Reconciling Emancipation and Critical Security Studies

‘Philosophers have only interpreted the world, in various ways; the point is to change it’ 
(Marx 1976)
Introduction

Emancipation has become a highly controversial term in critical security studies. While some consider it as a central concept to critical security studies others are mighty critical of the image it conjures. Taken on its own, it conjures a state of fulfillment of divine proportion. Many have criticized the utopian ideals suggested by the term as far removed from reality of the world. Others have accused it to be a western concept of human freedom which may not culturally suit the third world countries.  Yet others have criticized the proponents of the concept of themselves violating the ‘critical’ aspect of critical security studies. And yet others cannot reconcile a stable and harmonious world where power and order is supposedly non-existent. 

To appreciate the notion of emancipation and its proponents in its appropriate context, it will be useful to firstly review the various schools of critical security studies and their central idea. The paper will then define and illustrate the notion of emancipation according to Welsh School and discuss whether emancipation could indeed play a useful role in bringing together the diverse schools of critical security studies.  In the process the paper will highlight the main criticisms against the concept and attempt to reconcile some of the common misunderstandings. It will also discuss those criticisms which are indeed problematic in advancing an emancipatory approach and where possible attempt to offer some alternatives. The study will then examine Singapore’s experience in adopting a pragmatic approach in its development which could suggest a practical manifestation of emancipation. The essay will finally conclude on whether the notion of emancipation could become central to critical security studies.  

Critical Security Studies and Emancipation 
To better understand Critical Security Studies it will be useful to firstly review the term ‘critical’ or what offering criticism really means. Pope (1971) traced the roots of criticism, to the Greek word Kritikos, coined by Aristotle to mean the “ability to discern or judge accordingly”. Plato subsequently organised the first school of criticism to serve as a literary vehicle for expressing one’s thoughts, values and philosophy of life. Antonacopoulou (1999) argues that the power of critique is not for ‘distinguishing right from wrong, positive from negative’, but to move away from ‘existing assumptions and practices and provide the strength and conviction to search for new meaning, to search for new understanding, to search for a new way of living. In its power to reveal both good and bad, critique provides the power to have choice.’ 
The problem then arises as to what this better situation or new way of living ought to be or where should these new understanding lead us to and from whose perspective. It is here that we begin see a divergence in the proponents of critical security studies. Some want to remain critically critical so as to be in a continuum of understanding or a  wakefulness, while others want to make this world a better place for all mankind and yet others want a  more universally objective or value-free world  and yet others want a more pluralist world tolerant of its diverse values and norms. Is there a thread that could link all these supposedly divergent CSS approaches? 

Critical Security Studies presently appears to be only united as far as it strives to present an alternative to the positivist traditional security studies which have struggled to rationalize the end of the Cold War. Wyn Jones however, in the introduction of Critical Theory & World Politics,  has made a strong case that the heterogeneous and contradictory nature of critical IR theory are united by their  ‘concern with the question of emancipation’(Jones 2001: 15). Similarly Stephen Eric Bronner, who studied the Frankfurt School, in Of Critical Theory and Its Theorist makes a case that the only thing common to all critical theorists (Frankfurt School) is a concern to explore barriers to and possibilities for human emancipation (Bronner 1994).   Could emancipation indeed be the glue that could bring all these supposedly divergent CSS approaches towards useful outcomes or was it never meant to be? This is what this essay will now examine in greater detail.  
The Copenhagen School 

In People, States and Fear, Buzan attempted to broaden and deepen the concept of security by including threat beyond the state and military e.g. economic, societal,  and environmental and levels of threat that besides state includes the society and individuals. The Copenhagen School rejects the viewpoint that security can be objectively given, but regards it as a social process applicable to any existential threat by any chosen referent object that requires exception measures. The action of securitizing is known as “…a speech act.  By saying ‘security’, a state-representative moves the particular case into a specific area and thereby claim a special right to use the means necessary to block this development” (Wæver 1995: 55). 
The Copenhagen School has been criticized for not going far enough to totally break away from the realist state centric notion of security. Together with Wæver and de Wilde, Buzan have retained state–centrism by arguing that to securitize an issue is to render it “so important that it should not be exposed to the normal haggling of politics but should be dealt with decisively by top leaders prior to other issues” (Buzan, Ole Wæver & Wilde 1998: 29). The School is also accused of merely shifting to other positivist epistemology by labeling identity as having an ‘essential character’ (McSweeney 1996: 84) or as a given. While the military and political sectors, the referent object may be the state, in the societal sector the referent object is identity, or ‘more specifically, it is about the sustainability, within acceptable conditions for evolution, of traditional patterns of language, culture, association, and religious and national identity and custom’ (O. Wæver et al. 1993: 23). While acknowledging that through a ‘speech act’ any referent object could be under threat and become a security concern, addressing of the threat by the state is to solve a security problem and not necessarily to encourage/realise emancipatory tendencies. Booth counters the state or society centric notion of security of the Copenhagen School by highlighting that ‘it is illogical to spend excessive amounts of money and effort to protect the house against flood, dry rot and burglars if this is at the cost of the well-beings of the inhabitants’(Booth 1991: 320). 
Frankfurt School 

The first meaning of the term critical theory was that defined by Max Horkheimer of the Frankfurt School of social science in his 1937 essay Traditional and Critical Theory. According Horkheimer and also Adorno, Critical theory seeks “to liberate human beings from the circumstances that enslave them” (Horkheimer 1982: 244). For Horkheimer a capitalist society could become more democratic when ‘all conditions of social life that are controllable by human beings depend on real consensus’(Horkheimer 1982: 249). Horkheimer and Adorno, in the later works on Dialectic Enlightenment however presented a rather pessimistic view on whether humans will ever be able to overcome the power of instrumental rationality (material development) and achieve emancipation. An alternative approach to Critical theory of the Frankfurt School that broke away from the production focus of the earlier proponents, was advanced by Habermas's discourse theory where decisions are made based on consensus arrived through discussions free from any domination. In his subsequent Theory of Communication, Habermas's argues that emancipatory potential is to be found in the realm of interaction of communication where great emphasis is on language(Habermas 1987). Alex Honneth a more contemporary critical theorist of Frankfurt School, further advanced Habermas ideas to take into account socio-cultural identities. As noted by Wyn Jones, ‘while Honneth certainly concurs with the broad thrust of Habermas’s communicative turn, that is, the attempt to locate emancipatory potential and politics in the realm of interaction rather then work – he disassembles from Habermas’s stress on language (Jone 2005: 225) towards a theory of recognition. 
Overall the Frankfurt School approach is essentially emancipatory in nature. All of them want to improve the human life from a social perspective. While Horkhheimer and Adorno may have come from a Marxist perspective of responding to dangers of capitialism, Habermas was prepared to advance social reforms within the modern capitalistic world through active communication. Honneth through theory of recognition further refined the approach by incorporating the interplay of identities in the social world. They all strive to shape this world from a liberating human perspective. My take is that while the Frankfurt School’s origins may have been Marxian, over the years it has moved towards a blend of normative and with post modernist rationalisations. In , The Changing Contour, Linklater (2001: 28) highlights that there is very little difference betweenc Habermasians’ normative stress on ‘unconstrained communication’ to Lyotard’s support for ‘equal rights of participation in a universal speech of community’.  
The Poststructuralist and Postmodernist
The beginning of the postmodern approach is usually traced to Friedrich Nietzsche. Best and Kellner (Steven Best & Kellner 1991: 22) argue that Nietzsche ‘attacked philosophical conceptions of the subject, representation, causality, truth, value, and system, replacing … [them] with a perspectivist orientation for which there are no facts, only interpretations, and no objective truths, only the constructs of various individuals or groups.’ Postmodernist generally criticize absolute truths or identities and emphasizes the importance of interpreting power relationships, personalization and discourse. Post-modernism argues that knowledge is inherently linked to time, place, social position and other factors from which an individual constructs their view of it. To unravel constructed knowledge, it becomes necessary to critique and deconstruct it. Seen from afar, there is only interpretation, and interpretation itself is comprehended as a practice of domination occurring on the surface of history (Foucault 1977: 150). According to Ashley ‘nothing is finally stable’ and there are no constants, no fixed meanings, no secure grounds, no profound secrets, no final structures of limits of history (Ashley 1987: 408). In their analysis, the post-modernist tend to ask the ‘how’ rather then the ‘what’ question. 
On the subject of emancipation, it appears contradictory at least from the Foucaultian perspective. The very essence of his approach was to achieve freedom for the individual especially from any preconceived norms of freedom. The argument is that by not linking the notion of freedom to any universal norm of human rights or emancipation, the individual will be able to discover for himself true freedom which is not adulterated by any preconceived notions or base either on history or an external social order. Oksala highlights while it is ‘strongly argued by many commentators that there is no freedom in Foucault’s thought, at the same time, and seemingly paradoxically, others argue that the main motive and theme in his work is precisely freedom (Oksala 2005: 2). Gary, for example, writes that Foucault’s thought is a search for ‘truths that will make us free’(Gary 1989: 1). While Rajchman claims that Foucault is ‘the philosopher of freedom in a post-revolutionary time’(Rajchman 1985: 50).  Wyn (Jones 1999) suggest that R. B. J. Walker also hints towards some notion of emancipation when he ‘envisage[s] a critical discourse about security, a discourse that engages with contemporary transformations of political life, with emerging accounts of who we might become, and the conditions under which we might become other than we are now without destroying others, ourselves or the planet on which we all live’ (Walker 1997: 79).  
The Welsh School

Inspired by the Frankfurt School’s notion of emancipation and disillusioned by the realists to explain post Cold War, the Welsh School, and especially Ken Booth, makes it absolutely clear that emancipation, not power or order is the goal of studying security. “Security” means the absence of threats. Emancipation is the freeing of people (as individuals and groups) from those physical and human constraints which stop them carrying out what they would freely choose to do. War and threat of war is one of those constraints, together with poverty, poor education, and political oppression and so on. Security and emancipation are two sides of the same coin. Emancipation, not power or order, produces true security. (Booth 1991: 319)
Summary

The ensuing discussion of the selected critical theories suggest that while there is indeed some scope for using the notion of emancipation to advance a more convergent version of CSS, there remain certain fundamental differences that may remain irreconcilable.  The post modernist approach while also internally diverse may be able offer a more novel way of ‘emancipating’ mankind. While it may be too early to judge, it appears that CSS proponents are not prepared to embrace emancipation as a central unifying concept. The study will now examine some of the possible reasons for this hesitation. 
Problematique of Emancipation 
The main criticism levied against emancipation is that it conjures a sense of utopian ideal that is far detached from the practical real world. In this real world of scarce resources, emancipation could well create anarchy. There are practical difficulties in trying to achieve that notion that ‘I am not truly free until everyone is free’ (Booth 1991: 322) across nations.  With finite and disproportionate endowment of resources in the world, how will it be practically possible to get countries to liberate all mankind without jeopardizing their own survivability in the long run? By asking the well endowed nations or citizens to part with some of their wealth could in some cases create the very fear that emancipation was meant to eradicate. The concept also assumes that humans are by nature good and that their tendencies towards greed, lust survival and lying are controllable.  
Tarry argues that  it is an ‘excessively broad conceptualization that encompasses the perceptions of all people, the definition becomes analytically meaningless as a tool for understanding the phenomena it is intended to capture. Secondly, in practice, the emancipation of humanity could be used to create a condition of anarchy, where violence is legitimized, and existing divisions between people are exacerbated’(Tarry 1998). 
Mohammed Ayoob criticizes Booth’s definition as it ‘refuses to acknowledge that a society or group can be emancipated without being secure or vice versa….Such semantic acrobatics tend to impose a model of contemporary Western politics…that are far removed from Third World realities. ‘To posit emancipation as synonymous with security and panacea for all the ills plaguing Third World states can be the height of naivete’ (Ayoob 1997: 121-146). Here, it is difficult to disagree with Ayoob as the origin of the phrase ‘emancipation’ indeed has direct links to western theology or symbolises the eradicating of slavery in America. A possible way ahead may be to change it to ‘Humanism’ or any other universal phrase.  

Sarah Tarry argues that since Booth ‘characterizes states as being "means and not ends," he would consider the Canadian State to be a threat to the distinct Québecois identity. This emancipation of the sovereigntists would, however, be in fierce opposition to Québec nationalists and the ROC who would freely choose to have Québec remain within the federation. As both choices are equally legitimate among equal individuals, it is difficult to imagine how this contradiction could be resolved in such a manner as to not make all Canadians more insecure’(Tarry 1998). Similar contradictory arguments could also be advanced for Kashmir, Kosovo and even post-war Iraq. It could therefore be argued that while the notion of emancipation in the abstract may be promising, it has often failed to offer a practical way forward in specific situations.   
Tan See Seng argues that while ‘the desire for such an end to all power is understandable in the light of liberal proclivity to valuate power in negative terms, it nonetheless seems to me a fallacy to imagine the possibility of political thinking and acting without power (Tan May 2001).  
Adopting a purely normative approach also runs the risk of adopting those norms that were historically acceptable and could be argued to be more humane, depending on the perspective. Slaves in the past or in today’s context housemaids (at least the way they are often being abused) may still stand a better chance towards emancipation with their employers than in their own poverty stricken countries. 

There also is serious conflict of interest between the  capitalism and emancipation. One aims to maximize returns and profits while the other aims to maximize distribution of wealth. While not necessarily totally world apart, there are major challenges. Flat organizational trends suggest that more wealth could be created by less power or hierarchy, more creativity through less control or order. 

Having reviewed CSS and some of common criticism against an emancipatory approach, it is timely to judge whether emancipation in its current or modified form could be a basis for bringing together and presenting CSS as a more practical and united front against the proponents of positivism and postmodernist. In the process we will examine what it will take to reach there.  
Reviving Emancipation
Ken Booth’s past and recent writing will help to clarify some of the criticisms against the emancipatory approach.  Booth (2005: 181) highlights that it is ‘important to keep in mind that emancipatory politics need not be dominated by ….western ideas. Nor should ideas of universal significance be dismissed just because that is identifiable as having origins within the multifaceted Western world. A more benign world politics needs to reject both ethnocentrism and ethnoguilt’. He clarifies that emancipation should not be viewed as western theological concept, and should take into account cultural norms of the different societies albeit still from a universalistic viewpoint. Practically, however this is something that may still be difficult to achieve.   
Ken Booth also clarifies that his emphasis on emancipation as compared to power and order, should not be misunderstood to the total exclusion of power and order. Booth clarifies that ‘power should be diffused …away from state’ to ‘….more local communities’ and admits that while politics will always be ‘power politics’, it does not mean that ‘might is right’(Booth 1991: 541).
Ken Booth also clarifies that emancipation should be viewed as a ‘philosophical anchorage’, not a ‘neutral foundation’, and a practical dynamic process based in ‘immanent critique’, not a ‘timeless endpoint’(Booth 2005: 182). This reinforces the point that there is no preconceived utopia or ideal but one that is derivative and where it is not the endpoint that is important but the act of moving towards it. 
In ‘On Emancipation’ Wyn Jones (2005: 219), cites examples of postmodernists like Jacques Derrida and political theorists like Laclau and Jan Neverdeen Pieterese who have taken an  ethical turn by suggesting a possibility of an alternative to the status quo albeit through a more circumscribed notion of emancipation. In doing so, he suggest that the gap between emancipatory critical studies and postmodernism may not be as wide as originally thought and could well converge in future. 
Elsewhere, Wyn Jones calls for another way ‘by which the concept of emancipation can become less of a terra incognita is through concrete analysis of particular issues and areas’ (Jones 1999). He sees some positive developments in this respect and cites the examples of the initiatives of Booth and Vale in South Africa and Andrew Linklater in world politics. Adopting a critical theory approach,  they discuss the possibility of encouraging the development of ‘nonstatist states committed to regionalism and human diversity both internally and externally,’ or “rainbow states” (Booth & Vale 1997: 352,353).  Linklater seeks a world political order ‘governed by universalisable moral principles” (Linklater 1990: 24, 26) and that the development of a ‘universal dialogic community’ would create structure and practices that are more universal, more sensitive to cultural differences and characterized by greater material equality(Linklater 1998). 
In his recent book Critical Security Studies and World Politics, Ken Booth recognised the need to bring CSS forward beyond their differences. He envisaged the are two major roads, that is, critical theory tradition in social theory and radical tradition in international relations theory are converging to form a highway called critical security theory(Booth 2005: 263). This includes the Frankfurt School, ideas of Antonio Gramci, the Marxism tradition and an embryonic school of critical international theory (linked to Linklater). At a risk of generalizing Booth has identified eight main common themes which are paraphrased as follows:

· All knowledge is a social process. Knowledge is historical, and borrowing Robert Cox formulation, ‘for some one or for some purpose’. The aim of critical theory is to reveal the interest of knowledge as a factor of social and political enquiry

· Traditional theory promotes the flaws of naturalism and reductionism. Critical theory agrees studying human beings and societies using scientific methods is flawed. 
· Critical theory offers a basis for political and social progress. Critical theories stand outside and questions the social or political phenomena, to bring about structural changes in the human interest

· Test of theory is emancipation. The search for multilevel emancipatory communities, locally and globally wherein communication or discourse ethics rather then traditional politico-military strategizing must be the priority.

· Human society is its own invention. International relations are human made reality or facts by human agreement at the global scale. 

· Regressive theories have dominated politics among nations. Ethnocentric and masculinist ideas are regressive. All theories that downplay gender, race and class issues are regressive.

· State and other institutions must be denaturalised.  Institutions that do not recognize that every person has an equal moral worth should be changed.

· Progressive world order values should inform the means and ends of an international politics committed to enhancing world security. Promotion of values such a delegitimation of violence, economic justice, the pursuits of human rights, the spread of humane governance, and the development of environmental sustainability. 

Having outline a framework in real terms, Ken Booth proposes a definition of critical security theory from the Frankfurt School perspective as follows:

Critical security theory is both a theoretical commitment and a political orientation. As a theoretical commitment it embraces a set of ideas engaging in a critical and permanent exploration of the oncology, epistemology and praxis of security, community, and emancipation in world politics. As a political orientation it is informed by the aim of enhancing security through emancipatory politics and a network of communities at all level, including the potential community of communities-common humanity.
In summary, it can be said that the Welsh School and the Frankfurt School of CSS are making major strides towards providing a practical framework to advance its objectives. Indeed critical studies theorists are likely to spend quite some time debating on the proposed framework advanced by Ken Booth. In many ways, Booth’s attempts to define critical security theory using terms like ‘praxis and ‘emancipatory politics’ emphasizes the practical direction the discipline needs to take.  
However, I felt that Booth may not have gone far enough in being specific as what is universal or common humanity? Granted that power and order are secondary to emancipation, how can a community determine and know for sure that it has struck the right balance between power and emancipation such that its would not create another potentially anarchic situation. How can a community distinguish between what are needs and what are desires? The desires of human can be unending.  How can we practically reconcile the differences between cultural value systems that belief and those that do not  belief in the death penalty as a form of deterrence? Whatever the decision, someone will be feeling insecure. How do we reconcile a belief system that claims that theirs is the only real God and all other images and manifestation of God are evil spirits? What happens if the cost of an emancipated solution far outweighs the benefits to the whole community? 
The Way Ahead
I believe the way ahead, as has been alluded to but not emphasized by Ken Booth is a managed diffusion of power. However this should be done without compromising overall efficiency necessary for the long term survival of the community. In this real world there are more pressing problems of economic growth and development. Countries will need to prioritize industrial and infrastructure development to sustain the economic growth rather then strive to prioritise to meet the unique and often conflicting needs of all communities. Critical Studies proponents must be mindful that in the short run this approach will inevitably require some compromising of the emancipatory logic. 

There is a need to adopt a more multidisciplinary and multicultural approach towards human emancipation. Some of the ideas of the postmodernist and indeed even as suggested by Alker the ‘antiessentialist ‘securitisation’ approach’(Alker 2005: 189) of the Copenhagen School. This could lead to a better managed and prioritized humanity security. While the ultimate goal may be human emancipation, the way towards it will have to start from a perspective of pragmatic economic and social realities. 
Rather then freeing all humans from wants, it is felt that a better approach would be to free them from any lack of opportunities. Not everyone wants to be the President of United States of America or would feel emancipated by working hard all his life just to enjoy a rich lifestyle. Implicit in this approach is the need to achieve one’s desires according to ones’ effort. Also, from an entrepreneurial perspective, some degree of threat is useful in motivating self improvement. A complete removal of any threat could ultimately work against emancipation.

Mark Neufeld suggest that a useful strategy to adopt for emancipation is to focus on how security issues are framed in political discourse from both traditional and expanded  perspectives and ‘how specific values are made socially concrete in this process, and how people both act and are acted upon in the process of history unfolding. The concern here is with identifying the political projects different notions of security may serve and, perhaps most importantly, the role of security discourse in policy-making, implementation and legitimation (Neufeld 2004: 109-123). 

In this highly interdependent capitalist world order, we may all in one way or another become subservient to it. This was probably why, in Dialectic Enlightenment, Horkheimer and Adorno were pessimistic about humans ever achieving emancipation. Industrialization and the social norms may have brought us to a point of no return. Indeed the only way ahead may seek the emancipatory echoes from of the arts. 
Emancipation and Singapore

If we were to ask whether Singapore is an emancipated society, most Singaporeans may initially grumble on certain issues, but in the main will agree that we have come a long way and are emancipated in our own ways. However internationally many may disagree as Singapore has often been on the news for it strict laws, the death penalty, caning, lack of a credible opposition, lack of tolerance for political dissent and the list can go on. Yet in a short span 40 years Singapore has progressed from a third world country to one of the most dynamic and advance nation in South-east Asia. How has this been possible?

I would like to suggest that the government of Singapore have taken a pragmatic as well as an emancipatory approach in its policies. When Singapore first gained independence, the priority then was to build a strong diversified economy and a credible defence capability. Having recently separated from Malaysia in 1965, Singapore faced a significant communist insurgency and experienced racial violence. The threat to her security were real. Being small and having hardly any natural resources, with the exception of a deep-water port, the economic situation was also extremely uncertain. The first Prime Minister of Singapore, Mr Lee Kuan Yew, then realized that what were needed were a strong government and a stable political environment, to quickly build up the economy and a credible defence capability. Singapore has judiciously spent a sizable portion of about 31 % of its government operating expenditure or 5 % of GDP of defence. 

Having a disproportionate and diverse racial mix, many of Singapore’s policies from the beginning have been emancipatory. Although Singapore had a much larger Chinese population (fluctuating around 70%) the National language was from the beginning chosen to be Malay and the National Anthem until today is sung in Malay. Realizing that if the voting system was left alone and went along racial lines, the minority would have been left out of the political process. The Government introduced a then novel concept of Group Parliamentary Constituencies, where a 3-member team will need to have a member from the minority community to qualify to contest.  While viewed with skepticism by certain quarters, the government created a President Office and non-constituency Member of Parliament to serve as a check and balance on its reserve commitments and policies. While initially focused only on allowing mother tongue education for Malay, Tamil and Chinese, the Government has in recent times allowed teaching of other mother languages like Punjabi and Hindi.   Realizing that a closely-knit multi-racial society is crucial for long term stability of the country, the government even made unpopular decisions to ensure the subsidised housing programme had a proportionate mix of the difference races. The government has also not hesitated to implement unpopular policies (for example the littering, chewing gum ban and smoking controls) that were deemed to be in the long-term interest or collective well being of the country.  The government has judiciously provided a liberal private space for its diverse religious and ethnic groups while never hesitating to enforce a strict control on the shared common space. Some of the policies on the common space that were initially viewed by western countries as encroaching on personal freedom are ironically nowadays being enforced in the western countries as well e.g. smoking ban in certain public places.      

To summarise, had the government of Singapore not taken a largely pragmatic and  emancipatory approach, this country may not have been able to achieve the economic success and national progress in such a short span of time. It had to always adopt a judicious balance of at times encroaching on certain civil liberties in the interest of the greater community and at other times even liberalising  the showing pornographic movies in a generally conservative society.    

Conclusion

We only have this one Earth. Time is running out for us to seriously address the future challenges of Earth’s finite resources, large population growths, urbanization and meeting humanitarian needs. The times of infighting are over; there is in the distant future a looming catastrophe of even greater proportion then the global nuclear war. Hopefully  with the recent emergence of the major global energy crisis the world leaders will be more serious in advancing a more humanity oriented critical approach towards a more cooperative and peaceful world order. 
The term emancipation while useful in advancing the critical human perspective, unfortunately suffers from being culturally from a western origin. One man’s emancipation may be another’s sense of insecurity.  It also conjures a notion of utopian idealism that could lose touch with current realities. However, emancipation is sine qua non to the critical security thinking of at least the Frankfurt and Welsh School, and some might want to argue ultimately all critical approaches. Indeed ultimately emancipation may be the only justification in providing an alternative to the positivist traditional theory of state and military centric power dominated anarchic world order. Without the ability to claim that a better world is possible or even conceivable, there is no means by which the present can be criticized.

Critical Security Studies will need to start delving in the specifics and take a more practical approach in advancing the approach. While there are signs that indeed this is being done by Booth and Vale in South Africa and also by Joseph Ruane and Jennifer Todd in Northern Ireland(Joseph Ruane & Todd 2005: 14), more needs to be done ‘if critical security studies are to flourish and lead to a revisioning of security in world politics’(Eli Stamnes & Jones). In the pursuit of emancipation, proponents of CSS must also be mindful of not building another world order that is also far detached from the current or future reality. 
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