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Abstract

Over the past several years, there has been much debate within the International Relations
community about whether or not security studies should be expanded to include threats to the
state originating from non-military sectors. I argue that whether we, as students of security
studies, should expand the definition of security or not is a moot point; state leaders already
are articulating a broader definition. In this paper, I first outline a theory of security as an in-
stitution defined by the discourse of state officials. I then bring in insights from sociology’s
new institutionalism to identify mechanisms for the adoption and diffusion of innovations to
the institution of security. Finally, using logistic and negative binomial regression analysis, I
examine the case of HIV/AIDS and security, identifying states that are most likely to articu-
late HIV/AIDS as a security issue and those states least likely to adopt this innovation to the
definition of security.

1



1 Introduction

In the past two decades many scholars have written about the changing nature of security. The
discussion has either focused mainly on adding new sectors to the original emphasis of security
studies on the military (e.g. Buzan, Waever & de Wilde 1998) or it has attempted to shift the unit
of analysis away from the state to the individual. While these examinations have centered on
what makes new areas of security actually constitute a threat to the survival of a state, there has
been little exploration of either why or how states have adopted these innovations. This paper is
not an attempt to argue that academia should broaden the definition of security to include non-
strategic issues per se, but an acknowledgment that actors in the international community have
expanded the concept of security themselves. Instead, following Ole Waever (1995), this paper is
an attempt focus on the questions of “when, why and how elites label issues and developments as
‘security’ problems” in order to develop an understanding of the process of innovation by states
regarding how they conceptualize security. Traditionally, by saying ‘security’ a state entitles itself
to extraordinary measures to handle the threat (Buzan, Waever & de Wilde 1998). A state that
so labels an issue, such as HIV/AIDS, that is not on its face a strategic problem is adopting a
new view of security. The research question that motivates this project is: why, at this point in
time, are states adopting the innovation that HIV/AIDS is a security issue? By focusing on this
specific case, we can gain insight into the larger question of what leads states to articulate new
principles in foreign policy. My contention is that in order to answer these questions we must first
develop a theoretical understanding of security as a flexible institution that changes depending on
how states define threats to their survival. Using that theory, it is then necessary to examine the
internal and external factors that may cause a state to feel threatened and the networks between
states that potentially allow them to adopt a new conception of threat even if a state is not directly
affected.

In the paper’s first section, I argue that the definition of security can be distilled to the core
concept of threat and that security represents an institution constructed by states for defining
what represents a threat to state survival. In the next section, I outline the framework of new
institutional analysis and trace the processes through which institutional innovations are created,
spread, and adopted by entrepreneurs and organizations. In the paper’s third section, I provide
empirical evidence of the link between HIV/AIDS and security and four testable hypotheses that
result from these observations. In the next two sections I discuss first, the variables under analysis
and second, the results from the logistic and negative binomial regressions used to estimate the
different models testing these hypotheses. I then conclude with a discussion of my findings and
areas for further research.

2 Security

In order to discuss security, it is important to build up from the foundation of what ‘security’ con-
ceptually means. This makes it unfortunate that in much work the term is either left undefined or
is continually reformulated by scholars. Barry Buzan, in his book, People, States, and Fear, provides
a sample of many of the definitions that various authors have given to the concept of security.
These definitions range from Arnold Wolfers’ description of security as a measure “of the absence
of threats to acquired values [and] in a subjective sense, the absence of fear that such values will
be attacked” to Richard Ullman’s identification of security as “an action or sequence of events
that (1) threatens to drastically and over a relatively brief span of time degrade the quality of life
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for the inhabitants of a state, or (2) threatens significantly to narrow the range of policy choices
available to the government of a state or to private, nongovernmental entities...within the state”
(1991). Definitional clarity becomes even more difficult to attain when different types of security–
individual, societal, human–are introduced as well as actors outside the state. At a basic level,
however, what these definitions have in common is the intuitive idea that security can be thought
of as “the pursuit of freedom from threat” (Buzan 1991). These definitions frame security as a
negative concept; security exists when there is an absence of threat. The word ‘security’ can, how-
ever, also imply a positive concept. In the positive form, the focus is on the relationship where one
actor enables another to be secure (McSweeney 1999). Although it is important to recognize the
positive form of security, particularly at the individual level, in the rhetoric of most state leaders
the usage of security suggests the negative conception. Leaders are focused on identifying threats
to the survival of their states.

Ultimately, any definition of security rests with the actors who are using it. The discourses
of security lead to the conceptualizations of it and these discourses “are neither strictly objective
assessments nor analytical constructs of threat, but rather the products of historical structures
and processes” (Lipschutz 1995). From this perspective, security is best thought of as a socially
constructed concept. As Ronnie D. Lipschutz (1995) argues, “[security] has a specific meaning
only within a specific social context.” At an individual level, if you are on good terms with a
friend and she raises her fist at you, the context indicates that this is most likely some sort of
joke. If, however, you and your friend are arguing or if the person is a stranger, then the raised
fist becomes a potential threat and defines your concept of security. As discussed more fully in
the following section, from the new institutionalist perspective, actors construct the institution
of security by defining what the ‘rules of the game’ are–what constitutes a threat and what does
not–these rules then constrain actors’ interactions (e.g. North 1990). An examination of security
then becomes a process of understanding how actors have established these rules. This analysis
can incorporate a wide range of actor behavior–from a speech act that says an issue is a security
threat to a material understanding focused on external pressures–because the emphasis is on the
interaction of the actors involved in the process of creating or changing the institution.

The focus on security as a concept that is socially constructed through the discourse and actions
of actors, begs the question of how we can know that the discourse of actors is genuine. From a
realist perspective, the structure of the international system makes states fundamentally insecure.
States exist in a system where their survival, their security, is always at risk. In this perspective
states are power maximizers because power is the most effective guarantee of survival. States can
only have one conceptualization of security and that is driven by the material threats rooted in
the anarchic nature of the international system. The labelling of a non-material issue as a security
concern does not mean that states have engaged in a reconceptualization of security, but is strictly
instrumental in an attempt to gain power. If this logic is true, that the labelling of an issue ‘security’
is only ‘hot air’ and does not represent any durable change to the institution of security, then we
would expect to see several observable implications. First, we would expect to see all states doing
it. There would be no cost to moving an issue into the security realm and states would benefit
by increasing the domain of issues over which it had military power. Second, states would use
the same tools in confronting these non-material security issues as they do with material security
concerns. States would only be looking at solutions within the traditional strategic framework of
military action. Finally, in the strategic view states are the central actors and the main focus of
insecurity. States would, therefore, be clear in placing the locus of threat at the state-level because
that is the only level that a strategic interpretation would allow.
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None of this implies that labelling a new issue as a security issue will arise from a purposeful
move to change the social construction of security. The initial labelling could result from instru-
mental means and from material concerns about the threat. As Waever (1995) argues, the “use of
the security label does not merely reflect whether a problem is a security problem, it is also a polit-
ical choice, that is, a decision for conceptualization in a special way.” This political decision can be
grounded in very rationalist concerns. The social construction of security comes not from one ac-
tor making the decision to label an issue ‘security’ within the traditional strategic framework, but
from the social interaction of several actors engaged in the labelling process who have different
perspectives. Although Bill McSweeney (1999) argues against including HIV/AIDS or the envi-
ronment in security studies, he states that “the broadening of security threats and responses is an-
chored in the judgment that they arise from, and relate to, the quality of the relationship between
communities, collectivities, states.” These actors engage in a discourse that shapes the transforma-
tion of the security institution. To represent a truly new construction of security we would expect
this discourse to involve observable implications at odds with the strategic approach. First, not all
actors would use the term security. Actors would have engaged, at some point, in a cost-benefit
calculation regarding the privileging of an issue as a security threat. Second, actors would con-
sider non-military responses to these threats. The discourse among actors would involve a new
conception of how to solve the insecurity caused by these threats. Finally, although states may be
the main actors involved in the discourse, the locus of the threat can be identified at a sub-state
or even international level. Furthermore, non-state actors may play an important role in the dis-
course. This last implication leads to the next important element in theorizing security, the level
of analysis.

The level of analysis has implications for both developing a theoretical understanding of chang-
ing conceptions of security as well as for constructing empirical models to test that theory. Human
security, national security, international security, and global security all have different implications
for the discussion. The study of security, as shaped by strategic studies, has mostly been one of
national security in large part because states are “the units whose interactions form the structure
of international-political systems” (Waltz 1979). National security involves a focus on the state;
particularly an emphasis on the role of the leader in protecting her people against threats both
from within the state and, primarily, from outside the state (Haftendorn 1991). International se-
curity, on the other hand, implies a more relational concept. The level of analysis still remains
with the state, but international security is premised upon the understanding that “the security of
one state is closely linked to that of other states” (Haftendorn 1991). International security moves
beyond the security fears of an individual state to examine security regimes and other forms of
cooperation that tie the security of one state to that of other states. If realism is the general theory
associated with national security, then neoliberal institutionalism is the broad theory tied to inter-
national security; although there is, obviously, much overlap between these two concepts. Global
security entails an even stronger conception of the interlinkages between states than does the idea
of international security. As Helga Haftendorn (1991) defines it, “global security refers to a system
of world order or security. It embodies a program of common security for the global community
of men...” According to this formulation, global security entails a true society of states who share
a universal concept of security that results in similar patterns of behavior (Haftendorn 1991).

The only type of security to move away from a focus on the state or the international system is
that of human security. With the introduction of non-military sectors, such as the environmental,
economic, and societal sectors, there has been a tendency among some scholars to shift the unit of
analysis to individual or human security. Although people may suffer from threats to their per-
son, by abandoning the reference point of the state there is little to distinguish these threats from
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ordinary violence. We are left with no leverage for understanding how security shapes interac-
tions in the international system. Whether the state can provide for the welfare of its people or
not, their wellbeing is intimately tied to the corporate entity of the state. Threats to the individual,
when aggregated, are also threats to the integrity of the state and threats to the state as a whole
affect the individuals within it. When events at the sub-state level “threaten to have immediate
political consequences or are perceived as being able to threaten state boundaries, political insti-
tutions, or governing regimes, these other variables must be taken into account as part of a state’s
security calculus” (Ayoob 1995). Because my goal is an understanding of how security structures
state interaction in the international system, it is important to retain this emphasis on the polit-
ical nature of threats to the individual or society. I am not interested per se in how state leaders
handle domestic security (although this obviously relates to their international discourse), but in
how states (through their leaders) articulate a conception of security to the international commu-
nity. Privileging the state as the unit of analysis does not, however, imply that the state must be
treated as a black box. A focus on how states articulate their understanding of security inher-
ently includes those factors both within and outside the state that make it feel threatened. This
discussion of the state seems to imply an adoption of the national security perspective and, to a
certain extent, the national security framework provides a means of gaining perspective on how
states change their individual understanding of security. This paper, however, is interested in ex-
plaining change amongst a collection of states in the international system. States have established
forums, such as the United Nations, where they can develop a common understanding of issues
related to state survival in the international system. Although these organizations do not neces-
sarily imply a strong society of states where norms, principles, and rules yield consistently shared
behavior by states, these organizations do provide an environment for common understandings
to arise among states in a formal setting. They allow states to discuss the nature of threat and
thus provide a means for states to construct a shared understanding of security separate from any
understanding imposed by the structure of the international system. This section has focused on
a theory of security as a social construction of states shaped in large part by the discourses of state
leaders. The next section addresses how the institution of security can be changed.

3 New Institutionalism

New institutional analysis, as it has been advanced in sociology, provides a useful framework for
understanding the process of institutional change (e.g. Dimaggio & Powell 1983, North 1990). By
focusing on security as an institution I understand it to be a set of informal constraints embod-
ied in the customs states have established for identifying threats to their survival. In institutional
theories there is a “two-level model of social action, where individual action is constrained and
shaped by an institutional context...all institutional theories thus argue that particular practices or
outcomes can become ‘built in’ to social order” (Strang & Sine 2002). Actors create both formal
and informal institutions to reduce uncertainty and institutions provide a stable structure for actor
interaction. States, which are corporate actors, create the institution of security through a combi-
nation of their actions and articulation of the concept. These informal constraints are more difficult
to alter than formal rules which can easily be changed by a political decision (North 1990). When
change does occur, it is incremental and arises from the perceptions of entrepreneurs that “they
could do better by altering the existing institutional framework at some margin” (North 1990).
Whether an organization then decides to change the institution is influenced both by the avail-
ability of information and by how the organization interprets that information.
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The diffusion of innovations is facilitated by the networks that organizations belong to. Al-
though other factors may influence the capacity of states to adapt, whom the state ‘knows’ “may
determine its access to different sorts of information, thus affecting its ability to recognize and
respond to environmental threats” (Kraatz 1998). There are two opposing views of how network
structure may have an effect on organizations. One viewpoint is the strength of weak ties per-
spectives. Proponents of weak ties argue that these ties are more prevalent because they require
less work to maintain. Organizations thus have greater access to more and different kinds of in-
formation enhancing their ability to adapt to change. The second position is the strength of strong
ties perspective. These ties promote detailed, in-depth communication exchange because orga-
nizations have “(1) frequent interaction, (2) an extended history, [and] (3) intimacy or ‘mutual
confiding”’(Kraatz 1998). Matthew S. Kraatz finds the strong ties perspective to be most persua-
sive because what organizations need in order to respond to pressures to change is rich, detailed
information.

From an International Relations perspective, strong ties can be thought of as formal organi-
zations such as NATO or the United Nations. These forums serve as methods of linking states
together, allowing them to interact and exchange information in order to shape common under-
standings about issues. These organizations are, obviously, not perfect. As was demonstrated by
the disagreement between the United States and the United Nations over the recent U.S. led war
against Iraq, it can be difficult for states to have a common understanding even of what represent
strategic threats. However, especially in regard to organizations (using the new institutionalist
definition) attempting to change informal institutions, the strong ties perspective seems particu-
larly appropriate. Organizations always operate in environments where information is limited,
in this situation not only the quality of the information, but the source is important. Strong ties
are more likely to fulfill these needs than are weak ties. In many ways the new institutionalist
understanding of strong ties is very similar to a perspective adopted by scholars in International
Relations. They use a functionalist interpretation of international organizations and see IOs as
forums for solving the information problems of states.

Not all states will respond positively, however, to entrepreneurs advocating a change in the
institution of security. The decision to adopt an innovation also reflects a process of social learning.
In most situations there are early adopters who respond immediately to entrepreneurs advocating
change and then there are those who adopt the innovation more slowly. Many states are unlikely
to reformulate security in any fundamental way without first observing the costs and benefits
experienced by early adopters. Due to the potential for substantial costs, a state “will be quite
discriminate in its imitation decisions, imitating only when the responses of early adopters within
its network appear beneficial and feasible and only when imitation makes sense in light of the
other contingencies it faces” (Kraatz 1998). In choosing whether or not to adopt an innovation,
a state must be aware of the audience any proposed change will affect. The composition of that
audience provides a background condition for how the state shapes its response to pressures to
change.

In this paper, the important consequences to focus on are the results of the dynamic inter-
action between entrepreneurs proposing a change in the institution and the states at the focus of
that process. The institutional framework emphasizes the give-and-take between this set of actors.
Institutionalists examine that first step, how actors cognitively process environmental stimuli, be-
fore looking at the actions those actors then undertake in response (Scott 1995). I now turn to a
discussion of the link between HIV/AIDS and security that underlies both the advocacy position
of the entrepreneurs and the testable hypotheses about why a state, at this point in time, is likely
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to adopt the innovation that HIV/AIDS is a security issue.

4 HIV/AIDS and Security

From a state security perspective, the diagnosis that HIV/AIDS is a security threat arises from ev-
idence of its potential impact on factors crucial to state survival. Unlike the direct security threat
of an army poised at a border, HIV/AIDS functions as a security concern through the variety
of ways it threatens the internal cohesion of states. A state’s level of security is related to how
vulnerable the state is, both internally and externally. These vulnerabilities “threaten or have po-
tential to bring down or weaken state structures, both territorial and institutional, and governing
regimes” (Ayoob 1995). HIV/AIDS is not the only factor at work: however, its effects are substan-
tial enough to have the potential to tip already weak states over the edge into complete collapse
(Price-Smith 2002).

Disease poses at least three threats to a state. First, by affecting the economy both via a direct
impact on worker productivity and in constraining the options for how a state can allocate its
scarce resources, HIV/AIDS can destroy the economic capacity of a state (Altman 2003). Many
studies have focused on the severe impact that HIV/AIDS poses to the gross domestic product
of society, the World Bank has predicted that in Africa, HIV/AIDS “is expected to reduce GDP in
many states by as much as 20-percent in just the next decade” (Singer 2002). A state in the grips
of an epidemic also faces a heavy burden on its healthcare infrastructure. The extra resources
necessitated by an effort to halt the spread of HIV/AIDS are resources that could have been spent
on other government and societal needs. The economic impact of disease has the potential to
cause a breakdown in governmental services in states that do not have the necessary resources
to meet the new demands placed upon them. A vicious cycle can occur where the work force no
longer generates enough wealth to supply the state with the resources it needs to spend on human
health services in turn leading to an unmitigated spread of disease.

Second, HIV/AIDS has an effect on domestic social relations. This impact ranges from the
threat to food stability caused by a loss of both agricultural workers and agricultural knowledge
to the creation of large numbers of AIDS orphans. These young people often have no family to
support them thus leaving them with no income and at risk of either voluntarily, or through coer-
cion, joining militia organizations (HIV/AIDS as a Security Issue 2001). For states already dealing
with civil unrest, a ready supply of young people who maintain the strength of militias has the po-
tential to increase the intensity and duration of conflict. AIDS orphans are also less likely to receive
any education (Haslwimmer 1996). This lack of education affects their future ability to contribute
to the economy and thus becomes part of the cycle of destabilizing effects on state capacity.

The impact of HIV/AIDS on the agricultural sector of a state also manifests itself in a variety
of ways, influencing the “availability, stability, access and use of food” (The Impact of HIV/AIDS
on Food Security 2001). One of the key consequences of the impact that HIV/AIDS has on the
agricultural community is the loss of knowledge that is passed from generation to generation.
This affects “the entire society’s ability to maintain and reproduce itself” (The Impact of HIV/AIDS
on Food Security 2001). The loss of local knowledge also heightens the severity of environmental
problems, like drought, increasing the likelihood of famine because people no longer know how
to grow crops in these difficult conditions.

The third security threat arises from the political consequences generated from the combi-
nation of the above economic and social impacts (Glasgow & Pirages 2001). Previous research
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has demonstrated a strong relationship between emerging and re-emerging infectious diseases
and state capacity (Price-Smith 2002). The decline in state capacity has several outcomes. First
it leaves a state vulnerable to both external and internal military threats. As identified previ-
ously, HIV/AIDS decreases the economic well-being of a state and destroys aspects of the social
fabric both of which can make a state appear weak in the eyes of a would-be attacker. The seg-
ment of the population at the greatest risk of infection is also the military where forces experi-
ence higher infection rates than the civilian population (HIV/AIDS as a Security Issue 2001). This
obviously has an effect on military performance and “the weakness of the military can also pro-
mote the opportunity for invasion if other countries perceive a major weakness in the military”
(Ostergard 2002). Second, by reducing state capacity “the disease also discourages foreign in-
vestment” (Singer 2002). Investors are more likely to invest in stable, secure states where they
have a greater probability of getting a positive return on their investment, than in states that are
suffering from the burden of an epidemic. Finally, states under pressure from HIV/AIDS “may
engage in either scapegoating of minorities (e.g., Zimbabwe), or the pursuit of foreign military
adventures (e.g., Rwanda, Uganda) in an effort to distract their populations and deflect criticism
away from ruling elites” (Price-Smith 2002). The destabilizing effects of HIV/AIDS can reinforce
existing power structures, which in many states are non-democratic, stifling the development of
democratic institutions. Although HIV/AIDS originates from a different conceptual model than
traditional strategic studies, its cumulative economic, social, and political effects on state capacity
keep it within an understandable framework of threats to the state.

The issue of HIV/AIDS provides a good case for an initial effort at examining changes to the in-
stitution of security for several reasons. To a certain degree the threats associated with HIV/AIDS
are still tied to the material concerns of states. As discussed above, HIV/AIDS poses a real po-
tential threat to state capacity. Second, a search of UN special sessions over the passed several
decades reveals that no other health issue has made it on the UN agenda as a security issue.
This case, therefore, represents an initial case of change to the conception of the security insti-
tution. Third, at least in the United States, there is some evidence in position papers and other
government documents that within domestic government discourse HIV/AIDS is regarded as a
security concern. Finally, with the end of the Cold War and dramatic changes in the international
economy, technology and scientific research on environmental threats, the structure of the inter-
national system has changed freeing a range of actors with different concepts of security to act as
entrepreneurs attempting to redefine the institution.

Several hypotheses then arise from the preceding theoretical understanding of the connection
between HIV/AIDS and security. Hypotheses 1 and 2 identify how an awareness of the desta-
bilizing effects of HIV/AIDS will make states likely to articulate it as a security issue. These
two hypotheses identify states that are most likely to be early adopters of the innovation that
HIV/AIDS is a security threat. Hypothesis 1 posits a set of internal conditions with the potential
to cause state leaders to identify HIV/AIDS as security threat while Hypothesis 2 focuses on ex-
ternal conditions. Hypotheses 3 and 4 identify the veto points where, no matter how materially
or normatively oriented a state may be, it will not articulate HIV/AIDS as a security issue. These
hypotheses identify states for which the cost of changing their conceptualization of security to
include HIV/AIDS is too high. Hypotheses 1, 3, and 4 all address the likelihood of a state to adopt
the idea that HIV/AIDS is a security issue. Hypothesis 2 is the only one that can examine both the
diffusion and adoption aspects of understanding HIV/AIDS as a security threat.

• Hypothesis 1: States whose society and infrastructure are heavily affected by HIV/AIDS
will be likely to articulate HIV/AIDS as a security issue.
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Because these states are experiencing the devastating consequences of HIV/AIDS directly, they
will be most likely to adopt the perspective that HIV/AIDS is more than a health crisis; that it is a
security threat to the state.

• Hypothesis 2: States with a normative orientation that emphasizes connection with the in-
ternational community will be likely to articulate HIV/AIDS as a security issue.

States experiencing the impact of HIV/AIDS first hand are not the only states that speak about
HIV/AIDS as a security issue. It seems plausible that states that give more foreign aid or partici-
pate in a large number of international organizations will also have a sense of the threat HIV/AIDS
poses to state survival. Simply because a state does not have a heavy disease burden does not
mean that the state will not adopt the innovation that HIV/AIDS is a security threat. It depends
on the networks that states belong to and the receptiveness of states to entrepreneurs advocating
this argument. This hypothesis captures the connections between states.

• Hypothesis 3: States seeking to retain or attract foreign investment will be unlikely to artic-
ulate HIV/AIDS as a security issue.

Building on the insights of P.W. Singer (2002), Hypothesis 3 predicts that states that are heavily de-
pendent on foreign investment will not want to emphasize the destabilizing effects of HIV/AIDS
by labelling it a security threat. These states, therefore, will be less likely to speak of HIV/AIDS in
security terms.

• Hypothesis 4: States that are currently experiencing conflict or have just experienced conflict
will be unlikely to articulate HIV/AIDS as a security issue.

This final hypothesis considers the effect of traditional strategic concerns on the likelihood of states
to frame the issue of HIV/AIDS in security terms. It predicts that states who are currently experi-
encing traditional strategic security concerns will be unlikely to have adopted the innovation that
HIV/AIDS is a security threat. This can be for a number of reasons: first, if these are leaders of
states with a heavy HIV/AIDs disease burden, they may not want their state to appear unstable
to other states and, second, the primacy of strategic security concerns may make states unwilling
or unable to expand their understanding of security.

The next section of the paper outlines the variables used to test these hypotheses and the
expected directions for the coefficients of these variables based on the hypotheses.

5 Variables

In 2001 and 2000, the United Nations General Assembly and Security Council each had a special
session on HIV/AIDS at which over 90 percent of the states represented in the UN spoke. I have
searched the texts of these speeches for mention of the word security referred to as a threat to the
economy, society, as a general threat, and as a threat at either the global or national level. The
analysis of GA and SC special session speeches is valuable because it captures the discussion of
HIV/AIDS at the time it was emerging as a security issue on the international level. I use both
sets of speeches because the SC special session led to the session by the the GA and because, while
there is some overlap between states that spoke at both sessions, each session also contains some
states that the other does not.
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Although it is impossible to get into the heads of the state leaders creating these speeches,
in reading them, there seems to be a clear distinction between speeches that focused on a global
outlook, thus interpreting HIV/AIDS as an issue that extended beyond a state’s individual health
policy, and those speeches which simply focused on health concerns. Some excerpts of speeches
either emphasizing HIV/AIDS as a security threat or only identifying its health ramifications can
help illustrate the issue:

Speeches emphasizing the security aspects of HIV/AIDS:
“Currently, more than 36 million people are afflicted with the epidemic. HIV/AIDS is a silent

global menace which threatens not only development and human security, but also international
security, to the extent that the global nature of this threat has already been acknowledged by the
Security Council”(Intrawityanunt 2001).

“The AIDS pandemic has turned into a global emergency that threatens security and develop-
ment in all countries, and not only those that are found in the most affected regions. This emer-
gency demands a forceful response based both on national efforts and collective action among
countries, articulated through international cooperation”(Frenk 2001).

“In the battle against HIV/AIDS, in international policy, the world is embarking on a new qual-
ity of partnership in these very days. This only became possible, when it was generally realized
that HIV/AIDS is not only a public health problem, but one which spans development, economic
and even security policy. Today, HIV/AIDS ranks very high on the international agenda”(Schmidt
2001).

Speeches identifying health as the primary concern:
“Along with prevention, care, treatment and support constitute inseparable elements for an

effective response. In less fortunate countries, access to medication must be made possible for peo-
ple living with HIV/AIDS. We must persevere in our efforts to reduce the cost of medication”(Dreifuss
2001).

“It is incumbent upon myself and my fellow leaders to turn this suffering into history rather
than destiny. To this end, my Government must choose between the lives of people and reality–
that research and development of new medicines is enormously expensive. It also takes many
years to establish their safety and efficacy. We agree that companies or institutions carrying out
such new developments have the very justifiable right to patent protection to allow them recoup
their investment”(arap Moi 2001).

This variable also draws attention to the importance of discourse both for identifying changes
in state conceptions of security and for diffusing the innovation. Based on my analysis of these
speeches, I employ a dichotomous dependent variable; coded one if the state employed language
referring to HIV/AIDS as a security issue, zero if the state did not. For the event count model, I
use a count variable based on the number of sentences devoted to security.

Because the SC special session was held in 2000, data for for most of the explanatory vari-
ables was collected for that year in order to capture the conditions present at the time states spoke
about the issue. There are, however, two exceptions to that rule. Due to its limited availability,
data for contraceptive use was collected for the time period 1995 to 2000. Data for female liter-
acy also comes from various time periods because many states seem to have stopped reporting
their literacy levels in the early 1980s as their populations reached 99-percent literate rates. The
explanatory variables are broken into three broad categories reflecting variables related to the de-
mographic characteristics of a state, state-level conditions, and finally, variables identifying the
effect of traditional strategic security concerns.
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1. Demographic Variables

• Healthcare Spending: I use this variable as a control variable to measure state invest-
ment in the health of its population. From the World Bank Development Indicators, this
variable measures health expenditure per capita. Total health expenditure is the sum of
public and private health expenditures as a ratio to the total population. It covers the
provision of health services (preventive and curative), family planning activities, nutri-
tion activities, and emergency aid designated for health but does not include provision
of water and sanitation. To reduce the range of this variable I transformed it, taking the
log of each value.

• Gross Domestic Product: I use this variable to control for the wealth of the state. From
the World Bank Development Indicators, this variable is measured as GDP per capita.
GDP per capita is gross domestic product divided by midyear population. GDP is the
sum of gross value added by all resident producers in the economy plus any product
taxes and minus any subsidies not included in the value of the products. It is calculated
without making deductions for depreciation of fabricated assets or for depletion and
degradation of natural resources. Data are in constant U.S. dollars. To reduce the spread
of this variable I transformed it, taking the log of each value.

• Population Health: I use this variable to control for the overall health of the population.
This variable is the inverse of infant mortality (infant mortality rate is the number of
infants dying before reaching one year of age, per 1,000 live births in a given year)
multiplied by the life expectancy (life expectancy at birth indicates the number of years
a newborn infant would live if prevailing patterns of mortality at the time of its birth
were to stay the same throughout its life). Infant mortality and life expectancy data are
both from the World Bank Development Indicators.

• HIV/AIDS Prevalence: I use this variable to measure the burden of HIV/AIDS on
states. The percent of a state’s adult population infected with HIV/AIDS. Based on
Hypothesis 1, I expect this variable to have a positive sign indicating that states with
a higher disease burden will be more likely to speak of HIV/AIDS as a security issue.
Data are from the World Health Organization.

• Contraceptive Use: This variable is the percentage of women using contraception. I use
this variable as one proxy to indicate the population’s awareness about sexual health
issues. Data are from the World Bank’s Gender Data and Statistics. I use this variable,
as well the next variable for female literacy, to control for the willingness of society to
speak about issues of sexual health.

• Female Literacy: Because women make most of the birth control and sex related deci-
sions, I use this variable as the second proxy for the population’s awareness of sexual
health issues as studies have shown that when women become more educated they are
more likely to exercise their control. This variable is the percentage of women, age 15
or older, in a state who are literate. Data are from the CIA World Factbook 2003.

2. State Variables

• Foreign Direct Investment: I use this variable to measure the presence of foreign in-
vestment and trade in a state’s economy. From the World Bank Development Indica-
tors, foreign direct investment is measured as net inflows as percent of GDP. FDI is net
inflows of investment to acquire a lasting management interest (10 percent or more of
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voting stock) in an enterprise operating in an economy other than that of the investor.
It is the sum of equity capital, reinvestment of earnings, other long-term capital, and
short-term capital as shown in the balance of payments. This series shows net inflows
in the reporting economy. From the analysis of Hypothesis 3, I expect this variable to
be negative, indicating that as states receive more FDI, they are less likely to speak of
HIV/AIDS as a security issue.

• Regime Type: I use this variable to indicate the ideology and government type of a
state. From the Polity IV data set, this is computed by subtracting the autocracy score
from the democracy score. The range for this variable is +10 (strongly democratic) to -10
(strongly autocratic). Stemming from Hypothesis 2, this variable should be positive in-
dicating that states that are more democratic are also more likely to speak of HIV/AIDS
as a security issue. The logic behind this prediction is that democratic states are more
likely than autocratic states to be members of a broad network of states through which
the concept of HIV/AIDS as a security issue can diffuse. Democratic states are also
more likely to have norms related to the welfare of society than are autocratic states.

• Official Development Assistance: I use this variable to measure states normative in-
ternational connectedness. From the World Bank Development Indicators, official de-
velopment aid for part I and part II countries combined. I coded it a 1 for states that
provided aid and a 0 for states that are either aid recipients or non-donors. Based on
Hypothesis 2, I expect the variable to be positive as states that give ODA are connected
to the international community and are, therefore, more likely to articulate HIV/AIDS
as a security issue.

• IO Membership: I use this variable to measure states presence in the international
system. It is measure as the number of international organizations of which a state is a
member. This variable should be positive, showing that the more IOs a state belongs to,
the more likely it is to speak about HIV/AIDS as a security issue. The logic behind this
prediction comes from Hypothesis 2 which emphasizes the importance of the networks
a state belongs to in diffusing the link between HIV/AIDS and security. The data are
from Jon Pevehouse.

3. Conflict Variables

• Conflict: I use this variable to measure the current presence of conflict. From the PRIO
data set (conflict=25 battle deaths). I coded it a 1 if the state experienced any type
of conflict (internal or external) at any level of intensity and a 0 if the state did not
experience conflict. I expect this variable, in line with Hypothesis 4, to be negative
indicating that states experiencing conflict are less likely to articulate HIV/AIDS as a
security issue.

• Years since last conflict: I use this variable to assess how recently the state experienced
conflict. It is a calculation of the time since last conflict based on the conflict variable.
Hypothesis 4 predicts that this variable should be positive; the more recently a state
experienced conflict, the less likely it should be to speak of HIV/AIDS as a security
threat.

• Military Spending: This variable measures the percent of GDP a state spends on its
military. I use this variable to capture the presence of current conflict and as a proxy
for the state’s focus on traditional military issues. Also following from Hypothesis 4, I
expect this variable to be negative. Data are from the CIA World Factbook 2003.
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

Minimum Maximum Observations Mean Std. Dev.

Speech (Dichotomous) 0 1 163 .306 .463
Speech (Count) 0 5 163 .571 1.07
Official Development Asst. 0 1 163 .135 .343
Foreign Direct Investment -4 94 149 4.30 8.46
Regime Type -10 10 148 3.21 6.67
IO Membership 25 131 162 64.3 20.2
Conflict 0 1 160 .194 .396
Conflict Gap 0 54 160 12.9 15.9
HIV/AIDS Prevalence 0 35.8 161 2.55 5.62
Military Spending 0 15 154 2.87 2.58
Contraceptive Use .04 .90 96 .431 .231
Female Literacy 9.7 100 157 77.3 24.5
Healthcare Spending .301 3.65 157 2.00 .822
GDP per capita 1.96 4.75 154 3.28 .710
Population Health 35631 76461 163 60724 10757

6 Models, Results and Interpretations

As discussed above, from a theoretical standpoint the variables under analysis have been broken
into three categories: the demographic category, state connections to the international system cat-
egory, and the conflict category. I estimated two different regressions: a logit for the dichotomous
dependent variable and a negative binomial regression (NBR) for the count dependent variable. I
used the NBR because the counts violate the assumption of independence that underlies the pois-
son regression model. When there are several sentences in a speech that refer to HIV/AIDS as a
security threat, it seems highly probable that those sentences are related to each other. To test this
probability I ran the models using both a poisson and a NBR. In the Stata software package, the
NBR output tests the likelihood of needing to use NBR. The resulting test was significant at the
.000 alpha level for all models except Model 4 (discussed in more detail below). To demonstrate
the interaction of the different composite explanations for state action that may be advanced, in
both the logit and negative binomial regressions I estimate three separate models including the
variables of interest for each category.

• Demographic Model

y = α+β1(HIV/AIDS)+β2(contra)+β3(lit)+β4(loghcare)+β5(logGDP )+β6(popnhealth) (1)

• State Model

y = α + β1(devasst) + β2(fdi) + β3(regime) + β4(IOmemb) + β5(HIV/AIDS) (2)
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• Conflict Model

y = α + β1(conflict) + β2(conflgap) + β3(HIV/AIDS) (3)
+β4(milspend) + β5(logGPD) + β6(regime)

I then estimated the full model containing all of the variables from the different categories as
well as the regional variables. Even though this model lacks parsimony and has a relatively small
N, I use it because I expect a complicated mix of variables to be driving the likelihood of states to
articulate HIV/AIDS as a security issue. The regional variables included in this model are based
on the Correlates of War project coding. The region of Africa is left out of this model to serve as a
reference category for the remaining regions. If these regions are statistically significant, they can
be interpreted as being either more or less likely than the region of Africa to speak of HIV/AIDS
as a security issue. Because the measure of HIV/AIDS prevalence in states is predicted to play
an influential role in determining the likelihood of a state to speak about HIV/AIDS as a security
issue, it is included in all of the models.

y = α + β1(logGPD) + β2(fdi) + β3(regime) + β4(HIV/AIDS) + β5(devasst) (4)
+β6(IO) + β7(conflict) + β8(conflgap) + β9(milspend) + β10(contra)
+β11(lit) + β12(loghcare) + β13(popnhealth) + β14(northAM) + β15(asia)
+β16(socentAM) + β17(mideast) + β18(southasia)

6.1 Logistic Model Results

The results from Model 1, which looks exclusively at the effect of demographic variables on the
likelihood of a state speaking about HIV/AIDS as a security issue, show that GDP per capita
(logged) is the only statistically significant variable and that it has a positive coefficient. This
indicates that the higher the GDP per capita of a state is, the more likely a state is to speak about
HIV/AIDS as a security threat. This result has several interpretations. States with high GDPs are
also most likely to be states that are more democratic, thus this result may provide support for
the type state to which Hypothesis 2 refers. It may also provides some support in contradiction
to Hypothesis 1. The states that are most directly affected by HIV/AIDS are some of the poorest
states in the world, yet in this model they are the least likely states to speak about HIV/AIDS and
security. There are, however, too many other factors that could play a role in the likelihood of a
state speaking about HIV/AIDS and security to place too much weight on this model alone.

In Model 2 there are two statistically significant variables, foreign direct investment and regime
type. The coefficient on foreign direct investment is negative; states are less likely to speak about
HIV/AIDS as a security issue the more foreign direct investment they receive. This seems to
provide support for Hypothesis 3 that states that are seeking to attract foreign investment will
be unlikely to articulate HIV/AIDS as a security issue. The coefficient on regime type is pos-
itive showing that states are more likely to speak about HIV/AIDS as a security issue as their
polity regime score becomes more democratic. This may provide some support for Hypothesis 2,
that states that are more connected to the international community are more likely to articulate
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Table 2: Logistic Regression Estimates

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Demographic State Conflict Full

HIV/AIDS Prevalence .023 .054 .075** -.049
(.064) (.034) (.034) (.096)

Contraceptive Use .632 – – -.104
(1.95) (3.41)

Female Literacy .008 – – .048**
(.016) (.024)

Healthcare Spending -1.60 – – -3.03
(1.11) (2.06)

GDP per capita 2.56** – .383 3.84
(1.29) (.345) (2.40)

Population Health -.000 – – -.000
(.000) (.000)

Official Development Asst. – 1.02 – 3.16
(.771) (3.52)

Foreign Direct Investment – -.221*** – -.369*
(.080) (.191)

Regime Type – .073* .057 .164**
(.040) (.043) (.074)

IO Membership – .009 – .005
(.014) (.027)

Conflict – – .573 -.235
(.545) (.904)

Conflict Gap – – -.009 -.017
(.014) (.032)

Military Spending – – .015 .240
(.088) (.189)

North America – – – 1.26
(2.00)

South and Cent. America – – – -1.08
(1.79)

Europe – – – -1.63
(1.89)

Middle East – – – -.972
(2.21)

Asia – – – 1.54
(1.72)

South Asia – – – -.540
(1.57)

Constant .498 -1.31 -2.69 -6.18
(3.33) (.927) (1.16) (5.25)

Chi-Square 7.74 17.77*** 9.95 30.2**
N 88 133 131 77
Std. Errors in parentheses, *sig. at .1 level, **sig. at .05 level, ***sig. at .01 level (all tests two-tailed)
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HIV/AIDS as a security issue. Democratic states may be more open to speaking about the dif-
ferent facets of HIV/AIDS in general or they may have domestic values that emphasize a global
outlook and concern for events happening in other states.

The estimation of Model 3, the model examining variables related to conflict, indicates that the
variable for HIV/AIDS prevalence is statistically significant with a positive coefficient. States are
more likely to articulate HIV/AIDS as a security issue the higher their HIV/AIDS infection rate.
This result provides support for Hypothesis 1, that states that are the most affected by HIV/AIDS
will be more likely to label it a security issue. Each of these individual models, however, yield
different statistically significant variables. It seems evident that a variety of factors are at play in
determining why some states view HIV/AIDS as a security issue as opposed to simply a health
concern. It is now necessary to examine the more inclusive model.

In Model 4 which includes all of the possible variables, female literacy, foreign direct invest-
ment, and regime type are all statistically significant. The coefficient on foreign direct investment
is negative while the coefficients on female literacy and regime type are both positive. These re-
sults provide even more support for Hypothesis 3 and indicate potential support for a modified
version of Hypothesis 2. The presence of both higher levels of female literacy and more demo-
cratic states would seem to indicate a state that is open to discussions about sexual health issues
and to an awareness of factors impacting the lives of people in the broader international commu-
nity. These are states that probably have low levels of HIV/AIDS, but are concerned about the
impact of HIV/AIDS on other states.

In order to assess the magnitude of the effects of the variables and create a more complete
picture of how substantively significant certain variables are in predicting whether a state speaks
about security and HIV/AID, I examined predicted probabilities for foreign direct investment and
regime type for Model 4. I chose these variables because they are also statistically significant in
several of the other models and seem to play a key role in predicting state speech. I analyzed two
sets of predicted probabilities for them, under the condition of low HIV/AIDS prevalence and
under the condition of high HIV/AIDS prevalence. All other variables are held at their means.

Table 3: Predicted Probabilities for Model 5–Low HIV/AIDS Prevalence

Regime Type
-3 6 9

FDI(%)
1 .209 .537 .655
3 .112 .356 .476
5 .057 .210 .303

The predicted probabilities presented in Tables 3 and 4 show that under both a low and high
prevalence of HIV/AIDS, states that are strongly democratic and receive lower amounts of foreign
direct investment will be substantially more likely to speak about HIV/AIDS as a security issue
than states that are more autocratic and have a high inflow of foreign direct investment.

The most robust finding from this estimation is the significance of foreign direct investment. It
is significant in every model in which it is incorporated and consistently has a negative coefficient.
This would seem to give the most support to Hypothesis 3. The significance of GDP per capita
and regime type in several of the models would also seem to lend some support to Hypothesis
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Table 4: Predicted Probabilities for Model 5–High HIV/AIDS Prevalence

Regime Type
-3 6 9

FDI(%)
1 .151 .439 .562
3 .079 .272 .380
5 .039 .151 .226

2, although it will most likely need modification. It could be that states with a strong connection
to the international community, but that face few constraints within the international system (e.g.
because they know there FDI is secure due to low HIV/AIDS burden), are the most likely to
articulate HIV/AIDS as a security issue because they face few consequences from that action.
These states have the freedom to be innovators because they operate in an environment of minimal
cost.

6.2 Negative Binomial Regression Results

For a comparison I also estimated a negative binomial regression for each of the models. I used
an event count model because it seems reasonable that states that devoted more of their speeches
to discussing HIV/AIDS as a security threat had more thoroughly adopted that innovation. As
discussed previously, the sentences in a speech are unlikely to be independent of each other thus
necessitating the negative binomial regression. The only model that this did not hold for was
Model 4, the full model. The test to determine whether NBR was necessary showed that the
model was not significantly different from a poisson version. Model 4, however, has the lowest
number of observations with N=77 and it seems possible that this low number of observations
may make doing an event count model problematic. For that reason, although the negative bi-
nomial regression results for Model 4 are reported, the results from this model should be treated
with some caution.

With the exception of Model 4, most of the results estimated from the negative binomial re-
gression match with those from the logistic analysis. Foreign direct investment and regime type
remain the two most consistently statistically significant variables and their coefficients have the
same signs as in the logistic model. The only place where using an event count dependent variable
made substantial difference is with the NBR estimation of Model 4. This is the only model to find
the variables for conflict, years since the last conflict, population health, healthcare spending per
capita, and official development assistance statistically significant. Although the veracity of these
results is questionable, they show some interesting findings especially because the low number of
observations would generally have the effect of biasing results not to show significance.

According to the models, states are less likely to speak about HIV/AIDS as a security issue if
they are currently experiencing conflict, but they are also less likely to speak about HIV/AIDS as a
security concern the more distant their last conflict was. The result of the conflict variable indicates
support for Hypothesis 4, that states currently experiencing a conflict will be unlikely to connect
HIV/AIDS to security, but the result of the conflict gap variable contradicts the second part of this
hypothesis which claims that the same should hold true for states that have recently experienced
conflict. If Hypothesis 4 is correct, then we would expect the conflict and conflict gap variable to
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Table 5: Negative Binomial Regression Estimates

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Demographic State Conflict Full

HIV/AIDS Prevalence -.028 .035 .043 -.079
(.067) (.030) (.031) (.059)

Contraceptive Use 1.83 – – .967
(1.86) (2.04)

Female Literacy .008 – – .050***
(.014) (.015)

Healthcare Spending -.460 – – -2.39***
(.855) (.880)

GDP per capita .726 – -.079 1.08
(.973) (.277) (.762)

Population Health -.000 – – -.000*
(.000) (.000)

Official Development Asst. – .709 – 3.33***
(.612) (1.28)

Foreign Direct Investment – -.173*** – -.316***
(.061) (.115)

Regime Type – .108*** .121*** .221***
(.036) (.042) (.052)

IO Membership – .002 – .002
(.011) (.014)

Conflict – – .261 -1.35**
(.498) (.617)

Conflict Gap – – -.006 -.031*
(.011) (.018)

Military Spending – – .029 .067
(.068) (.060)

North America – – – .297
(1.19)

South and Cent. America – – – -1.50
(1.31)

Europe – – – -1.88*
(1.07)

Middle East – – – .497
(1.50)

Asia – – – 1.41
(1.01)

South Asia – – – -.921
(.936)

Constant .188 -.898 -1.07 1.95
(2.90) (.785) (.955) (2.71)

Chi-Square 2.88 18.88*** 10.74* 68.48***
N 88 133 131 77
Std. Errors in parentheses, * sig. at .1 level, **sig. at .05 level, ***sig. at .01 level (all tests two-tailed)
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have coefficients with opposite signs. While these results call for a reformulation of Hypothesis 4,
the negative coefficient on healthcare spending per capita (logged) seems to run counter to many
other variables. This result indicates that states are less likely to articulate HIV/AIDS as a security
issue the more they spend on healthcare per capita. These are the same states that also give more
development assistance, are more democratic, have higher GDP per capita, and greater levels of
female literacy. All of these variables are also statistically significant in various models, but with
positive coefficients. Despite these results, overall the only solid support generated from these
models is for Hypotheses 2 and 3. There seem to be two main types of states that are either more
or less likely to speak about HIV/AIDS as a security issue. States that want to attract investment
will not emphasize the security aspect of HIV/AIDS because they do not want to drive away
needed investment. On the other hand, states that are democratic and more open both to inter-
nal discussion and perhaps aware of events in other states, identify and are willing to articulate
HIV/AIDS as a security threat.

7 Conclusion

From the statistical analysis the variables showing consistent significance are foreign direct invest-
ment and regime type. The FDI result provides support for Hypothesis 3, suggesting that there is
a veto point for states where the cost of adopting a change in the conceptualization of security out-
weighs any benefits that may come from changing the institution. New institutionalism suggests
that institutional change is difficult to accomplish precisely because states must first decide that
they will be better off if they change the institution than they would be otherwise. The regime type
result, indicating that democracies are more likely to articulate the connection between HIV/AIDS
than non-democracies provides initial support for Hypothesis 2. For states that are most likely
not experiencing the direct impact of HIV/AIDS, the benefits of changing the institution may be
greater than the costs. One potential reason for this could be in order to dedicate more money for
HIV/AIDS programs abroad, leaders need some sort of justification for their domestic audiences.
As discussed earlier, the initial reasons for altering an institution can be material, a state does not
need to purposefully set out to change the social construction of security. These results have inter-
esting implications for the relationship between adoption and diffusion. HIV/AIDS prevalence
varies dramatically between developed states and the least developed states. It may be that states
within the developed world are the early adopters of the innovation that HIV/AIDS is a security
issue and then that idea is diffused to states in the developing world who are most affected by the
disease.

The overall effectiveness of this study, however, is somewhat affected by problems with the
measures. The difficulty of collecting data on Third World states is well known, especially for
data such as HIV/AIDS infection that relies on individuals getting tested and those test results
being reported accurately. This problem is important because it effects a specific component of the
population of states and the component that may be of most substantive interest. It also means that
it was simply impossible to find information on some variables that I would have liked to have
used. Variables such as the percentage of a state’s armed forces who are infected with HIV/AIDS
or comprehensive HIV/AIDS infection rates for each state prior to 1998 do not exist.

The other main area to suffer from the bluntness of the measures is the operationalization of
the normative connectedness of states and the difficulty of measuring how state’s ‘conceptualize’
an issue. Regime type, membership in international organizations, and development assistance
are rough proxies for the organizational networks that states belong to. Because organizational

19



networks are influential in diffusing institutional innovations, this is an important category to im-
prove in further investigations. It would also have been ideal to identify another non-traditional
security issue that states had labelled a security threat. The United Nations, at least, has not iden-
tified another disease as a security issue. Environmental degradation may be a good substitute,
but the UN has yet to hold a special session related to this issue and it has proved difficult to find
another forum where most of the states in the world gather to speak about an issue.

The paper also leaves open several areas for future research. Although diffusion is discussed
as an important means for innovation to pass from one state to another, the models used in this
paper do not capture a detailed picture of the diffusion process. Future research should be aimed
first, at investigating whether any states changed their discourse after the UN special sessions and
second, at the role non-governmental organizations may also play in promoting HIV/AIDS as
a security issue. The UN, through UN AIDS, continues to treat HIV/AIDS as a security threat,
but the question as to whether or not states have internalized this institutional change (especially
in the post-9/11 and Iraq war world) remains. Second, due to many of the problems in the nu-
merical data used for these models, case study research investigating domestic-level discourse on
HIV/AIDS for a sample of states would provide a valuable method for completely testing the
theories and hypotheses developed in this paper. Third, at least a rudimentary idea of a society
of states plays an important role in the dynamics of networks and diffusion, but is theoretically
underdeveloped in this paper. Finally, the concept of diffusion may imply a need for the develop-
ment of theory related to the teaching and learning of innovations. This, obviously, is all work for
another project.

Although these limitations are quite real and much work needs to be done, as an initial exercise
this analysis is not without merit. It indicates that states are not arbitrarily articulating HIV/AIDS
as a security issue. There are observable factors within states that can give us an indication of why
they adopt certain institutional innovations. States have the ability to alter their understanding of
what security actually means.
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