like UNITAF, this 

enforcement operation was not aimed at “restoring the peace” in Somalia, but rather towards 

ensuring conditions for the UN to continue with its humanitarian, peacekeeping, and peace-

building endeavors. In such a way, Resolution 837 also points towards a complex relationship 

between the old principles of the UN’s order narrative and its new “human” element when it 

comes to the Security Council’s post-Cold War construing of the conflict at hand and its 

definition of its new role with respect to it.  

The UN and the Former Yugoslavia.  The UN’s involvement in conflicts in the former 

Yugoslavia bare many similarities to its peace operations in Somalia, but there are also certain 

important differences.542 As in Somalia, warring factions in Yugoslavia continuously accepted 

and broke ceasefire agreements, attacked UN troops, and in other ways violated Security 

Council resolutions, forcing the UN to “juggle” the mandate of its missions between the tasks 

of keeping, making, and enforcing peace, while chiefly maintaining its focus on humanitarian 

                                                           
538 Ibid. (Emphasis added) 
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relief operations. However, an initial definition of the conflict in terms of its consequences for 

international peace and security, and thus for the fashioning of the UN’s role in regard to it, 

was such that this time the Security Council did not make such a sharp distinction between 

conflict and its consequences. Accordingly, in one of the very first Resolutions regarding 

Yugoslav clashes it adopted, Resolution 721, the Security Council asserted that it was:  

[C]oncerned by the fighting in Yugoslavia […] which has caused heavy loss of human life 
and widespread material damage, and by the consequences for the countries of the 
region […] continuation and aggravation of this situation constitutes a threat to 
international peace and security.543  
 

Initially, as a response, by invoking the Charter’s Chapter VII, the Security Council 

decided to impose only an arms embargo. Later, however, by observing that “the situation in 

Yugoslavia continues to constitute a threat to international peace and security”544, based on 

the invitation of the Yugoslavian government, it decided to establish UNPROFOR, a peace-

keeping operation designed to maintain the ceasefire and thus to create “the conditions of 

peace and security required for the negotiations of an overall settlement of the Yugoslav 

crisis”545. In this manner, the UN was acting in accordance with its traditional conception of 

peacekeeping, albeit in an inter-state context. However, as the clashes resumed and the overall 

situation deteriorated significantly, the Security Council observed that there was no peace for 

the UN to keep, choosing thus to shift the focus primarily towards the humanitarian aspect of 

the crisis. In so doing, in a collection of resolutions it adopted in 1992, from its definition of the 

situation in Yugoslavia in terms of its consequences for international peace and security a 

potential spillover to neighboring countries was dropped entirely, while a collocation “ethnic 

cleansing”546 became its chief element.547   

In this way, just like in Somalia, the consequences of the conflict rather than the conflict 

itself were identified as disturbances to international peace and security, justifying, in turn, the 

expansion of the UNPROFOR’s mandate in the direction of humanitarian relief operations, 

rather than in the direction of peace-enforcement. Accordingly, in 1992 UNPROFOR’s 

“practices of doing” consisted of ensuring the delivery of humanitarian aid through Sarajevo 
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airport, as well as to escort UNHCR’s convoys carrying humanitarian relief.548 In 1993, on the 

other hand, it established and engaged in the protection of so-called “safe areas” in and around 

the cities of Srebrenica, Bihac, Sarajevo, Gorazde, Zepa and Tuzla.549 Furthermore, “aimed at 

ensuring the safety of the delivery of humanitarian assistance in Bosnia and Herzegovina”550, 

the Security Council decided also to establish “no fly zones”.551 Mirroring, to an extent, the 

Somalian scenario, once the Security Council was forced to authorize the enforcement 

operations they were directed primarily towards enabling UNPROFOR to operate effectively 

these “safe areas” (Operation Deliberate Force) and “no-fly zones” (Operation Deny Flight) 

rather than towards resolving the conflicts, although ultimately they did have a significant 

effect on their end too.552 After the war ended, the UN established UNMIBH, a mission tasked 

with peace-building activities relating to such issues as the rule of law, police reform, elections, 

and demobilization.   

The UN and the Rwandan Genocide. The UN’s failure to prevent or halt the 1994 

genocide in Rwanda during which nearly a million Tutsi and moderate Hutu lost their lives has 

been well documented and widely discussed.553 Here, as with the previous two cases, I take a 

closer look at the Security Council’s resolutions dealing with the conflict to identify ordering 

links/logics the Security Council used when defining the clash in order than to justify a 

particular type of UN engagement.  

In its first Resolutions regarding the situation in Rwanda, before any indication of the 

genocide, the Security Council opted just to express its concern for the “fighting in Rwanda and 

its consequences regarding international peace and security”.554 Against this expression of 

concern, although the conflict (internal in nature) as a whole rather than just its humanitarian 

implications was judged consequential for international order, no major involvement of the 

UN was authorized. A greater engagement came only after the conditions of the UN’s 

traditional peacekeeping (rooted in the sovereignty principle) were fulfilled; namely, an 

invitation from the concerned parties and a signed peace agreement. Accordingly, the Security 
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Council first authorized the establishment of a border observer mission (UNOMUR)555, and 

later, as a response to the 1993 Arusha peace agreement, a peacekeeping operation 

(UNAMIR)556. UNAMIR’s primary mandate consisted in the monitoring of ceasefire and 

demilitarized zones, but it also had humanitarian assignments, as well as certain peacebuilding 

competencies given that it was tasked to monitor the transition of the Rwandan 

government.557 

The Security Council Resolution 912, the first one adopted following the assassination 

of Rwandan President Juvénal Habyarimana that triggered the resumption of the ethnic 

clashes leading to the genocide, is particularly significant regarding the definition of the 

situation and the corresponding UN reaction or, more precisely, lack thereof.558 Accordingly, 

in describing the ongoing atrocities in Rwanda, the resolution’s drafters used strong moral 

language to express how they were “[s]hocked at”, “[a]ppalled at”, “[d]eeply concerned by” 

the large-scale violence resulting in death of thousands of innocent civilians.559 Surprisingly, 

however, they decided not to render this humanitarian situation as consequential for the 

international order. That is, they decided not to define it as constituting a threat to 

international peace and security “freeing”, in such a way, the UN from the responsibility to 

intervene other than “to assist in a resumption of humanitarian relief operations to the extent 

feasible”560. The Security Council attempted in the following resolutions to “correct” this 

approach; however, the correlation between the genocide in Rwanda and the international 

order it thereby invoked points to a further attempt at reducing the UN’s agentic 

power/responsibility. Accordingly, in addition to again identifying “the magnitude of the 

humanitarian crisis”561, rather than the conflict causing it, as a threat, it no longer saw that 

threat as being directed towards international peace and security but towards “peace and 

security in the region”562.563 Against this background, the Security Council opted only to 
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authorize the use of “all necessary means to achieve the humanitarian objectives”564 and to 

issue a rather vague demand for the “urgent response by the international community”565.  

The UN and the Restoration of Democracy in Haiti. The UN’s involvement in Haiti during 

the 1990s came as a response to a military coup during which the country’s first democratically 

elected president, Jean-Bertrand Aristide, was overthrown and which subsequently caused a 

grave violation of human rights of the Haitian people. In this respect, the Security Council was 

not so much concerned with the intra-state conflict (as was the case with the cases discussed 

previously) but was effectively focusing on the (illegitimate) internal order of one of its member 

states. Considering that this type of involvement could not be derived from the UN’s traditional 

notion of international order and of its corresponding practices, this new venture had to be 

accommodated within its new order narrative. Recalling, however, that the UN’s post-Cold 

War order narrative lacked coherence as, in effect, only Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali made 

an explicit link between democracy and international order, it is hardly surprising that in 

resolutions regarding Haiti the Security Council was “struggling” to frame the situation there 

developing in terms of its consequences for international peace and security.  

Broadly speaking, these resolutions can be divided into those taking into account only 

the humanitarian aspect of the crisis and those chiefly concerned with the restoration of 

democracy. In the former resolutions, the Security Council either anticipated that 

humanitarian crisis, if continued, would constitute a threat to international peace and security 

(e.g. “the incidence of humanitarian crisis, including mass displacement of population, [are] 

becoming or aggravating threats for international peace and security”566), or made a general 

unspecified assertion that “the situation in Haiti”567 constitutes one such threat. As regards 

latter resolutions, the Security Council did not go so far as to argue explicitly that the failure of 

democracy in Haiti is consequential for international peace and security, but has used certain 

other rhetorical devices so as to still make the UN agentic with respect to the situation. For 

example, without making a direct link between the two, it would simply “recall” the situation 

in Haiti and the Security Council’s general peace obligations. The following excerpt is illustrative 
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in this regard: “Recalling the situation in Haiti, and the continuing responsibility of the Council 

under the Charter for the maintenance of international peace and security. Approves […]”568.  

Against this manner of linking the situation in Haiti to international peace and security, 

the Security Council was able to involve the UN, in a more robust way, into a new type of 

“practice of doing”, peacebuilding. Accordingly, through Resolution 867, it established UNMIH, 

a mission designed to assist the modernization of the Haitian armed forces and the formation 

of new police force aimed at resorting peace and order in the country.569 Moreover, this 

definition of the Haitian crisis was also sufficient for the Security Council to authorize US-led 

multinational forces to “use all necessary means to facilitate the departure from Haiti of the 

military leadership”570, and thus to enable the “restoration of democracy”571 by assisting “the 

legitimate government of Haiti in the maintenance of public order”572.  

The UN’s growing peace engagements after the Cold War are usually seen in the 

literature as a consequence of two variables, the rising number of intra-state conflicts573 

and/or member states’ willingness or interest to provide resources for interventions. As 

discussed in the theory chapter, although these variables (motives) certainly have a bearing on 

the functioning of ISOs in general and of the UN, in particular, in this section, I have attempted 

to demonstrate that making the UN agentic towards new situations (i.e. fashioning its (new) 

“practices of doing”) observably unfolds through its order-making practices. That is, it unfolds 

in such a way that, when discussing a particular situation, the Security Council must always 

invoke certain ordering link against which the UN’s (intended) involvement can be seen as a 

legitimate/logical endeavor. In this regard, by examining the Security Council’s resolutions 

pertaining to the UN’s most salient missions during the 1990s, I have attempted to 

demonstrate that the incorporation of human rights into the UN’s post-Cold War order 

narrative enabled the organization to venture into new types of mission, but that unresolved 

tensions between human rights and the UN’s traditional ordering principles also had an 

important influence. Accordingly, as discussed above, by being mindful of human suffering, but 

preferring to remain impartial and neutral towards conflicts causing it, some of these 
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Resolutions somewhat oddly opted to describe that very suffering as a threat to international 

peace and security rendering even the UN’s enforcement operations humanitarian in character 

(Somalia and former the Yugoslavia). Furthermore, the case of Haiti demonstrates that a vague 

incorporation of democracy into the UN’s order narrative was enough for the Security Council 

to establish a peace-building mission and even to authorize an enforcement operation, but it 

also points to a struggle it had when attempting to represent this case as consequential for 

international peace and security. Lastly, the importance of invoking a certain ordering link in 

resolutions so as to make the UN agentic is especially highlighted in the “negative” case of 

Rwanda where no link also meant no action.  

 All things considered, during the first decade after the Cold War, the UN transformed 

in such a way that, by incorporating certain changes into its order narrative, its members 

sought to maintain it as an organization chiefly interested in reinforcing an external order by 

reacting to its disturbances. Considering, however, that new elements of the order narrative 

consisted mainly in making human rights consequential for international order, an issue of the 

quality of government became a part of the UN’s perspective too, pushing it towards also 

assuming certain characteristics of an order builder (namely, a builder of an order of 

democratic states). As noted already, the combination of the UN’s old and new ordering logics 

and of its corresponding roles meant that it was willing to tackle the humanitarian 

consequences of particular conflicts, as well as to engage in post-conflict stabilization, but 

preferred to remain neutral and respective of state sovereignty as regards conflicts 

themselves. This became particularly obvious in its handling of the 1998/1999 Kosovo crisis, 

when it opted not to authorize an enforcement humanitarian intervention574 despite reports 

of over 230, 000 Albanians being displaced by Serbian forces, opting instead only to provide 

humanitarian help and impose an embargo575, as well as to establish UNMIK, one of its most 

robust post-conflict stabilization and peacebuilding mission to date.576  
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Meetings Ordering Logic Advanced Institutions and “practices of doing” established or reshaped 

The UN Security Council, 2982nd 
meeting (5 April 1991) 
Adopted Resolution 688 in relation to 
the Gulf War  

“Massive flow of refugees towards and across 
international frontiers […] threatens international 

peace and security in the region”.  

While no producing direct changes in UN practices and 
institutional design, the resolution enabled the entry of 

humanitarian organizations in Iraq without invitation and the 
establishing of the no-fly zone by the UK, France, and the US.   

The UN Security Council, 3046th 
meeting, Summit Meeting of Heads of 
State and Government (31 January 
1992) 
 
Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-
Ghali proposed after the summit An 
Agenda for Peace  

The non-military sources of instability in the economic, 
social, humanitarian and ecological fields delineated as 
possible sources of threats to international peace and 

security.  
Agenda for Peace puts emphasis on sources of peace 

and stating that “democracy at all levels is essential to 
attain peace for a new era of prosperity and justice.   

Election monitoring, human rights verification missions, 
repatriation of refugees forwarded as the UN practices aimed 

at the maintenance of international peace and security.  
Formation of the Department of Peacekeeping Operations.  

Proposed measures for improving the UN capacities in 
prevention democracy, peace-making, peacekeeping.  

Proposed further developing of the UN’s peace-building 
capacities.   

Prominent UN peacekeeping missions during the 1990s  

Somalia  

SC Resolution 751  
(24 April 1992) 

“The magnitude of the human suffering caused by the 
conflict […] constitutes a threat to international peace 

and security”.  

UNOSOM,  peacekeeping mission providing also 
humanitarian relief  

SC Resolution 794  
(3 Dec. 1992) 

“The magnitude of the human tragedy caused by the 
conflict […] constitutes a threat to international peace 

and security”.  

UNITAF, designed to establish “a secure environment for 
humanitarian relief operations”  

SC Resolution 814  
(26 March 1993) 

“The situation in Somalia continues to threaten peace 
and security”. 

UNISOM II, given peace and state-building capacities 

SC Resolution 837  
(6 June 1993) 

“The situation in Somalia continues to threaten peace 
and security in the region”. 

UNISOM II, authorized “to use all necessary measures against 
all those responsible for the armed attacks” but for the 

purpose of ensuring conditions for the UN to continue with 
its humanitarian, peacekeeping, and peace-building 

endeavors.  

Yugoslavia  

SC Resolution 721  
(27 Nov. 1991) 

“Continuation and aggravation of this situation [heavy 
loss of human lives, widespread material damage, and 
consequences for neighboring countries] constitutes a 

threat to international peace and security”. 

Imposing arms embargo. 

SC Resolution 742  
(14 Feb. 1992) 

“The situation in Yugoslavia continues to constitute a 
threat to international peace and security” 

UNPROFOR, peacekeeping mission designed to maintain the 
ceasefire and create conditions for peace negotiations  

SC Resolution 771 (13 Aug. 992) to  
SC Resolution 941 (23 Sept. 1994) 

Ethnic cleansing labeled as a threat to international 
peace and security.  

UNPROFOR, safe-havens, and no-fly zones aimed at providing 
humanitarian relief  

Rwanda  

SC Resolution 812 (12 March) to  
SC Resolution 893 (6 January 1994) 

Merely expressing concern for the “fighting in Rwanda 
and its consequences regarding international peace and 

security”  

UNOMUR, observation mission  
UNAMIR, ceasefire and demilitarized zones monitoring, 

humanitarian relief,  monitoring of government transition 

SC Resolution 912 (21 April 1994) 
Grave humanitarian situation (i.e. genocide) was not 

delineated as a “threat to international peace and 
security”.  

UN troops asked to “assist in a resumption of humanitarian 
relief operations to the extent feasible”  

SC Resolution 921 (26 May 1994) to  
SC Resolution 929 (22 June 1994) 

“The magnitude of the humanitarian crisis in Rwanda 
constitutes a threat to peace and security in the 

region”. 

The SC authorized the use of “all necessary means to achieve 
the humanitarian objectives” and a vague demanded for “the 

urgent response by the international community”.   

Haiti  

SC Resolution 841 (16 June 1993) SC 
(Similar in SC Resolution 933 (30 June 

1994)) 
 
 

“The incidence of humanitarian crisis, including mass 
displacement of population, [are] becoming or 

aggravating threats for international peace and 
security”. 

Endorsed trade embargo.   

SC Resolution 867 (23 Sep. 1993) 
(Similar in  SC Resolution 940 (31 July 

1994)) 

“Recalling the situation in Haiti, and the continuing 
responsibility of the Council under the Charter for the 

maintenance of international peace and security”. 

UNMIH, a mission designed to assist the modernization of the 
Haitian armed forces and the formation of new police force 

aimed at resorting peace and order in the country. 
 

The SC authorized the US forces to “use all necessary means 
to facilitate the departure from Haiti of the military 

leadership”, and  to enable the “restoration of democracy”  
by assisting “the legitimate government of Haiti in the 

maintenance of public order”. 

 

            Table  8   Summary of the main ordering links made during the UN’s “practices of talking” unfolding as part of its high-level panels 
during the 1990s. The table also presents corresponding changes introduced in the UN’s institutional design and in its 
“practices of doing”.  
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4. The UN’s Order Narrative in the First Decades of the New Millennium: Taming 

Globalization, Building Peace, and the “Responsibility to Protect” 

At the turn of the millennium, the UN entered what is often described as its intensive 

introspective phase. While during the 1990s its peace activities proliferated to an 

unprecedented level, both in terms of their overall number and in terms of the variety of 

mandates given to individual missions, failures to prevent/stop genocides in Rwanda and 

Srebrenica, as well as to authorize humanitarian intervention during the Kosovo crisis, loomed 

large in the perception of the UN’s ability to carry out these new endeavors efficiently. Aware 

that these failures were, to a significant extent, a consequence of the UN being bound by its 

foundational ordering principles of sovereignty, neutrality, impartiality, and non-interference, 

but that the introduction of human rights into the new notion of order inevitably created a 

need/pressure for the UN to develop, both practically and conceptually, in a novel direction, 

Secretary-General Kofi Annan started two seminal initiatives. In 1999, he appointed the Panel 

on United Nations Peace Operations, a panel of experts he tasked to assess the shortcomings 

of the UN peace operations and to make “frank, specific and realistic recommendations” 577 

for their doctrinal and, more importantly, operational change. In the same year, and again in 

2000, Annan also issued a call to the international community to find a solution to a conceptual 

clash between the sovereignty principle and the need for the universal moral regard of human 

lives. In his words:   

[I]f humanitarian intervention is, indeed, an unacceptable assault on sovereignty, how 
should we respond to a Rwanda, to a Srebrenica – to gross and systematic violations 
of human rights that affect every precept of our common humanity?578  
 

 The outcome of Annan’s first initiative was the famous Brahimi Report (2000), and of 

the second, a report titled “The Responsibility to Protect”, released in 2001 by the International 

Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS) established by the Canadian 

government.579 A conceptual contribution of each of these reports has entered the “order 

negotiating fields” of the UN’s high-level panels creating, in such a way, referents against which 

certain changes have been introduced into the organization’s institutional design, and 

                                                           
577 Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations (Brahimi Report) (21 August 2000).viii. 
578 International Commission on Intervention State Sovereignty, "The Responsibility to Protect: Report of the 
International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty,"(Ottawa: International Development Research 
Centre, 2001). vii.  
579 Ibid.  
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importantly, into its practical engagements. However, before I examine these developments 

in greater detail, I turn to the particular conception of international order advanced during the 

largest gathering of world leaders in history, the UN’s 2000 Millennium Summit.580 In so doing, 

I trace the UN‘s development chronologically and also demonstrate that despite the 

relationship between sovereignty and human rights constituting a topical ordering issue at a 

time, the UN member states were nevertheless able to discuss international order by 

advancing truth and normative claims resting on an entirely different frame of reference.  

 

4.1 The UN’s 2000 Millennium Summit: Globalization as a Dominant Tool of 

Interpretation of World Relations  

It is usual for international organizations to take anniversaries and other time related 

celebratory events as an opportunity for a review of their achievements, as well as for charting 

new directions of action. The UN’s 2000 Millennium Summit was organized with this idea in 

mind. In the resolution of the General Assembly containing a decision on the convening of the 

Summit it was stated that the year 2000 “constitutes a unique and symbolically compelling 

moment to articulate and affirm an animating vision for the United Nations in the new era”.581 

Similarly, in a report suggesting the Summit’s thematic framework, Secretary-General Annan 

asserted that the “occasion of the third millennium presents a timely opportunity for the only 

global organization […] to identify challenges that it will face in the future and to engage in an 

imaginative exercise to enhance and strengthen a unique institution”582. Accordingly, the 

Millennium Summit was, to use the conceptual language of this thesis, convened as an all-

encompassing “practice of talking” providing states with an opportunity to engage with each 

other in an “imaginative exercise” of negotiating international order, as well as the UN’s 

role/intent in regard to it.  

Before the Summit, Secretary-General Annan circulated among the UN member states 

his now famous report - the “We the Peoples: The Role of the United Nations in the 21st 

Century” report. 583 One of the report’s chief purposes was to propose a thematic reference 

                                                           
580 The Millennium Summit was held between September 6th and 8th 2000. Delegates from 190 states took part, 
as well as six observer states and two civil society representatives.  
581 A/RES/54/254 (23 March 2000). 
582 Kofi Annan, “The Millennium Assembly of the United Nations: Thematic Framework for the Millennium 
Summit”, (A/53/948/Add.1, 2 June 1999).  
583 Kofi Annan, “We the Peoples: The Role of the UN in the 21 Century”, (New York: The United Nations 
Department of Public Information, 2000).  
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point for the Summit negotiations. In view of that, by asserting that “globalization is 

transforming the world as we enter the twenty-first century”584, Annan structure the report 

almost exclusively around the concept of globalization.585 Considering, however, that this 

concept rests on an understanding of the world chiefly from an economic viewpoint, that is, 

from the viewpoint of increasing interconnectedness prompted by global trade underpinned, 

in turn, by advances in transportation and telecommunications, Annan’s choice to use it as a 

prevailing frame for describing and assessing links and logics of world affairs had some 

significant (ordering) consequences.586 It meant that he came to regard all global issues, be it 

in the political, security, cultural, or societal domain, as, in some way, stemming from injustices 

and imbalances in the realm of the global economy. Particularly interesting in this regard was 

his rendering of the “root causes of conflict”, as he opted to switch the emphasis from 

undemocratic regimes, ethnic nationalism, and religious differences (all constituting important 

themes in the development of the UN’s new peace operations) towards poverty. In his words:  

The majority of wars today are wars among the poor […] what this means is that every 
single measure I described in the previous section – every step taken towards reducing 
poverty and achieving broad-based economic growth - is a step towards conflict 
prevention.587  
 

A thorough (content and discourse) analysis of the speeches delivered at the Summit 

reveals that the participating states also accepted the concept of globalization as the primary 

tool of interpretation and evaluation of (external) international order. There were 307 

mentions of “globalization” by 130 states - the third most used word/concept these 

speeches.588 As a comparison, “peace”, a word/concept appearing the most in the delegate’s 

speeches, was mentioned 454 times by 148 states, whereas “poverty/Third World”, a second 

most used word/concept, was used 335 times by 135 states.589 Considering that, unlike 

“peace”, “poverty”, and “Third World”, the concept of globalization was a relatively new 

                                                           
584Ibid.6. 
585 As an illustration, in We the Peoples the word globalization was used 39 times.  
586 For more detailed analysis of the UN in relation to globalization see: Carsten  Saur, Shared Responsibility: The 
United Nations in the Age of Globalization (Montreal: Mcgill Queens Universty Press, 2013).; Ruggie, "United 
Nations and Globalization: Patterns and Limits of Institutional Adaptation." 
587 Annan, “We the Peoples”, 45. 
588 Thorough content analyses of the Millennium Summit speeches were conducted by Jerome C. Glenn, 
Elizabeth Florescu and Theodore J. Gordon on behalf of the American Council of the UN University Millennium 
Project for the purposes of the Army Environmental Policy Institute. See: Jerome C. Glenn, Elizabeth Florescu, 
and Theodore J. Gordon, "Analysis of United Nations Millenium Summit Speeches,"(Atlanta, USA: Army 
Environmental Policy Institute, 2001). 5. 
589 Ibid. 5. 
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concept to enter the UN’s order “vocabulary”, the high frequency of its usage was a signal that 

the Summit participants were also looking to imbue the organization with a new 

intent/purpose.  

In this regard, three observations can be drawn from this round of the UN’s high-level 

“practice of talking”. First, most delegates, as well as the Secretary-General, considered 

globalization to be a well-established and irreversible process/order of world relations that 

developed (and was continuing to develop) beyond the UN’s influence.  For example, by 

observing that globalization was creating “a new context and new connectivity”590 made 

possible by “technological advances and steady declining cost of transportation, 

communication and computing”591, Secretary-General Annan asserted that “[i]ts integrative 

logic seems inexorable, its momentum irresistible”592.  

Second, the vast majority of state representatives passed a negative value judgment 

regarding the order emerging as a consequence of globalization processes. While mention of 

asymmetry in the distribution of economic benefits could be expected, consequences in other 

domains, such as political and cultural, were also highlighted. Accordingly, a fear was expressed 

repeatedly that globalization was “threatening to marginalize further the developing 

countries”593, that under its influence “state sovereignty is being circumscribed”594, as well as 

that “any national and regional specifics which do not fall into the customary framework of the 

“Western way of life””595 were increasingly being threatened and rejected. Therefore, to use 

the conceptual language of this thesis, while the states participating at the Summit were 

confronting each other with significant divergences in their interests, preferences, and 

background knowledge, they were nevertheless displaying a high-level of convergence 

regarding their dissatisfaction with the external (globalized) order and tensions arising because 

of it.  

Third, against the background of international order understood in these terms (as 

determined by trade relations, well-established, but overall unsatisfactory) the UN came to be 

                                                           
590 Annan, “We the Peoples”, 10. For more examples see excerpts from the speeches of the Millennium Summit 
cited in: Glenn, Florescu, and Gordon, "Analysis of United Nations Millenium Summit Speeches." 
591 Ibid. 10. 
592 Ibid. 10.  
593 Glenn, Florescu, and Gordon, "Analysis of United Nations Millenium Summit Speeches." 8. (Speech of the 
Bhutan’s delegate) 
594 Ibid. 10. (Speech of the Singapore’s delegate) 
595 Ibid. 9. (Speech of the Ukrainian’s delegate)  
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imagined as a convenient site for transcending undesired features of that order rather than 

just as a reinforcer of international peace and security or a builder of order of democratic states 

(as was the case during the 1990s). Secretary-General Annan suggested, in this regard, that 

the UN should “govern globalization”, thereby understanding “governance” primarily as a 

power “to broker differences among states in power, culture, size and interest, serving as the 

place where the cause of common humanity is articulated and advanced”596. The 

representatives of both developed and developing states made similar assertions. The French 

delegate, for example, posited that as regards globalization, within the UN, states should seek 

“to reinvent political action on a worldwide scale”597. The Iranian delegate called for the UN to 

facilitate “the collective articulation of common interests, norms and laws towards ensuring 

equitable access to advancements at the global level”598, while the Bruneian representative 

asserted that “the United Nations’ role is crucial as the consciousness of the world to balance 

interests of the successful and the less successful nations in the New Economies of 

globalization”599. In short, the UN was expected to act upon the external world so as to correct 

its numerous injustices.  

In the order narrative advanced in the Summit’s final Millennium Declaration, the 

participating states stayed committed to the overwhelming use of the globalization frame. 

Despite the word itself being used only three times, the meaning of five out of six the identified 

“shared values” was nevertheless tied to the economic implications they could produce in the 

domain of global economic relations. Accordingly, “freedom” was understood primarily as 

living “fee from hunger”; “equality” as equal “opportunity to benefit from development”; 

“solidarity” as fair distribution of costs and benefits of globalized economy; “respect for 

nature” as achieving sustainable patterns of production and consumption; “shared 

responsibility” as sharing, among nations, the burden of managing “worldwide economic and 

social development, as well as threats to international peace and economy”.600 To have a 

better sense of a direction this version of the UN’s order narrative was taking, it is also 

                                                           
596 Annan, “We the Peoples”, 12-13. 
597 Glenn, Florescu, and Gordon, "Analysis of United Nations Millenium Summit Speeches." 10-11. (Emphasis 
added) 
598 Ibid. 7. 
599 Ibid. 7. 
600 The only “shared value” of the Millennium Declaration that was not interpreted in economic terms explicitly 
was “tolerance”.  It was understood as mutual respect for the “diversity of belief, culture and language”. See: 
United Nations Millennium Declaration, A/RES/55/2 (18 September 2000). 2.  
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significant to point out that, despite being a topical issue at the time, peacekeeping was 

mentioned and considered only twice in the Declaration.   

All things considered, at the turn of the millennium, the UN participating states made 

an attempt at advancing an understanding of international/world order that rested primarily 

on the ordering links and logics of global trade and economic relations. However, despite 

widespread dissatisfaction with these relations and calls for the UN to be a site for facilitating 

their transcendence, no major institutional restructuring of the UN ensued, rendering, in 

effect, this round of the UN’s “practice of talking” an end in itself. In other words, with states 

still confronting each other with major divergences in their interests and preferences not much 

could be done apart from participating state uttering streams of unspecified calls for the UN 

to “reinvent political action”,  “govern globalization”, or “correct injustices”. In this regard, it 

should also be observed that the Summit’s best-known achievement, the Millennium 

Developmental Goals (MDGs)601, through which states pledged to take actions in eradicating 

poverty and hunger, achieving universal education, promoting gender equality, reducing child 

mortality, improving maternal health, combating HIV/Aids, malaria and other diseases, 

ensuring environmental sustainability, and developing a global partnership for development, 

although concrete in nature were fashioned in terms of distributive rather than procedural 

justice. To put it more bluntly, although many participants at the Summit were vocal about the 

urgent need to govern globalization so as to mitigate its negative consequences, they were not 

able to install, nor even to propose new principles of conduct among states. Before proceeding, 

I want to highlight the extent to which the order negotiating practices of IOs are, in Annan’s 

words, an “imaginative exercise” of advancing different ordering links and logics. An example 

from the 2005 World Summit, organized as a follow-up meeting to the Millennium Summit, 

makes this clear. Here, the “globalization” frame was dropped almost entirely. As an 

illustration, in Secretary-General Annan’s report “In Larger Freedom”, which proposed a 

thematic reference point for the Summit, the word globalization was mentioned only three 

times. 

 

  

                                                           
601 Ibid. 
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4.2 The Brahimi Report, the 2005 World Summit, and R2P:  Reinterpretations of Old 

and the Introduction of New Ordering Links 

The two, above-mentioned, initiatives of the Secretary-General Annan differ 

significantly as to their relationship to the UN’s post-Cold War order narrative and, in 

consequence, as to their impact on the UN’s transformative processes in the first decades of 

the twenty-first century. Accordingly, the Panel on United Nations Peacekeeping and the 

Brahimi Report were expected to suggest “frank, specific and realistic” recommendations for 

improving the UN’s peace engagements while remaining within boundaries of the 

organization’s old and new ordering principles. In effect, the task of the Panel was to propose 

the most efficient “practices of doing” that could be derived from the UN’s recent “practices 

of talking”. As mentioned, the member states had continued to profess their attachment to 

the sovereignty principle (and on that basis to neutral and impartial UN peace engagements) 

while also increasingly beginning to view human rights and democracy as categories 

consequential for international order. By contrast, the task of the ICISS and its “Responsibility 

to Protect” (R2P) report was to go beyond the established ordering principles of international 

conduct. It was expected to suggest a conceptual solution for a tension arising between the 

non-intervention rule (derived from the sovereignty principle resting on the notion of state 

security) and need to protect victims of atrocity crimes (derived from the human rights 

provisions and related notion of human security). Below, I discuss how the ordering links these 

two reports proposed influenced the UN’s transformation in the first decades of the twenty-

first century. In a discussion of R2P, I also analyze negotiations and outcome documents of the 

UN’s 2005 World Summit, which was a “practice of talking” of its high-level panels making, 

among other things, the idea of R2P consequential for the UN “practices of doing”.  

 

4.2.1 Brahimi Report and its Implications: Building Peace and Becoming “Partial”  

Responding to the conceptual limitations and opportunities created by the UN’s post-

Cold War order narrative, the composers of the Brahimi Report focused on two themes in 

particular. First, they were aware that deaths of UN peacekeepers in Somalia, Bosnia, and 

Rwanda, made the member states reluctant to seek to improve UN peace engagements by 

exploring and strengthening its enforcement capacities. On the other hand, they saw that 

significant space was created for the UN to act preventively through peacebuilding operations 

considering that the member states begun increasingly to see internal state structure as 
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consequential for international peace and security and thus as a realm of the UN’s legitimate 

peace activities. For this reason, the enhancement of the UN’s peacebuilding capacities 

became the centerpiece of the Brahimi Report. The Report thus offered a lengthy discussion 

of the assistance the UN could offer to troubled states in such projects as establishing the rule 

of law, respect for human rights, holding of elections, reforms of police and military, as well as 

disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration of ex-combatants.602 

Second, while reaffirming that “consent of the local parties, impartiality and the use of 

force only in self-defense should remain the bedrock principles of peacekeeping”603, the 

crafters of the Report pointed out explicitly that adhering to these principles during the 1990s 

and, on that basis, a “continued equal treatment of all parties”604 even when one party was 

clearly violating the terms of a peace agreement, led the UN to be continuously “reluctant to 

distinguish victims from aggressors”605 and thus to set a stage for its notorious failures in 

Somalia, Bosnia, and Rwanda. Knowing, that to improve the effectiveness of UN peacekeeping 

something had to be done regarding these principles but that, at the same time, the states 

were reluctant to question any of the Charter’s provisions, they set out to offer a new 

interpretation of the impartiality principle.606 It was thus asserted in the Brahimi Report that 

“[i]impartiality for United Nations operations must […] mean adherence to the principles of the 

Charter”607. From this it then followed that to act impartially peacekeepers should have the 

right to act, with forcible means if necessary, against a party violating a peace agreement, given 

that in such a way they would be protecting missions’ mandates resting not only on the Charter 

but also on a very agreement that particular party previously settled on. On this basis, the 

Brahimi Report drafters suggested that, in addition to being given “clear, credible and 

achievable” mandates, the UN peacekeeping missions should also have a right of “robust 

mandate implementation”608. More precisely, they should have an “operational authority to 

use force”609 both as a means of protecting missions’ mandates and as a deterrent 

discouraging conflicting parties from violating the terms of peace agreements. 

                                                           
602 Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations (Brahimi Report) (21 August 2000). 
603 Ibid. ix. 
604 Ibid. 
605 Ibid. 
606 For a thorough discussion of the impartiality principle in UN peace operations see: Hikaru Yamashita, 
"‘Impartial’ Use of Force in United Nations Peacekeeping," International Peacekeeping 15, no. 5 (2008). 
607 Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations (Brahimi Report). ix.  
608 Yamashita, "‘Impartial’ Use of Force in United Nations Peacekeeping." 618. 
609 Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations (Brahimi Report). xi. 
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From the standpoint of the UN’s transformation and the main argument of this thesis, 

the Brahimi Report is significant only to the extent it can be shown that the propositions and 

ideas contained in it were incorporated into the “practices of talking” of the UN’s high-level 

panels and thereby given an opportunity to create consequences for the UN’s order narrative, 

its “practices of doing”, and its overall intent/purpose. With that in mind, two resolutions of 

the Security Council stand out in particular. The first, Resolution 1318610, was adopted during 

the meeting of the Security Council at the level of heads of states and governments convened 

as part of the Millennium Summit. The second, Resolution 1327611, was adopted in the late 

2000 as a direct response to the Brahimi Report. Although records of the negotiations 

preceding Resolution 1318 are not available, they are said to have been particularly hard 

precluding the participating states to agree on little other than to seek ways of strengthening 

UN peacekeeping.612 In this regard, although failing to single out peacebuilding as a particularly 

significant aspect of the UN’s peace endeavors, the participating states still decided to include 

in the resolution elements of the Brahimi Report’s reconceptualized notion of impartiality. 

Accordingly, besides reaffirming that mandates of peacekeeping missions should be “clearly 

defined, credible, achievable and appropriate”613, they also asserted that these mandates 

should be protected by including “effective measures for the security and safety of United 

Nations personnel and, wherever feasible, for the protection of civilian population”614.  As 

regards Resolution 1327, considering that Brahimi Report was its sole focus, it should not come 

as a surprise that regarding the issue of impartiality the Security Council was even more direct. 

Accordingly, by continuing to support ideas from the Brahimi Report, the participating states 

asserted that peacekeeping missions should have “where appropriate and within their 

mandate, a credible deterrent capability”615, as well as that the “circumstances in which force 

may be used to protect all mission components”616 and “the accomplishment of the mission’s 

mandate”617 should be clearly set out. In this Resolution, the participating states also 

established that “sustainable development and democratic society based on a strong rule of 

                                                           
610 See: S/RES/1318 (2000) 
611 See: S/RES/1327 (2000) 
612 See: www.globalpolicy.org/security-council/peacekeeping/peacekeeping-reform/40960-the-brahimi-report-
and-other-un-documents.html 
613 See: S/RES/1318 (2000) 
614 Ibid.  
615 See: S/RES/1327 (2000). Emphasis added. 
616 Ibid. Emphasis added.  
617 Ibid.  
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law and civic institutions including adherence to all human rights”618 constitute significant 

sources of internal and international peace and affirmed their support the development of the 

UN’s peacebuilding strategy and thus its further engagement in this direction.  

The Brahimi Report’s focus on peacebuilding and proposed reconceptualized notion of 

impartiality - two suggestions dealing with UN’s “practices of doing” that were supposed to 

accommodate its acceptance of democracy and human rights as order consequential 

categories while keeping the order narrative advanced in the Charter intact- also found its way 

into Resolutions establishing or expanding UN peace missions, thereby influencing what can 

be regarded as a new phase in the UN’s post-Cold War transformation. Impartiality was at issue 

in the UN’s mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL) adopted after the Revolutionary United Front 

(RUF) took the mission’s personnel as hostage. In response the Security Council issued  

Resolution 1313 authorizing peacekeepers to: “deter and, where necessary, decisively counter 

the threat of RUF attack by responding robustly to any hostile action or threat of imminent and 

direct use of force”619. In addition to identifying openly RUF as the hostile party, the Security 

Council made sure to justify, in line with the Brahimi Report, this “partial” decision as a 

consequence of the RUF’s violation of peace agreement that, as a result, constituted “a 

breakdown of the prior generally permissive environment based on the agreement and 

predicted on the cooperation of the parties”620. Records of the Security Council’s meeting 

during which this resolution was adopted are not publically available. But its drafting was 

influenced by the recommendations of the Brahimi panel, as Secretary-General Annan’s 

comments clearly indicate: 

[T]he course taken by the Security Council, member states, and the Secretariat with 
regards to the situation in Sierra Leone represents an important first test of our joint 
responsibility to implement the practical recommendations made by the Panel, with a 
view to making the UN truly a force for peace.621 

 

The UNAMSIL was not the only UN peacekeeping mission to receive, post-Brahimi, an 

authorization to use force (directly or as a deterrent) as a means of protecting its mandate 

including, where appropriate, civilians. While Resolution 1313 stands out for its open break 

                                                           
618 Ibid.  
619 See: S/RES/1313 (2000). Emphasis added.  
620 Ibid.  
621 Kofi Annan, “Sixth report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone”, 
(S/2000/832, 24 August 2000). 56.  
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with an old approach to the impartiality principle, the UN Organization Mission in DR Congo 

(MONUC)622, UN Mission in Liberia (UNMIL)623, UN Operation in Ivory Coast (UNOCI)624, UN 

Stabilization Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH)625, UN Operation in Burundi (ONUB)626, UN Mission 

in Sudan (UNMIS)627, UN Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL)628, and AU/UN Hybrid Operation in 

Darfur (UNAMID)629 have all been granted a right of “robust mandate implementation” and/or 

humanitarian protection.630  

Regarding the impact of the Brahimi Report on the UN’s peacebuilding, a few 

observations can be made. Initially, in early 2000, the UN displayed a willingness to develop 

this type of “practices of doing” further. At the same time, however, it was reluctant to engage 

in large-scale missions such as those it established in Kosovo and East Timor.631 Drawing on 

recommendations from the Brahimi Report, the UN thus turned towards establishing small to 

medium-sized missions (“light footprint missions”632) with clearly defined mandates seeking to 

promote local ownership of peace processes. The UN’s peace endeavors in Afghanistan and 

Iraq are particularly noteworthy.633 

To understand these missions fully, it is essential to recall the international context in 

which they were developed - particularly the September 11 attacks.634 While the Brahimi 

Report and R2P doctrine were being developed at the time as a response to an increasing 

recognition within the UN that violations of human rights should be considered as 

                                                           
622 See: S/RES/1291 (2000), S/RES/1471 (2003), S/RES/1493 (2003), S/RES/1565 (2004), S/RES/1756 (2007) 
623 See: S/RES/1509 (2003), S/RES/1521 (2003), S/RES/1607 (2005) 
624 See: S/RES/1528 (2004), S/RES/1584 (2005), S/RES/1609 (2005) 
625 See: S/RES/1542 (2004) 
626 See: S/RES/1545 (2004) 
627 See: S/RES/1590. It is important to point out here that, considering that there was no explicate consent on 
the part of the Sudanese government for the deployment of UN peacekeepers, this mission failed to include the 
right of “robust mandate implementation”, only humanitarian protection.  
628 See: S/RES/1710 (2006) 
629 See: S/RES/1769 (2007) 
630 For more detail account of this issue see: Yamashita, "‘Impartial’ Use of Force in United Nations 
Peacekeeping." 
631 Simon Chesterman, "Bush, the United Nations and Nation-Building," Survival 46, no. 1 (2004). 38.  
632 "Walking Softly in Afghanistan: The Future of UN State-Building," Survival 44, no. 3 (2002). 37.  
633 See: "Legality Versus Legitimacy: Humanitarian Intervention, the Security Council, and the Rule of Law," 
Security Dialogue 33, no. 3 (2002); "Walking Softly in Afghanistan: The Future of UN State-Building."; "Bush, the 
United Nations and Nation-Building."; Dobbins, "The Un’s Role in Nationbuilding: From the Belgian Congo to 
Iraq."; James Dobbins et al., "The Un’s Role in Nation-Building from the Congo to Iraq,"(Santa Monica, CA: RAND 
Corporation 2005). Richard J. Ponzio, "Transforming Political Authority: UN Democratic Peacebuilding in 
Afghanistan," Global Governance 13, no. 2 (2007). 
634 For more on the UN’s response to the 9/11 terrorist attacks see: Jayantha Dhanapala, "The United Nations' 
Response to 9/11," Terrorism and Political Violance 17, no. 1-2 (2005). 
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internationally consequential, the 9/11 terrorist attacks re-emphasized the issue of state 

security, that is, of an inherent right of states to individually or collectively engage in self-

defense.635 By exercising this right, George W. Bush, the US president at the time, decided to 

undertake military operations in Afghanistan - dubbed the “war on terror”. By engaging in this 

war for the reason of national security, Bush was not particularly concerned with the post-

conflict stabilization of the country.  In his words: “We’re not into nation-building. We’re 

focused on justice”636. The UN’s appointment of Lakhdar Brahimi as its Special Representative 

to assume the peacebuilding role is indicative of its keenness to frame the war differently.637 

Resolution 1401 established the United Nations Mission to Afghanistan (UNAMA), which 

although having an ambitious mandate, to rebuild the state of Afghanistan on democratic 

grounds, was far more modest than missions in Kosovo and East Timor. Additionally, in 

accordance with Brahimi’s recommendation of promoting “local ownership” 80% of the staff 

were Afghan nationals.638 

By continuing to focus chiefly on national/state security, besides engaging in a “war on 

terror”, Bush also developed what has come to be known as the “Bush Doctrine”, a doctrine 

justifying coercive enforcement/intervention in cases where enough evidence existed that the 

US might be a victim of pending aggression (a so-called right of preemptive strike).639 After the 

US- led “coalition of the willing” intervened (controversially) on these grounds in Iraq in 2003, 

the UN was once again given an opportunity to engage in a post-conflict stabilization mission 

so as to assist the US and other states in difficulties arising in their dialogue with Iraqi leaders 

regarding formation of interim government and election preparations. However, the UN was 

again reluctant to assume a bigger role640, a response which was a combination of a noticeable 

“philosophical change”641 in its overall approach to peace operations (discussed above), and  

                                                           
635 See: S/RES/1373 (2001) and  S/RES/1386 (2001) 
636 George W. Bush quoted in The New York Times (25 September 2001). Available at:  
www.nytimes.com/2001/09/26/world/nation-challenged-white-house-bush-steps-up-appeal-afghans-rid-their-
country.html 
637 See: S/RES/1410 (2002) 
638 Data obtained from the official web page of Peace Operations Monitor, see: 
http://pom.peacebuild.ca/Afghanistan.shtml 
639 See: Robert Jervis, "Understanding the Bush Doctrine," Political Science Quarterly 118, no. 3 (2003); Jonathan 
Monten, "The Roots of the Bush Doctrine: Power, Nationalism, and Democracy Promotion in US Strategy," 
International Security 29, no. 4 (2005). 
640 See: S/RES/1483 (2003) 
641 Simon Chesterman used this phrase in his discussion of the UN’s role in Afghanistan. See: Chesterman, 
"Walking Softly in Afghanistan: The Future of UN State-Building." 37 
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the fact that it declared the US as an occupying power in Iraq whose responsibilities thus 

included operations resembling those of state- and nation- building.642 

Other notable influences of the Brahimi Report as regards the development of the UN’s 

“practices of doing” in a direction of peacebuilding also include a further advance and an 

increased use of its civilian police (CivPol) 643 - renamed in 2005 into United Nations Police.644 

Along with these endeavors, the UN was beginning to pay more and more attention to the 

overall development of the rule of law in troubled states. Prominent in this regard is the United 

Nations Integrated Mission in East Timor (UNMIT) established in 2006 and terminated in 2012. 

Through this mission the UN was responsible for the entire process of the county’s transitional 

administration. That is, it was supporting “the Government and relevant institutions, with a 

view to consolidating stability, enhancing a culture of democratic governance, and facilitating 

political dialogue among Timorese stakeholders, in their efforts to bring about a process of 

national reconciliation and to foster social cohesion”.645 The Brahimi Report also inspired the 

creation, during the 2005 World Summit, of the Peacebuilding Commission, a body tasked with 

generally monitoring and assisting transitional administrations in troubled states.646  

Examining, in detail, the trajectory of the influence of the Brahimi Report on the UN’s 

transformation in the first decades of the 21st century is not only limited by unavailable 

resources/data, but also by the space limitations of this Chapter. The analysis above should, 

nevertheless, suffice in demonstrating that, upon becoming part of negotiations of the UN’s 

high-level panels and its final ordering documents, the Report’s ideas/links/logics became 

consequential in shaping the direction of the UN’s “practices of doing”. From the standpoint 

of the argument advanced in this thesis, by focusing development predominantly on its 

peacebuilding capacities (despite varying extant of engagement, as discussed above) the UN 

was becoming more and more comfortable in the role of order builder. More precisely, its 

high-level panels were gradually accepting (with varying degrees of explicitness) that the UN 

                                                           
642 See: S/RES/1483 (2003) 
643 Following UN missions are a good example: MINURCAT, UNMIT, UNMIL, UNAMID 
644 See: Paul D. Williams and Alex J. Bellamy, "Contemporary Peace Operations: Four Challenges for the Brahimi 
Paradigm," Journal of International Peacekeeping 11, no. 1 (2007). Relevant data can also be found on the 
official website of the UNPOL:  http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/sites/police/index.shtml 
645 See: S/RES/1704 (2006) 
646 The Peacebuilding Commission has been active in Liberia, Guinea,the Central African Republic, Guinea-
Bissau, Sierra Leone, and Burundi. For more on this issue, see for example: Carsten Stahn, "Comment on the 
Role and Mandate of the Peacebuilding Commission," International Organizations Law Review 2, no. 1 (2005). 
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should not just act as a reinforcer of an order of sovereign states, but also to take part in 

building an order of democratic states.  

 

4.2.2. The World Summit and R2P: Creating Space for the More Forceful/Assertive UN?  

The 2005 World Summit of the UN member states was organized as a follow-up 

meeting to the 2000 Millennium Summit. The aim of the World Summit’s was to review the 

UN’s achievements while charting a way forward. In so doing, the UN member states engaged 

in yet another round of an all-encompassing “practice of talking” allowing them to 

(re)negotiate principles of international order and, on that basis, the UN’s overall purpose and 

corresponding “practices of doing”. Accordingly, the Summit’s final document, titled 2005 

World Summit Outcome, is a lengthy document (178 paragraphs) seeking to capture all aspects 

of the UN’s functioning.647 A distinction that can immediately be observed between this round 

of the UN’s order negotiations and those that took place as part of the Millennium Summit is 

that “globalization” as an ordering frame was significantly downplayed.  A good illustration of 

this shift is a report of the Secretary-General Annan In Larger Freedom: Towards Development, 

Security and Human Rights for All presented so as to offer a thematic reference point for the 

World Summit’s negotiations.648 While in We the Peoples, a report he presented ahead of the 

Millennium Summit, he subsumed (as discussed above) almost all international issues 

(economic, political, security, and societal) under the frame of globalization using the word 

itself thirty-nine times, in Larger Freedom this was no longer the case, and “globalization” was 

mentioned only three times.649 Furthermore, this time, although continuing to pay a significant 

attention to developmental issues, the Secretary-General Annan was chiefly concerned with 

establishing a logic of (peaceful) international order by referencing to human rights. 

Accordingly, whereas in We the Peoples he cited economic underdevelopment as a “root cause 

of conflict”, in In Larger Freedom, he saw both internal and international security, as well as 

development, as contingent upon respect for human rights. In his words:  “We will not enjoy 

development without security, we will not enjoy security without development, and we will 

not enjoy either without respect for human rights”.650    

                                                           
647 As a comparison, the 2000 Millennium Declaration consists of 32 paragraphs.  
648 Kofi Annan, “In Larger Freedom: Towards Development, Security, and Human Rights for All”, (A/59/2005), 21 
March 2005) 
649 Ibid.  
650 Ibid. Para. 17. (Emphasis added) 
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As regards World Summit’s negotiations and its outcome document, a similar trend can 

be observed. While globalization was mentioned sparsely, developmental issues nevertheless 

remained topical, particularly the Millennium Developmental Goals. Moreover, not only 

developing states but developed ones too were keen on tackling this issue further. Considering, 

however, that the Millennium Developmental Goals were designed in terms of distributive 

rather than procedural justice, instead of being discussed in terms of their capacity to alter the 

member state’s mutual conduct, they were tackled largely from the standpoint of the state’s 

willingness to pledge more money towards their achievement.  

In the Summit’s Outcome document, the participating states asserted that “peace and 

security, development, and human rights are […] the foundation for collective security and 

well-being”651. In so doing, they rendered these three categories as the chief constitutive 

elements of their notion of international order. However, in pursuance of fashioning a more 

detailed narrative of that order, they also established (discursively) links between the three 

categories and delineated the UN’s role in reference to such arrangement. Thereby the 

participating states asserted that they “recognize that development, peace and security and 

human rights are interlinked and mutually reinforcing”652. However, similarly to the Secretary-

General Annan, they designated a certain level of primacy to human rights by stressing that 

“the promotion and protection of the full employment of all human rights and fundamental 

freedoms for all are essential to advance development and peace and security”653.  

With this narrative/notion of international order in mind, the participating states then 

expressed their commitment to “urgently build consensus on major threats and challenges”654, 

as well as to translate “that consensus into concrete actions including addressing the root 

causes of those threats and challenges with resolve and determination”655. More precisely, in 

addition to continuing to reassert the UN’s role in maintaining international peace and security 

via “suppression of acts of aggression or other breaches of peace”656 (the UN’s traditional role), 

the participating states also expressed their resolve to take “appropriate measures to 

                                                           
651 General Assembly, “2005 World Summit Outcome”, (A/RES/60/1). Section I, Para 9.  
652 Ibid. Section I, Para. 9. 
653 Ibid. Section I, Para. 12. 
654 Ibid. Section I, Para. 8. Similar point, connecting this kind of urgency to development, peace, security, and 
human rights can also be found in: Section II, Para. 72. 
655 Ibid. Section I, Para. 8. Emphasis added.  
656 Ibid. Section II, Para 77. 
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strengthen universal peace”657 by employing “collective measures for the prevention and 

removal of threats to peace”658. Accordingly, by tying explicitly human rights and development 

to international peace and security and expecting, on that basis, from the UN to act 

preventively, the UN member states (as already noted in a section dealing with the Brahimi 

Report) were increasingly looking to turn the organization into an order builder. That is, a 

builder of an order of democratic states that respect their citizen’s human rights (regardless of 

how differently the UN member states understood both human rights and democracy), rather 

than just a reinforcer of an order of sovereign states, or site for overcoming (transcending) 

injustices of globalization. Against thus designated intent/purpose of the UN, it is hardly 

surprising that states agreed not only to further their peacebuilding “practices of doing” but 

also to establish a Peacebuilding Commission, a body bringing together all relevant actors “to 

marshal resources and to advise on”659 peacebuilding strategies, as well as the Human Rights 

Council, an inter-governmental body tasked with promoting universal respect for human rights 

and addressing situations of their violation.  

While this more explicit incorporation of human rights (as well as of democracy and 

developmental issues) into the UN’s narrative of international order rendered peacebuilding 

and other preventive endeavors a legitimate course of the UN’s post-Cold War development, 

no such effect was immediately created for peace-enforcement relating to atrocity crimes (i.e. 

genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against humanity). Here I, of course, chiefly 

refer to the manner in which the main suggestions of The Responsibility to Protect (R2P) report 

were incorporated into 2005 World Summit Outcome document.660 To understand it fully, I 

first briefly look at the report itself.  

                                                           
657 Ibid. 
658 Ibid. 
659 Ibid. Section II, Para. 97. 
660 The responsibility to protect (R2P) doctrine has generated a noteworthy attention in IR scholarship and, in 
recent years, it has represented the most dominant referent in debates about humanitarian intervention. 
Accordingly, for a comprehensive overview of R2P’s development see: Evans Gereth, The Responsibility to 
Protect: Ending Mass Atrocity Crimes Once and for All (Washington, D.C. : Brookings Institution Press, 2009); 
Gerath Evans and Mohamed Sahnoun, "The Responsibility to Protect," Foreign Affairs 81, no. 6 (2002). For a 
literature discussing R2P’s future see: Gareth Evans, "The Responsibility to Protect: From an Idea to an 
International Norm," ed. Richard H. Cooper and Juliette Voïnov Kohler (New York Palgrave Macmillan, 2009); 
Gerath Evans, "The Responsibility to Protect: An Idea Whose Time Has Come ... And Gone?," International 
Relations 22, no. 3 (2008); Alex J. Bellamy and Paul D. Williams, "The New Politics of Protection? Côte D'ivoire, 
Libya and the Responsibility to Protect," International Affairs 87, no. 4 (2011). Carsten Stahn, "Responsibility to 
Protect: Political Rhetoric or Emerging Legal Norm?," The American Journal of International Law 101, no. 1 
(2007); Alex J. Bellamy, "Realizing the Responsibility to Protect," International Studies Perspectives 10, no. 2 
(2009); "The Responsibility to Protect and the Problem of Military Intervention," International Affairs 84, no. 4 
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As pointed out above, the main purpose of the R2P report was to offer a conceptual 

solution to a tension arising between the non-intervention rule, a rule derived from the 

sovereignty principle, and need for protection of victims of atrocity crimes. In this regard, it 

was proposed in the Report that:  

Where a population is suffering serious harm, as a result of internal war, insurgency, 
repression or state failure, and the state in question is unwilling or unable to halt or 
avert it, the principle of non-intervention yields to the international responsibility to 
protect.661 
 

In this way, the crafters of the R2P report have proposed a couple of groundbreaking 

conceptual shifts to the UN’s traditional notion of international order. First, they have put 

human security ahead of state security. In so doing, they have proposed that state sovereignty 

should no longer be understood as a “right” but a “responsibility”, which, if inadequately 

exercised, should invoke another kind of responsibility, the international community to 

protect. Besides openly questioning a sacrosanct status of the sovereignty principle, R2P is 

revolutionary also because the responsibility of international community to intervene in cases 

where populations are victims of atrocity crimes is not based on repercussions of those crimes 

on “international peace and security” but on the ethical reasons grounded in human 

empathy.662 It is thus asserted in the R2P report that: “The responsibility to protect implies an 

evaluation of the issues from the point of view of those seeking or needing support, rather 

than those who may be considering intervention”663. 

Furthermore, although the report has paid due attention to non-violent tools of conflict 

prevention and post-conflict rebuilding, it is hard to dispute that it is, first and foremost, a 

                                                           
(2008). For a discussion of R2P’s shortcomings see: Bellamy and Williams, "The New Politics of Protection? Côte 
D'ivoire, Libya and the Responsibility to Protect."; Aidan Hehir, "The Responsibility to Protect: 'Sound and Fury 
Signifying Nothing'?," International Relations 24, no. 2 (2010); Thomas G. Weiss, "The Sunset of Humanitarian 
Intervention? The Responsibility to Protect in a Unipolar Era," Security Dialogue 35, no. 2 (2004). For a 
discussion of its incoherent implementation see: Cristina G. Badescu and Linnea Bergholm, "The Responsibility 
to Protect and the Conflict in Darfur: The Big Let-Down," Security Dialogue 40, no. 3 (2009); Alex J. Bellamy, 
Global Politics and the Responsibility to Protect: From Wrds to Deeds (New York: Routledge, 2010); "Libya and 
the Responsibility to Protect: The Exception and the Norm," Ethics & International Affairs 25, no. 3 (2011); 
"From Tripoli to Damascus? Lesson Learning and the Implementation of the Responsibility to Protect," 
International Politics 51, no. 1 (2014); Aidan Hehir, "The Permanence of Inconsistency Libya, the Security 
Council, and the Responsibility to Protect," International Security 38, no. 1 (2013).  
661 "The Responsibility to Protect: Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State 
Sovereignty." xi. 
662 For a good analysis of this issues see:  Grant Marlier and Neta C. Crawford, "Incomplete and Imperfect 
Institutionalisation of Empathy and Altruism in the ‘Responsibility to Protect’ Doctrine," Global Responsibility to 
Protect 5, no. 4 (2013).  
663 "The Responsibility to Protect: Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State 
Sovereignty." Para. 2.29. 
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document about international enforcement. As an illustration, out of its eighty-five pages, 

thirty-two tackle an issue of forcible intervention whereas only nine pages are dedicated to 

prevention. In this regard, one of the most controversial propositions of the report is that it 

allows for humanitarian military intervention in the face of violence that “shock the conscience 

of mankind”664 even in the absence of an authorization on the part of the Security Council. 

More precisely, while it maintains that the Security Council should be “the first port of call on 

any matter relating to military intervention for human protection purposes”665, the report also 

argues that, if it fails to act, such right should also be granted to the General Assembly and 

even regional organizations.666 

As could be expected, most of the propositions of the R2P report did not find support 

among the UN member states during the World Summit. Nevertheless, a phrase “responsibility 

to protect” did resonate with them thus finding a way into the Summit’s outcome document 

albeit with a significantly water-down meaning. Accordingly, the states have asserted that 

“[e]ach individual state has the responsibility to protect its populations”667 from atrocity crimes, 

while “the international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help states”668 

towards this end.  The international community was also seen as having a “responsibility” but 

only in using “appropriate diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means […] to help 

protect populations”669.  On the other hand, regarding forcible measures, the states expressed 

their readiness to undertake them collectively “should peaceful means be inadequate and 

national authorities are manifestly failing to protect their population”670 but only “through the 

Security Council, in accordance with the Charter, including Chapter VII, on a case-by-case basis 

and in cooperation with relevant regional organizations”671. 

Further difficulties regarding incorporation of R2P into the UN’s order narrative came 

in 2006 when the Security Council was attempting, during six months of negotiations, to 

translate the provisions of the Summit’s outcome document into a binding resolution.672 Once 

                                                           
664 Ibid. 31. 
665 Ibid. 53. 
666 Ibid. xiii.  
667 “2005 World Summit Outcome”, (A/RES/60/1). Section III, Para. 138. 
668 Ibid. 
669 “2005 World Summit Outcome”, (A/RES/60/1). Section III, Para. 139. Emphasis added.  
670 Ibid. 
671 Ibid. 
672 Alex J. Bellamy, Responsibility to Protect: The Global Effort to End Mass Atrocities (Cambridge, U.K.: 
Cambridge University Press, 2009). 
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a draft of the resolution was presented to the participating states, they begun expressing what 

Gareth Evans called a “buyer’s remorse”673. Nonpermanent members of the Security Council 

at the time, Algeria, Brazil, and the Philippines, and permanent members, China and Russia, 

expressed considerable reserves regarding the idea of collective responsibility. China, for 

example, entered a process of serious negotiations with the United Kingdom demanding that 

the resolution fully reflects what was already agreed in the 138 and 139 article of the World 

Summit outcome document674 and continued insisting, even after the resolution was adopted, 

that R2P remains just a concept and not a rule of international law.675 And indeed, in addition 

to supporting an idea that peace, security, development, and human rights constitute a 

foundation of “collective security and well-being”, the Security Council unanimously 

reaffirmed, in Resolution 1674, provisions of the paragraph 138 and 139 of the 2005 World 

Summit and thus the “responsibility to protect populations” from atrocity crimes.676 On this 

basis, the Security Council member states, for the first time, delineated a set of criteria upon 

which a humanitarian intervention or peacekeeping mandate could be authorized to protect 

deliberately targeted civilians in armed conflicts.677 Importantly, although such provision was 

justified on the basis of atrocity crimes having a potential to threaten international peace and 

security678, throughout the resolution, the participating states have also invoked elements of 

empathy demanding thereby that any “protection and assistance” also considers “needs of 

affected civilian populations” 679. 

After (finally) delineating atrocity crimes rather than just their consequences as a 

disturbance to international order (as was the case in Somalia, Bosnia, and Rwanda discussed 

above), the UN accepted a groundbreaking change to its order narrative, namely the primacy 

of human security over state security. In so doing, while far from disregarding it altogether, 

                                                           
673 Gerath Evans, ""Responsibility to Protect in 2007: Five Thoughts for Policy Makers." Presentation Given to 
the Panel Discoussion "the Responsibility to Protect: Ensuring Portection of Population under Threat of 
Genocide and Crimes against Humanity."," United Nations, New York (April 12, 2007). 
674 Alex J. Bellamy, "Realizing the Responsability to Protect " International Studies Perspecives 10 no. 2 (2009). 
675 Ambassador Liu Zhenmin, "Statement at the Plenary Session of the General Assembly on the Question of 
Responsibilty to Protect "(July 2009 ). 
676 See: S/RES/1674 (2006) 
The resolution was adopted after a change in a non-permanent membership of the Security Council. All of the 
five new members, Slovakia, Qatar, Peru, Ghana, and Congo, were strong supporters of the R2P. See: Bellamy, 
"Realizing the Responsability to Protect ". 
677 See: S/RES/1674 (2006).  Para 16.  
678 Ibid. Para. 26. 
679 Ibid.  
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state sovereignty, the UN’s once defining principle, was markedly underemphasized, and so 

were neutrality and impartiality, the UN’s once defining rules of peace engagement. 

Accordingly, by matching this newly established ordering link the UN was given a justifiable 

reason to authorize or itself to engage in enforcement operations, disregarding both state 

sovereignty and impartial and neutral approach to clashing sides. 

Although far from being employed coherently following the 2005 World Summit, a 

trend in the UN’s use of this new “practice of doing” is discernable nevertheless. Accordingly, 

by asserting that attacks in Libya “may amount to crimes against humanity” constituting thus 

a “threat to international peace and security”, the Security Council authorized, for the first 

time and with Russian and Chinese abstention, “member states […] to take all necessary 

measures […] to protect civilians and civilian populated areas” 680. As is well known, responding 

to this authorization, NATO intervened militarily in Libyan ousting, at the same time, Muammar 

Gaddafi’s regime. Overstepping in such a way a mandate premised on R2P caused Russia and 

China to veto subsequently similar resolutions relating to Syrian civil war. Nonetheless, despite 

this incoherence in the evoking and acting upon R2P, in recent years the Security Council has 

started fashioning more and more “aggressive” mandates for its peacekeeping operations, 

mandates that are aimed both at civilian protection and deliberate targeting of one side in the 

conflict without regard for the neutrality and impartiality principles.681 This trend, which can 

be said to rest on a combination of R2P and recommendations from the Brahimi Report, is best 

exemplified in the Security Council’s Resolution 2098 relating to the UN’s handling of the 

situation in DR Congo adopted in 2013.682 Through it, the Force Intervention Brigade was 

incorporated into the UN’s stabilization mission (MONUSCO) and mandated to “use all 

necessary measures” to “neutralize” and “disarm” armed groups “in order to contribute to the 

objective of reducing the threat [they pose] on state authority and civilian security”.683 Similar 

enforcing mandates were given to a mission in Mali (MINUSMA), also in 2013, and to a mission 

in the Central African Republic (MINUSCA), in 2014. Accordingly, created as a new generation 

of “multidimensional integrated stabilization missions”, in addition to carrying a robust peace-

                                                           
680 See: S/RES/1973 (2011) 
681 For more on this issue see: John Karlsrud, "The UN at War: Examining the Consequences of Peace-
Enforcement Mandates for the UN Peacekeeping Operations in the Car, the Drc and Mali," Third World 
Quarterly 36, no. 1 (2015). 
682 See: S/RES/2098 (2013) 
683 Ibid. Para. 12(b). Text in brackets added by the author.  
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building mandate, these missions were also tasked to “protect […] civilians”684 (MINUSCA), “to 

stabilize the key population centers”685 and “to deter threats and take active steps to prevent 

the return of armed elements to those areas”686 so as to support “the transitional 

authorities”687  (MINUSMA).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
684 See: S/RES/2149 
685 See: S/RES/2100 (2013). 
686 Ibid.  
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Meetings Ordering Logic Advanced Institutions and “practices of doing” established or reshaped 

Millennium Summit, Summit Meeting of 
Heads of State and Government (the 
UN General Assembly, 6-8 Sept. 2000) 
Adopted the United Nations Millennium 
Declaration 
(Negotiations were thematically framed 
by Secretary-General Kofi  Annan’s 
report We the Peoples: The Role of the 
United Nations in the 21st Century) 

 
An overwhelming use of “globalization” frame causing 
all global issues (political, security, cultural, societal) to 
be depicted as in some way underpinned by injustices 

and imbalances in the realm of global economy.  
 
.  

 
No institutional growth or new “practices of doing, except 

pledges and projects concerning the Millennium 
Development Goals and related calls for the UN to “govern 

globalization”. 
 
  

The Panel on United Nations Peace 
Operations and resulting Brahimi Report 
(1999).  
* Based on the thesis conceptualization, 
the Panel is not considered as the UN’s 
high-level “practice of talking”. 
However, bearing in mind its 
conceptual impact on this kind of the 
UN practices it is considered in this 
table.  
 
 

 
 

Observed that the UN member states are increasingly 
receptive towards linking internal state structure to 

international peace and security.  
 

Staying within the confines of  the UN Charter but 
offering new interpretation of the impartiality principle 
: “[i]impartiality for United Nations operations must […] 

mean adherence to the principles of the Charter 
 
 

Proposed enhancement of the UN’s peace-building 
capacities: the assistance the UN could offer to troubled 

states in such projects as establishing the rule of law, respect 
for human rights, holding of elections, reforms of police and 

military, as well as disarmament, demobilization, and 
reintegration of ex-combatants)  

Proposed that to act impartially peacekeepers should have 
the right to act, with forcible means if necessary, against a 
party violating a peace agreement, given that in such a way 

they would be protecting missions’ mandates resting not only 
on the Charter but also on a very agreement that particular 

party previously settled on. 
Proposed that UN missions should have “clear, credible and 

achievable” mandates and the right of “robust mandate 
implementation” including operational authority to use force.  

Millennium Summit, Summit Meeting of 
Heads of State and Government (the 
UN Security Council, 7 Sept. 2000) 
Adopted Resolution 1318  
 
 
The UN Security Council, 4220th 
meeting (13 Nov. 2000) 
Adopted Resolution 1327 in relation to 
the Brahmi Report  
 
 
 

Accepted ordering logic emphasized in the Brahimi 
Report and accepted the report’s interpretation of the 
impartiality principle and the idea of “light-footprint” 

missions.   
Asserted that sustainable development and democratic 

society based on a strong rule of law and civic 
institutions including adherence to all human rights 

constitute significant sources of internal and 
international peace and that, against that backdrop, 

they support the development of the UN’s 
peacebuilding strategy and thus its further engagement 

in this direction. 

 
Established missions incorporating (elements of) the new 

notion of impartiality: MONUC, UNMIL, UNOCI, MINUSTAH, 
ONUB, UNMIS, UNIFIL, UNAMID 

Made greater use of CivPol.  
Established Light-footprint Afghanistan and Iraq. 

The International Commission on 
Intervention and State Sovereignty and 
the report The Responsibility to Protect 
(2001).  
* Based on the thesis conceptualization, 
the work of the Commission is not 
considered as the UN’s high-level 
“practice of talking”. However, bearing 
in mind its conceptual impact on this 
kind of the UN practices it is considered 
in this table.  

 
 

The report puts human security above state security 
and proposes that sovereignty no longer be 

conceptualized as a “right” but as a “responsibility”.   
 
 

Argues for the right and responsibility of the international 
community to intervene when “a population is suffering 

serious harm, as a result of internal war, insurgency, 
repression or state failure, and the state in question is 
unwilling or unable to halt or avert it”. It also allows for 

humanitarian military intervention in the face of violence that 
“shock the conscience of mankind” even in the absence of an 

authorization on the part of the Security Council. 

The 2005 World Summit, Summit 
Meeting of Heads of State and 
Government (the UN General Assembly, 
14-16 Sept. 2005) 
Adopted the World Summit Outcome 
Document  
 
(Negotiations were thematically framed 
by Secretary-General Kofi  Annan’s 
report In Larger Freedom: Towards 
Development, Security and Human 
Rights for All ) 

 
Globalization frame was significantly downplayed. 
The participating state asserted that “peace and 

security, development, and human rights are […] the 
foundation for collective security and well-being”. They 

stressed in particular that the “the promotion and 
protection of the full employment of all human rights 

and fundamental freedoms for all are essential to 
advance development and peace and security”.  

Incorporated R2P (paragraphs 138 and 139). 

Established  the Peacebuilding commission (in part inspired 
by the Brahimi Report). 

Expressed the resolve to take “appropriate measures to 
strengthen universal peace” by employing “collective 
measures for the prevention and removal of threats to 

peace”. 

The UN Security Council, 5430th 
meeting (28 April 2006) 
Adopted Resolution 1674 in relation to 
R2P 
 
 

Reaffirmed paragraphs 138 and 139 of the World 
Summit pertaining to R2P and thus delineated atrocity 

crimes rather than just their consequences as a 
disturbance to international order. This meant putting 

human rights above state security.  
 
 

 
The UN was given a justifiable reason to authorize or itself to 
engage in enforcement operations, disregarding both state 
sovereignty and impartial and neutral approach to clashing 

sides. 
Authorized on this basis intervention in Libya (2011) 

Underpinned by the Brahimi Report and R2P, created as a 
new generation of “multidimensional integrated stabilization 

missions”: MONUSCO, MINUSMA, MINUSCA, MINUSCA 
 

 

Table  9    Summary of the main ordering links made during the UN’s “practices of talking” unfolding as part of its high-level panels 
during the 2000s. The table also presents corresponding changes introduced in the UN’s institutional design and in its 
“practices of doing”.  
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Conclusion  

This Chapter has scrutinized the UN’s post-Cold War transformation from the 

perspective of ISOs conceptualized as order making practices. The Chapter has thus moved 

analytically from one UN high-level “practice of talking” to the next seeking to abstract the 

most prominent ordering links and logics its members and participating bureaucrats advanced, 

organizational intents they attached to these links, and corresponding “practices of doing” they 

thereby established.  

Unlike the analysis of the CSCE/OSCE presented in the previous Chapter, the analysis 

of the UN’s post-Cold War trajectory from this standpoint has not revealed as clearly 

discernable transformative phases. More precisely, the UN has not been found to be directed 

towards only building, reinforcing, transcending, or merely reflecting external international 

order at any one time, but towards simultaneously assuming two or more of these 

organizational intents. The main reason of this has been a lingering “tension” within its order 

narrative between the principle of sovereignty, still seen by states as the foremost organizing 

principle of their (mutual) conduct, and increasing acceptance that internal matters of states, 

human rights most prominently, should be internationally consequential. That said, while 

distinct phases in the UN’s post-Cold War development are not detectable, a specific 

transformative trend is discernable nevertheless.  

In the immediate aftermath of the Cold War, a prevalent feeling was that the UN was 

finally “freed” to act in accordance with an order narrative inscribed in its Charter, that is, as a 

topmost reinforcer of an already existing and functioning system of sovereign states. The 

“new” UN was thus simply supposed to become the “true” UN. However, despite tackling 

successfully, on this basis, the crisis in the Gulf, it soon became obvious that intra rather than 

inter-state clashes would represent the UN’s foremost security concern. By interpreting these 

clashes primarily through the prism of “causes of conflict”, that is as merely new disturbances 

to international peace and security, during the 1990s, the member states were largely able to 

preserve the UN’s reactive and reinforcing organizational intent while creating space for it to 

engage in a host of new operations. This has meant giving international prominence to such 

new issues as a violation of human rights, but dealing with them through traditional principles 

of impartiality and neutrality. Thus, while an introduction of a new logic into its order narrative 

has enabled the UN to proliferate its peace engagements, and to fashion new institutions such 

as DPKO, its old organizational intent has led to prominent failures such as those in Somalia, 
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Bosnia and Rwanda. It should not be overlooked that, at this time, thinking in terms of “causes 

of peace” was also gaining more and more attention, as there was an increasing recognition 

that democratic states cause not only internal but also international peace. Based on this, the 

UN also started behaving as an order builder as it ventured into “practices of doing” commonly 

referred to as peacebuilding.  

In early 2000s, besides briefly becoming a site for transcending injustices arising from 

globalization processes and thus even putting emphasis on economic issues when discussing 

possible causes of conflict and peace, the UN initiated two important order-negotiating 

processes, which cumulatively led it to resemble a more assertive order builder. Through one 

of these processes, conceptually structured by the Brahimi Report, a more emphasis was put 

on causes of peace, and thus on proactive and preventive practices rather than reactive 

collective security operations. Against this background, peacebuilding “practices of doing” 

such as assisting an establishment of the rule of law, holding of elections, reform of police, and 

protection of human rights, become especially prominent. At the same time, the principle of 

impartiality was given a possible new meaning, namely, a right of the UN to use force so as to 

protect its missions mandate. As regards the second process, conceptually structured around 

the R2P, an increasing consensus has been achieved that human security, in cases of atrocity 

crimes, should trump sovereignty as the foremost organizing principle of world politics. Against 

the background of these two processes, during the 2000, despite varying degrees of 

engagement, the UN’s “practices of doing” become significantly more robust and assertive, 

often thus created as “multidimensional integrated stabilization missions”.  
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CHAPTER VI 
The Post-Cold War Transformation of NATO 
 
 
 
Introduction 

This Chapter undertakes to examine the manner in which NATO transformed following 

the collapse of the Cold War structure of international relations. As in the two previous 

Chapters, and in line with the theoretical argument advanced in this thesis, it does so by 

moving chronologically through rounds of NATO’s high-level “practices of talking” thoroughly 

examining security, moral, truth, and other types of claims the Allis made/advanced so as to 

arrive, through negotiating practices, at particular narratives of international (security) orders. 

At the same time, the Chapter examines the nature of organizational intents expressed in these 

order narratives (i.e., building, reinforcing, reflecting, or transcending external international 

order), bearing in mind that the thesis’ central argument is that ISO’s preserve or form new 

“practices of doing” based on specific connections between contents of order narratives and 

organizational intents attached to them. On this basis, the Chapter provides an account of how 

post-Cold War NATO ventured into a so-called “geographical” and “functional” expansion. It 

shows how as a military alliance it came to expand its membership without having a worthy 

opponent and also how it came to engage in such military operations as peacekeeping, peace 

enforcement, and peacebuilding.  

 

1. How Did NATO React to the End of the Cold War?  

As was the case with other IO/ISOs, NATO was caught by surprise when the Eastern 

Block began to fray in 1989. Considering that these developments were unfolding in a rather 

peaceful manner, it soon became apparent to the Allies that years they spent on strategizing 

and numerous military exercises might not be particularly useful in the newly emerging 

international environment. Accordingly, as the Soviets started withdrawing their troops from 

Hungary and Eastern Germany in May 1989, the Allies held a summit meeting in Brussels to 

begin the shaping of a particular narrative of the overall developments in Europe and of NATO’s 

agency with respect to them. What is immediately apparent from this round of NATO’s high-
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level “practices of talking” is that rather than pondering about the Alliance’s possible 

redundancy, the Allies started fashioning an image of a proactive and indispensable 

organization. In their view, the changes in Eastern Europe were a clear vindication of their 

belief that their values of human rights, freedom, democracy, and the rule of law are an 

essential prerequisite for a just and peaceful order within and among states.688 Accordingly, 

the Allies assessed these changes as an overall positive development but remained cautious as 

they observed that the military component of the Cold War order in Europe was not 

disappearing as fast as its ideological underpinning.689 In delineating NATO’s future agency, 

they decided to invoke the 1967 Harmel Report, the Alliance’s seminal think piece in which it 

was argued that “military security and policy of détente are not contradictory but 

complementary”690 security strategies.  Accordingly, in the new context of Europe, they saw it 

both necessary and possible for NATO to continue upholding an “adequate military strength” 

while pursuing “constructive dialogue and co-operation” in Europe.691  In such a way, the Allies 

were preserving NATO in the reinforcing organizational mode/intent; that is, they were still 

expressing their readiness to engage in protective behavior premised on the principle of 

collective defense so as to maintain a well-established Euro-Atlantic order. At the same time, 

however, they were beginning to imbue the Alliance with a new intent vis-à-vis its 

environment. In view of that, in the Brussels Declaration the allies asserted that they would 

“seek to shape a new political order of peace in Europe”692 and that their long-term objective 

was “to establish a new pattern of relations between the countries of East and West”693, or in 

the words of Secretary-General Manfred Wörner:  

[T]o establish [in Europe] a new political order that would allow for political change, 
that would respect human rights and human dignity; an order that would give freedom 
to all the citizens of East and West; an order that would grant to the peoples of the 
East the same rights of self-determination that we enjoy here in the West.694  
 

                                                           
688 Declaration of the Heads of the State and Government (NATO Summit, Brussels, 29-30 May 1989). Para. 3.  
689 At the time, the Warsaw Pact still had military superiority in Europe and the Soviet Union continued to spend 
up to 13 % of its GDP on armaments and weapons modernization.  
690 The Future Tasks of the Alliance (Report of the Council – “The Harmel Report”, NATO HQ, Brussels, 13-14 
December 1967). Para. 5.  
691 Declaration of the Heads of the State and Government (NATO Summit, Brussels, 29-30 May 1989). Para. 7.  
692 Ibid. Para. 7. (Emphasis added) 
693 Ibid. Para. 8. (Emphasis added) 
694 Stability in Europe – NATO’s Way Forward (Secretary General, Manfred Wörner, Davos, 1 February 1989). 
(Emphasis and text in parentheses added or modified) 
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In effect, as early as in 1989, as they were beginning to emerge from the Cold War as a 

victorious side equipped thereby with a conception of the just and peaceful order in Europe 

premised on the notion of benevolent democracies, the Allies began placing NATO into a mode 

of an order builder. With respect to this kind of order narrative and the organizational intent 

expressed in it, the Allies also started fashioning novel “practices of doing”. At this early post-

Cold War stage, these practices consisted, as indicated earlier, in the eagerness of the Allies to 

forge cooperative arrangements with former enemies through dialogue and to give, as yet 

unspecified, “support” to their democratization processes.695  

In 1990, although mainly preoccupied with such practical issues as cuts in the Alliance’s 

budget and the size of standing forces, German reunification, and the signing of the Treaty on 

Conventional Armed Force in Europe (CFE), the Allies embarked on another major round of 

their high-level “practice of talking” by meeting in London for another summit. There, in 

addition to declaring the Cold War over, they adopted the famous Declaration on a 

Transformed North Atlantic Alliance through which they advanced a more refined rendering 

of the developments in East Europe, as well as a more elaborate narrative of a continent-wide 

order they were “entrusting” NATO to build. As a quick illustration, roughly 35 % of the 

Declaration (paragraphs 3 to 10) was dedicated, in one way or another, to the issue of creating 

a peaceful order in Europe. Accordingly, while continuing to perceive the liberalization and 

democratization processes in the East as a generally positive trend, the Allies began more and 

more to depict them as highly volatile and disorderly developments that, if left unmanaged, 

could lead to new kinds of disturbances to European security.696 By delineating, in this way, 

the volatility of liberalization and democratization processes rather than just a possibility of 

arms attack as a security threat, the Allies, in effect, transformed their understanding of 

Eastern Europe from a geographical space that needs to be contained and deterred to a space 

that needs to be reshaped into “Europe proper”.697 In view of that, by asserting in the London 

Declaration that, in response to the new security environment, the Alliance “must and will 

adapt”698, the Allies chiefly meant that it should endeavor to disseminate Western values in 

                                                           
695 Without particular specification, a word “support” was used in a section of the NAC’s Final Communique 
titled “Implementing Our Approach”. See: Final Communiqué (North Atlantic Council at the level of Ministers of 
Foreign Affairs, Brussels, 14-15 December 1989).  
696 Declaration on a Transformed North Atlantic Alliance (NATO Summit, London, 5-6 July 1990). Para. 2.  
697 Andreas Behnke makes this point in: Andreas Behnke, NATO's Security Discourse after the Cold War: 
Representing the West (London: Routledge, 2013). Kindal location 2053. 
698 Declaration on a Transformed North Atlantic Alliance (NATO Summit, London, 5-6 July 1990). Para. 1.  
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the East because they are understood as undisputed building blocks of a peaceful international 

order. Accordingly, “reach(ing) out to the countries of the East”699, “establish(ing) regular 

diplomatic liaisons”700 with them, or “build(ing) new partnerships with all the nations of 

Europe”701, outlined as NATO’s new practices, were not conceived of as cooperative 

arrangements between equal partners. Instead, they were “mediated” by an intent of the Allies 

“[to] build the structures of a more united continent, supporting security and stability with the 

strength of our shared faith in democracy, the rights of the individual, and the peaceful 

resolution of disputes”702. Regarding the order narrative and organizational intent expressed 

in the London Declaration, one more issue merits attention; namely, that an increased 

emphasis of the link between Western values and a peaceful international order has also 

contributed to a different interpretation of the continued presence of the US’ conventional 

and nuclear forces in Europe. They too were not depicted as part of deterrence strategies 

directed towards establishing reciprocity of forces in the continent, but more as a symbol of 

political unity and peace among democratic Western states. It was thus stated in the 

Declaration that “[t]he significant presence of North American conventional and US nuclear 

forces in Europe demonstrates the underlying political compact that binds North America's 

fate to Europe's democracies”703.  

NATO’s London Summit is significant also because it was there that the Allies agreed to 

start working on a New Strategic Concept. As a result, the Alliance’s high-level “practices of 

doing” in late 1990 and during a better portion of 1991 were dedicated to this task. While 

records of these negotiating practices are unavailable, many reports suggest that they were 

very tough.704 As an illustration, it took twelve drafts before the final version of the Concept 

was adopted at the Alliance’s Summit in Rome in November 1991.705 A significant event 

occurring in the background during the process of the Concept’s drafting was the Iraqi invasion 

                                                           
699 Ibid., Para. 4. (Text in the parentheses added) 
700 Ibid., Para. 7. (Text in the parentheses added) 
701 Ibid., Para. 4. (Text in the parentheses added) 
702 Ibid., Para. 2. (Text in the parentheses added) 
703 Ibid., Para. 11. (Text in the parentheses modified) 
704 For example, see a report of the Assistant Secretary General at the time Michael Legge who took part in 
these negotiations: Michael  Legge, "The Making of NATO's New Strategy " NATO Review 39, no. 6 (1991). Other 
useful sources include: John R.  Galvin, "From Immediate Defence Towards Long-Term Stability," NATO Review 
39, no. 6 (1991); Manfred H.  Wörner, "NATO Transformed: The Significance of the Rome Summit," NATO 
Review 39, no. 6 (1991); Giovanna Bono, NATO's 'Peace Enforcement' Tasks and 'Policy Communities',1990-1999 
(Farnham: Ashgate, 2003). 
705 Sean Kay, NATO and the Future of European Security (New York: Rowman & Littlefield, 1998). 61. 
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of Kuwait. Although the conflict was not recognized as posing a direct threat to the Allies, it is 

significant because it introduced a topic fiercely debated during the Concept’s drafting; 

namely, whether the Alliance should engage in so-called “out-of-area” operations.706 In effect, 

a backdrop of this dispute was the Alliance’s still largely unsettled “cognitive grasp” of post-

Cold War developments and its intent with respect to them. Accordingly, it has been reported 

that those who were against its possible “out-of-area” engagements were keener on 

continuing to interpret the Alliance’s security environment in categories typically associated 

with the Cold War such as a strategic balance of power, whereas those eager to equip it with 

this new “practice of doing” were more inclined towards a narrative of “Europe whole and 

free” underpinned by a so-called broader concept of security.707 It is therefore not surprising 

that a prominent argument put forward in 1991 as to why the Alliance should perhaps 

intervene in the Gulf War was that, in such a way, it would be preventing possible cuts in oil 

supplies seen as having a potential of disturbing liberalization and democratization processes 

in the CEE countries.708   

The text of the New Strategic Concept reveals that, ultimately, the Allies agreed to 

proceed down the path they began charting in London.709 Accordingly, by observing that “[t]he 

threat of a simultaneous, full-scale attack on all of NATO's European fronts has effectively been 

removed”710, they turned their attention towards “multi-faceted” and “multi-directional” risks 

and uncertainties they continued to associate chiefly with volatile social, economic, and 

political processes in CEE, including Russia.711 To quote the Strategic Concept at some length: 

Risks to Allied security are less likely to result from calculated aggression against the 
territory of the Allies, but from the adverse consequences of instabilities that may arise 
from the serious economic, social and political difficulties, including ethnic rivalries and 
territorial disputes, which are faced by many countries in central and Eastern Europe. 
The tensions which may result, as long as they remain limited, should not directly 
threaten the security and territorial integrity of members of the Alliance. They could, 
however, lead to crises inimical to European stability and even to armed conflicts, 

                                                           
706 Behnke, NATO's Security Discourse after the Cold War: Representing the West. Kindal location 2110.  
707 Ibid., Kindal location 2110.  
708 See: Address given to a Conference sponsored by the United States Mission to NATO on the Future Atlantic 
Alliance (Manfred Wörner, Brussels, 19-21 September 1990).  
709 Similar points made in the New Strategic Concept can also be found in: Statement on NATO's Core Security 

Functions in the New Europe (NAC, Copenhagen, 6 Jun 1991) and Rome Declaration on Peace and Cooperation 

(NATO Summit, Rome 8 November 1991).  
710 The Alliance’s New Strategic Concept (NATO Summit, Rome, 7 November 1991). Para. 7.  
711 Ibid., Para. 8.  
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which could involve outside powers or spill over into NATO countries, having a direct 
effect on the security of the Alliance.712 
 

By then continuing to supplement the Alliance’s purpose/intent in the domain of the 

collective defense with that of “establishing of a just and lasting peaceful order in Europe”713 

by ensuring that these liberalization and democratization processes in CEE are completed 

successfully, the Allies singled out three types of their future “practices of doing”: dialogue, 

cooperation, and the maintenance of a sufficient level of collective defense capabilities.714 

While with the latter they merely reiterated the Alliances traditional purpose of reinforcing a 

well-established North-Atlantic Community, with the two former types of practices they 

introduced elements typically associated with NATO’s transformed post-Cold War behavior. 

Regarding “dialogue”, in addition to establishing regular diplomatic liaisons with the CEE 

countries, it now also included regular “military connections” with them.715 Regarding, on the 

other hand, “cooperation”, it became, first and foremost, associated with NATO’s readiness to 

engage with other nations in order to prevent crises or ensure their management, also 

understood as “an essential factor in moving beyond past divisions towards one Europe whole 

and free”716. Although failing to specify them in detail, introducing crisis prevention and 

management tasks into the Alliance’s collection of “practices of doing” essentially amounted 

to giving NATO a permission to engage in “out-of-area” operations, not least by using military 

means. Accordingly, the following was stated in the Strategic Concept:  

In these new circumstances there are increased opportunities for the successful 
resolution of crises at an early stage. The success of Alliance policy will require a 
coherent approach determined by the Alliance's political authorities choosing and co-
ordinating appropriate crisis management measures as required from a range of 
political and other measures, including those in the military field.717 
 

To summarize, during the early post-Cold War years, through their high-level “practices 

of talking”, the Allies put a narrative of pan-European order premised on benevolent 

democracies to the forefront of their discourse presenting it, at the same time, as a non-

negotiable victorious “truth regime”. While not renouncing the Alliance’s original 

organizational intent, that of reinforcing Euro-Atlantic community through adherence to the 

                                                           
712 Ibid., Para. 9.  
713 Ibid., Para. 15.  
714 Ibid., Para. 24.  
715 Ibid., Para. 28.  
716 Ibid., Para. 29.  
717 Ibid., Para. 32.  
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concept of collective defense, they started mobilizing this new-old order narrative by imbuing 

the Alliance with a novel intent, namely, building of that order throughout the continent. In so 

doing, it can be argued that NATO did not merely adapt to the changing external 

circumstances, as is often assumed within literature, but had “consciously” started developing 

new behavioral patterns so as to transform those circumstances in agreement with its 

preferred conception of order. That being said, and as discussed earlier, “practices of doing” 

that emerged based on this combination of the content of the Alliance’s order narrative and 

the organizational intent expressed in it were, one, an increasingly formal cooperative 

arrangements with former enemies and, two, a declaration of readiness to engage, even 

militarily, in crises that might endanger the Alliance’s vision of “Europe whole and free”. In 

addition to constituting, during the first decade following the end of the Cold War, NATO’s 

dominant activities, these two types of practices continued to develop further culminating in 

the Alliance’s “geographical expansion” (accepting some of the CEE countries into 

membership) and “functional expansion” (using force in the Balkans for peace-keeping and 

humanitarian purposes). Although the Allies had been developing these two types of practices 

simultaneously, for clarity purposes, I discuss them individually in the ensuing two sections. 

Also, considering that NATO’s post-Cold War trajectory took on a different direction following 

the 9/11 attacks, these sections scrutinize only the period up to that point. The remainder of 

the Chapter is then dedicated to the post-9/11 development of the Alliance. 

 

2. Cooperation, Partnerships, and Enlargement as NATO’s New “Practices of Doing”  

As hinted earlier in a discussion of the 1990 London Declaration and the 1991 Strategic 

Concept, in the early post-Cold War years, an enlargement of the Alliance was not delineated 

as a practice in its project of building an order of democratic states in Europe. Regarding this 

issue, Manfred Wörner, NATO Secretary General at the time, even explicitly pointed out that 

“the Alliance [..] cannot for the foreseeable future invite [any new] countries to become 

members”718. Instead, the CEE countries, including Russia, were categorized as “partners” to 

whom the Allies, first and foremost, “extend[ed] the hand of friendship”719 and with whom 

                                                           
718 Wörner, "NATO Transformed: The Significance of the Rome Summit." (Text in the parentheses added)  
719 Declaration on a Transformed North Atlantic Alliance (NATO Summit, London, 5-6 July 1990). Para. 4. (Text in 
the parentheses added). “We extend the hand of friendship” was the opening line of every speech that 
Secretary General Manfred Wörner delivered upon his visit to Moscow, Prague, Budapest, and Warsaw following 
NATO’s 1990 Summit in London. See: A Common Europe-Partners in Stability (Secretary General, Manfred 
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they were eager to forge various diplomatic liaisons. Furthermore, the Allies insisted on these 

countries immersing themselves into a “web of relations” that was being formed in Europe 

through a “network of interlocking institutions [..] in which the Alliance, the process of 

European integration and the CSCE are key elements”720. While this indicates that NATO was 

willing to share its new “building” commitments in Europe with other organizations, it should 

nevertheless be highlighted that, by frequently stressing that these organizations simply lack 

military power to establish order in which such power would no longer burden state relations, 

it saw itself as superior to them.721 For this reason, it can be argued that the Allies saw both 

these organizations and the CEE states they encouraged to participate with and in them as 

“objects” it could influence/manipulate from the outside as part of its project of building 

“Europe whole and free” rather than as equal interlocutors.  

That being said, in the early 1990s the Allies also decided to “bind” its partners 

institutionally to NATO. Therefore, in December 1991, following the Rome Summit, they 

established the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC)722 so as to “develop further the 

process of regular diplomatic liaisons and to build genuine partnership among the North 

Atlantic and the countries of Central and Eastern Europe”723. However, a close reading of the 

Declaration accompanying the NACC’s formal establishment, as well as the mode in which it 

subsequently continued to operate, reveal that the partnerships it was helping facilitate were 

also far from being imagined as “genuine” relations among the equals. Instead, as observed by 

many scholars, in this exchange, the Alliance was assuming the role of a center, or even that 

of a “teacher”, putting the CEE countries under its “cognitive and epistemic tutelage”724. In 

view of that, by reiterating the content and intent of their order narrative, namely, that they 

                                                           
Wörner, Moscow, 16 July 1990); Building a new Europe (Secretary General, Manfred Wörner, Prague, 6 
September 1990); Speech before the Hungarian Parliament (Secretary General, Manfred Wörner, Budapest, 22 
November 1990).  
720 Partnership with the Countries of Central and Eastern Europe (NAC, Copenhagen, 6-7 Jun 1991).  
721 For instance, in the 1991 Strategic Concept, the Allies stated that “the extent of its membership and of its 
capabilities gives NATO a particular position” in establishing and maintaining security in Europe. In: The 
Alliance’s New Strategic Concept (NATO Summit, Rome, 7 November 1991). Para. 21.  
722 In 1997, during the NAC’s ministerial meeting in Sintra, Portugal, NACC was renamed into the Euro-Atlantic 
Partnership Council (EAPC).  
723 North Atlantic Cooperation Council Statement on Dialogue, Partnership and Cooperation (NACC, Brussels, 20 
December 1990). Para. 1. (Emphasis added) 
724 Behnke, NATO's Security Discourse after the Cold War: Representing the West. Kindle location 2571. For a 
more broad analyses of NATO’s “socialization practices” in the post-Cold War period see: Gheciu, NATO in the 
"New Europe" : The Politics of International Socialization after the Cold War. 77-102.; "Security Institutions as 
Agents of Socialization? NATO and the 'New Europe'." 
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will chiefly endeavor “to further the great progress that has been made across Europe in 

establishing solid democratic institutions, respect for human rights and economic liberty”, the 

Allies imagined the NACC as a series of “familiarization courses”725 aimed at educating partners 

about values of liberal democracies, as well as about the Alliance itself. In their words, the 

NACC is an arrangement within which: 

[C]onsultations and cooperation will focus on security and related issues where Allies 
can offer their experience and expertise, such as defence planning, democratic 
concepts of civilian-military relations, civil/military coordination of air traffic 
management, and the conversion of defence production to civilian purposes. […] It will 
also allow the widest possible dissemination of information about NATO in the Central 
and Eastern European countries, inter alia through diplomatic liaison channels and our 
embassies.726 
 

And indeed, besides meeting annually for a plenary session of state representatives to 

discuss European security issues broadly, the NACC’s activities consisted mostly in workshops, 

seminars, and fellowships through which the partners were encouraged “to study” military, 

political, and even economic, and scientific issues as they tend to be arranged in democratic 

state regimes.727  

In late 1993 and early 1994, the Allies decided to expand their tutelage “practices of 

doing” towards the CEE countries by supplementing multilateral activities of the NACC with a 

program of bilateral relations with individual partners known as the Partnership for Peace 

(PfP). Officially launched during NATO’s summit in Brussels in January 1994, PfP was presented 

as a natural progression in the Alliance’s endeavors to build a peaceful order in Europe based 

on the Western notion of benevolent democracies. It was thus stated in the Brussels 

Declaration that: 

This new program goes beyond dialogue and cooperation to forge a real partnership 
[that] will expand and intensify political and military cooperation throughout Europe, 
increase stability, diminish threats to peace, and build strengthened relationships by 
promoting the spirit of practical cooperation and commitment to democratic principles 
that underpin our Alliance.728  
 

                                                           
725 Schimmelfennig, The EU, NATO and the Integration of Europe: Rules and Rhetoric. 183. 
726 Rome Declaration on Peace and Cooperation (NATO Summit, Rome, 8 November 1991). Para. 12. A similar 
formulation can also be found in: North Atlantic Cooperation Council Statement on Dialogue, Partnership and 
Cooperation (NACC, Brussels, 20 December 1990). Para. 5.  
727 Schimmelfennig, The EU, NATO and the Integration of Europe: Rules and Rhetoric. 183; David S. Yost, NATO 
Transformed: The Alliance’s New Roles in International Security (Washington, DC: United States Institute of 
Peace Press, 1998). 95.  
728 Declaration of the Heads of State and Government (NATO Summit, Brussels, 10-11 January 1994). Para. 13 
and 14. (Emphasis and text in parentheses added) 
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Also telling of NATO’s “tutoring intentions” inscribed in PfP is the fact that the Partners were 

not expected to sign it but to “subscribe”729 to it, as well as that, in more concrete terms, this 

partnership program was designed as a way of working:  

[T]owards transparency in defence budgeting, promoting democratic control of 
defence ministries, joint planning, joint military exercises, and creating an ability to 
operate with NATO forces in such fields as peacekeeping, search and rescue and 
humanitarian operations, and others as may be agreed.730 
 

The particular significance of PfP is that through it the Alliance has incorporated a policy 

of enlargement into its project of building a “Europe whole and free”. Accordingly, after 

declaring that they “expect and would welcome NATO expansion that would reach to 

democratic states to (their) East”731, the Allies emphasized that these states’ active 

participation in PfP would “play an important role in the evolutionary process”732 of this 

enlargement venture.  

Realizing that PfP was being cast not a substitute for the CEE countries’ membership in 

NATO but a stepping stone towards it, Russia, a member of NACC, became a vocal opponent 

of NATO’s plans to expand eastward.733 In its interpretation, by pursuing enlargement, NATO 

was in effect seeking to redraw dividing lines in Europe and, consequently, to pile up a 

substantial military might near Russia’s border. For that reason, Russia refused to sign the PfP 

Framework Document demanding instead to be acknowledged as a partner with special 

privileges that would put it on par with the Alliance regarding the charting of Europe’s new 

political and security map.734 In line with their narrative of democratic, whole, and free Europe, 

the Allies, on the other hand, refused to engage in power politics and geopolitical language 

with Russia. Thus, rather than recognizing its concerns as legitimate or reciprocating by 

delineating (openly) its military power as equally threatening, the Allies chose to dismiss 

                                                           
729 As observed in: Behnke, NATO's Security Discourse after the Cold War: Representing the West. Kindle location 
2634-2644. In the Framework Document for PfP the word “subscribe” is used 10 times, although the document 
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Russia’s concerns as a mere cognitive error in its reasoning, that is, as an evident 

misconception.735 Nevertheless, when they finally managed to “coax” Russia to accept PfP in 

June 1994736, the Allies agreed that both NATO and Russia had “important contributions to 

make to European stability and security”, that this form of cooperation would correspond “to 

Russia’s size, importance and capabilities”, as well as that their relations would be based on 

“mutual respect, benefit and friendship”.737 Yet, a closer inspection of their further interaction 

reveals that the Allies were not eager to give Russia much say in their ongoing practices of 

building a new order in Europe. In particular, despite Russia’s continued concerns regarding, 

they were not even considering the possibility of abandoning the project of NATO expansion.  

In view of that, while they agreed to engage with Russia on terms different from those they 

employed when interacting with their “students” in CEE, they still did not honor it with an equal 

footing partnership. Instead, by linking it institutionally to NATO and representing its anxieties 

as a product of sheer misconstructions of the Alliance’s benevolent intentions, the Allies, in 

effect, started to view Russia as an object of persuasion and to interact with it accordingly.  

For the Allies, a significant sign that Russia was becoming more receptive towards their 

narrative of order in Europe and towards practices that that narrative seemed to entail, was 

its decision in 1996 to join the Implementation Force (IFOR), a NATO-led mission designed to 

help implement the military aspect of the Dayton Peace Agreement that ended the War in 

Bosnia.738 In welcoming Russia’s participation, the Allies thus asserted that cooperating in IFOR 

“[w]ill not only help to ensure the successful implementation of the peace settlement but will 

also assist in building lasting cooperative security structures in Europe”, as well as that they 

“remain convinced that the construction of such a cooperative European security architecture, 

with the active participation of Russia, is in the interest of both” parties.739 Accordingly, IFOR 

was situated in the Alliance’s overall building project in Europe and Russia, whose practical 

contribution was widely welcomed, was effectively allocated the role of a mere participant. In 

1997, this “cooperative momentum” led NATO and Russia to sign, during their Summit in Paris, 
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the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security, the purpose of which was to 

further their mutual relations by defining “the goals and mechanism of consultation, 

cooperation, joint decision-making and joint action”740. That Russia was less an equal partner 

but more a (persuaded) participant in the Alliance’s endeavors to institute in Europe its vision 

of a just and peaceful order can also be identified in this document. Accordingly, in the very 

first sentence of the Final Act, the Allies and Russia agreed to “build together a lasting and 

inclusive peace in the Euro-Atlantic area on the principles of democracy and cooperative 

security”741. Furthermore, in addition to invoking the traditional international principles of 

sovereignty, territorial integrity, and the peaceful resolution of disputes as the basis for their 

future cooperation, they also agreed to acknowledge: 

[T]he vital role that democracy, political pluralism, the rule of law, and respect for 
human rights and civil liberties and the development of free market economies play in 
the development of common prosperity and comprehensive security.742 
 

In 1997, the Allies held one more summit, this time in Madrid. This Summit is primarily 

significant for being an occasion at which the Allies invited the Czech Republic, Hungary and 

Poland to begin accession talks with NATO “as part of an evolutionary process” agreed in 

Brussels in 1994.743 It is significant to observe that this invitation was embedded largely in a 

language of a successful “tutelage project”. For example, the Deputy Secretary General at the 

time observed that “[h]aving benefitted from NATO experience, and applied it, many countries 

are now in a position to make their own strong input to the Partnership” and some “countries 

to begin accession negotiations”.744 The three countries officially joined the Alliance two years 

later, during its 1999 Summit in Washington. Being a part of the Alliance’s novel organizational 

intent, that of building a peaceful order in Europe based on benevolent democracies, this first 

round of the Alliance’s expansion lacked any explicit instrumental geopolitical connotations. 

Rather, it was, first and foremost, described as an indication that they had managed to 

“overcome the division of Europe”745. In line with this, it is also interesting to observe that, upon 
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joining the Alliance, Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic were no longer described as 

“partners” and “friends” but in terms of metaphors such as “family” and “returning home”.746 

In summary, this section demonstrated that NATO’s 1990s cooperative practices, 

including its enlargement, emerged as the result of a content of its narrative of order in Europe 

and the organizational intent expressed in it; namely, that European states should all be liberal 

democracies interacting with each other based on shared values rather than their respective 

power and that NATO should act as a chief builder of such order. Against this backdrop, the 

EEC countries, Russia, and even other IOs active in Europe became, in effect, understood as 

the Alliance’s objects of manipulation. Accordingly, its “genuine cooperation” with the EEC 

countries was fundamentally a project of shaping them into Western-like liberal democracies. 

Its engagement with Russia, a program of getting it to acknowledge and accept that the 

Alliance’s vision of the political and security order in Europe is a sovereign one and that, 

although welcome to participate in it, Russia could not influence it in any meaningful way. And, 

finally, its concept of “interlocking institutions” in Europe, a scheme in which its comparative 

advantages vis-à-vis other IOs regarding the construction of “new Europe” would be clearly 

visible. In the subsequent section, in a similar manner, I analyze the Alliance’s “functional 

expansion” during the 1990s, namely, its peacekeeping and peace-enforcing engagements in 

Bosnia and Kosovo.  

 

3. Peacekeeping, Peace-Enforcement, and Peace-Building as NATO’s New “Practices of 

Doing”  

 NATO’s first military engagements following the end of the Cold War - the first in its 

history - took place in Bosnia. Their aim was to halt the war between Muslim Bosniaks, Bosnian 

Serbs, and Bosnian Croats that erupted, in early 1992 as a result of the breakup of 

Yugoslavia.747 In line with their declaration of the willingness to cooperate with other nations 

in crisis prevention and management operations made in the 1991 Strategic Concept, the Allies 
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offered and gave support, from the early on, to international efforts concerning this conflict.748 

Accordingly, during 1992, under UN Security Council Resolutions 713, 757, and 761, they first 

established Operation Maritime Monitor and, later, Operation Maritime Guard for surveilling 

a UN-imposed embargo and other suspicious maritime activities in the Adriatic Sea.749 In 1993, 

under UNSC Resolution 816, the Allies established yet another mission, Operation Deny Flight 

tasked to monitor a “no-fly zone” over Bosnia.750 Allowed subsequently, under UNSC 

Resolution 836, to employ “all necessary means, including the use of force”751 to protect UN-

designated “safe areas”, this mission effectively turned from a peacekeeping into a peace-

enforcement operation. On that basis, by responding to the continued attacks on these areas 

by Serbian forces, NATO shot down four of their warplanes using, in that way, the force for the 

first time in its history.752 Under the same UNSC Resolution, between August and October 

1995, NATO then conducted a sustained military air campaign against Serbian forces known as 

Operation Deliberate Force.753 The campaign is significant because it persuaded Bosnian Serbs 

to withdraw, creating thereby a basis for the signing of the Dayton Peace Agreement that 

ultimately ended the war in Bosnia. In order to “deter hostilities and stabilize the peace” after 

the war by facilitating the implementation of the military aspect of the Agreement, NATO then 

dispatched, in succession, two large peacekeeping missions in Bosnia: Implementation Force 

(IFOR) and Stabilization Forces (SFOR).  

As was the case with its involvement in democratization processes in CEE, these 

peacekeeping and peace-enforcement operations were a far cry from the Alliance’s purpose 

as stated in the North Atlantic Treaty. Accordingly, irrespective of the fact that these 

operations had an undisputed grounding in a number of Security Council Resolutions, the 

following point needs to be highlighted. To preserve NATO’s behavioral autonomy, the drafters 

of the North Atlantic Treaty chose intentionally not to identify it as a regional arrangement 

under the UN’s Chapter VIII.754 The only reference to the UN Charter they made was the 

invocation of its Article 51 in the Treaty’s famous Article 5, by which the Allies pledged not to 
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use their military force for purposes other than exercising the right of individual or collective 

self-defense.755 Therefore, when seen through these “classical” documents, NATO’s 

operations in Bosnia were, at best, not in contradiction to the international law, but were 

certainly inconsistent with the North Atlantic Treaty given that they did not constitute a rightful 

self-defense. Moreover, in a manner unusual for IOs, the Allies even labeled them in opposition 

rather than in accordance with their founding act, as non-Article 5 out-of-area missions.  

That being said, just like its partnership, cooperation, and enlargement activities, this 

new type of military “practices of doing” emerged, first and foremost, based on the Alliance’s 

narrative of a just and peaceful order in post-Cold War Europe and its intent to act as that 

order’s chief builder. An analysis of its high-level “practices of talking” preceding each stage of 

its above-overviewed increasingly assertive activities in Bosnia thus reveals that, from the 

outset, the Allies preferred to frame the conflict by immersing it into their notion of a peaceful, 

democratic, and whole Europe. Accordingly, during their 1992 Ministerial Meeting in Oslo, they 

asserted that they were “profoundly disturbed by the violence and destruction” in the former 

Yugoslavia as these were “in sharp contrast to the peace and stability in the entire Euro-Atlantic 

area to which” NATO was committed.756 On this basis, the Allies then pledged to do their 

“utmost to prevent unbridled nationalism and attempts to resolve disputes by violence from 

frustrating [their] efforts to achieve a peaceful and cooperative order in Europe”757. 

Furthermore, similarly to its efforts regarding the integration of the CEE countries into the new 

European Security Architecture, as time passed, they also made sure to establish the Alliance’s 

supremacy vis-à-vis other IOs involved in the Bosnian crisis.  NATO was thus seen, in the words 

of Secretary General Wörner, as “the only organization that possesses the right package of 

political-military tools”, including “the integrated structure and the political/military 

consultation mechanism”, for “effective crisis management” allowing it “to turn political 

declarations into coherent action”.758 

Bringing the war in Bosnia successfully to a halt, served as an important piece of 

evidence to the Allies that the construction of a peaceful and cooperative order in Europe 

could entail the use of military force and render it legitimate. On this basis, an interesting 
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paradox emerged. As discussed above, at its inception, the Allies defined NATO as a defensive 

alliance and, indeed, throughout the Cold War kept the promise of never striking first. After 

the Cold War, despite employing a heavy military force in Bosnia for peace-enforcement rather 

than self-defense objectives, they nevertheless continued to perceive their engagements in 

defensive terms. This was possible, first and foremost, due to the mediating role of the 

imagined order the Alliance endeavored to install throughout Europe. By repeatedly 

emphasizing that they were joined by shared values rather than a common threat, and by 

insisting that the time was ripe for the whole of Europe to become a part of their “community 

of values”, the Allies assumed a right of defending and spreading these values throughout the 

continent. For this reason, during the 1990s, it was possible for NATO to be one of the most 

vocal organizations promoting a peaceful and cooperative international order while also being 

one of the most prominent advocates of the use of military force. 

Among the Allies, the intervention in Bosnia was largely perceived as a success and, as 

such, it strengthened their belief that, in the event of a similar crisis, they should employ similar 

practices. The level of NATO’s confidence in this regard is perhaps best exemplified by the 

following assertion of Secretary General Javier Solana: “In short, the NATO of today can 

legitimately be called a “new” NATO- a NATO that has moved from safeguarding security to 

actively promoting and widening it”759. Accordingly, with the idea that military power can and 

should be used legitimately for crises that do not threaten the Allies directly, but can, instead, 

“frustrate” their efforts to build a peaceful and cooperative order in Europe premised on their 

shared values of democracy, human rights, freedom, and the rule of law, the Alliance 

confronted yet another crisis in the Balkans- the Kosovo war.  

The crisis in Kosovo emerged from the quashing of the regions autonomy within the 

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia in 1989. Initially, as a form of protest, Albanians, Kosovo’s 

majority population, adopted tactics of passive resistance. However, as Slobodan Milošević 

refused to reverse the decision regarding Kosovo’s autonomy and even employed a number of 

repressive measures, many Albanians became convinced that their goals could be achieved 

only through armed resistance. In 1996, the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLM) was thus formed, 

and started launching attacks on Serbian security forces. The Serbian army responded in a 
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highly violent manner, during 1998 and 1999, taking lives of many civilians and forcing many 

more to flee.  

Preoccupied largely with their efforts in IFOR/SFOR, during 1998, the Allies reacted to 

the situation in Kosovo by observing that it might compromise, first and foremost, the Bosnian 

peace process or stability and security in neighboring countries more generally.760 However, 

as the situation progressively worsened, they became increasingly vocal regarding their 

willingness to contribute to a possible response by the international community, intensified 

their consultations with the PfP and EAPC participating countries, and even conducted an air 

military exercise in Albania and FYR Macedonia.761 The Allies underpinned each of these moves 

by gradually detaching, on a discursive level, the situation in Kosovo from its possible effects 

on Bosnia’s stability, choosing instead to interpret it in a more direct manner in terms of their 

narrative of European order premised on their shared values. As the Allies’ speeches, 

statements, and communiqués, as well as those delivered by Secretary General Solana reveal, 

human rights violations, whose causes were found primarily in Milošević’s undemocratic 

regime, became particularly prominent in this regard. 

Between January and March 1999, two important things happened that reinforced this 

human rights discourse creating a strong legitimizing grounds upon which the Alliance was 

then able to launch a sustained air campaigned against the FR Yugoslavia. First, in a small town 

in Kosovo, Serbian security forces killed 45 ethnic Albanians, of whom many were civilians. 

Second, during the so-called Rambouillet peace talks, Milošević refused to accept the proposed 

settlement even though he was presented with a serious possibility of NATO intervention. The 

reason for this was the controversial Appendix B of the proposed treaty titled “Status of Multi-

National Implementation Force” which demanded that NATO’s personnel, vehicles, vessels and 

aircrafts could move freely through FR Yugoslavia.762 For Milošević, this proposition was not, 

in any way, a legitimate peacekeeping operation but an illegal occupation of a sovereign state. 

His rejection of the proposed agreement and continued violation of human rights in Kosovo 

led NATO to engage, in March 1999, in yet another non-Article 5, out-of-area, and sustained 

military air campaign, Operation Allied Force against the FR Yugoslavia. However, unlike those 
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in Bosnia, this Operation lacked explicit authorization from the UN Security Council. Instead, 

the Allies premised it only on the standards provided by their values and their intent to make 

the region a part of the political security order they were endeavoring to construct. In their 

April Statements on Kosovo, they thus asserted that: 

The crisis in Kosovo represents a fundamental challenge to the values of democracy, 
human rights and the rule of law, for which NATO has stood since its foundation. We 
are united in our determination to overcome this challenge. [...] The Kosovo crisis 
underscores the need for a comprehensive approach to the stabilization of the crisis 
region in south-eastern Europe and to the integration of the countries of the region into 
the Euro-Atlantic community.763 
 

In line with the intent expressed in the latter sentence in this quotation, under UNSC 

Resolution 1244 and the Military-Technical Agreement between NATO and the FR Yugoslavia, 

the Allies accepted to establish Kosovo Force (KFOR), a NATO-led peacekeeping mission active 

to date. Dedicated to building “a peaceful, multi-ethnic and democratic Kosovo where all its 

people can live in security and enjoy universal human rights and freedom on an equal basis”764, 

similarly to IFOR and SFOR in Bosnia, NATO employed its assets through KFOR not only to deter 

renewed hostilities in Kosovo via security-related activities such as demilitarization and border 

control, but has also taken an active role in the creation of democratic, civilian, and juridical 

institutions, including support for electoral processes.  

 Overall, in this, and the two previous sections, an attempt has been made to 

demonstrate that during the 1990s, NATO transformed not by merely adapting to the post-

Cold War international environment but by actively endeavoring to shape that environment in 

accordance with its narrative of a pan-European order premised on the notion of benevolent 

Western-style democracies. Merging this particular order narrative, through its high-level 

“practices of talking”, with a building organizational intent, not only contributed to an 

unprecedented proliferation of the Alliance’s “practices of doing”, but it also critically 

determined their very nature. Accordingly, as shown above, its cooperative practices, some of 

which culminated in the Alliance’s enlargement, were designed as tutoring, socialization, or 

persuasion projects through which the Allies expected agents in its environment to conform 

to its “truth regime” rather than to determine, through an equal exchange with them, Europe’s 

                                                           
763 The Situation in and around Kosovo (Extraordinary Ministerial Meeting of the NAC, Brussels, 12 April 1999). 
Para. 1 and 15. (Emphasis added). Also in: Statement on Kosovo (NATO Summit, Washington, D.C., 23 and 24 
April 1999). Para. 1.  
764 Ibid., Para 2. (Emphasis added) 



231 
 

future order. Similarly, practices constituting the Alliance’s so-called “functional expansion”, 

or in its vocabulary, crisis prevention and management operations, in which it employed 

military forces for purposes not anticipated in the North Atlantic Treaty, became viewed as 

necessary and, above all, legitimate undertakings only when mediated by this particular 

conception of order in Europe and the Alliance’s organizational intent attached to it. Before 

proceeding to the analysis of NATO’s transformation in the first decade of the 2000s, it needs 

to be highlighted that in the midst of NATO’s military campaign against the FR Yugoslavia, the 

Allies held a summit in Washington. This round of their “practices of talking” is significant 

because it was there that they decided to adopt a new Strategic Concept. While significant, I 

have chosen not to discuss it in detail for two reasons mainly. First, in the Concept, the Allies 

had very much stayed committed to building and safeguarding “a just and lasting peaceful 

order in Europe” based on “democracy, human rights, and the rule of law”, and employing, to 

that end, their traditional deterrence and defence practices while continuing to strengthen 

their new partnerships, enlargement, and crisis management activities. Second, despite giving 

considerable attention to newly emerging threats, namely, the proliferation of NBC weapons, 

terrorism, sabotage, and organized crime, the Allies did not create any prominent new 

practices to tackle them. Events that followed have had a much greater impact in this regard 

than the Concept itself.  
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Meetings Ordering Logic Advanced 
Institutions and “practices of doing” established or 

reshaped 

Brussels, Summit Meeting of Heads 
of State and Government (29-30 May 
1989) 

Democracy, freedom, and human rights advanced 
as foundation of peaceful order in future “Europe 

whole and free”.  

Announced that the Allies would “seek to shape a new 
political order of peace in Europe” and on that basis start 
forging cooperative arrangements with former enemies. 

London, Summit Meeting of Heads of 
State and Government (5-6 July 
1990) 

Volatile democratization processes in CEE and the 
Soviet Union depicted as sources of security risk in 

Europe.   

Reaching out to the countries of the CEE and establishing 
regular diplomatic liaisons with them. 

Rome, Summit Meeting of Heads of 
State and Government (7-8 Nov. 
1991) 
Adopted New Strategic Concept  

 
Repeated ordering logic made during previous 

meeting: 
 

“Risks to Allied security are less likely to result from 
calculated aggression against the territory of the 

Allies, but from the adverse consequences of 
instabilities that may arise from the serious 

economic, social and political difficulties, including 
ethnic rivalries and territorial disputes”. 

Continued forging regular diplomatic and military liaisons 
with the CEE and Russia, which than evolved into North 

Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC). 
 

Announced the possibility of engaging in non-Article 5 
“out of area” crisis management operations, which then 

materialize in Bosnia and later in Kosovo.   

Brussels, Summit Meeting of Heads 
of State and Government (10-11 Jan. 
1994) 

Repeated ordering logic made during previous 
meetings. 

Forming The Partnership for Peace (PfP), program of 
bilateral relations with individual partners. 

 
Engaging in peace-keeping, peace-enforcement, and 

peace-building in Bosnia.  

Paris, Summit Meeting of NATO 
Russia with the participation of 
Heads of State and Government (27 
May 1997) 

The Allies and Russia agreed “to “build together a 
lasting and inclusive peace in the Euro-Atlantic area 

on the principles of democracy and cooperative 
security”. 

 
They also emphasized the principles of sovereignty, 
territorial integrity, and the peaceful resolution of 

disputes. 

Signed the Founding Act on Mutual Relations, 
Cooperation and Security, a formal cooperative 

arrangement between NATO and Russia. 
 
 

Madrid, Summit Meeting of Heads of 
State and Government  
(8-9 July 1997) 

Repeated ordering logic made during previous 
meetings and on that basis depicted NATO’s 

expansion as a project of overcoming the division of 
Europe. 

The Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland begun formal 
accession talks. 

Washington, Summit Meeting of 
Heads of State and Government (23-
25 April 1999) 
Adopted the Alliance’s Strategic 
Concept  

Repeated ordering logic made during previous 
meetings and on that basis depicted NATO’s 

expansion as a project of overcoming the division of 
Europe. 

 

The Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland officially 
accepted into membership. 

 
Humanitarian intervention in Kosovo (conducted without 

authorization of the UN Security Council). 

 

Table 10   Summary of the main ordering links made during NATO’s “practices of talking” unfolding as 
part of its high-level panels between 1989 and 1999. The table also presents corresponding 
changes introduced in NATO’s institutional design and in its “practices of doing”.  
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4. NATO after 9/11: Building and Reinforcing  

At the turn of the Millennium, just as NATO’s project of building an “undivided, 

democratic and peaceful”765  Europe was entering a more tranquil phase with stabilization and 

reconstruction missions in the Balkans well under way and partnerships programs in a full 

swing, the United States suffered large-scale terrorist attacks. The 9/11 attacks have had such 

an impact on NATO’s practices of talking and doing that, with a fifteen-year hindsight, it is 

justifiable to talk about them as setting in motion the Alliance’s new post-Cold War 

transformative phase. An initial reaction of the NATO member states to this kind of assault on 

the people and territory of the US was an invocation, for the first time in the Alliance’s history, 

of Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty. Article 5 is an article delineating a system of collective 

defense underpinning NATO as through it the Allies pledge “that an armed attack against one 

or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all and 

[…] each of them […] will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking […] such actions as it 

deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the 

North Atlantic area”766.  

The US president George W. Bush, however, decided to respond to the attacks outside 

of NATO’s framework by launching, in October 2001, in coalition with the United Kingdom, a 

military campaign in Afghanistan known as Operation Enduring Freedom.767 This decision did 

not, however, mean sidelining NATO altogether. Upon receiving confirmation from the US that 

the attacks were sponsored from abroad, the Allies reconfirmed the invocation of Article 5 

activating, as a response,  a number of collective defense measures such as the enhanced 

intelligence sharing and deployment of NATO’s Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) 

to US airspace so that the US could use its own AWACS abroad.768 The most important of these 

measures was, however, the Allies’ decision to set up a maritime operation in the 

Mediterranean Sea- Operation Active Endeavor - NATO’s first ever Article 5-mission. Active to 

the time of writing, the Operation has been mandated to patrol the Mediterranean thereby 
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monitoring shipping activities in order to “help deter, defend, disrupt and protect against 

terrorist activity”769.  

Apart from the US-led Operation Enduring Freedom whose stated purpose was to 

remove the Taliban rule so as to deny al-Qaeda a safe haven for preparing and conducting 

terrorist attacks, one more international mission was set up in Afghanistan in late 2001 - the 

International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). The aim of ISAF, which was created under the 

UN Security Council Resolution 138 and shaped further via Bonn Agreement, was to assist in 

building of Afghan governing institutions and training of its security forces.770 After almost two 

years of problems consisting largely in a reluctance of states to undertake a rotating six months 

long command of ISAF, in August 2001, NATO agreed to assume full control over the mission.771 

As such, irrespective of being a part of the plethora of responses to the 9/11 terrorist attacks 

on the US, unlike Operation Active Endeavor, ISAF came to be classed as the Alliance’s out-of-

area non-Article 5 operation and thus formally more a part of its peacekeeping and 

peacebuilding than  collective defense endeavors.  

With these developments in mind, I contend that 9/11 changed NATO’s organizational 

intent in such a way that its “building project” in Europe was now supplemented with 

reinforcing role it explicitly assumed by activating its “dormant” collective defense 

mechanisms, and the hybrid building-reinforcing role it developed by engaging in Afghanistan 

in the particular manner it did. Before a detailed analysis justifying this contention is presented, 

let me briefly consider each of these post-9/11 organizational modes/intents of the Alliance.  

First, as regards Europe, in the first decades of the 2000s, the Alliance continued with 

its geographical expansion towards the east. Accordingly, during its 2002 Prague Summit, 

seven more CEE countries (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia) 

were invited to join the Alliance. Although being praised and welcomed for contributing to 

NATO’s collective defense and crisis management activities in light of the newly emerging 

security reality, the accession of these countries, which occurred shortly before NATO’s 2004 

summit in Istanbul, remained informed by NATO’s 1990s order narrative of “Europe whole and 

                                                           
769 NATO’s official web page on Operation Active Endeavor: www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_7932.htm 
770 See: S/RES/1386 (2001). For further on this issue, including specificities of Bonn Agreement, see for example: 
Peter Dahl  Thruelsen, NATO in Afghanistan – What Lessons Are We Learning and Are We Willing 
to Adjust? (Copenhagen: DIIS, 2007). 
771 Williams, NATO, Security and Risk Management: From Kosovo to Khandahar. 81.  
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free, united in peace and by common values”772. The same applies to Albania and Croatia, 

which joined the Alliance in 2009. In a declaration, adopted during NATO’s Summit in 

Strasbourg-Kehl, their accession was thus discursively related to Europe “united in democracy, 

individual liberty and the rule of law”773. The other Balkan countries - Serbia, FYR Macedonia, 

and Montenegro - developed different relations with NATO. FYR Macedonia and Montenegro 

remain aspiring members while Serbia considers itself a militarily neutral country.774 

Irrespective of these differences, current cooperative arrangements of all three of these 

countries with NATO boil down to the Alliance playing the role of a socializing agent bent chiefly 

on supporting their “democratic, institutional, security sector and defense reforms”775 so as to 

make them an integral part of its particular conception of Europe wide order. Lastly, although 

NATO’s relations with Ukraine and Georgia have continued to be laden by these countries’ 

disputes and clashes with Russia, NATO has nevertheless preceded to cooperate with them by 

putting a heavy emphasis on the importance of their democratization processes rather than 

by resorting to a discourse and practices concerned only with military and geostrategic 

issues.776  

 NATO’s reconstruction and stabilization operations in Bosnia (SFOR) and Kosovo 

(KFOR) remain contextually tied to NATO’s narrative of a European order of democracies. 

Accordingly, after completing the SFOR mission in 2004, a purpose of which (as was discussed 

in the previous section) was to provide a secure environment for Bosnia’s democratization and 

accompanying peace processes, NATO allowed Bosnia to join the PfP and even engaged in an 

                                                           
772 Prague Summit Declaration (21 November 2002). Para. 2.  
773 Strasbourg-Kehl Declaration (4 April 2009). Para. 2.  
774 After joining PfP in 2006 and MAP in 2009, in December 2015, NATO invited Montenegro to start accession 
talks. Regarding FRY Macedonia, although being a member of PfP since 1995 and MAP since 1999, it did not 
receive such invitation due to an issue of its name raised by Greece. After nine years as a member of PfP, in 
2015, Serbia established an Individual Partnership Action Plan with NATO.  
775 A variation of this formulation can be found on NATO’s official website whereby an overview of the Alliance’s 
relation with Montenegro, Serbia, and FYR Macedonia is offered. See: NATO relations with FRY Macedonia, 
www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_48830.htm; NATO relations with Serbia, 
www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_50100.htm; NATO relations with Montenegro, 
www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49736.htm. 
776 Georgia has been a member of PfP since 1994 and, during 2009 Summit in Bucharest, NATO confirmed that 
it is open to its future membership. For a factual overview of NATO’s relations with Georgia see: 
www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_38988.htm; As regards NATO’s relations with Ukraine, they are still being 
conducted through the NATO-Ukraine Commission established in 1997. These relations have been particularly 
intensified since Ukraine started conflicting with Russia in early 2014. For a factual overview of NATO’s relations 
with Ukraine  see: www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_37750.htm 

http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_48830.htm
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_50100.htm
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49736.htm
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_38988.htm
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_37750.htm
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Intensive Dialogue with its representatives concerning its membership aspirations.777 NATO 

has remained committed to facilitating a comprehensive reconstruction and stabilization 

process for Kosovo including everything from security related issues such as demilitarization 

and a general force reform, to civilian and government concerns such as relocation of displaced 

persons, support to electoral processes, as well as judicial and economic reforms.778 

As suggested earlier, by invoking its provisions and mechanisms of collective defense 

after 9/11, in addition to a building mode it was exercising in Europe, NATO entered what is in 

the theoretical framework of this thesis described as a reinforcing organizational mode/intent. 

More precisely, in the new security context, the Alliance’s behavior became also a function of 

its intent to reinforce/protect proactively a well-established Euro-Atlantic order of states from 

a tangible threat/disruption rather than to shape that order further by giving it new quality or 

expanding it geographically. Despite being premised on its founding principle, collective 

defense, entering this mode via establishing of concrete “practices of doing” has had a 

profound transformative effect on the Alliance because it has come about as a response to the 

terrorist attacks prepared and executed by a transnational militant organization, rather than 

to an arms attack led by a particular state as anticipated in the North Atlantic Treaty.779 The 

Allies have thus been compelled to incorporate into their order negotiations, that is, into their 

“practices of talking”, a new set of considerations pertaining chiefly to their understanding of 

the nature of international order beyond Europe and its immediate neighborhood, of a manner 

in which that order facilitates and emanates threats such as terrorism, and of aspects of the 

Euro-Atlantic order these threats have the capacity to disrupt.  

Regarding their understanding of the nature of international order emanating threats 

to NATO member states, the Allies have chosen the concept of globalization as their chief 

descriptive frame. In so doing they have deemphasized threats stemming from bounded 

geographical spaces (states or regions), focusing instead on “ubiquitous, viral and systemic“780, 

that is, “functional threats” 781  facilitated by advances in transnational communication and 

                                                           
777 Bosnia has joined PfP in 2006, while an Intensive Dialogue has been in process since 2008. For a factual 
overview of NATO’s relations with Bosnia see: www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_49127.htm 
778 For a factual overview of NATO’s tasks in Kosovo see: www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_48818.htm 
779 Gordon, "NATO after 11 September." 91.  
780 Behnke, NATO's Security Discourse after the Cold War: Representing the West. Kindal location 4478.  
781 This switch in NATO’s understanding of threats has been widely observed in literature. For example, see: 
Sten Rynning, "The Geography of the Atlantic Peace: NATO 25 Years after the Fall of the Berlin Wall," 
International Affairs 90, no. 6 (2014). 1387;  Michael  Rühle, "Reflections on 9/11: A View from NATO," in NATO 
Beyond 9/11: The Transformation of the Atlantic Alliance, ed. Ellen  Hallams, Luca  Ratti, and Benjamin  Zyla 

http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_49127.htm
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transportation systems underpinning globalized international order. As illustrated in a 

straightforward manner by NATO’s Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen:  

Terrorists from the Middle East and the Gulf region were directed from Afghanistan, 
plotted in Germany, took flight lessons in the US, and finally hijacked civilian airliners 
to turn them into weapons of mass destruction.  Nothing could illustrate more 
forcefully – and tragically – the dark side of globalization.  The terrorists of “9/11” had 
successfully exploited the opportunities of a globalized world in support of their 
aims.  And as a result, we are living in a new era of globalized insecurity.782  
 
In addition to terrorism, other “functional threats”, have gradually come to be 

delineated as facilitated and magnified by globalization - failed states, the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction, cyber-attacks, piracy, and a disruption of energy supplies. It is, 

however, of paramount importance to observe that while globalization processes have been 

understood within NATO as providing favorable conditions for these threats to thrive, 

globalization itself has not been recognized as their underlying cause. As will be demonstrated 

below in a detailed analysis of NATO’s major post-9/11 documents and practices, the Allies 

have either been silent about the role of globalizing processes as a source of terrorism or have 

pointed towards failed or (even rogue) states. In so doing, they have chosen to disregard, for 

the most part, the ideological embeddedness of agents disseminating these novel threats. As 

regards terrorism, they have refused, for example, to depict it as a “culturally informed 

expression of a political agenda”783 underpinned by a particular conception of Islam, but have 

instead focused chiefly on depicting it as a byproduct of unstable and undemocratic states. A 

Refusing to frame their fight against terrorism (and related threats) as some sort of a “clash of 

civilization”784 has had significant repercussions. One is a diminished presence of self-

referential “values” in certain aspects of their security language (particularly during the early 

years of their engagements in Afghanistan) as their focus shifted more towards protection of 

the allied territories, people, infrastructure, and arms.  

Against the background of this narrative of order beyond Europe and reinforcing 

organizational intent accompanying it, NATO started to forge new “practices of doing”, as well 

                                                           
(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013). 57; Adler, "The Spread of Security Communities: Communities of 
Practice, Self-Restraint, and NATO's Post-Cold War Transformation." 211; David S. Yost, "NATO's Evolving 
Purposes and the Next Strategic Concept," International Affairs 86, no. 2 (2010). 507.  
782 Speech by Anders Fogh Rasmussen (The Catholic University of Lisbon, Portugal, 2 Jul 2010). (Emphasis 
added) 
783 Behnke, NATO's Security Discourse after the Cold War: Representing the West. Kindal location 4580.  
784 For more on this issue as it relates to NATO see: Faisal Devji, Landscapes of the Jihad: Militancy, Morality, 
Modernity (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2005). 
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as to give new meaning to those already existing. Accordingly, while during the 1990s it 

engaged in military operations for humanitarian, peacekeeping, and peacebuilding reasons 

informed mainly by its project of building an order of democratic states in Europe, its first 

military mission after 9/11, Operation Active Endeavor in the Mediterranean Sea, has been 

chiefly defensive in nature. Given that it has been tasked to patrol maritime routes, the 

operation is a direct correlate of a globalized and functional understanding of threats. Besides 

prompting the Alliance to undertake a different type of military operations, being in a 

reinforcing organizational mode has also caused it to imbue its concept of “cooperative 

security” with new meaning. Here, I chiefly refer to the Mediterranean Dialogue and Istanbul 

Cooperation Initiative, which were now less about NATO’s project of building a “cognitive 

region”785 mirroring its values and more about strategic cooperation based on overlapping 

interests.786  

However, as indicated earlier, reinforcing/protecting the Euro-Atlantic community via 

concrete defense activities and reconceptualized practices of cooperative security, was just 

one way in which 9/11 affected the change in the Alliances organizational mode. By engaging, 

in light of these attacks but not as a direct response to it, in Afghanistan in the particular 

manner it did, the Alliance also assumed what I describe as a hybrid building-reinforcing 

organizational mode. As will be showed below, this was so because, from the onset, the 

Alliance’s command over ISAF was premised on a continuous fluctuation and intertwining 

between the following three organizational intents: (1) to protect/reinforce Euro-Atlantic 

community not via static territorial defense from a concrete threat but via preventive and 

anticipatory non-Article 5 military engagements conducted beyond the allied territory against 

agents seen as imminently threatening; (2) to achieve that same goal but through non-Article 

5 engagements that are more about building of a democratic Afghanistan than direct counter-

terrorist combating; (3) to engage in such a building venture not just for the sake of the 

Alliance’s (preventive) collective defense but also as a way of contributing to building of a 

peaceful international order more generally. Before proceeding, it is critical to compare briefly 

the Alliance’s “building projects” in Afghanistan to the one it has been realizing in Europe. In 

                                                           
785 Adler, "The Spread of Security Communities: Communities of Practice, Self-Restraint, and NATO's Post-Cold 
War Transformation." 207.  
786 For a more in-depth analysis of this issue see: Behnke, NATO's Security Discourse after the Cold War: 
Representing the West. Kindal location 4280-4400. 
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essence, both of these projects have rested on a narrative of international order composed of 

benevolent democracies. However, in each of these projects the Allies have emphasized a 

different aspect of that benevolence. In Europe, their focus has primarily been on democracies 

not fighting each other and not being susceptible to ethnic clashes. Accordingly, by creating 

Europe composed of democratic states, the Allies hoped to prevent another major conflict in 

the continent. By contrast, in Afghanistan, they focused on a logic that functioning democratic 

states are not a fertile ground for the flourishing of both domestic and international terrorism. 

Accordingly, by building democratic Afghanistan they were hoping primarily to prevent a future 

invoking of Article 5 due to a terrorist attack. 787 

 In the following section, a detailed analysis of NATO’s post-9/11 high-level “practices 

of talking” is presented so as to give substance to the above-made claims regarding the nature 

of its transformation in the first decades of the 2000s. To that end, the most important security 

concepts, claims, and information advanced during these practices are identified as well as a 

manner in which they have been assembled, simplified, and juxtaposed so as to represent a 

particular conception of an external international order in regard to which the Alliance could 

render itself agentic. The focus will primarily be on the Alliance’s response to the newly 

emerging threats given that its activities in Europe, as discussed in some detail earlier, 

remained, for the most part, informed by its project of building democratic, whole, and free 

Europe. Due attention will, however, be given to instances in which this project was disturbed 

by geopolitical considerations raised by Russia in its objections to NATO’s persistent eastward 

expansion.  

 

4.1 NATO’s Initial Reactions to 9/11 

After NATO’s 1999 Summit in Washington, but prior to the terrorist attacks on the US, 

“practices of talking” unfolding in NATO’s high-level panels were focused on two issues in 

particular. The first was the Alliance’s conception of European order and its corresponding 

organizational intent. Having accepted three new members788 and successfully completing the 

humanitarian air campaign against Yugoslavia, the Allies’ discourse regarding these matters 

remained largely the same as that advanced throughout the 1990s. As pointed out by George 

                                                           
787 For more on NATO and anticipatory use of force see: David S. Yost, "NATO and the Anticipatory Use of 
Force," International Affairs 83, no. 1 (2007). 
788 These three countries are: Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic.  
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W. Bush during NATO’s Summit in Brussels in June 2001: “The Allies must never lose sight of 

what NATO does and what it stands for – how it safeguards prosperity and protects democracy 

in an ever-widening Europe”789.  

The second issue that was gaining more and more attention during this time was the 

proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and means of their delivery. At the turn 

of the millennium, this issue was placed on NATO’s agenda in a more formal way. During the 

1999 Summit in Washington a Weapons of Mass Destruction Initiative was launched with the 

aim of assessing and addressing the risks these weapons pose to the Allies.790 The profile of 

this issue was than raised by then-newly elected President Bush. In his speeches, he became 

especially vocal in inviting the Allies to adopt a particular perspective of international order on 

Europe’s periphery; namely, that that space is populated by rogue/failed states with irrational 

leaders seeking WMD and willing to use them. In his own words:  

[T]he world faces new kinds of threats. A growing number of countries, including some 
of the world’s least responsible states, are developing nuclear, biological, and chemical 
weapons and some already possess the technology for ballistic missiles to deliver them. 
So I ask for your understanding and support as we take forward needed research and 
development on systems that could protect us all from WMD threats.791 (Emphasis 
added) 
 

Although the Allies did not advance this understanding of order beyond Europe as their 

official order narrative, the majority of them nevertheless accepted that WMD posed a threat 

to their “territory, people, and arms”, as well as that this issue should be further considered 

within the Alliance.792 In so doing, even before 9/11, they were beginning to pay more 

attention to the issues pertaining to their immediate collective defense, gradually thereby 

placing the Alliance into a reinforcing organizational mode. On that point, it should also be 

observed that, although failed/failing states were identified as a source of threat, none of the 

Allies suggested that these states should be pacified by the Alliance assuming some kind of a 

                                                           
789 Excerpted remarks to the North Atlantic Council by George W. Bush (Brussels, 13 June 2001). The similar 
assertion can also be found in speeches of other representatives. See: Address by Jacques Chirac (Brussels, 13 
June 2001); Speech by Gerhard Schröder (Brussels, 13 June 2001); Speech by Willem Kok (Brussels, 13 June 
2001).  
790 This initiative resulted in a formation of NATO’s WMD Non-proliferation Center. For a factual overview of 
NATO’s relation to WMD see: www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_50325.htm  
791 Excerpted remarks to the North Atlantic Council by George W. Bush (Brussels, 13 June 2001). (Emphasis 
added) 
792 In the available speeches from the 2001 NATO’s Summit in Brussels, only H.E. Aleksander Kwasniewski, the 
President of Poland, used the language similar to that of Bush. Accordingly, he referred to rogue states as 
“states of concern”. See: Intervention by H.E. Aleksander Kwasniewski (Brussels, 13 June 2001). 
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socializing role vis-à-vis them. None of the Allies envisioned NATO as engaging in building order 

beyond Europe. At the time, these peripheral regions were seen only through the prism of 

reactive and territorial (collective) defense.  

After 9/11, these concepts started to shift and NATO to transform accordingly. During 

the early aftermath of the attacks, “irresponsible” states and WMD continued to constitute a 

significant part of the ordering discourse of the Allies. These states were, however, 

decreasingly seen as threatening agents themselves. That spot was now allocated, first and 

foremost, to terrorists while “irresponsible” states came to be depicted primarily as sites 

facilitating their flourishing, including providing them with favorable conditions to obtain 

WMD. Furthermore, as indicated earlier, identifying flawed state structure as the “birthplace” 

of terrorism was coupled with its discursive de-linking from Islam. Accordingly, in their initial 

reactions to the 9/11 attacks, the Allies explicitly asserted that their “fight is not against Islam 

or the innocent people of Afghanistan [but] against terrorists”793. 

As was also indicated earlier, one way in which NATO responded to the attacks on the 

US was by invoking its collective defense mechanisms, including the setting up of an Article 5-

mission in the Mediterranean Sea. Considering that in this way the Alliance was no longer 

acting upon its environment by chiefly endeavoring to redesign it in accordance with its 

preferred conception of order among states, but was also starting to engage in 

reinforcing/protecting an order that was already in place, these activities represent an 

important moment in its post-Cold War transformation. Nevertheless, they are but one aspect 

of it. The heightened presence of terrorism and related unconventional threats in NATO’s post-

9/11 “practices of talking” and, more importantly, the particular manner in which these threats 

have been “blended” in its conception of order, have created a basis for the Alliance to engage 

in diverse new “practices of doing”, as well as to redefine those already existing. The most 

significant of these developments are practices emerging as a result of the Allies continuously 

blurring the line between their collective defense needs and crises management tasks, 

including a shift in their relations with the partner countries. 

Before and during NATO’s Summit in Prague, held in November 2002, the Allies started 

fashioning, for their “practices of talking”, what Lord George Roberts, NATO’s Secretary-

                                                           
793 NATO’S Response to Terrorism, M-NAC-2(2001)159 (Brussels, 6 December 2001).  (Text in parentheses 
added) 
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General, described as an “adaptation agenda”794. In essence, the Allies began designing a 

comprehensive military response to terrorism and recasting their concept of cooperative 

security accordingly.795 Regarding the first issue, during the Prague Summit, the Allies adopted 

the Military Concept for Fight against Terrorism, agreed to create NATO Response Force (NRF), 

and agreed to streamline NATO military command.796 By refusing to associate terrorism with 

a concrete state or a political/ideological/religious project (as was the case with the USSR and 

communism), but viewing it instead as a volatile byproduct of failed states in general, the Allies 

started reconceptualizing their notion of static, reactive, and territorial defense to a more 

proactive, preventive, and anticipatory version.797 Accordingly, in the Military Concept, they 

asserted that “it is preferable to deter terrorist attacks or to prevent their occurrence rather 

than to deal with their consequences”798  and, in the Prague Declaration, that “NATO must be 

able to field forces that can move quickly to where they are needed [and] to sustain operations 

over distance and time”799. In so asserting, the Allies essentially agreed that it was possible for 

NATO to undertake out-of-area non-Article 5 operations not just for peacekeeping, peace-

enforcing and peacebuilding reasons but also for their anticipatory collective defense 

purposes, previously inextricably tied to Article 5. 

These two reasons for undertaking non-Article 5 missions, however, became 

intertwined in NATO’s decision to assume a leading role in ISAF in 2003. On the one hand, by 

asserting that “[t]his operation demonstrates [their] readiness to deploy forces to wherever 

the Allies decides to ensure [their] common security”800, the Allies have clearly understood 

ISAF as a non-Article 5 mission justified by their anticipatory collective defense requirements. 

On the other hand, however, by assuming control over ISAF under the existing mandate of the 

UN, the Allies also asserted the following: 

                                                           
794 Opening statement by Lord George Robertson (NATO HQ, Brussels, 6 June 2002). 
795 For example, prior to the Prague Summit, during the meeting of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council in 
Defense Ministers session, Lord Robertson asserted that the Allies “need to reexamine the practical content of 
the partnerships to ensure it remains relevant and valuable to all participating nations”. See:  Opening 
statement by Lord George Robertson (Brussels, 7 June 2002.) 
796 See: Prague Summit Declaration (NATO Summit, Prague, 21 November 2002).  
797 For further on this shift see: Yost, "NATO's Evolving Purposes and the Next Strategic Concept." 506-507.  
798 NATO Military Concept for Defence against Terrorism (NATO Summit, Prague, 21 November 2002). 
799 Prague Summit Declaration (NATO Summit, Prague, 21 November 2002). Para. 4. The same formulation can 
be found in: Final Communiqué (Defence Planning Committee and the Nuclear Planning Group, NATO HQ 
(Brussels), 6 June 2002).  
800 Final Communiqué (Defence Planning Committee and the Nuclear Planning Group, NATO HQ (Brussels), 1 
December 2003). Para. 5. 
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Our aim is to assist in an emergence of a united, sovereign country, integrated into the 
international community, including by assisting the Afghan Transitional Authority in the 
maintenance of security and stability and in the electoral process according to the 
Bone Process.801 
 

In so asserting, the Allies evidently viewed ISAF also as an operation designed to build 

a democratic Afghanistan. However, as can be seen from the quote, that task was not in any 

particular way connected to Euro-Atlantic security, or more precisely, to the Allies’ collective 

defense requirements. Rather, it was depicted more as something that was being done for the 

benefit of the international community in general and Afghanistan, in particular. In the 

upcoming years, the emphasis of the Alliance’s engagement in Afghanistan continued to shift 

between these two reasons. At times, it was more about reinforcing/protecting the Euro-

Atlantic community via anticipatory military engagement beyond the Treaty area and, at 

others, about partaking in the reconstruction of Afghanistan. Gradually, however, the latter 

came to be linked more explicitly to Euro-Atlantic collective defense - building democracy in 

Afghanistan became also viewed as an endeavor aimed at preventing future invocations of the 

Article 5.  

As regards the change in NATO’s cooperative security arrangements, by becoming a 

function of a new security reality, they came to be increasingly about a joint strategic 

cooperation against mutual threats and less about NATO’s attempt to turn partners 

themselves into stable agents by exerting a kind of “pedagogical epistemic oversight”802 over 

them. Here I chiefly refer to the Alliance’s relations with the Mediterranean Dialogue countries, 

those of the “broader Middle East”- but also its relations with Russia. Accordingly, during the 

2002 NATO-Russia Summit, backed by a pledge to search “for common ground and common 

understanding to meet common challenges and stop that common enemy”803, the parties 

agreed to establish the NATO-Russia Council, a cooperative arrangement significantly more 

robust than its predecessor, the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act.804  Furthermore, during the 

Summit in Prague, informed by similar considerations, the Allies introduced Individual 

Partnership Action Plans seeking thus to forge “comprehensive, tailored, and differentiated” 

relations with their partners, as well as adopted a Partnership Action Plan against Terrorism, 

                                                           
801 Ibid. 
802 Behnke, NATO's Security Discourse after the Cold War: Representing the West. Kindal location 4358. 
803 Opening remarks by Lord George Robertson (NATO-Russia Summit, Rome, 28 May 2002). 
804 See: NATO-Russia Relations: A New Quality (NATO-Russia Summit, Rome, 28 May 2002).  
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all with an aim to “enhance interoperability and defense-related activities, which constitute the 

core of our partnership”805. Lastly, with the Mediterranean Dialogue countries a decision was 

made “to upgrade substantially the political and practical dimension” of the interaction by 

enhancing “cooperation and effective interaction on security matters of common concern”806. 

The nature of NATO’s relations with its partners became an especially prominent issue 

before and during its next major round of ordering “practices of talking” - the 2004 Istanbul 

Summit. At the time, the discourse of NATO’s officials and state representatives was chiefly 

focused on “outreach to partners”807 with concepts such as “shaping” and “projecting 

stability”808 particularly highlighted. In light of the Alliance’s preoccupation with 

reinforcing/protecting Euro-Atlantic community rather than (just) expending its values, despite 

including words “projecting” and “shaping”, these concepts came to refer “first and foremost, 

[to] building partnerships to maximize [the Allies and partners’] collective ability to defend 

peace”809. On this basis, besides further enhancing the Mediterranean Dialogue, the Allies 

decided to launch the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative, an initiative designed to enhance the 

interaction with “the broader Middle East […] starting with the countries of the Gulf 

Cooperation Council”810. In both their negotiations and adopted documents, the Allies referred 

to these cooperative arrangements by emphasizing the need for a “joint ownership”811, 

including taking into consideration these partners’ “particular interests and needs”812. 

 

4.2 ISAF: From Anticipatory Non-Article 5 Defense to Building International Peace and 

Security   

During the 2004 Summit in Istanbul, the Allies agreed to “a major expansion of NATO’s 

role in Afghanistan”813; that is, to a four-stage expansion of ISAF’s mandate across the entire 

Afghan territory.814 However, as the mission was expanding towards chaotic southern and 

                                                           
805 Prague Summit Declaration (NATO Summit, Prague, 21 November 2002). Para. 7. (Emphasis added by the 
author) 
806 Ibid., Para. 9. (Emphasis added by the author)  
807 Speech by Jaap de Hoop Scheffer (Istanbul, 24 April 2004). 
808 Projecting Stability, speech by Jaap de Hoop Scheffer (The New Defence Agenda, Brussels, 17 May 2004). 
809 Ibid. (Text in the parentheses added by the author) 
810 Istanbul Summit Communiqué (NATO Summit, Istanbul, 28 June 2004). Para.37. 
811 Projecting Stability, speech by Jaap de Hoop Scheffer (The New Defence Agenda, Brussels, 17 May 2004). 
812 Istanbul Summit Communiqué (NATO Summit, Istanbul, 28 June 2004). Para. 36.  
813 The Istanbul Declaration: Our Security in New Europe (NATO Summit, Istanbul, 28 June 2004) 
814 Alexander Mattelaer, "How Afghanistan Has Strengthened NATO," Survival 53, no. 6 (2011). 128. 
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eastern parts of the country, NATO troops came in close contact with insurgent groups.815 For 

this reason, throughout 2005 and 2006, ISAF became less about building “a broad-based, 

gender sensitive, multi-ethnic and fully representative government”816 in Afghanistan, and 

more about direct counter-insurgent combating. Along similar lines, its engagements with the 

Afghan government came to be focused more on a reform of the country’s security sector than 

on a general reconstruction of the state.817 Judging by these field operations, of the two above-

discussed reasons informing the Alliance’s decision to assume the control over ISAF, a more 

prominent was clearly becoming the one that drew on its 2002 Military Concept for Fighting 

Terrorism; namely, that in the context of the new security concerns NATO was ready to deploy 

forces wherever they were needed. However, despite in such a way being embedded in the 

Alliance’s narrative of reinforcing/protecting the Euro-Atlantic community via proactive and 

anticipatory non-Article 5 (collective defense) operations, the absence of a feeling that threats 

coming from Afghanistan were indeed imminent, rendered these engagements an important 

source of problems for the Allies.818 Therefore, in addition to gradually losing, as observed by 

Bert Koenders, “the all-important battle for hearts and minds at home”819, the Allies were 

increasingly disengaging from one another due to burden sharing and “national caveats”820 

issues becoming prominent points of contention among them.821 

The effect of these disputes and a danger of them turning NATO into what is called in 

this thesis a reflecting organizational mode, a mode in which an organization is either 

completely “paralyzed” or unable to engage with its environment effectively, was twofold. On 

the one hand, an increasing number of the Allies were calling for a reinvigoration of NATO’s 

                                                           
815 Williams, NATO, Security and Risk Management: From Kosovo to Khandahar. 71-90. 
816 Istanbul Summit Communiqué (NATO Summit, Istanbul, 28 June 2004).  
817 Behnke, NATO's Security Discourse after the Cold War: Representing the West. Kindal location 4153.  
818 It should not be overlooked that the relations between the Allies were also burdened by a major dispute that 
occurred in the wake of the US decision to invade Iraq in 2003. Often referred to as the Alliance’s “near death 
experience”, the dispute was a result of France, Germany, and Belgium refusing to authorize, under Article 4, an 
advance NATO military planning to assist Turkey in case of war in Iraq. For more on this issue see: Elizabeth  
Pond, Friendly Fire: The near-Death of the Transatlantic Alliance (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 
2004); Michael Cox, "Beyond the West: Terrors in Transatlantia," European Journal of International Relations 11, 
no. 2 (2005). 
819 Speech, by Bert Koenders (NATO Summit, Riga, 29 November 2006). 
820 “National caveats” refer to individual restrictions the Allies put on how, where, and when the forces they 
contribute to NATO missions can be used. For more on this issue see: Stephen M. Saideman and David P. 
Auerswald, "Comparing Caveats: Understanding the Sources of National Restrictions Upon NATO's Mission in 
Afghanistan," International Studies Quarterly 56, no. 1 (2012). 
821 See: Theo Farrell and Sten Rynning, "NATO's Transformation Gaps: Transatlantic Differences and the War in 
Afghanistan," Journal of Strategic Studies 33, no. 5 (2010). 
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“practices of talking” by making a case for a more political Alliance. This issue was particularly 

prominent during NATO’s 2005 Summit in Brussels. For example, in his opening remarks to the 

Summit participants, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, the Secretary-General of NATO at the time, 

asserted that the Summit “will give a new impetus to the political evolution of NATO”822 while  

French President Jacques Chirac observed that “everybody agreed that NATO […] should not 

shy away from discussing political subjects of relevance”823. Against this background, NATO 

came to be depicted increasingly as a “forum for strategic and political consultations and 

coordination among allies”824. In this context, demands were also made for a more attention 

to be given to a genuine reaffirmation of the values binding the Allies, which became 

deemphasized due to NATO being discursively more focused, in its response to the new 

security environment, on the protection/reinforcing of the allied “people, territory, 

infrastructure, and arms”.  

The second effect of the disputes emerging among the Allies was a reorientation of 

NATO’s approach to ISAF, and Afghanistan in general. The Allies now started embedding these 

engagements more in a narrative of the reconstruction of the country and less in the narrative 

of their combative, proactive, and anticipatory collective defense. In so doing, during the 

Summit in Brussels - but particularly during the 2006 Summit in Riga - the Allies started pointing 

out that a military solution to Afghanistan would be insufficient.825 Instead, they began 

advocating for a more robust conception of state security delineating “development” as an 

especially important dimension. Accordingly, it was asserted in the Riga Summit Declaration 

that “[t]here can be no security in Afghanistan without development, and no development 

without security”826. In a more general manner, this point was also made in the Comprehensive 

Political Guidance, another major document adopted in Prague, as it was stated as early the 

third paragraph that “peace, security and development are more interconnected than ever”827. 

                                                           
822 Opening remarks by Jaap de Hoop Scheffer (NATO Summit, Brussels, 22 February 2005). 
823 Speech by Mr. Jacques Chirac (NATO Summit, Brussels, 22 February 2005). 
824 Statement, by the Heads of State and Government (NATO Summit, Brussels, 22 February 2005). A similar 

depiction of the Alliance can also be found the final Declaration of the 2006 Summit in Riga. See: Riga Summit 

Declaration (NATO Summit, Riga, 29 November 2006).  

 
825 See for example: Statement, by Paul Martin, Prime Minister of Canada (NATO Summit, Brussels, 22 February 

2005).; Opening statement, by Jaap de Hoop Scheffer (NATO Summit, Riga, 29 November 2006).; Riga Summit 

Declaration (NATO Summit, Riga, 29 November 2006).   
826 Riga Summit Declaration (NATO Summit, Riga, 29 November 2006).  Para. 6. 
827 Comprehensive Political Guidance (NATO Summit, Riga, 29 November 2006). Para. 3.   
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By highlighting this logic and by significantly disengaging Afghanistan from their collective 

defense, the Allies also started calling for a “comprehensive approach” to the situation in a 

sense of a “close cooperation and coordination among international organizations playing their 

respective interconnected roles”828. Accordingly, the Alliance was now being “tilted” more 

towards a building organizational mode informed by a more general narrative of the peaceful 

international order premised on benevolent, democratic, and developed states respectful of 

their citizens’ human rights. Against this background, NATO’s “practices of doing” became 

more global in character. Accordingly, on the account of “advancing peace and security and 

standing shoulder-to-shoulder with those who defend our common values of democracy and 

freedom”829, the Allies decided to assist the African Union in their endeavors in halting the 

humanitarian crisis in Darfur. Also, the NATO Response Force, declared fully operational during 

the Riga Summit, were not being deployed “to where they [were] needed” in order to deter 

terrorist attacks or prevent their occurrence but for humanitarian assistance following 2005 

Hurricane Katrina in the US and the 2006 earthquake in Pakistan.830 

 

4.3 ISAF: Merging of NATO’s Reinforcing and Building Intent  

A “tension” thus accumulated within NATO between 2003 and 2007 regarding its 

“practices of doing” in Afghanistan. Pulling in one direction was the expression of its intent to 

reinforce/protect the Euro-Atlantic community via non-Article 5 combative military 

engagements beyond the Treaty area. In the other, its intent to rebuild Afghanistan as a 

democratic state ready to be socialized in the wider international community. This “tension” 

began “resolving” in 2008. In negotiations before and during the Alliance’s 2008 Summit in 

Bucharest, the Allies started “narrating” their engagements in Afghanistan chiefly as a project 

of building a democratic and stable state. This time, however, besides linking it to a global 

peaceful order they also began making a more explicit connection between democratic 

Afghanistan and their own security. Accordingly, in both the Bucharest Summit Declaration and 

ISAF’s Strategic Vision, a declaration adopted at the Summit by the states contributing to ISAF, 

it was asserted that  “Euro-Atlantic and wider international security is closely tied to 

                                                           
828 Ibid., Para. 3.  
829 Riga Summit Declaration (NATO Summit, Riga, 29 November 2006). Para. 3.  
830 Mark Webber, "NATO: The United States, Transformation and the War in Afghanistan," British Journal of 
Politics & International Relations 11, no. 1 (2009). 54. 
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Afghanistan’s future as a peaceful, democratic state, respectful of human rights and free from 

the threat of terrorism”831. As a practical response to this linking of Euro-Atlantic, international, 

and Afghan security, the Allies continued to highlighting their “transformative agenda” 

pertaining to NATO’s “ability to perform the full range of its missions, collectively defending 

[their] security at home and contributing to stability abroad”832. Accordingly, in line with the 

newly advanced “comprehensive approach”, they started engaging with other international 

organizations more formally, e.g. through organizing a Special Meeting on Afghanistan 

attended by the representatives of the UN, EU, and the World Bank. 

This manner of immersing Afghan security into the Alliance’s narrative of Euro-Atlantic 

and broader international order was maintained throughout 2008 and 2009. Nevertheless, as 

a way of underpinning it further, certain novel ordering links and logics were (re)introduced. 

Immediately after 9/11, the Allies asserted that “terrorism threatens the lives of our citizens, 

and their human rights and civil liberties”833. Yet, as briefly observed earlier, as they 

subsequently started to embed ISAF chiefly in their narrative of anticipatory collective defense 

and as the mission itself became more about counter-insurgency than about state building, 

the Allies almost entirely neglected these shared values as referent objects of terrorism 

choosing instead to focus mainly on “people, territory, infrastructure and arms”. However, 

now that the Alliance’s role in Afghanistan came to be depicted primarily as a building project 

contributing to Euro-Atlantic and wider international security, the shared values found their 

way back into their ordering discourse.  Accordingly, during negotiations conducted as part of 

the 2009 Summit in Strasbourg-Khel, assertions similar to the following one were frequently 

uttered:  

The Alliance is a community united by its beliefs in democracy, individual freedom, 
human rights, and the rule of law. We cannot permit Afghanistan to once again become 
a haven for those who seek to destroy societies based on those beliefs and 
principles.834 
 

                                                           
831 Bucharest Summit Declaration (NATO Summit, Bucharest, 3 April 2008). Para. 6. (Emphasis added) 

 A similar formulation can also be found in: ISAF’s Strategic Vision (NATO Summit, Bucharest, 3 April 2008). Para. 

1.  
832 Bucharest Summit Declaration (NATO Summit, Bucharest, 3 April 2008). Para. 3.  
833 NATO’S Response to Terrorism, M-NAC-2(2001)159 (Brussels, 6 December 2001). Para. 2.  
834 Speech by John Tanner, President of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly (NATO Summit, Strasbourg-Kehl, 4 

April 2009).  
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In a similar vein, the Strasbourg-Kehl Summit Declaration on Afghanistan made two 

points. It stated an aim “to support a democratic Afghanistan” so that it “does not become, 

once more, a base for terror attacks […] that destabilize the region and threaten the entire 

international community”835. The Allies also stressed that they “are helping build security for 

the Afghan people, protecting [their] citizens and defending values of freedom, democracy and 

human rights”836. A significant consequence of construing Afghanistan as important for wider 

international peace, and also in need of “comprehensive approach”, including its simultaneous 

linking to Euro-Atlantic security through a project of reinforcing a certain set of values rather 

than merely protecting the physical wellbeing of Euro-Atlantic community, was the Allies’ 

decision to start a process of “handing” Afghanistan back to Afghans. Accordingly, while 

announcing their intention to remain committed to the state for an extended period, in 

Bucharest but particularly in Strasbourg and Khel, the Allies started stressing that the Afghan 

ownership must be a crucial component of the overall process of the country’s stabilization 

and reconstruction.837 Against this background, they established a NATO Training Mission for 

Afghanistan (NTM-A) so as to facilitate the development of self-sustained Afghan National 

Security Forces, as well as agreed to provide continued support for the development of the 

institutions implementing and protecting the rule of law and human rights.   

 As the Allies started devising an exit strategy for Afghanistan, they also began reflecting 

on their security in broader terms. Accordingly, during the Strasbourg-Kehl Summit, they 

adopted a Declaration on Alliance Security as a way of marking the Alliance’s 60th anniversary, 

as well as charting a way towards a new Strategic Concept. While the Declaration delineated 

Afghanistan as NATO’s “key priority”, its specificity is that the rendering of Afghanistan in terms 

of both the Allies’ and wider international security was now “transplanted” to an exhaustive 

list of other possible threats. It was thus stated in the Declaration that: 

Today, our nations and the world are facing new, increasingly global threats, such as 
terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, their means of delivery 
and cyber-attacks. Other challenges such as energy security, climate change, as well as 
instability emanating from fragile and failed states, may also have a negative impact 
on Allied and international security. Our security is increasingly tied to that of other 
regions.  
 

                                                           
835 Summit Declaration on Afghanistan (NATO Summit, Strasbourg-Kehl, 4 April 2009) 
836 Ibid.  
837 See: Bucharest Summit Declaration (NATO Summit, Bucharest, 3 April 2008) and Strasbourg-Kehl Declaration 

(NATO Summit, Strasbourg-Kehl, 4 April 2009). 
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By establishing their order narrative on these kinds of links and logics, the Allies created 

a basis upon which they continued with developing “practices of doing” that are more global 

in character and less directly and explicitly tied to their immediate collective security needs. 

Accordingly, in addition to the assistance they started providing to the AU in 2005 regarding 

the humanitarian crisis in Darfur, they decided to launch, a few weeks ahead of the 

Strasbourg/Kehl Summit, Operation Allied Protector, a maritime operation designed to fight 

piracy in the Gulf of Aden (off the Horn of Africa) and in the Indian Ocean. The Operation was 

established under a UN Security Council authorization and it was justified as a way of protecting 

the most important maritime routes in the world, although a particular emphasis was put on 

piracy undermining international humanitarian efforts in Africa. The Allies have also cast the 

operation in terms of a “comprehensive approach by the international community” to address 

“the root cause of piracy” and thus observed that their mission is complementary to the EU’s 

Atlanta operation and Combined Task Force 151, missions already operational at the time.838 

So far the analysis has focused predominantly on the Alliance’s shifting organizational 

intent regarding its endeavors in Afghanistan. But in the period between 2002 and 2009 its 

Article 5 operation (Operation Active Endeavor in the Mediterranean Sea) also underwent a 

noteworthy refocusing. Just as the mission in Afghanistan, this mission gradually became linked 

to the wider security of international community and struggles against terrorism. In this regard, 

the Alliance has not only expressed its determination to collaborate closely with the UN on this 

issue but has also indicated a readiness to implement the UN Global Strategy in the fight 

against terrorism, as well as relevant UN resolutions fully.839 Immersing thus the Alliance’s 

Article 5 collective defense efforts within those of the wider international community has been 

accompanied by another “curious” move - inviting partners to participate actively in Operation 

Active Endeavor. Russia took part in the mission in 2006 and 2007, while Ukraine contributed 

in 2007 and 2008. 840 

Regarding generally NATO’s relations with its partners in the first decade of the 2000s, 

as discussed earlier, those in Europe remained largely informed by a project of “Europe whole 

and free”, keeping the Alliance thus in the building organizational mode it assumed during the 
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1990s. The exception here of course was Russia, with whom geostrategic concerns almost 

always took central stage. Up until 2007, NATO-Russia relations were shaped mostly by 

“strategic partnership” they established with respect to the newly emerging threats. After 

2007, Russia became increasingly assertive. For example, it suspended compliance with the 

1990 CFE Treaty, conducted a cyber-attack on Estonia, and issued warnings to Poland and the 

Czech Republic against continuing to support US missile defense plans. The most destabilizing 

of these actions was, of course, Russia’s use of force against Georgia in 2008. The Alliance 

responded by pursuing a so-called “no business as usual” policy841. However, as relations with 

Russia were no longer just a function of developments in Europe but also of wider security 

concerns, in 2009, the Alliance agreed to a “formal resumption, at ministerial level, of dialogue 

and cooperation with Russia”842. As regards NATO’s relations with the countries of the 

Mediterranean Dialogue and Istanbul Cooperation Initiative, conducted to be conducted “in 

the spirit of joint ownership”843 with NATO providing military training and education without  

noticeable “epistemic oversight over the developments in these countries”844. 

 

5. The New Phase?: The New Security Concept and Intervention in Libya  

From the standpoint of its post-Cold War transformation, the Alliance’s 2010 Summit 

in Lisbon can be viewed as a turning point of sorts. On the one hand, the Allies announced the 

“beginning of a new phase”845 regarding their engagements in Afghanistan. On the other, they 

adopted a New Security Concept, thereby (re)ordering the external security environment and 

delineating NATO’s agency towards it. With respect to the former, the Allies launched an 

official process by which the Afghan government would take over jurisdiction throughout the 

country by the end of 2014.846 By pledging to stay committed to Afghanistan for as long as it 
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846 Ibid., Para. 4.  
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was needed, the Allies asserted that “security”847, “stability”848, and “prosperity”849 in the 

country are “directly linked”850 and “of strategic importance”851 to the security of the North 

Atlantic region because “sovereign, independent, democratic, secure, and stable Afghanistan 

[…] will never again be a safe haven for terrorists and terrorism”852. As regards the latter, in 

the New Strategic Concept the Allies continued with the practice of delineating threats in 

functional terms rather than as something stemming from a bounded geographical region. In 

so doing, they focused their attention on everything from the proliferation of ballistic missiles 

and WMD, terrorism, cyber-attacks, disruptions in energy supplies, to trafficking in arms, 

narcotics and people.853 Although not specifying the geographical origins of these threats, the 

Allies nevertheless attempted to account for their cause/source. Accordingly, while in the early 

2000s they were in habit of viewing failed states as a source of these threats; in 2010 they 

made a more general diagnosis as they recognized “instability or conflict beyond NATO 

borders”854 as these threats’ likely birthplace, as well as observing that “many regions around 

the world are witnessing the acquisition of modern military capabilities” 855.  

 Another thing that is important to point out regarding this round of NATO’s ordering of 

its external environment is that the Allies continued with a practice they explicitly started 

during the previous year and their Summit in Strasbourg - Kehl; namely, a practice of viewing 

these diverse threats less “personally”, that is, viewing them as also affecting wider 

international stability. Accordingly, regions acquiring modern military capabilities were seen as 

having consequences “for international stability and Euro-Atlantic security”856; the 

proliferation of WMD as threatening “incalculable consequences for global stability”857; and 

                                                           
847 Mentioned in: Declaration by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the Government of the Islamic 
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terrorism as posing “a direct threat to the citizens of NATO countries, and to international 

stability and prosperity more broadly”858.  

 The implications of these ordering links and logics for NATO’s agency as outlined in the 

Concept were twofold. On the one hand, the Allies expressed their willingness and readiness 

to continue engaging beyond Europe, if not globally. On the other, they highlighted that they 

were less willing to do so unilaterally or alone. Rather, by continuing to emphasize the need 

for a “comprehensive political, civilian and military approach”859 not only to terrorism and not 

only in relation to Afghanistan but to almost all above-listed threats, they became far more 

vocal regarding the need for cooperation of all international organizations and other 

international actors. Accordingly, besides explicitly stressing that the UN Security Council has 

the primacy in “the maintenance of international peace and security”860 and that they intend 

always to act “in accordance with international law”861, the Allies also asserted that they “will 

engage actively with other international actors before, during and after crises to encourage 

collaborative analysis, planning and conduct of activities on the ground, in order to maximize 

coherence and effectiveness of the overall international effort”862.  

 Nevertheless, despite anticipating engagements on an expanded geographical space 

and active collaboration with other international actors, the Allies made sure to emphasize 

that their agency would always be contingent upon their security needs. In a section of the 

New Strategic Concept in which they specify the Alliance’s core tasks and principles, they thus 

asserted that “NATO will deter and defend against any threat of aggression, and against 

emerging security challenges where they threaten the fundamental security of individual Allies 

or the Alliance as a whole”863. Additionally, NATO promised to will “help manage developing 

crises that have the potential to affect Alliance security, before they escalate into conflicts; to 

stop ongoing conflicts where they affect Alliance security; and to help consolidate stability in 

post-conflict situations where that contributes to Euro-Atlantic security”864. The first of these 

quotes refers to NATO’s task of collective defense under Article 5, the second to its crisis 

management endeavors. As can be seen, regarding organizational intents expressed in them, 
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864 Ibid., Para. 4(b). (Emphasis added) 



254 
 

the Allies chose to “narrate” an organization ready to reinforce Euro-Atlantic community 

through reactive defense, but also through proactive, anticipatory, and preventive non-Article 

5 engagements regardless of whether they entail the use of military means or are more about 

projects of state-building and reconstruction.  

 Another important thing that needs to be observed regarding NATO’s 2010 order 

narrative and the organizational intent expressed in it is that not all threats that were taken 

into consideration were seen as equally imminent. As the Allies were crafting plans for pulling 

out of Afghanistan, terrorism became markedly deemphasized while the proliferation of 

ballistic missiles and WMD, including means of their delivery, took central stage. Accordingly, 

in the NATO 2020 report, a report of the group of experts that was aimed at assisting NATO 

Secretary-General in drafting the new Strategic Concept, it was stressed that the proliferation 

of ballistic missiles “has given birth to what has become, for NATO, an essential military 

mission”865. In the Concept itself, the threats of ballistic missiles and WMD were listed first. It 

was asserted that these “pose a real and growing threat to the Euro-Atlantic area”866. Given 

that the construction of missile defense in Europe is geared primarily towards these threats, it 

can be argued that in 2010 NATO was preparing to play a more traditional 

protective/reinforcing role with respect to the Euro-Atlantic community. Accordingly, the Allies 

agreed at the 2010 Summit in Lisbon “to develop a missile defense capability to protect all 

NATO European populations, territory and forces”867. 

However, just as the attempts to put the issues of WMD and ballistic missile defense 

on the top of NATO’s agenda between 1999 and 2001 were interrupted by 9/11, the 2011 

Libyan crisis produced a similar effect. Itself a part of the wave of political unrests in Arab 

countries such as Tunisia and Egypt, the Libyan crisis entered NATO’s perception as a wider 

international crisis premised on a grave loss of human lives caused by President Gaddafi’s 

military crackdown against peaceful protesters. Accordingly, from the outset, the Allies 

maintained that they did not consider the situation in Libya “a direct threat to NATO or NATO 
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capabilities see:  



255 
 

Allies”868, while recognizing potentially destabilizing repercussions of flows of migrants and 

refugees to Europe. It is thus hardly surprising that, parallel to this “loose” connection between 

the situation in Libya and NATO’s collective security, many of the Allies expressed initially a 

reluctance to employ NATO’s assets for a purpose of halting this humanitarian crisis.869  

Subsequently, however, they managed to reach a decision to engage in this kind of “practice 

of doing” by, in effect, embedding it in the narrative of order agreed in Lisbon. More precisely, 

the Allies agreed to intervene in Libya only if the so-called “Leslie criteria” were fulfilled: 

namely, if there was a demonstrable need for military activity, a clear legal basis, and regional 

support.870 Accordingly, as asserted in the 2010 Strategic concept, NATO was ready to 

undertake an “out-of-area” military operation beyond its territory so as to stabilize adjacent 

regions only if such operation was a part of lawful and wider international efforts. As a 

comparison, in the case of Kosovo crisis, which, unlike Libya, was read in terms of NATO’s 

narrative of a “Europe whole and free” and of NATO as its builder rather than as a broader 

international crisis, no such requirements were made and the Allies even felt just in violating 

them. That said, the Alliance’s decision to intervene militarily in Libya was based on the UN 

Security Council Resolution 1973 which invited the UN member states, acting alone or through 

regional arrangements, to use “all necessary means to protect civilians and civilian populated 

territory areas”871. On the whole, the Alliances engagements in Libya were part of its novel 

tendency not to perceive new threats “personally” but as also affecting the wider international 

community and, by extension, having the capacity to create instabilities that might grew large 

enough to disturb NATO’s collective security. In that sense, engagement in Libya can be 

interpreted as the Alliance’s military, out-of-area, and non-Article 5 intervention designed to 

reinforce the Euro-Atlantic community in an anticipatory and preventive manner.  
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Meetings Ordering Logic Advanced Institutions and “practices of doing” established or reshaped 

Brussels, Special Meeting of the North 
Atlantic Council with the participation 
of Heads of State and Government (13 
June 2001) 

Democratization processes in Europe still presented as 
sources of peace and sources of security risks.  

WMD more prominent in discourse as a source of 
threat to the allied “theory, people, and arms”. It was 

associated with rogue and failed states.  

No significant change. 

Rome, Summit Meeting of NATO and 
Russia at the level of Heads of State and 
Government (28 May 2002) 

Summit held in the context of 9/11. Depicted terrorism 
as a threat to “territory, people, and arms” not values.  

Established the NATO-Russia Council replacing the NATO-
Russia Permanent Joint Council.  

Prague, Summit Meeting of Heads of 
State and Government (21-22 Nov. 
2002) 

Regarding Europe, the Allies repeated ordering logic 
made during previous meetings. 

Depicted terrorism as a threat to “territory, people, and 
arms” not values, and as facilitated by failed states. 

Fight against terrorism seen as both preventive 
collective defense and crisis management (non-Article 

5).  
 

Invited accession talks with Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. 

Adopted the Prague Capabilities Commitment and the NATO 
Response Force.  

Endorsed a package of initiatives for new relationships with 
partners now seen more as strategic partners than “pupils”.  

Took in 2003 command over ISAF contextualize as both 
collective defense and Non-Article 5 mission. 

Istanbul, Summit Meeting of NATO and 
Russia at the level of Heads of State and 
Government (28-29 June 2004) 

Regarding Europe, the Allies repeated ordering logic 
made during previous meetings. 

Fight against terrorism contextualized more as a threat 
to the Allies’ collective defense  

Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and 
Slovenia accepted into membership. 

Enhanced the Mediterranean Dialogue and launch the 
Istanbul Cooperation on the principle of “joint ownership”. 

Expansion of NATO’s role in Afghanistan (mostly 
counterinsurgent). 

Brussels, Summit Meeting of NATO and 
Russia at the level of Heads of State and 
Government (22 February 2005) 

Regarding Europe, the Allies repeated ordering logic 
made during previous meetings. 

Asserted that military solution is not sufficient for 
Afghanistan and in that context emphasized 

development as important for state and wider 
international security.   

Continued “building stability” in the Balkans. 
 

Focused ISAF more on the reconstruction of Afghanistan 
(non-Article 5 mission) than counterinsurgency. 

 

Riga, Summit Meeting of NATO and 
Russia at the level of Heads of State and 
Government (28-29 Nov. 2006) 

Regarding Europe, the Allies repeated ordering logic 
made during previous meetings. 

Continued to link development and state security.  
Depicted Afghanistan as not only threatening for the 

Allies, but also for wider international peace and 
security seen also in terms “common values of 

democracy and freedom”. 

 
Proposed closer cooperation with other IOs (“comprehensive 

approach” to security). 
 

Assisted the AU in halting humanitarian crisis in Darfur. 
 Declared NATO Response Force operational and ready to be 

deployed “to where they are needed”.  

Bucharest, Summit Meeting of NATO 
and Russia at the level of Heads of State 
and Government (2-4 April 2008) 

Regarding Europe, the Allies repeated ordering logic 
made during previous meetings. 

Euro-Atlantic and wider international security seen as 
closely tied to the future of Afghanistan as a peaceful, 
democratic state, respectful of human rights and free 

from the threat of terrorism. 
Terrorism depicted not only as a threat to  

 “territory, people, and arms” but also to the Allies’ 
common values.  

 

No significant change only emphasized NATO’s “ability to 
perform the full range of its missions, collectively defending 
[their] security at home and contributing to stability abroad” 

Strasbourg/Kehl, Summit Meeting of 
NATO and Russia at the level of Heads 
of State and Government (2-4 April 
2009)  

Regarding Europe, the Allies repeated ordering logic 
made during previous meetings. 

New functional threats (terrorism, the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction, their means of delivery 
and cyber-attacks, energy security, climate change, as 
well as instability) seen as threatening both the Allies 

and wider international community. 

Croatia and Albania accepted into membership. 
Launched Operation Allied Protector, a maritime operation 

designed to fight piracy in the Gulf of Aden. 
Operation Active Endeavor in the Mediterranean Sea linked 

to the wider international struggles against terrorism (initially 
it was Article 5 mission) 

 

Lisbon, Summit Meeting of NATO and 
Russia at the level of Heads of State and 
Government (19-20 Nov.  2010) 
Adopted New Strategic Concept 
 
Adopted New Security Concept  

Regarding Europe, the Allies largely repeated ordering 
logic made during previous meetings. 

Continued emphasizing functional threats stemming 
from unstable regions beyond the Allied theritory and 

depicting them as a danger both to the Allies and wider 
international community.  

Deemphasizing terrorism while delineating the 
proliferation of ballistic missiles and WMD, as an 

essential threat to the Allies.  

Continued emphasizing closer cooperation with other IOs. 
Expressed willingness and readiness to continue engaging 
beyond Europe, both militarily and through other means.    

Agreed to develop a missile defense capability to protect all 
NATO European “populations, territory and forces” 

Conducted intervention in Libya 

 

Table 11  Summary of the main ordering links made during NATO’s “practices of talking” unfolding as 
part of its high-level panels between 2000 and 2010. The table also presents corresponding 
changes introduced in NATO’s institutional design and in its “practices of doing”.  

  



257 
 

Conclusion  

This chapter has approached NATO as an ISO conceptualized as an order making 

practice, that is, from the perspective of the centrality of its ordering “practices of talking”. In 

so doing, it has accounted for the manner in which the Alliance transformed following the end 

of the Cold War. Two distinct phases were identified in this way.  

In the first phase, which unfolded during the 1990s, the Allies advanced through their 

high-level “practices of talking” a concept of “Europe whole and free” premised on the notion 

of benevolent Western-style democracies as their dominant order narrative. To this narrative, 

they then attached the Alliance’s intent to act as the chief builder of thus imagined order, 

which, following the dissolution of the Cold War international structure was in the state of 

vacuum. In so doing, the Allies took steps to restructure NATO for the purpose of actively 

transforming its immediate environment rather than merely adapting the organization to the 

circumstances there emerging. On this basis, the Alliance then adopted particular new 

“practices of doing”, namely, practices of cooperative security, including the enlargement 

project, and practices pertaining to prevention and management of crises. In light of its 

narrative of the European order these practices, however, gained a particular meaning. 

Practices of cooperative security were designed as projects of tutelage, socialization, and 

persuasion through which NATO partners were expected to internalize (or at least accept) the 

alliance’s vision of the continent-wide order. These practices occluded independent 

contributions to that order from NATO partners who were viewed as  subordinate to alliance 

members. Crisis prevention and management practices entailed the use of force beyond allied 

territory, in contradiction with the North Atlantic Treaty. However when “mediated” by this 

particular narrative of the Europe’s order and the alliance’s intention to build it, they came to 

be viewed as both necessary and legitimate practices nonetheless. 

NATO’s second post-Cold War transformative phase began with the 9/11 attacks. This 

phase was significantly less coherent as regards the content of the order narrative, the 

organizational intent attached to it, and the resulting “practices of doing”. More precisely, 

during this stage the alliance partners simultaneously advanced several narratives of order, 

imbuing NATO with multiple organizational intents and engaging it in varied new practices. 

While they maintained NATO as a builder of a whole, free, and democratic order in Europe, 

9/11 triggered the organization’s “dormant” collective mechanisms. Members therefore 

articulated the role of actively reinforcing the extant Euro-Atlantic order, as well as placing it 
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into a hybrid building-reinforcing organizational mode by construing the Afghan threat vis-à-

vis their narrative of order variously. Accordingly, in terms of its “practices of doing”, in Europe 

NATO continued with cooperative “tutelage projects” most of which ultimately culminating in 

its enlargement, while in the Mediterranean Sea it set up an Article 5 maritime mission 

designed to deter and defend against terrorism. The alliance partners saw NATO’s ISAF’s 

mission in Afghanistan, at different times, as an expression of a combination between their 

intents to do three things. First, to reinforce the Euro-Atlantic order via anticipatory preventive 

non-Article 5 combative engagements. Secondly, to achieve the same goal only through 

democracy and state building projects. Finally, to conduct such building tasks but for the 

benefit of international peace and security broadly understood. There were two significant 

practical consequences of this. First, certain practices of NATO’s cooperative security became 

less about its “pedagogical epistemic oversight” and more about joint strategic cooperation. 

Here I chiefly refer to its Mediterranean Dialogue and Istanbul Cooperation Initiative. Second, 

as Afghanistan introduced into its order narrative considerations of broader international 

peace and security, NATO went on to engage militarily beyond Europe more freely – it gave 

support to AU’s efforts in Darfur, set up a counter-piracy mission in the Gulf of Aden, and 

conducted a humanitarian intervention in Libya.  
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CONCLUSION  
 
 
 

Introduction 

Just as international security represents one of the central subfields of international 

politics, ISOs constitute a significant subset of international organizations.872 Established, for 

the most part, in the aftermath of the World War II, and often as a direct response to the Cold 

War international context, a significant number of these organizations managed to survive long 

after the conditions that brought them about have withered away. Although rarely scrutinizing 

them as a distinct group, IR scholars have nevertheless offered several theoretically informed 

accounts as to why ISOs have been able to do so. However, what they have seldom observed 

and thus failed to consider systematically, is that many of these organizations have not only 

survived but have transformed – often profoundly. This observation applies to the OSCE, the 

UN, and NATO, which were chosen as the case studies for this thesis precisely on this basis. 

NATO has gone from a military alliance positioned to counter a concrete rival to a diverse 

security organization engaging in various peace operations. Moreover, its expansion has 

proceeded not in the face of an overwhelming threat from rivals (indeed, in the absence of 

such a threat) but on the basis of shared values. The UN has unexpectedly proliferated its 

peacekeeping activities and, importantly, made notable changes in the principles guiding them. 

The CSCE/OSCE transformed from a forum designed to alleviate Cold War tensions into a fully-

fledged ISO, in the process taking up diverse tasks such as early warning, crisis management, 

election monitoring, and combating human trafficking. With these empirical and theoretical 

gaps in mind, this thesis has explored the crucial issue of how these key ISOs have transformed 

following the end of the Cold War and, in particular, why these transformations have taken the 

precise form they have. In this concluding chapter, I first revisit my argument and consider the 

conclusions it reaches. Later, I discuss the thesis’ contributions, its limitations, and its 

implications with regard to IR theory, the practice-oriented study of change in world politics, 

and the study of IOs. 

                                                           
872 Duffield makes this same point, only in relation to international security institutions generally rather than just 
ISOs. See: Duffield, "International Security Institutions: Rules, Tools, Schools, or Fools?." 633.  
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1. Theoretical Accounts and Empirical Findings 

The argument advanced in this thesis was developed by drawing heavily on practice 

theory, mostly because the existing theoretical approaches to world politics (rationalist and 

constructivist) display evident weaknesses concerning the large transformative processes of 

IOs and ISOs. These accounts simply cannot explain either the distinctive manner in which 

these processes unfold or the particular outcomes they produce. The conventional theories 

focus almost entirely on the agents operating around or within them - rationalists simply 

equate IOs with state actors, while prominent constructivists see them as bureaucratic agents. 

They therefore largely derive the behavior of these organizations from the purportedly 

inherent characteristics of the agents that comprise them (the rationality of states or the 

rational-legal authority of bureaucracy) or, more precisely, from the behavioral motives these 

characteristics imply (goal-oriented utility maximization or norm-production). These 

theoretical assumptions produce two distinct weaknesses. First, while rationalist approaches 

that emphasize the fact of power and a state’s rational interest in increasing it shed some light 

on the motivations for initiating change processes, the actual practices underpinning these 

processes, and thus their substantive outcomes, remain beyond their scope. Second, while the 

constructivist focus on bureaucracies and their norm-producing practices has brought us closer 

to understanding the internal workings of IOs, the extent to which these bureaucratic practices 

are actually capable of producing the kind of all-encompassing transformations in IOs observed 

after the Cold War is highly questionable.  

Rather than approaching ISOs via the agents operating “within” them, I have chosen to 

conceptualize them as practices; that is, as bundles of “practices of talking” and “practices of 

doing”. Here, I have drawn inspiration from Latour’s notion of order making practices – or as 

he refers to them “centers of calculation” and “oligoptica”. I have then proposed that 

“practices of talking”, which take place in the high-level panels of ISOs such as their summits 

and councils, should be regarded as the principal constitutive practices of these organizations 

because they possess what Latour denotes as higher ordering capacity. This capacity is derived 

from the fact that, when meeting in these panels, both ISOs’ member states and their 

bureaucracy engage in negotiating practices through which they create, advance, juxtapose, 

and assemble various types of information, claims, norms, rules, and principles so as to fashion 

more or less coherent narratives of an international (security) order, upon which they hope to 

structure the relations and practices of agents within and without their respective ISOs. In 
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addition to thus arriving at the particular “content” of an international order, they also 

delineate an ISO’s agency with respect to it, which I have termed  in this thesis its organizational 

intent. Based on this joining of the content of an order narrative and the organizational intent 

attached to it, ISOs subsequently develop a specific institutional design and its corresponding 

“practices of doing”. From this conceptualization of ISOs, I propose that their transformative 

processes are best understood as (re)negotiations of the links and logics of their order 

narratives (which inevitably occur due to the constant “communication” between an ISO and 

the environment it seeks to structure), and matching shifts thereby introduced to their 

organizational intents.  In this regard, I suggest that ISO transformation can be studied as a 

fluctuation between their intention to (1) build a new international (security) order, to (2) 

reinforce; (3) merely reflect; or (4) seek to transcend an extant order, in this case because it is 

considered as excessively strained and thus adverse. This theoretical framework was then used 

to construct comprehensive, coherent, and plausible narratives of the transformative 

processes and trajectory of the OSCE, the UN, and NATO following the end of the Cold War. I 

summarize them below.  

The thesis was able to identify four of the CSCE/OSCE’s transformative phases. In the 

first phase, which took place roughly between 1990 and 1993, the CSCE’s institutional 

framework was used as a site for reimagining an order of relations among European states left 

in undefined and volatile condition after the Cold War collapsed. In a series of high-level 

meetings, with little or no disagreement, the participating states and bureaucrats effectively 

reinterpreted the CSCE’s normative catalog by using ‘victorious’ Western values of democracy, 

human rights, and the rule of law as their focal point. In this way, they asserted initially that 

human rights can flourish only in democracies; later, that only orders composed of democratic 

states can be genuinely peaceful; and, lastly that violations of human rights constitute a “root 

cause of conflict” and are thus a matter of concern to all participating states. To these ordering 

links and logics, they then attached an organizational intent of building, creating thus 

conditions for an overwhelming institutional (re)shaping of the CSCE, including the 

development of particular new “practices of doing”. For example, the Office for Free Elections 

was established as a way of facilitating democratization processes in central and eastern 

European (CEE) countries. Later, the Valletta and Moscow Mechanisms were created for 

dealing with disputes among states and violations of the OSCE’s human dimension, 

respectively.  
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The second post-Cold War transformative phase of the CSCE/OSCE unfolded roughly 

between 1994 and 1999. In line with the thesis’ conceptual vocabulary, I defined this phase as 

‘reflexive’, considering that the CSCE/OSCE’s ordering “practices of talking” were largely a 

discursive replication of the conflicting worldviews of its member states, emerging chiefly as a 

result of NATO’s decision to pursue eastward expansion. Although these ordering practices 

unfolded as formalized talks on a new “Security Model” for Europe, the participants’ divergent 

positions turned them into five years of deadlocked negotiations, with Russia looking to 

establish the OSCE as the foremost security organization in Europe and its Western 

counterparts to turn it into just one “building block” in the continent’s intricate security 

architecture. Against this background, the concept of state sovereignty reemerged 

prominently. The West evoked it so as to justify the right of states to join their preferred 

security arrangements, and Russia to challenge the idea that the internal matters of one state 

can be of legitimate concern to all participating states. On the whole, this was a phase of 

modest practical and institutional growth.  

Between 2000 and 2009, the OSCE underwent a third phase of transformation. This 

phase was also ‘reflexive’ given that divergences among its members continued to burden its 

everyday functioning. This phase is set apart from the one preceding by the significant decline 

in regularized “practices of talking” – whereas summits were a regular occurrence in the 

previous phase, between 2000 and 2008 not a single summit meeting was held. Lower-level 

ministerial meetings were held but often without adopting a final joint declaration. The OSCE’s 

last post-Cold War transformative phase started in 2009. This was a transcending phase as it 

coincided with a convergence of dissatisfaction among the member states, who thereby 

sought to overcome a long period of strained relations. As is typically the case for an IO in a 

transcending phase, few notable results were produced. Nevertheless, it was a significant 

period for the OSCE, as its states returned willingly to the negotiating table. 

In contrast to the CSCE/OSCE, post-Cold War developments of the UN were not marked 

by distinct transformative phases. Rather, at any given time the UN expressed a variety of 

organizational intents. The analysis attributed this to the enduring tension in the UN’s order 

negotiations and narratives. These ordering narratives remain pulled in one direction by the 

notion that state sovereignty constitutes the primary organizing principle of international 

order and in the other by an  advancing  global consensus that the internal matters of states 
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are consequential for international peace and security. Nevertheless, a clear trend in the UN’s 

post-Cold War trajectory can be discerned.  

In the early post-Cold War years, the view emerged that with the waning of superpower 

conflict, the UN would now be free to return to the promise of its founding. The organization 

could act in accordance with the content of its original order narrative, as expressed in its 1945 

Charter, and the organizational intent inscribed in it. This original intent cast the UN’s role as 

reinforcing the peace within a well-established order of sovereign states primarily through the 

institutional management of inter-state conflict. However, this prospect was clouded by the 

post-Cold War realization that the most salient security challenges of the new order were 

emerging within rather than between states. State representatives chose to utilized the 

traditional lens of “sources of conflict” in confronting this new reality and simply opened the 

existing catalog of “threats to international peace and security” to new conflict sources 

emerging within state borders. In so doing, the UN could just continue to exercise its long-

standing reinforcing role in relation to that catalog as enshrined in the Charter. However, this 

seemingly modest move produced significant consequences. In the first place, it introduced a 

subtle new logic into the UN’s order narrative and opened the door to a range of new peace 

operations and the establishment of new institutional organs, such as the DPKO. At the same 

time, the UN member states and top bureaucrats began considering the new international 

context from the standpoint of “causes of peace”. In so doing, they asserted that democratic 

states tend to be more peaceful both internally and internationally. Based on this ordering 

logic, peacebuilding “practices of doing” assumed a more prominent position and the UN 

began to take on the shape of an order builder. 

 In the 2000s, in high-level order-negotiating panels the UN member states briefly 

embraced the concept of globalization, seeking to turn the UN into a site for transcending its 

negative consequences. In so doing, both “causes of peace” and “causes of conflict” 

momentarily assumed a distinct ‘economic’ complexion. More importantly, at this time two 

order-negotiating processes gained traction within the UN turning it thereby into a more 

assertive order builder. The Brahimi Report conceptually shaped and structured the first 

process. In it, prominence was given to the issue of “causes of peace”, and thus to the 

development of the UN’s preventive peacebuilding practices – assisting police reform, 

protection of human rights, establishment of the rule of law, and election monitoring. Through 

the second process, conceptually grounded in the R2P doctrine, the protection of populations 
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from mass atrocities increasingly assumed an enhanced normative standing in relation to the 

idea of state security grounded in the sovereignty principle. Against this backdrop, and in spite 

of a significant degree of inconsistency in its peace engagements, the UN’s “practices of doing” 

became more assertive. It not only authorized an R2P-based military intervention against Libya 

but also fashioned several ‘new generation’ “multidimensional integrated stabilization 

missions” such as those in the Central African Republic (MINUSCA) and Mali (MINUSMA).  

Two distinct transformative phases were identified as part of NATO’s post-Cold War 

trajectory. During the first phase, taking place in the 1990s, the central element of its high-

level order negotiations was a triumphalist narrative of a European community of benevolent 

democracies newly united in peace. The common Western values underpinning this 

community were presented as indispensable to peace. NATO then attached an intent to build 

order to this order narrative. Alliance partners started to fashion an array of new “practices of 

doing” uncharacteristic of military alliances – practices of cooperative security and practices 

pertaining to crisis prevention and management. Cooperative security entailed the 

institutional binding of former enemies to NATO through such arrangements as the North 

Atlantic Cooperative Council (later renamed the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council), the 

Partnership for Peace, the NATO-Russia Council. The ultimate stage of these practices was 

enlargement through the admission of CCE states as NATO members. Importantly, however, 

these arrangements came to resemble tutelage, socialization, and persuasion projects rather 

than a partnership among equals. At the same time, practices of crisis prevention and 

management quickly came to be seen as necessary and legitimate endeavors within the new 

content and intent of NATO’s order narrative. This was despite the fact that such practices 

lacked any grounding within the North Atlantic Treaty itself. Moreover, as in the case of 

Kosovo, they were sometimes conducted in distinct contravention of international law, the 

ultimate source of legitimate state action in the contemporary international order.  

NATO’s next transformative phase was triggered by 9/11 terrorist attacks on the US. 

Whereas in the previous phase NATO had moved in a single direction, in the second, the Allies 

simultaneously engaged a range of order narratives, thereby attaching several organizational 

intents to NATO. In Europe, the Allies continued to construe it as a builder of order premised 

on the notion of benevolent democracies. By reacting to 9/11, they then activated its 

“dormant” collective defense mechanisms, giving in thus the role of an active reinforcer of the 

extant order within the Euro-Atlantic region. Lastly, by shifting, throughout 2000s, the meaning 



265 
 

of their engagements in Afghanistan between an intent to combatively reinforce the Euro-

Atlantic order via anticipatory preventive non-Article 5 operations, to achieve that same goal 

only through state and democracy building practices and, lastly, to use those same building 

practices only now as an expression of the intent to partake in the construction of a broader 

peaceful global order, the Allies also placed NATO into what might be called a hybrid building-

reinforcing organizational mode. While this mod has produced many practical consequences 

for NATO, here it is significant to observe that its (military) engagements beyond Europe in 

2000s (e.g. assisting the AU in Darfur, combating pirates in the Gulf of Aden, or intervening in 

Libya) frequently coincided with or were a conceptual extension of the Allie’s viewing their 

engagement in Afghanistan in terms of their broader concern for international peace and 

security. 

One final observation is in order regarding the empirical findings and the broader 

implications of this thesis. The methodological chapter pointed out that this study undertook 

within-case analysis, looking individually at transformational logics in the OSCE, the UN, and 

NATO. The conclusions reached in the individual cases therefore reflected these organizations 

different scope as well differences in the “background knowledge” of their membership and 

their (corresponding) inclusive/exclusive nature. However, it was also noted that the argument 

presented here might also be suitable for cross-case comparison. ISOs can assume a building 

organizational intent irrespective of their inclusive or exclusive nature, and (more importantly) 

even in the face of substantial differences in their members’ “background knowledge”. All 

three organizations at some point during their transformation discussed international 

(security) order from the standpoint of the “sources and causes of peace”. Accordingly, they 

all at one time or another assumed a building role. This was more pronounced in NATO, an 

exclusive regional organization with an extraordinarily high degree of convergence in its 

members’ “background knowledge”. It was somewhat less marked in the CSCE/OSCE, an 

inclusive regional arrangement with a high, but not total, degree of convergence in its 

members’ “background knowledge”. The assumption of a building role was least noticeable in 

the UN, an inclusive global organization with noteworthy, even fundamental, divergences in its 

members’ “background knowledge”. What we observe, then, is that none of the organizations 

studied was immobile in the face of external circumstances. Each possessed the potential to 

recognize the possibility of modifying those circumstances if the need arose, and the capacity 

to transform organizationally accordingly. Unsurprisingly, the reflexive mode and transcending 
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organizational intent were found to be more typical for organizations whose members display 

a higher divergence in “background knowledge”. Interestingly, the danger that NATO might 

become deadlocked by a fundamental disagreement among its members in 2003 was 

described as a “near-death experience”, while similar situations arising in the other two 

organizations, although seen as potentially rendering them insignificant, rarely triggered fears 

they might perish. 

 

2. Contributions, Implications, and Limitations  

2.1 Contribution to and Implication for International Relations Theory  

Overall, this thesis has sought to contribute to sociological approaches in IR and, in 

particular, to a theoretical and empirical expanding of practice theory.  In so doing, it has been 

primarily interested in how the social hangs together and meaningful international life is made 

possible. On that basis, rather than advancing a causal explanation regarding the manner in 

which key ISOs have transformed in recent decades, the thesis has opted for a constitutive 

approach, thereby theoretically “dissecting” these organizations all over again. Two potential 

implications of this endeavor for wider IR theory can be singled out. First, it demonstrates that 

it is both possible and fruitful to advance new ontologies of international entities that, in 

addition to being active in the international arena for some time now, have also received an 

intensive scholarly scrutiny. By thus looking at these entities from a different perspective, as 

this thesis has done with IOs/ISOs, it is not only possible to add something new to longstanding 

debates within the field, but also to venture into uncharted territories accounting thereby for 

lesser explored phenomena, social change being but one prominent example. Regarding the 

second implication this thesis might have for IR theory, it adds to the literature that argues 

against models that depict actors as rationally evaluating their course of action against possible 

consequences or models that primarily view them as followers of preexisting norms. 

Accordingly, during the course of examining a sizable pool of primary sources as part of 

empirical investigations for this thesis, I have found that although state representatives 

inevitably hold certain conceptions of interest or appropriate behavior, merely reporting on 

these could not describe, in any meaningful way, the actual nature of negotiating practices 

they were engaging in. Put more generally, while behavioral motives might be important in 

“moving” and giving meaning to international practices, an observable wealth of practices 

cannot be reduced nor deduced from these motives alone. Accordingly, as the proponents of 
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practice theory suggest, to achieve a more robust understanding of social practices we should 

strive to study them in their uniqueness and diversity. 

 

2.2 Contribution to and Implications for a Practice-Oriented Study of Change in World 

Politics 

In their contribution to Adler and Pouliot’s edited volume on ‘International Practices’, 

Raymond Duvall and Arjun Chowdhury observe that, thus far, practice-oriented IR scholars 

have largely fallen short when it comes to theorizing change in international politics in a 

satisfactory manner.873 The successful application of practice theory’s insights in accounting 

for the transformation of ISOs might therefore be seen as meaningful contribution in making 

up that shortfall. Duvall and Chowdhury argue that the dominance of Bourdieu’s conceptual 

toolkit in theorizing and empirical investigations is one of the main reasons IR practice scholars 

tend to bypass change. Sebastian Schindler and Tobias Wille make a similar claim in their recent 

article.874 The overreliance on Bourdieu’s concept of “habitus” - the set of dispositions 

acquired through past experiences that condition an actor’s present practices – leads these 

scholars to focus on the patterned, routinized, and reproductive nature of social practices 

rather than on their change.875 Interestingly, where the question of change is foregrounded, 

many of these scholars still choose to reason within Bourdieu’s practice paradigm. 

Pouliot’s detailed account of the dynamics of NATO-Russia relations in the years 

following the end of the Cold War stands out in this regard.876 In accounting for the changes in 

these relations, Pouliot invokes Bourdieu’s notion of “hysteresis”, a social situation charged 

with a transformative potential that arises from a mismatch between a recently changed social 

structure and the outmoded “habitus” held by certain agents.877 On this basis, he observes 

that, despite the end of the Cold War, Russia’s leading security practitioners continued to 

construe their country’s standing in the international security arena in terms of pervasive Great 

                                                           
873 Raymond D. Duvall and Arjun  Chowdhury, "Practices of Theory," in International Practices ed. Emanuel Adler 
and Vincent Pouliot (Cambridge, U.K: Cambridge University Press, 2011). 337.  
874 In: Sebastian Schindler and Tobias Wille, "Change in and through Practice: Pierre Bourdieu, Vincent Pouliot, 
and the End of the Cold War," International Theory 7, no. 2 (2015). 331.; Duvall and Chowdhury, "Practices of 
Theory." 349.  
875 Schindler and Wille, "Change in and through Practice: Pierre Bourdieu, Vincent Pouliot, and the End of the 
Cold War." 331-332.  
876 Pouliot, International Security in Practice: The Politics of NATO–Russia Diplomacy. 
877 Ibid., 2.  
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Power dispositions.878 However, other international agents, most notably NATO, chose not to 

accord Russia this high standing, rendering its representatives’ “habitus” an outdated 

formation in the new international context. This outdated “habitus”, in turn, caused Russia to 

engage in what Pouliot describes as “quixotic practices”, out of place behaviors that made the 

change in its relations with NATO possible.879 

Dissatisfied with Pouliot’s account, Schindler and Wille instead draw on approaches 

that  either criticize or extend Bourdieu’s conceptual universe in order to propose a different 

rendering of social change.880 The authors agree with Bourdieu and Pouliot that the 

“actualization of the past”881 is what makes present practices unstable and thus prone to 

change.  However, they reject the idea that this occurs due to “objectively outdated”882 

dispositions clashing with new social structures. Instead, they propose that changes in and 

through practices originate in a fundamental uncertainty about the meaning of the past; that 

is, in contestations and reinterpretations of that past that have the potential to destabilize 

present practices and to thus make sudden and drastic changes possible.883 In this telling, the 

change in NATO-Russia relations was therefore not a product of a fundamental uncertainty 

whether the Cold War was, in fact, finished or whether its confrontational logic still applied.884 

The foregoing discussion makes clear that theories of change in world politics from the 

standpoint of practice theory are rare and that for this reason alone this thesis makes a 

valuable contribution. But it also lays the ground that allows me to situate the thesis’ 

theoretical contribution in relation to existing works, and to discuss its limitations and the 

implications for further research. From this vantage point, we can engage the broader question 

of the nature of social change. In order to do so, I draw on Duvall and Chowdhury’s concern to 

ground practice theory’s approach to social change through an identification of two distinct 

                                                           
878 Ibid., 2. 
879 Ibid., 187-188.  
880 The most prominent of these theorists and their works include: Didier Bigo, "Pierre Bourdieu and 
International Relations: Power of Practices, Practices of Power," International Political Sociology 5, no. 3 (2011); 
Luc Boltanski, On Critique: A Sociology of Emancipation (Cambridge, U.K.: Polity, 2011); Anna Leander, "Do We 
Really Need Reflexivity in Ipe? Bourdieu's Two Reasons for Answering Affirmatively," Review of International 
Political Economy 9, no. 4 (2002); Lena Hansen, "Performing Practices: A Poststructuralist Analyses of the 
Muhammad Cartoon Crisis," in International Practices ed. Emanuel Adler and Vincent Pouliot (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2011). 
881 Schindler and Wille, "Change in and through Practice: Pierre Bourdieu, Vincent Pouliot, and the End of the 
Cold War." 333.  
882 Ibid., 333.  
883 Ibid., 332, 346.  
884 Ibid., 333. 
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forms – diachronic and synchronic. Diachronic changes come about when transgressive actors 

incompetently performing already well-established practices.885 Synchronic changes, in 

contrast, occur as a result of shifts in the relationship between “important signifiers” and 

practices designed to enact and/or ground them (e.g. changes in the relations between the 

sovereignty principle and intervention practices).886 Both Pouliot’s and Schindler and Wille’s 

studies follow a diachronic logic.  While Pouliot is keener to describe Russia as a “transgressive” 

agent, Schindler and Wille also accept that a force dominantly disruptive of practices can be 

located in the contested background knowledge agents’ bring into them. In marked contrast, 

this study explores the synchronic trajectory of social change. As Duvall and Chowdhury 

observe, practices do not just reflect background knowledge but also serve to ground or enact 

certain linguistic structures or signifiers.887 Moreover, order-making practices, such as 

“practices of talking”, are performed specifically for the purpose of designing particular 

linguistic structures (i.e., narratives of international security order) and linking these to 

particular practices that are expected to enact or ground them (i.e., organizational “practices 

of doing”). Accordingly, as the thesis has shown, changes in ISOs’ dominant linguistic structures 

invite changes in their “practices of doing”, which in turn, account for these organizations’ 

observable transformation.  

I want to make three further points about the implications of the thesis to the practice-

oriented study of change in world politics. The first concerns the possibility of bridging the 

theoretical divide implicated in the focus on distinct trajectories of social change.  If we 

understand Duvall and Chowdhury’s diachronic and synchronic trajectories of social change as 

complementary rather than competing than they can perhaps be understood as the difference 

between potentially transformative or disruptive inputs into social practices and their 

observable transformative outputs. Accordingly, by focusing on just one of these trajectories, 

as both the previously mentioned studies and this thesis do, we may end up with a valuable – 

but decidedly incomplete – picture of social change. For example, studies that identify the 

potentially disruptive content agents bring into social practices (inputs) – whether it be an 

outdated “habitus” or a contested notion of the past – advance our knowledge of causes of 

change in a meaningful way. By the same token, studies that scrutinize social change as a 

                                                           
885 Duvall and Chowdhury, "Practices of Theory." 348.  
886 Ibid., 350.  
887 Ibid., 350.  
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process of grounding or enacting certain linguistic structures (outputs) further our 

understanding of the nature of changes we observe. It follows that one possible direction for 

future practice-oriented studies of change in world politics might consist in finding ways to link 

the causes of change with their observable substantive outcomes. If this seems too ambitious 

a task, this distinction between trajectories of social change should nevertheless assist us in 

seeing that when the focus is shifted away from inputs towards outputs, a space opens up for 

practice-oriented IR scholars to explore a larger portion of non-Bourdieusian theories of 

practice, which can assist them in developing not only more refined accounts of change but of 

international practices in general. For example, an important source of inspiration for this 

thesis has been Bruno Latour’s notion of order making practices, which is less about the 

content imported into practices and more about the content produced within them.  

The second point I draw here highlights what I feel is the distinct contribution that this 

thesis makes in the practice-oriented study of change in world politics. The research I have 

conducted demonstrates conclusively that change in and of social practices, while often 

prompted by external factors that generate disagreement, is not necessarily a product of 

conflictual contestation among performing agents. I highlight this specifically, because existing 

approaches seem to assume that some form of disagreement is a necessary condition for 

change. The models developed by Pouliot and Schindler and Wille, for instance, clearly rest on 

this assumption. Bourdieu’s concept of “hysteresis”, employed by Pouliot, necessarily implies 

disagreement as an inevitable outcome of the misalignment between an outmoded “habitus” 

held by a certain agent and a structure of a field in which that agent operates. Similarly, 

Schindler and Wille’s work builds in a contested actualization of the past in present practices. 

My work differs substantially. The notion of organizational intent I introduce in this thesis does 

not assume a priori a relation between conflict and change, but rather treats it as an empirical 

question in each case. I have shown how the largest transformations in and of practices can, 

in fact, arise when there is no fundamental disagreement among performing agents. The 

empirical chapters indicated how, when a situation characterized by a high degree of 

convergence of perceived interests, values, and background knowledge was coupled with an 

intention to move into a building mode, the conditions for significant institutional redesign and 

the addition of new “practices of doing” were created. They have also shown that conflict can 

in fact correlate with organizational stasis. When the member states of the OSCE, for example, 
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were in disagreement the organization sat in something of an institutional ‘holding pattern’ 

and there was little sign of transformational change for some time. 

The final point I highlight concerns the limitations of this research in advancing the 

practice-oriented study of change in world politics. Here I am speaking of the issue of linguistic 

practices and structures. Pouliot’s detailed account of NATO-Russian relations, Schindler and 

Wille’s critical article, as well as this thesis might convey the impression that change in 

international practices necessarily relates to linguistic acts; that is, to more or less contested 

meanings expressed in and through them. This, however, need not be the case. All three of 

these studies end up exploring linguistically expressible content because the practices they 

examine are, first and foremost, diplomatic practices grounded by their very nature in talk. 

This is even true of Pouliot’s account, which draws on Bourdieu’s emphasis on the “bodily basis 

of practices”888 and the tacit non-articulable know-how underlying them. However, many 

practices grounded primarily in doing (a prominent bodily component), such as wars and 

various other conflicts, regularly unfold at the international level. Accordingly, while this thesis 

might offer valuable insights into how change arises in and through practices grounded in talk, 

particularly those that possess an ordering capacity, it is limited in accounting for changes in 

practices with a prominent bodily component. 

 

2.3 Contributions to and Implications for the Study of IOs/ISOs 

One of the main contributions of this thesis to the study of IOs lies in its offer of a 

theoretically informed understanding of the manner in which these organizations transform. 

This kind of approach, as I have mentioned, is largely lacking in the literature. One must 

consider, however, that the thesis has primarily focused on IOs active in a particular domain – 

the domain of international security. The limits of the generalizability of the theoretical 

account should thus be fairly evident. As noted in the early chapters, it is justifiable to expect 

that they might also apply to ISOs other than the OSCE, the UN, and NATO. We might expect 

that the theory will travel well to the African Union (AU, established in 2001 after replacing the 

Organization of African Unity founded in 1963), the Arab League (established in 1945), the 

Organization of American States (OSA, established in 1948) or the Association of Southeast 

Asian Nations (ASEAN, established in 1967). It is, on the other hand, less clear that this thesis’ 

                                                           
888 Joseph  Rouse, "Practice Theory," in Philosophy of Anthropology and Sociology: A Volume in the Handbook of 
the Philosophy of Science Series, ed. Stephen P.  Turner and Mark W.  Risjord (2007). 659. 
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theoretical propositions will apply to IOs whose activity predominantly unfolds in such 

international realms as trade and economy, culture, or social welfare. That said, these 

organizations do also “communicate” with their environments through attempts at ordering 

and regulating their respective constitutive elements. It is therefore clear that, at least in 

principle, studying them as order making practices might also offer valuable insights into the 

manner in which they operate and transform.  

The theoretical account and empirical findings presented in this thesis also contribute 

to two prominent debates in the field of international organizations. The first is the debate 

concerning the agents chiefly responsible for the behavioral outcomes of IOs and even their 

very nature – rationalists hold that states are the main driving force behind these organizations 

while prominent constructivists give pride of place to bureaucracy. The second is the debate 

on whether or not IOs matter at all. On the question of agents, this thesis has rejected the 

central axis on which the debate turns in the first place – that a full understanding of behavioral 

outcomes is a simple product of the relative influences of states and of bureaucracy. Rather, 

by conceptualizing ISOs as order making practices rather than approaching them via agents 

operating as part of them, I have shifted the ontological frame, and thus the central subject of 

analysis. However, I have still made a claim regarding relative influence. I argue that state 

representatives are primary because they retain the final word regarding the overall direction 

of IOs/ISOs. The empirical investigation demonstrated that while highly positioned bureaucrats 

(often recognized in literature as “norm entrepreneurs”) certainly possess the power to import 

significant “content” into ISO order negotiations, this alone cannot determine outcomes. This 

is because the degree to which this content can influence behavioral outcomes and the large 

transformative processes of IOs/ISOs is ultimately determined by the extent to which state 

representatives are receptive towards it. In short, I have found that while both states and 

bureaucrats as agents are indispensable to  organizational functioning, the influence of state 

representatives is primary.  

This thesis also takes a position in the second debate - do IOs really matter in 

international politics. As indicated in earlier chapters, neorealists hold that international 

institutions in general, and IOs in particular, are inconsequential or marginal –  they simply lack 

the capacity to produce effects independent of states’ interests and preferences.889 By 

                                                           
889 For example, in: Joseph M. Grieco, "Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: A Realist Critique of the Newest 
Liberal Institutionalism," International Organization 42, no. 3 (1988); Stephen D. Krasner, Sovereignty: Organized 
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contrast, neoliberal institutionalists and constructivists accept that IOs do make a difference. 

The former regard them as consequential entities because they facilitate cooperation among 

states by reducing information uncertainty and transaction costs.890 The latter focus on the 

effects that norms and rules produced by IOs’ bureaucracy have in shaping world politics. This 

thesis proposes, in contrast to all these approaches, that no definite answer can be given to 

the question of IO consequentiality in general. In short, the answer is: “it depends.”  In different 

organizational modes, IOs matter variously. When they are in a building organizational mode 

seeking thereby to rearrange their environment so that it mirrors or resembles their narratives 

of order, IOs are highly consequential for world politics. The same applies, although to a lesser 

extent, when they are in reinforcing and transcending organizational modes; that is, when they 

act protectively towards an extant order or when the environment serves as an arena for 

overcoming tensions arising within it. When, however, IOs merely reflect the state of affairs in 

their surroundings they are in a sense inconsequential – or more precisely, acting 

inconsequentially. An IO in this mode thus conforms to the neorealist proposition that were an 

IO in such a mode to vanish, nothing much would change in the international arena.  

The final contribution this thesis makes to the study of international organization is a 

conceptual one. It concerns the difference between ISO intent and ISO purpose or identity. 

The existing literature – most notably constructivist-oriented approaches – tend to hold that 

what agent “does” derives necessarily from what that agent “is”; that is, from its identity and 

thereby attached purpose. On that basis, when an agent “acts out of character”, researchers 

seem to find themselves confronting a significant puzzle. NATO is a good case in point. 

Researchers that saw it primarily as a military alliance were necessarily perplexed when after 

the Cold War it embarked on a geographical expansion based on values rather than on 

confrontation with a common enemy, and a functional expansion consisting in peace missions 

rather than on direct collective defense. To capture these shifts, many proposed that NATO’s 

identity as an alliance be replaced with a security community, or a combination of the two 

                                                           
Hypocrisy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999); John J. Mearsheimer, "The False Promise of 
International Institutions," International Security 19, no. 3 (1994). 
890 See: Michael N. Barnett and Martha Finnemore, "The Politics, Power, and Pathologies of International 
Organizations," International Organization 53, no. 4 (1999); Rules for the World: International Organizations in 
Global Politics (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2004); Michael N. Barnett and Martha  Finnemore, "The Power 
of Liberal International Organizations," in Power in Global Governance, ed. M. Barnett and R. Duvall (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2004). 
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identity markers.891 However, what was achieved in that way was yet another reification of 

NATO’s practical flexibility and possibility, albeit under a different name. On the other hand, 

by deriving the OSCE, the UN, and NATO behavior from an interplay between their 

organizational intents, theorized as a type of relationship they assume vis-à-vis their 

environment, and conceptually fluid contents of their order narratives, this thesis has 

attempted to eschew the problem of reification through designated identity, allowing and 

accounting thereby for a greater practical possibility of these organizations. In such a way, 

while limited in making predictions, the theist is well positioned to provide insights into any 

further directions these organizations might assume.  

                                                           
891 For example of this strategy see: Edward A. Kolodziej and John W. R. Lepingwell, "Reconstructing European 
Security: Cutting NATO Enlargement Down to Size," Contemporary Security Policy 18, no. 1 (1997); David S. Yost, 
"The New NATO and Collective Security," Survival 40, no. 2 (1998). On the issue of NATO’s identity see: Ciută, 
"The End(s) of NATO: Security, Strategic Action and Narrative Transformation."  
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