
2|The Anglosphere
If the population of the English-speaking commonwealth be added to that
of the United States. . . there will be no quivering, precarious balance of
power to offer its temptation to ambition or adventure. On the contrary,
there will be an overwhelming assurance of security.

Winston Churchill1

The English-speaking nations have made an enormous contribution. . . to
the defense of liberty in the last two hundred years. . . a contribution,
I would argue, in excess of any other grouping of countries.

John Howard2

Introduction

Talk of an Anglosphere is a case of old wine in new bottles: although the
label is relatively new, the contents are of a considerably more mature
vintage. In his novel, The Diamond Age, Neal Stephenson first coined
the term ‘Anglosphere’ in the mid 1990s, using it exactly once across
450 pages.3 As a literary device and challenge to his readers to re-think
Westphalian international order, Stephenson’s noun was new, but the
idea drew on other influential writers, thinkers and politicians. Whether
in the form of George Orwell’s ‘Oceania’, Samuel Huntington’s ‘West-
ern civilisation’, or Winston Churchill’s ‘English-speaking nations’, the

1 In 1946, Winston Churchill delivered this line during his infamous ‘Iron Curtain’
speech, cited in S. Vucetic, The Anglosphere: A Genealogy of a Racialized
Identity in International Relations (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2011).

2 J. Howard, ‘The Anglosphere and the advance of freedom’, Heritage Lectures
1176, Heritage Foundation, speech given 28 September 2010, published
3 January 2011, p. 6.

3 N. Stephenson, The Diamond Age: Or, A Young Lady’s Illustrated Primer (New
York: Random House, 1995). And see S. Vucetic, ‘The logics of culture in the
Anglosphere’ in J. Batora and A. Mokra (eds.), Culture and External Relations:
Europe and Beyond (Farnham: Ashgate, 2011), p. 47.
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notion of an Anglosphere predates its naming.4 A glaring contemporary
neologism,5 in its simplest formulation, the term Anglosphere is used to
denote ‘the countries where English is the main native language, con-
sidered collectively’.6 If only things were so simple. A term such as the
Anglosphere is ‘impossible’: a ‘quintessentially contested’ category.7

Yet, the idea that this ‘impossible’ term denotes has been at the heart
of prosecutions and understandings of world politics for a century and a
quarter. This idea, perhaps more than any other, has shaped inter-
national order in the modern world.

Alongside ‘English-speaking peoples’, the term ‘Anglosphere’ refers
to older phenomena, such as ‘Anglo-Saxondom’, ‘Anglo-America’ and
‘Greater Britain’.8 The academic discipline of International Relations
has attributed ‘little or no theoretical status to these terms’, despite the
fact ‘they have long defined’ patterns of inclusion and exclusion for

4 Orwell’s tripartite division of Earth meant that his Oceania encompassed South
America, as well as those countries more usually included in understandings of
the Anglosphere. It did, however, divide the UK from his imagined Eurasia.
Huntington’s Western civilisation includes North America, the UK, Australasia
and South Africa. Perhaps Winston Churchill did more than any other for the
cause of tracing and popularising the notion of an alliance of the English-
speaking nations and their peoples, across his four-volume history. S. P.
Huntington, The Clash of Civilizations: And the Remaking of World Order
(New York: Simon & Schuster, 1996); G. Orwell, Nineteen Eighty-Four
(London: Penguin, 2004 [1949]); W. Churchill, A History of the English-
Speaking Peoples: A One-Volume Abridgement (New York: Skyhorse
Publishing, 2011). Similar connections can be made to Walter Lippmann’s
‘Atlantic community’: S. Vucetic, ‘A racialized peace? How Britain and the US
made their relationship special’, Foreign Policy Analysis, 7 (2011),
pp. 403–21, 416.

5 See S. Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow? The Anglosphere and US-led coalitions of the
willing, 1950–2001’, European Journal of International Relations, 17 (2011),
27–49.

6 Oxford English Dictionary, ‘Anglosphere’, www.oxforddictionaries.com/
definition/english/anglosphere (accessed 3 November 2019).

7 J. O’Hagan, Conceptions of the West in International Relations Thought: From
Oswald Spengler to Edward Said (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2002), cited in
Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow?’, p. 6.

8 Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow?’; Sir John Seeley’s The Expansion of Englandwas also
popular and influential. See C. Browning and B. Tonra, ‘Beyond the West and
towards the Anglosphere?’ in C. Browning and M. Lehti (eds.), The Struggle for
the West: A Divided and Contested Legacy (Abingdon: Routledge, 2010), FN
3 and the version, C. Browning and B. Tonra, ‘Beyond the West and towards the
Anglosphere?’, pp. 1–21, www.academia.edu/341929/Beyond_the_West_and_
Towards_the_Anglosphere
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‘millions and, indeed, billions of people’.9 The idea of Greater Britain,
for example, has had an enduring influence, ‘informing calls for a
“union of democracies”’ in the 1930s and helping to inspire the Anglo-
sphere’s resurgence in the 2000s.10 In between, its ideas have resonated
with and informed the language of some of Britain’s greatest and
longest reigning leaders. As Margaret Thatcher put it:

The relationship between our nations is founded not just on a shared
language, but also on shared history, on shared values and upon shared
ideals. Together we have withstood the forces of evil and tyranny in what-
ever form we found them. In the words of Winston Churchill, we have
‘discharged our common duty to the human race’. And if freedom is to
flourish, we must continue with our task.11

It is certainly true that in ‘times of crisis’, the Anglosphere has tended to
fall ‘back into the habit of working together’.12 It is more than this,
however: the Anglosphere goes far beyond global crisis management; it
is about the proactive creation of modern world order, often in its own
image and nearly always towards its own benefit. In these repeated acts
of internationalism, interventionism and imperialism, the Anglosphere
has been the vehicle through which the mantle of global leadership has
been passed and continuity achieved, in a remarkably smooth process
of hegemonic transition. This conceptualisation of the Anglosphere
enabled Thatcher and Churchill to agree with Harold Macmillan:
‘These Americans represent the new Roman Empire and we Britons,
like the Greeks of old, must teach them how to make it go’.13

9 Vucetic, ‘A racialized peace?’, p. 416.
10 D. Deudney, ‘Greater Britain or greater synthesis: Seeley, Mackinder, and Wells

on Britain in the global industrial era’, Review of International Studies, 27
(2001), 187–208; and D. Bell, The Idea of Greater Britain: Empire and the
Future of World Order, 1860–1900 (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2007), pp. 271–2; both cited in Vucetic, ‘A racialized peace’, p. 416.

11 These are Margaret Thatcher’s words from a speech in 2001, cited by John
Howard at a speech in her honour. Howard, ‘The Anglosphere’.

12 R. Ponnuru, ‘The empire of freedom: where the United States belongs: the
Anglosphere’, National Review, 55 (2003), 4–6; cited in Vucetic, ‘Bound to
follow?’, p. 2.

13 Macmillan’s words are cited from 1943 in J. Heer, ‘Operation Anglosphere:
today’s most ardent American imperialists weren‘t born in the USA’, Boston
Globe Ideas, 23 March 2003, www.jeetheer.com/politics/anglosphere.htm. See
also C. Hitchens, Blood, Class and Empire: The Enduring Anglo-American
Relationship (London: Atlantic Books, 2004), who makes use of this analogy in
the title of his first chapter.
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This transition and the ‘outbreak of peace’, as Britain waned and
America grew,14 is one of the most consequential occurrences of the
modern world. And the Anglosphere’s perseverance, despite challenges
and adversity, is remarkable. Walter Russell Mead has termed it ‘the
biggest geopolitical story in modern times: the birth, rise, triumph,
defense and continuing growth of Anglo-American power despite con-
tinuing and always renewed opposition and conflict’.15 From the rise
of the British Empire to the era of unrivalled and unprecedented
American primacy, ‘the Anglo nations – singly or in concert – have
taken a special responsibility for the world order’.16 Today, they
account for 7 per cent of the global population but a staggering one
third of global gross domestic product, as well as predictably but
impressively recording well over half of all global military expenditure.
The apparent triumph and coordinated foreign policies ‘of the Anglo-
Saxons’ have achieved no less than the creation of a ‘maritime-capital-
ist order that now encompasses the whole world’.17

What then binds these nations together, creating the most conse-
quential, powerful and dispersed alliance in history? The extant litera-
ture finds ‘defining features’ in the ‘values and institutions associated
with the historical experience of England/Britain as well as the English
language’.18 Ethnicity and religion are often downplayed,19 despite
their formative importance. This pattern of selective emphasis, while
likely well meant, deliberately follows lines of acceptable enquiry and
political correctness. It is, understandably, mirrored in contemporary
political statements. For John Howard, the defining feature of Anglo-
sphere bonds and cooperation is:

. . . a very long and very rich heritage of the defense of freedom: in a world in
which the values of openness and freedom are under constant assault, the
fidelity of the Anglospheric nations to openness, to a robust parliamentary
system of government – and in the case of the United States, certainly of a

14 Alongside the subsequent adoption of a perceived mentoring role.
15 W. R. Mead, God and Gold: Britain, America, and the Making of the Modern

World (New York: Alfred Knopf, 2007).
16 L. M. Mead, ‘Why Anglos lead’, The National Interest, 82 (2006), 1–8.
17 O. Harries, ‘Anglo-Saxon attitudes: the making of the modern world’, Foreign

Affairs, 87 (2008), 170–4.
18 Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow?’, p. 6.
19 Ibid., see also J. Bennett, ‘The emerging Anglosphere’, Orbis, 46 (2002),

111–26.
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different brand but no less robust, no less open and no less committed to
freedom – the fidelity of those nations to the rule of law, the willingness of
those nations to apply the rule of law not only to the behavior of others but
also to their own behavior and of course the remarkable facility of the
English language.20

This chapter explores several of these entangled bonds of fidelity,
investigating downplayed and formative racialised narratives alongside
the role played by language, identity, culture, elites and institutions. It
also explores the often-overlooked importance of war and war’s con-
sequences for mutual familiarity and revisited alliance politics because,
‘when push comes to shove, the English-speaking peoples tend to flock
together’; this flocking is symbiotic, re-creating the notion that Anglo-
sphere members are birds of a feather.21 That sense of familial kinship
has been central to the prosecution of the War on Terror, despite the
legacy of the 2003 war in Iraq. It remains vital in responding to today’s
most significant crisis: the civil war in Syria. It is, certainly, a process of
transnational storytelling – as national (hi)stories interlock. But it is a
story that is sufficiently widespread and deeply resonant to be some-
thing that is felt and lived by very many people in the Anglosphere.

The Old Anglosphere Coalition

The Anglosphere is more than a group of states united by a common
tongue. These states repeatedly fight together: they are a coalition.
Here, I argue that three states – the USA, UK and Australia – constitute
its core: the ‘old Anglosphere coalition’. Vucetic has shown that, statis-
tically, controlling for other variables, ‘English-speaking states/nations
tend to be more willing to help the US wage its wars than states selected
at random. Particularly willing to fight America’s wars, it seems, are
core Anglosphere states – Australia, Britain, Canada and New
Zealand.’22 Of course, the Anglosphere could be defined more broadly
than the five countries Vucetic names or the three I have identified.
Bennett, for example, considers the variable geometry of the Anglo-
sphere, with the US–UK core followed up (in a fading gradation of

20 Howard, ‘The Anglosphere’, p. 4.
21 Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow?’, p. 2. Vucetic notes this critically, as part of a

critique of the idea, targeted at exactly those political elites who might exploit
the notion for instrumental gain.

22 Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow?’, p. 17.
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genuine membership) by Australia, Canada, Ireland and New Zealand,
and then (a more peripheral membership of ) others, such as the
English-speaking Caribbean and India, before finally old Islamic col-
onies of the United Kingdom in the final class of admission.23

The crux of the Anglosphere remains the US–UK relationship, so
frequently described as ‘special’. While this label is usually referenced
to indicate the cultural ties and institutional manifestations of the
bilateral relationship, it should also be read as indicating a situation
unique to global politics: ‘cooperation between Britain and the US
differs in magnitude, frequency and durability from any other major
power dyad in the international system’.24 This unique level of con-
nection and synchronicity has endured through various crises, challen-
ging both the international system generally and the bilateral
relationship specifically. In fact, throughout ‘the entire post-1945
period no major international security policy divergence between Brit-
ain and the US managed to upset the overall cooperation pattern –

think of Iran or Suez during the Cold War or, in the European unifica-
tion era, the Amsterdam Treaty or Saint Malo Initiative’.25 And yet, as
we have already seen, there is one country that claims even closer
union with the world’s hegemon. John Howard put this ‘remarkable
association’ succinctly, when he reminded Americans that Australia,
not the UK, is ‘the only country that has participated side by side with
the United States in every conflict of any degree in which the United
States has been involved since we first fought together at the Battle of
Hamel on the Fourth of July in 1918’.26

How was this rendered so? Clearly, the UK has a long imperial
history, but how did it manage to transfer a taste for liberal
internationalism and then liberal imperialism, despite the rest of the
Anglosphere being once-colonised and now post-colonial nations?27

It is in this fading gradation of post-colonial identity, coupled to brute

23 J. Bennett, The Anglosphere Challenge: Why the English-Speaking Nations Will
Lead the Way in the Twenty-First Century (Plymouth: Rowman & Littlefield,
2007). See, for discussion, W. R. Mead, ‘Review: the United States; the
Anglosphere challenge: why the English-speaking nations will lead the way in
the twenty-first century’, Foreign Affairs, 84 (2005), 158; and Browning and
Tonra, ‘Beyond the West’.

24 Vucetic, ‘A racialized peace?’, p. 403. 25 Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow?’, p. 14.
26 Australia, unlike the UK, fought alongside the USA in Vietnam. Howard, ‘The

Anglosphere’, p. 11.
27 And, in the USA, even a hard-Wilsonian ease with the notion of Empire.
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material capability, that we can find clues as to the formation of a hard
core – the UK, USA and Australia – at the centre of the Anglosphere.
All three countries have gained regional or global hegemonic status in
their own right and all have pursued colonial policies. Canada and
New Zealand, to a greater extent, have been the victims (as well as the
victors) of the liberal imperialism of, first, the UK and, second, the USA
and Australia, generating a very different historical trajectory and
degree of comfort with imperial wars. While, in identity terms, both
are (and particularly were) acutely aware of their perceived natural
home allied to their more powerful neighbours and the British mother-
land, their simultaneous inferiority to those neighbours has led to a
heightened criticality, made possible by the (perhaps taken for granted)
geopolitical security afforded by virtue of having large, powerful and
culturally similar liberal imperialist neighbours.

At the edge of the Anglosphere core, the unusually borne out two-
step process of Anglo-Saxon colonial and post-colonial relations experi-
enced by Canada and New Zealand has dampened the militarism and
imperialism that remains evident within the old Anglosphere coalition
states. This plays out in a greater selectivity of war, despite strong and
enduring perceptions of an Anglosphere community. Browning has
traced, for example, Canada’s transition from ‘seeing itself in the
1920s as the lynchpin nation, destined to bring the US and UK together
in an Anglo-Saxon brotherhood for international peace’ to instead
placing ‘themselves as advocates and practical supporters of the UN
and its multilateral institutions’.28 Likewise, Vucetic maps out Canada’s
decision to avoid entanglement in the 2003 US-led intervention in
Iraq.29 He identifies Canada’s liberal discourse, opposed to a North
American ‘elephant other’, as vital to Canadian self-understandings of
its identity as a unique part of the English-speaking west.30 While the
decision to stay out of Iraq was, certainly, very unusual, it was not an
anomaly but rather an outcome of an identity formed in part through
relations with its imperial, superpower neighbour, as well as internal

28 D. G. Haglund, ‘Canada and the Anglosphere: in, out, or different?’ Options
Politiques, 1 February 2005, https://policyoptions.irpp.org/fr/magazines/
canada-in-the-world/canada-and-the-anglosphere-in-out-or-indifferent; see also
Browning and Tonra, ‘Beyond the West’.

29 S. Vucetic, ‘Why did Canada sit out of the Iraq war? One constructivist
analysis’, Canadian Foreign Policy Journal, 13 (2006), 133–53.

30 Ibid.
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political developments. As Rod Lyon has noted, ‘The group falls natur-
ally into three geographic pairs and in each pairing, there’s one extro-
verted strategic player (the USA, Britain and Australia) and another less
extroverted one (Canada, Ireland, New Zealand)’.31 The USA, UK and
Australia, in Lyon’s terms, are the ‘extroverted’, militaristic core of the
Anglosphere. And, I argue, this results from the specific mix of mutual
and divergent colonial experiences within the Anglosphere.

Added to Canada and New Zealand, Irish and Indian experiences of
British colonialism included what the UK understood to be the neces-
sity of despotism.32 Partially as a consequence of this, in conjunction
with their own unique cultural contexts, neither Ireland nor India
possesses the ‘orientation towards a civilising mission’ that other
Anglosphere members ‘tend to’ exhibit.33 This civilising mission sug-
gests that perhaps we are approaching the issue backwards. Instead of
assessing what individual Anglosphere members lack, we should focus
on what the USA, UK and Australia share; for example, their mutual
colonial experiences, a civilising zeal and what Belich has termed the
‘settlerism’ of the old ‘Anglo-wests’.34 These mutual, violent civilising
experiences were crucial to the formation of history’s most consequen-
tial coalition. A combination of perceived religious virtue and bloody
racialised conflict was at the heart of the Anglosphere from the outset.

‘A Blood of the Body’?35

In summer of 1768, Captain James Cook received orders from the
British Admiralty to show ‘civility and regard’ to any Australian
‘natives’ he might encounter on his voyage to the great southern
landmass.36 ‘In Botany Bay in 1770, Cook immediately clashed with

31 R. Lyon, ‘Editors’ picks for 2016: “An introverted Anglosphere?’’’, The
Strategist, Australian Strategic Policy Institute, 29 December 2016,
www.aspistrategist.org.au/editors-picks-2016-introverted-anglosphere

32 Bell, The Idea of Greater Britain.
33 Browning and Tonra, ‘Beyond the West’, p. 13.
34 Belich in Vucetic, The Anglosphere, chapter 61.
35 This term, like ‘blood of the mind’ below, comes fromMadhav Das Nalapat. See

M. D. Nalapat, ‘India & the Anglosphere’, New Criterion, 29 (2011).
36 P. Daley, ‘It is beyond time for Britain to apologise to Australia’s indigenous

people’, The Guardian, 25 January 2016, www.theguardian.com/
commentisfree/2016/jan/26/it-is-beyond-time-for-britain-to-apologise-to-
australias-indigenous-people
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Gweagal Tribesmen, shooting at least one’, initiating a by now famil-
iar pattern of British-led genocide. In the following years, the raiding
parties of the new ‘settlers’ would have instruction to ‘bring back the
severed heads of the black trouble-makers’,37 who were seen as ‘sub-
human. . . fly-blown, Stone Age savages’.38 Australia’s foundational
‘War of Extermination’ was followed by a sixty-year policy of the
forcible removal of children from the homes of Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander peoples: genocide by other means. Australia has long
wrestled with the crushing knowledge of these terrible acts. The so-
called history wars saw heated debate on the teaching of the story of
Australian settlement; on one side, a ‘black armband’ reading of
officially sanctioned acts of evil and, on the other, a ‘white blindfold’
colonial amnesia enabling a picture of benign occupation and govern-
ance. In 1992, Prime Minister Paul Keating apologised on behalf of
the Australian government and nation to the Stolen Generations in his
Redfern Speech.39 But subsequent prime ministers have been far more
bullish about Australia’s ability to be ‘relaxed and comfortable’ with
itself.40 Australia Day remains the usual ‘barbecues and slabs and
fetishisation of a flag’: ‘a flag that, with the Union Jack, symbolises
violence and oppression of indigenous people’.41 Amidst the patriotic
fervour, however, are calls for introspection. Veteran journalist
Stan Grant noted in his speech on ‘the Australian Dream’ that an
indigenous Australian child was more likely to be incarcerated than
finish school.42

These issues are repeated across the Anglosphere today. In Canada,
PrimeMinister Justin Trudeau has launched an enquiry into the murder
of some 1,200 indigenous women in the past three decades. In the
United States, the New York State village of Whitesboro faced national
outrage over its reluctance to change its emblem, depicting its white

37 M. Davey, ‘Stan Grant’s speech on racism and the Australian Dream goes viral’,
The Guardian, 24 January 2016, www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2016/
jan/24/stan-grants-speech-on-racism-and-the-australian-dream-goes-viral

38 Ibid.
39 P. Keating, ‘Redfern speech (Year for the World’s Indigenous People)’, ANTaR,

10 December 1992, https://antar.org.au/sites/default/files/paul_keating_speech_
transcript.pdf

40 For analysis, see R. Flanagan, ‘A decade of John Howard has left a country of
timidity, fear and shame’, The Guardian, 26 November 2007,
www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2007/nov/26/comment.australia

41 Daley, ‘It is beyond time’. 42 Davey, ‘Stan Grant’s speech’.
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founder appearing to choke a Native American.43 In America, of
course, the legacy of slavery looms large, with homicide the leading
cause of death for black males under the age of thirty-five. In New
Zealand, efforts are ongoing to improve the position of the Maori
people within society. The model for the physical violence of Anglo-
sphere colonialism, which has subsequently given way to the structural
violence of post-colonialism, was the British Empire, particularly its
experiences in Ireland and India. Make no mistake: race and war are
located at the heart of the Anglosphere, with formative colonial con-
flicts against the English-speaking nations’ various indigenous Others.
This claim requires an alternative ontology of International Relations in
a number of respects, but, at the same time, constructivist approaches
within IR are well placed to make sense of racialised discourses and
identities forged through conflict. This is necessary because the Anglo-
sphere was and remains far more than an alliance: it is a security
community, bound by a shared identity forged through racialised con-
flicts and their subsequent retelling in national mythology. To under-
stand the series of exclusions, hierarchies and affiliations that underpin
the Anglosphere, it is necessary to explore the foundations of Anglo-
American peace at the turn of the twentieth century, where cooperation
was ‘originally established on the basis of race’ thanks to successful elite
framings of a single community: an ‘Anglo-Saxon brotherhood, the
vanguard of a racially defined humankind’.44

Going against the theoretical and historiographical grain, Vucetic has
made this argument explicitly and persuasively.45 His analysis returns
to the 1890s and the near miss over Venezuela, exploring why peace
‘broke out’ between the USA and UK. He finds that this was possible
due to a framing of racial brotherhood (rather than shared democratic
norms or similar political institutions).46 Crucially, it was not Ameri-
canism and Englishness that informed a prevalent discourse of racial
hierarchy and superiority at the turn of the twentieth century; rather,
it was a discourse of Anglo-Saxons. This discourse ‘emphasized the
distinctiveness and unity of white, Protestant, English-speaking and
“self-governing” gentlemen’. And, ‘in Britain, Anglo-Saxonism was

43 Residents and officials initially argued that the image showed a ‘friendly
wrestling match’, but ultimately bowed to public pressure.

44 Vucetic, ‘A racialized peace?’, pp. 403–4.
45 Ibid. See also Vucetic, The Anglosphere.
46 Vucetic, ‘A racialized peace?’, p. 404.
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hegemonic at all levels of discourse, including foreign policy’.47 ‘The
grip of Anglo-Saxonism was so powerful’ in fact that ‘British “race
patriotism” . . . implied not only a “race alliance”with America but also
a “federation of race” . . . and, in the boldest move, a political integra-
tion with the “cousins” and “brothers” in the US.’ This ‘reunion’ was
variably considered the ‘United States of Empire’, ‘Grand Imperial
Federation’, or simply ‘Greater Britain’.48

The ‘intellectual roots of the Anglosphere’ can therefore be traced to
this ‘emergence of Anglo-Saxonism in the mid-to-late nineteenth cen-
tury’.49 This discourse was ‘a response to the evolutionary theory of
Charles Darwin’; ‘Anglo-Saxonism posited the existence of an Anglo-
Saxon race distinct from that of other races and in unavoidable compe-
tition and conflict with them’.50 Of course, those inclined to build
theories of IR on the basis of social Darwinism rarely see their own
race as inferior. For Chamberlain, like many of his countrymen, it was
clear that the ‘Anglo-Saxon race is infallibly destined to be the predom-
inant force in the history and civilisation of the world’.51 Rudyard
Kipling, in ‘The White Man’s Burden’, encapsulated this sense of
assumed racial superiority and its associated responsibilities. While
the poem certainly attempted to justify ‘imperial rule over inferior races
less suited or fit for self-government’,52 it is often forgotten that its
subject matter was, specifically, support for ‘Theodore Roosevelt’s
campaign to extend the American sphere of influence into the Philip-
pines’ and not ‘England’s rule over India’, which is usually assumed.53

The kinship of race was clear, as was its extended tasks of world
leadership; far more than a call for alliance politics, this was a call for
political union, premised on the perception of common Anglo-Saxon
roots. This call was not only well received in the UK; it resonated in the

47 Ibid., p. 8. 48 Ibid., p. 9. See also Bell, The Idea of Greater Britain.
49 Browning and Tonra, ‘Beyond the West’, p. 2. See also I. Parmar, ‘Anglo-

American elites in the interwar years: idealism and power in the intellectual roots
of Chatham House and the Council on Foreign Relations’, International
Relations, 16 (2002), 53–75.

50 Browning and Tonra, ‘Beyond the West’, p. 2.
51 Cited by A. Gamble, Between Europe and America: The Future of British

Politics (Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003), p. 83; and Browning and
Tonra, ‘Beyond the West’, p. 2.

52 Parmar, ‘Anglo-American elites’, p. 61; and Browning and Tonra, ‘Beyond the
West’, p. 2.

53 Heer, ‘Operation Anglosphere’; and Browning and Tonra, ‘Beyond the West’,
p. 3.
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USA and Australia, in part thanks to its logical pronouncements on race
relations at the frontier.54 These pronouncements were supported and
reinforced through the perception of religious doctrine.

Religion has made something of a comeback in International Rela-
tions. Whether through Huntington’s ‘Clash of Civilizations’ or
George W. Bush’s frequent recourse to the language of good versus
evil, religion has re-entered debates that were previously stripped back
to the logical consequence of objective material realities.55 For the
development of the Anglosphere, religion served to bolster Darwinian
claims of racial superiority. The Anglosphere’s myriad Others were
seen to be and spoken of as mired in both a racial and religious
inferiority, such that the latter flowed naturally from the former.
Christianity and specifically Protestantism were juxtaposed to the
multiplicity of ‘false’ religious orders clung to by lesser races. Whether
Muslim hordes or indigenous tribes, the Anglosphere actively wrote
barbarism into its Others, in a form whereby belief and the body were
intimately – if not inextricably – intertwined. Efforts at religious con-
version – the roots of a Wilsonian impulse to promote democracy as
well as Christian values – were seen as possible and necessary, but
working against the grain that nature had set. Here, we see that the
‘blood of the body’ was seen to flow into the ‘blood of the mind’.
However, for Anglosphere elites, the potential for altering the latter
contrasted the brute fact of race. That is ironic, given the significance of
ideas – including ideas of race – for binding together the English-
speaking nations.

‘A Blood of the Mind’

Browning and Tonra note the range of foci evident amongst the
various authors who have attempted to explain the Anglosphere, its
actions and importance.56 Bennett, for example, focuses mainly on

54 Vucetic, ‘A racialized peace?’, pp. 410–11. Of course, it was not immediately
clear why, once infused with the notion of Manifest Destiny, American
expansionism should stop at the water’s edge. Racial superiority – drawn from
Anglo-Saxon settlers – was seen to extend over natives of North America, the
Philippines and beyond.

55 See, for example, the work of Lee Marsden, e.g. L. Marsden, For God’s Sake:
The Christian Right and US Foreign Policy (London: Zed Books Ltd, 2013).

56 Browning and Tonra, ‘Beyond the West’.
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culture, escaping the tainted racialism of past understandings,57

whereas Vucetic deliberately emphasises that IR has falsely ignored
the racial discourse that was central to the Anglosphere’s formation.58

To begin with, it is useful to consider the relationship between the
privileging of different drivers of mutual affinity and the theoretical
bases of IR. At one end of the theoretical spectrum within IR, realist-
premised explanations of the Anglosphere centre on the security calcu-
lations inherent within decisions to maximise cooperation. For the UK
and USA, for example, Tim Dunne notes that at ‘its core, the relation-
ship represents a bargain: Britain pledges its loyalty to the United States
in return for influence over the direction of the hegemonic power’s
foreign policy’.59 Likewise, Tim Lynch has noted that Australia’s
repeated decision to fight in America’s wars is actually a policy of
sheltering under the eagle’s wing: a rational calculation for a large,
under-populated, strategically vulnerable state, located in a turbulent
region.60 Australian political elites, within this formulation, are seen to
be gambling on the USA reciprocating in this arrangement by paying
back its accumulated debt as Australia’s security guarantor in a time
of need.

Both of these arguments carry some weight, but fail to do justice to
the nature of Anglosphere binds. Such explanations can also explain ad
hoc coalitions of the willing, comprised of states sharing nothing more
than temporary allegiances in pursuit of momentarily convergent inter-
ests. Both of the British Tims – Dunne and Lynch61 – know this, of
course. As Dunne notes, the ‘special relationship is an example of a
shared identity (based on shared culture, language and history) that

57 Ibid.
58 See also A. Winter, ‘Race, empire and the British-American “special

relationship” in the Obama era’ in G. Scott-Smith (ed.), Obama, US Politics and
Transatlantic Relation: Change or Continuity? (Brussels: Peter Lang, 2012),
pp. 229–46.

59 T. Dunne, ‘When the shooting starts: Atlanticism in British security strategy’,
International Affairs, 80 (2004), 893–909.

60 T. Lynch, Presentation on Australia–US relations, BISA US Foreign Policy
Working Group, annual conference, London School of Economics,
September 2014.

61 Both Dunne and Lynch have written extensively on US foreign policy and both
have relocated from British academia to Australia, making them well placed to
comment on the Anglosphere, albeit from quite contrasting theoretical
standpoints.
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generated converging interests’.62 Here, we start to get closer to the ties
that bind, but, once again, these perceptions of commonality are
filtered through the lens of national interest, complete with its distort-
ing view of an international system comprised of states acting in
logical, and even optimal, ways for their own ends. This thinner or
conventional constructivism is insufficient in its addition of a new
variable – whether culture or identity – into the familiar equations of
rationalist foreign policy analysis. It is necessary to move further along
the IR theory spectrum and away from the purely rationalist- and
interest-premised approaches. In a thicker variant, critical constructiv-
ism can help us to understand why it is that states such as the UK and
Australia will (eagerly) follow the United States into wars, even when
such decisions appear to go against the national interest. In fact, the
national interest, I argue, has been a secondary consideration at best
for British and Australian political elites when it comes to the question
of fighting alongside the Anglosphere’s principal member and Anglo-
Saxon brethren. It is a sense of shared identity and shared values63 – not
shared interests – that drives the old Anglosphere coalition forward,
from war to inevitable war. As Vucetic, again, has shown and argued:

From a [critical] constructivist perspective, then, what causes English-
speaking states/nations to cooperate is not simply an outside threat, eco-
nomic interdependence, shared democratic institutions or some combination
of these factors; rather, cooperation is a function of the (historically and
cross-nationally variable) collective/shared identity. The Anglosphere, in this
view, is not simply an alliance or a zone of peace, but a security community
or a ‘family of nations’ . . . Characterized by two centuries of peaceful
change, the Anglosphere ‘core’ can be seen as a mature security community
par excellence.64

It is precisely because ‘Anglo-America is a transnational political
space and an imagined community’65 – in the sense that Benedict

62 Dunne, ‘When the shooting starts’, p. 898.
63 Dan Hannan, for example, argues that it is the Anglo-Saxon invention and

defence of ‘freedom’ that defines the Anglosphere. D. Hannan, How We
Invented Freedom & Why It Matters (London: Head of Zeus, 2013).

64 Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow?’, p. 4.
65 A. Gamble, ‘The Anglo-American hegemony: from Greater Britain to the

Anglosphere’, PAIS Graduate Working Papers, University of Warwick, Number
05/06 (2006), 8, www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/pais/currentstudents/phd/
resources/crips/working_papers/2006/working_paper_5_gamble.pdf

64 The Anglosphere
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Anderson spoke of – that the (now) junior partners of the old Anglo-
sphere coalition are compelled to fight as comrades in arms. They are
‘bound to follow’

66 in two senses: they are tied together in prevalent
political, cultural and racial imaginations, to the extent that their
impending cooperation in wartime becomes an inevitability. It is any
absence of cooperation that is shocking. For very many Britons, Ameri-
cans and Australians, the Anglosphere alliance is simply ‘the natural
order of things’ and is ‘taken for granted’.67 The old Anglosphere
coalition reflects this perfectly, as the ‘pattern of consultation’ under-
pinning it rests on the ‘the common language and culture’ of ‘sister
peoples’ such that it has become ‘so matter-of-factly intimate’ as to
have naturalised a highly unusual degree of cooperation, influence,
coordination and synchronicity.68 As Henry Kissinger put it:

There evolved a habit of meeting so regular that autonomous American
action somehow came to seem to violate club rule. . . This was an extraordin-
ary relationship because it rested on no legal claim; it was formalized by no
document; it was carried forward by succeeding British governments as if no
alternative were conceivable. Britain’s influence was great precisely because
it never insisted on it; the ‘special relationship’ demonstrated the value of
intangibles.69

It is these intangibles that are so important and yet have been so readily
dismissed in the history of IR theory.70 Here, I focus on their role
and development by considering language, culture, elite networks and
institutions in turn, before affording significant space to the most
undervalued component of the Anglosphere’s foundational ties: the
co-constitutive nature of mutual participation in war.

The English-Speaking Peoples

The role played by mutual intelligibility, whether linguistic or cultural,
is hugely important. The latter, however, rests on the former. And
the importance of that fact continues to increase. The ‘key fact, as

66 Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow?’ 67 Hitchens, Blood, Class and Empire.
68 Kissinger 1979, 39–40, cited in Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow?’, p. 16. 69 Ibid.
70 Formalised structures are often simply a case of ‘brass-hatting’ existing informal

arrangements. See, on AUSMIN, J. O’Sullivan, ‘A British-led Anglosphere in
world politics?’, The Telegraph, 29 December 2007, www.telegraph.co.uk/
comment/3645011/A-British-led-Anglosphere-in-world-politics.html
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Bismarck noted, is that the North Americans speak English’.71 Lan-
guage is the unifier that Churchill deemed sufficiently important to
name his four-part history after, labelling the Anglosphere the ‘English-
speaking peoples’.72 The British brought the English language to the
United States and Australia, replete with idioms and accents that
would certainly evolve relative to the idiosyncrasies of their new envir-
onment and cultural context but which would enable an ease of
dialogue and deep sense of familiarity with the New World and Down
Under. Today, the accents and vocabulary of North America and
Australasia still bear the hallmarks of British (and Irish) emigration
patterns.73 And, moreover, the importance of this linguistic inheritance
is increasing due to the ubiquity of technology enabling instantaneous
communication and the consumption of cross-cultural news and
entertainment.74

While, as John Howard has noted, the ubiquity of English in inter-
national discourse is certainly an advantage for the Anglosphere, its
principal effect is to facilitate the formation and furtherance of the
cultural ties that bind. For Lawrence Mead, ‘What makes a country
Anglo is that its original settler population came mainly from Britain.
So even though a minority of Americans today have British roots, they
inherit a political culture initially formed by the British.’75 David
Hackett Fischer has shown how the political culture(s) of the USA
grew from ‘Albion’s seed’, with the germination of four distinct British
folkways in the USA.76 These folkways were transported to the USA
with the migration of distinct groups – the Ulster Scots, East Anglian
puritans, southern cavaliers and midlands workers.77 Although
developing in ways necessary to fulfil their new niches in the cultural
ecology of the rich young land, they brought with them and main-
tained a number of the qualities and beliefs that influenced the devel-
opment of British political culture.78 Although barely explored at all,
the same is true of Australia, where numerous population waves,

71 Mead, ‘Why Anglos lead’, p. 7.
72 The fourth considers Australia, albeit in a fairly superficial manner.

W. Churchill, A History of the English-Speaking Peoples, Volume 4: The Great
Democracies (New York: Rosetta Books, 2013).

73 Fischer, Albion’s Seed.
74 Bennett, The Anglosphere Challenge; and Bennett, ‘The emerging Anglosphere’.

For commentary, see Mead, ‘Review’.
75 Mead, ‘Why Anglos lead’, p. 1. 76 Fischer, Albion’s Seed. 77 Ibid.
78 Ibid. and, see also, Mead, Special Providence.
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including the Ulster Scots, migrated en masse, helping to build Austra-
lian political culture not just in Britain’s image but also through
migrants who had British ideas and values.79 The presence of these
groups during America and Australia’s formative eras ensured that
their influence on national political cultures has remained strong,
despite the influx of other ‘non-Anglo’ groups; British values have been
embodied in national elites and institutionalised in laws and structures
of governance. Moreover, they have been promoted overseas in foreign
policies that have extended liberal internationalism into liberal imperi-
alist ventures.80 In short, we can see the influence of British cultural
values in Anglosphere elites, institutions and wars.

On the first of these, Inderjeet Parmar has traced the role played by
elite networks in the establishment of the Anglosphere.81 In particular,
he emphasises the formative role of the ‘Cliveden Set’ (sometimes
called ‘Milner’s Kindergarten’), as well as the (British) Royal Institute
for International Affairs (Chatham House) and the (American) Coun-
cil on Foreign Relations.82 The impact of these groups was quite
remarkable. ‘As forces for consensus-building in their respective coun-
tries and between them, Chatham House and the Council on Foreign
Relations provided critical forums for the more respectable “liberal”

79 Ulster Scot population waves coincided with the need to find a new Anglosphere
destination as the American Civil War placed the USA temporarily off limits.
Australia was the principal beneficiary. It is possible to trace the careers and
influence of prominent Ulster Scots as they rose to positions of authority (e.g. in
the police, unions and government). For example, Samuel McCaughey – a
prominent and wealthy Ulster Scot sheep farmer, philanthropist and Australian
military supporter – helped to fund and promote Australian participation in the
Boer War and initiate the development of the Australian Air Force.

80 Mead extends Fischer’s analysis to consider the influence of these four migrant
groups on the development of US foreign policy. See Mead, Special Providence.
Wesley and Warren have come closest to achieving something similar for
Australia, albeit without the historical analysis of the influence of migration.
M. Wesley and T. Warren, ‘Wild colonial ploys: currents of thought in
Australian foreign policy making’, Australian Journal of Political Science, 35
(2000), 9–26; see also O. Harries, ‘Punching above our weight?’ Boyer Lectures,
ABC Radio National, 21 December 2003, www.abc.net.au/rn/boyerlectures/
stories/2003/987633.htm

81 Parmar, ‘Anglo-American elites’. The influential ‘Cliveden Set’ took their name
from Nancy Astor’s Buckinghamshire residence. The group had its origins in a
‘bunch of young men, mostly from New College, Oxford, whom Lord [Alfred]
Milner summoned or took with him to rebuild South Africa after the Boer War’.
I. Gilmour, ‘Termagant’, London Review of Books, 22 (2000), 12–13.

82 Parmar, ‘Anglo-American elites’, p. 53.
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elements within the US and the UK to map out a new world order.’83

Parmar shows how a powerful mix of scientism, elitism and religi-
osity, as well as the plain racism of Anglo-Saxonism influenced by
social Darwinism, drove these influential think-tanks forward in their
agenda.84 As ardent and influential liberal internationalists, they
helped to promote and foster the distinctive foreign policy disposition
of the Anglosphere.85

The impact of influential elite networks extends well beyond the
Anglosphere’s formative period, driving it forward and fostering
the conditions for its further and continued institutionalisation.86

Tim Legrand has explored ‘the emergence and evolution of inter-
government policy networks across Australia, Canada, Ireland, New
Zealand, the United Kingdom and the United States’, finding that
‘over the past twenty years, mandarins of some of the most significant
government institutions in these countries have jointly established
distinctive, and highly exclusive, policy learning networks with their
counterparts’.87 Legrand argues that these ‘international institutional
relationships’ and ‘international policy ideas’ have significant
impact ‘on domestic institutions’, as part of a continuous process of
Anglosphere policy learning.88 During ‘the past 25 years’ these ‘trans-
governmental networks’ – comprising ‘a cadre of top-level public
servants from the Anglosphere’, ‘particularly the “core” countries of
Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the United
States’ – ‘have increasingly engaged in systematic and reciprocal
policy learning’.89 This is an insight that has thus far been notable
by its absence from the IR literature. And it is an insight that helps us
to understand the frequent institutionalisation and ‘brass hatting’
of the crucial ‘intangibles’ identified by Kissinger; previously tacit

83 Ibid., p. 53. 84 Ibid. 85 Ibid., pp. 58–62.
86 Consider, for example, the continued influence and circulation of political ideas

and personnel, such as Bill Clinton’s influence on New Labour’s development in
the UK (through a mutual ‘third way’ project), the hiring of British political
advisers such as John McTernan in recent Australian governments, or vice versa
with the influence of Lynton Crosby’s ‘dog whistle politics’. Crosby was the so-
called Wizard of Oz, renowned for practicing the political dark arts.

87 T. Legrand, ‘Transgovernmental policy networks in the Anglosphere’, Policy
Administration, 93 (2015), 973–91; see also T. Legrand, ‘Learning mandarins:
elite policy transfer networks in the Anglosphere’, paper presented at the IPSA
World Congress, Montreal, July 2014, p. 973.

88 Legrand, ‘Transgovernmental policy networks’. 89 Ibid., p. 979.
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agreements are solidified in more formalised, visible and concrete
arrangements. In particular, we can see evidence of this institutional-
isation in the realm of security and intelligence.

The Anglosphere possesses the most extensive cross-national secur-
ity cooperation in the world.90 Growing up in rural East Anglia in the
United Kingdom afforded the chance to witness this first hand, as US
fighter jets would practice dive-bombing the local church and basket-
ball or ten-pin bowling would take place at RAF bases hosting USAF
units and personnel.91 During the Cold War, popular rumour suggests
that, in the case of an impending nuclear strike, the unofficial advice
for those in the region was to head outside and ensure a quick demise,
given that these airbases would certainly be targeted early on.92 The
UK’s current ten US air bases have Australian equivalents, near Alice
Springs,93 and, most recently, near Darwin, where 2,500 US marines
rotate, following an agreement between former Prime Minister Julia
Gillard and Barack Obama. As well as the physical presence of military
personnel in each other’s countries, the Anglosphere also cooperates to
an unprecedented degree on the battlefield, with embedded forces
(including in Syria)94 and troops taking command from military
leaders from other Anglosphere states.95 Military procurement and
contracts are coordinated between Anglosphere states, with similarly
high degrees of collaboration in the private sector. And, at the most
fundamental level, Anglosphere states are committed to the defence of
each other in times of crisis, as the invocation of NATO’s Article V and

90 See, for discussion of the institutionalisation of the Anglosphere, R. Conquest,
The Dragons of Expectation: Reality and Delusion in the Course of History
(London: Duckworth, 2006).

91 RAF Lakenheath, RAF Mildenhall and RAF Feltwell were nearby, although
only the former is likely to remain in the medium to long term as the USA
continues to reallocate its forces following their Cold War peak. Mildenhall’s
forces will be redeployed within the UK but primarily to Germany.

92 Of course, nuclear technology and capacity has been a key component of US–
UK cooperation.

93 Pine Gap.
94 British pilots were flying with US counterparts in Syria, even following the

parliamentary vote against UK intervention. See C. Turner, ‘David Cameron
“knew British pilots were bombing Syria” – as it happened, July 17, 2015’, The
Telegraph, 17 July 2015, www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/defence/
11745689/British-pilots-in-air-strikes-against-Isil-in-Syria-live.html

95 This was the case in specific theatres during both world wars and, much more
recently, in Afghanistan in 2010. BBC News, ‘UK troops in Afghanistan to come
under US command’, 21 May 2010, http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk/8697371.stm
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the Australia–New Zealand–United States Pact (ANZUS) demon-
strated after the events of 11 September 2001. Although written to
ensure America’s interests were tied to the Pacific, the invocation of the
ANZUS treaty – framing 9/11 as an attack on Australia and New
Zealand, as well as the United States – while John Howard was in
Washington DC served to further cement the notion that the Anglo-
sphere fights as one in the defence and promotion of shared values.96

During the War on Terror, Anglosphere intelligence sharing has
reached new (and at times troubling) heights. The USA, UK and
Australia, as well as Canada and New Zealand, are party to the
UKUSA Security Agreement, popularly known as Five Eyes or (by its
former code name) Echelon. This arrangement sees an unusual degree
of cooperation and information sharing in the area of signals intelli-
gence, which amounts to a combined capacity to intercept global
communications. Set up during the Cold War, with the Soviet Union
in mind, the War on Terror has transformed intelligence arrangements
across the Anglosphere, with members now being asked to spy on each
other’s citizens so as to avoid breaking domestic laws or falling foul of
the US Constitution. Recent revelations about Dragnet and Prism have
revealed that the NSA and GCHQ now participate in incredibly large-
scale bulk data collection on foreigners and citizens alike. Despite the
revelations, spearheaded by Edward Snowden, the alliance remains
strong as one of the most comprehensive espionage arrangements of
all time.97 The impact on those such as France, who lie outside of the
Five Eyes arrangement,98 is one of exclusion. As one report put it, new
members are simply not welcome, however senior you are, or close to
Washington; if outside of the Anglosphere, ‘your communications
could easily be being shared among the handful of white, English-
speaking nations with membership privileges’.99 This was proven,
most recently, by reports that UK and US intelligence had hacked into
and watched live footage of attacks by Israeli fighter jets and

96 Holland, Selling the War on Terror; Holland, ‘Howard’s War on Terror’;
Holland and McDonald, ‘Australian identity’.

97 John Howard described this as ‘the single closest intelligence-sharing
arrangement that exists anywhere in the world’. Howard, ‘The Anglosphere’,
p. 6.

98 Or even the less formal Nine and Fourteen Eyes arrangements.
99 J. Borgen, ‘Merkel spying claim: with allies like these, who needs enemies?’, The

Guardian, 23 October 2013, www.theguardian.com/world/2013/oct/23/merkel-
nsa-phone-allies-enemies
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unmanned aerial vehicles.100 The fact such revelations have been pos-
sible – with the release of official, if secret, documentation – reflects the
‘brass-hatting’ of previously more informal arrangements; these
arrangements build on and further the cooperation that has been
uniquely ‘characteristic of English-speaking, common law countries
such as, well, Britain, Australia and America’.101

Clearly, the Anglosphere coalition regularly exempts itself ‘from the
rules that have shaped war, peace, alliances, coalitions and other
manifestations of international cooperation and conflict in world pol-
itics’.102 And this exemption, as it applies to intelligence, security and
conflict, is of global consequence. Here, we both move on from and
find answers to Vucetic’s evocative question, ‘Why do (some) English-
speaking states/nations continue to go to war together?’103 As Cole-
man puts it, Anglos run the world because of their taste for war.104

And, in addition, their Anglo identity is reinforced through the pursuit
of this global mission in repeated coalition wars – armed conflicts of
global significance, which shape international order, including its
norms, institutions and economics. As Lawrence Mead argues, the
Anglosphere is ‘available to deal with chaos and aggression abroad,
as other countries usually are not. One or another of the Anglos has led
all the major military operations of the last fifteen years’.105

A combination of the impulse to lead and the resources to do so, Mead
argues, enable the repeated projection of force overseas through a
combination of habit and a desire for good global governance. He
notes that ‘Anglo governments combine strong executive leadership
with legislative consent. Both features make for effective warfighting
overseas.’106 The ‘Anglo countries. . . approach war more confidently
than their potential rivals’ in part because armed conflict has been a

100 P. Beaumont, ‘Snowden files reveal US and UK spied on feeds from Israeli
drones and jets’, The Guardian, 29 January 2016, www.theguardian.com/
world/2016/jan/29/snowden-files-us-uk-spied-feeds-israeli-drones-jets

101 O’Sullivan, ‘A British-led Anglosphere’; and see also Bennett, The Anglosphere
Challenge.

102 Vucetic, The Anglosphere, p. 3. 103 Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow?’, p. 16.
104 P. Coleman, ‘Why Anglos run the world: a taste for war’,Quadrant, 50 (2006),

88–90.
105 Mead lists the ‘Afghanistan and Iraq conflicts. . . the 1991 Gulf War, the

ensuing no-fly zones over Iraq, military operations in Bosnia in 1995 and
Kosovo in 1999 and humanitarian interventions in Somalia, Haiti, Sierra Leone
and East Timor’. See Mead, ‘Why Anglos lead’, p. 1.

106 Ibid., p. 2.
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continuation of domestic political projects – liberal projects applied
internationally and imperially, to protect themselves and world order.
For ‘the Anglos’, war confirms rather than threatens ‘their deepest
values’.107 Just as the British derived confidence and pride from mili-
tary victories and conquests (over Spain, France and Germany), so too
are the USA and Australia able ‘to look back on World War II and the
Cold War as glorious crusades’.108

It is important tomake three points about these military victories: they
are sufficiently naturalised so as to be taken entirely for granted; they are
of global significance in shaping international order and global govern-
ance; and they are co-constitutive of the Anglosphere and thus mutually
reinforcing of this remarkable coalition’s thirst for battle. On the first, ‘it
was largely unremarkable for [Australian] Prime Minister Cook to
announce in August 1914 that “when the Empire is at war, Australia
is at war”’.109 This blunt matter of fact-ness continued throughout the
twentieth century. In 1939, Prime Minister Robert Menzies announced
Australia’s entry intoWorldWar II as his ‘melancholy duty to inform. . .

that in consequence of persistence by Germany in her invasion of
Poland, Great Britain has declared war upon her and that, as a result,
Australia is also at war’.110 On the second point, Vucetic argues that the
Anglosphere is ‘comparable perhaps only to the Nordic security com-
munity’, despite being ‘conceptually comparable to half a dozen post-
colonial networks such as the Francophonie, theHispanidad or even the
Danish and Dutch mini- commonwealths. What makes the Anglosphere
unique, at least in the eyes of its proponents, is its centrality to the course
of world history’.111 Walter Russell Mead, more than any other, elab-
orates on this point across his range of books on this subject and related
ones.112 As Vucetic summarises, the ‘core Anglosphere states/nations
have been constantly winning battles and wars, thus profoundly shaping
a succession of international orders’ to the extent that we might talk of
‘Anglobal governance or Anglobalization’.113 On the third point, we
must return to critical constructivism in order to understand how and

107 Ibid., p. 5. 108 Ibid.
109 D. Kissane, ‘Anglosphere united? Examining and explaining 20th century war

time alliances in the English speaking world’, Centre d’Etudes Franco-
Americain de Management (2010), http://ssrn.com/abstract=1688272

110 Ibid. 111 Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow?’, p. 4.
112 Mead, God and Gold; and also Mead, Special Providence, on America’s often

unremarked and relatively low-cost successes.
113 Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow?’, p. 4.
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why the Anglosphere repeatedly goes to war as one, with military
ventures reinforcing a collective desire to fight together.

A range of constructivist scholars in International Relations and
beyond have shown that foreign policy is not just something that states
do; foreign policy is something that states are.114 The identity of the
state is written through its foreign policy – and that foreign policy, in
turn, is contingent upon its identity. Very often, foreign policy and
identity are mutually reinforcing; they operate in a co-constitutive
relationship. Few foreign policies are more consequential and defining
than those pertaining to military intervention overseas. That is cer-
tainly true of the Anglosphere, where American, British and Australian
foreign policy has both been enabled by and formed through repeated
coalition warfare. We can trace this process in each of the old Anglo-
sphere coalition states with respect to their distinct domestic contexts
and particular narratives of national identity, which facilitate and even
necessitate ideas and patterns of belonging to a larger Anglo commu-
nity (see Chapter 3). Most explicitly and easily for our purposes, it is
possible to see how Australian national identity underpins and encour-
ages repeated patterns of Anglosphere coalition warfare.

In Australia, the foundational moment of the national identity is very
often considered to be a seminal battle of World War I, some fourteen
years after federation. The ANZAC legend ‘portrays the birth of the
Australian nation through [mutual] sacrifice in war’,115 suggesting ‘that
the Australian national identity was forged through the remarkable
courage shown by Australian soldiers in the face of overwhelming odds
in a military campaign at Gallipoli in 1915’.116 Courage, humour and
larrikinism are all central to the imagined qualities that the Australian
soldiers (‘diggers’, perceived to have gone from the mines to the
trenches) were believed to have demonstrated in the face of repeatedly
flawed leadership.117 Above all else though, it is mateship that is held

114 For example, Doty, ‘Foreign policy as social construction’; Weldes, ‘Making
state action possible’; Fierke, ‘Multiple identities’.

115 Holland, ‘Howard’s War on Terror’; Holland and McDonald, ‘Australian
identity’.

116 M. McDonald and R. Jackson, ‘Selling war: the coalition of the willing and the
“War on Terror’’’, paper presented at the International Studies Association
Conference, San Francisco, 26–29 March 2008, p. 16.

117 See J. Holland and K. Wright, ‘The double delegitimisation of Julia Gillard:
gender, the media and Australian political culture’, Australian Journal of
Politics and History, 63 (2017), 588–602.
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up as the defining quality of the ANZAC spirit and the Australian
identity it underpins. For many Australians, including former Prime
Minister John Howard, ‘Australian mateship and national identity
[saw] its fiery birth in the ANZAC legend’.118 According to Australia’s
most influential national narrative, then, an ideal Australian character
is prepared to fight alongside culturally similar, powerful mates – as
comrades in arms.119

In the United States, the prevalent national identity has formed at the
intersection of three trends. First, the USA has defined itself in oppos-
ition to the corruptions of the Old World, from which its early settlers
fled. This has allowed America to see itself as the defender of, and
world’s last great hope for, freedom. Second and related, as freedom’s
global bastion, the USA has embraced a teleological narrative in which
it stands at the zenith of a worldwide project to improve the cause of
humanity.120 Third, pioneers and settlers understood the ‘discovery’,
foundation and development of the USA as providentially blessed,
thanks to the considerable security of its geography and abundance
of its resources, adding a significant religious fervour to the perception
of standing on the front lines of a global mission to defend and
promote freedom.121 Within this narrative, divine providence suggests
that God approves such a mission.122 Together, these trends combine
to create an intoxicating discourse of American exceptionalism, in
which the USA is held up as unique and, yet, world-leading: the nation
to which the torch of freedom has been passed, charged with ensuring
it continues to burn brightly.123 In its more vindicationalist variant,
this discourse is a powerful, legitimating and inspirational component
of American internationalism, interventionism and imperialism.124

118 Dyrenfurth, ‘John Howard’s hegemony of values’.
119 J. Howard, ‘Address to the National Press Club’, 11 September 2002.
120 F. Fukuyama, The End of History and the Last Man (London: Penguin,

2012 [1992]).
121 Mead, Special Providence.
122 See Mead, in particular, on the role and ideas of the Wilsonian tradition of US

foreign policy. Mead, Special Providence.
123 Holland, ‘Obama as modern Jeffersonian’; T. McCrisken, American

Exceptionalism and the Legacy of Vietnam (Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan,
2003). American exceptionalism enables the USA to espouse a ‘seemingly
paradoxical idea’: ‘a state being exceptional by virtue of uniquely being built on
universal principles’. N. Bouchet, ‘The democracy tradition in US foreign policy
and the Obama presidency’, International Affairs, 89 (2013), 31–51.

124 G. Brands, What America Owes the World: The Struggle for the Soul of
Foreign Policy (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998).
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In the United Kingdom, the Empire may have been disbanded, but
several of the narratives upon which it was built remain influential. As
with the wider Anglosphere, British victory in globally consequential
wars has been seen to vindicate a militaristic and interventionist British
national identity, reinforcing the narratives such policies produce and
promote in a virtuous circle of proclaimed global leadership and its
apparent enactment. While explicit appeals to racial superiority have
thankfully waned, narratives of British leadership on the world stage
have remained influential. These narratives comprise multiple per-
ceived qualities and beliefs, focusing on rationality and common sense,
as well as the defence and promotion of democracy.125 As Inderjeet
Parmar has shown, at its core there is an intimate relationship between
contemporary interventionism and historical pride in the policies of the
British Empire.126 Today’s imperial present is built on selective
amnesia and nostalgia for a colonial past,127 in which British action
is often re-written as ethical and altruistic, advancing the development
and democratic cause of others.128 Like the ANZAC myth and a belief
in American exceptionalism, narratives of British global leadership
remain pervasive across the political spectrum.129 These are hegemonic
stories that enable, shape and constrain the range of possible foreign
policies that old Anglosphere coalition members can employ. It would
be too strong to suggest that they are ‘locked in’ indefinitely: change is
certainly possible, even where agency has limits. But repeated coalition
warfare is the expected and default state of affairs, likely to continue
into the future; abstention not inclusion is the exception to the rule.
Anglosphere war is the normal and consequential condition.

The War on Terror and the Legacy of Iraq

During the War on Terror, these interventionist narratives and the
policies they promote reached something of an apogee. The post 9/11

125 J. Holland, ‘Blair’s war on terror: selling intervention to Middle England’,
British Journal of Politics and International Relations, 14 (2012), 74–95;
Holland, Selling the War on Terror.

126 I. Parmar, ‘“I’m proud of the British Empire”: why Tony Blair backs George
W. Bush’, The Political Quarterly, 76 (2005), 218–31.

127 Gregory, The Colonial Present.
128 See Dan Bulley on options for more wholesale ethical UK foreign policy,

through engagement with the work of Jacques Derrida. D. Bulley, ‘The politics
of ethical foreign policy: a responsibility to protect whom?’, European Journal
of International Relations, 16 (2010), 441–61.

129 And particularly at its centre. See Holland, ‘Blair’s war on terror’.
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era saw an intensification of Howard’s efforts to frame Australian
foreign and security policy in terms of values shared with ‘great and
powerful friends’; a project begun in 1996.130 Camilleri, amongst
others, notes the links between an increasingly narrowed national
identity and Australia’s past polices – such as White Australia – which
were explicitly defined in racial terms. For Camilleri, ‘Howard’s inter-
national conception’ in part reflected ‘a deeper sense of White Austra-
lia’s cultural and racial identity’: his ‘conception of the world mirrors
his image of Australia’; when he spoke ‘of Australia’s “national char-
acter”, of its “distinct and enduring values” and of “an Australian
way”’,131 he was employing a form of dog whistle politics ‘to refer to
key aspects of the white Anglo-Australian heritage’.132 ‘The narrowing
and exclusion at the heart of John Howard’s conception of Australian
identity was therefore significantly tied to an interpretation of identity
that emphasised Australia’s white, Anglo-heritage.’133 And, as
McKenna has warned, this narrowing of Australian identity ‘gives rise
to a military tradition within which those values and ideals are given
their most profound expression’.134

By framing the policies of the War on Terror as simply the most
recent examples of the ANZAC spirit, Howard justified and natural-
ised Australian participation in the old Anglosphere coalition’s post
9/11 wars. For example, on ANZAC Day one year into the 2003 Iraq
War, Howard gave a speech to Australian troops at Baghdad Airport,
insisting that their actions and values ‘belong to that great and long
tradition that was forged on the beaches of Gallipoli in 1915’.135 This,
then, was part of an ongoing project across an influential decade
of political office. Two years previously, referring to the war in

130 R. Lyon and W. Tow, ‘The future of the Australian–US security relationship’,
paper presented at Strategic Studies Institute, December 2003,
www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/00047.pdf; J. Fitzpatrick,
‘European settler colonialism and national security ideologies in Australian
history’ in R. Leaver and D. Cox (eds.), Middling, Meddling, Muddling: Issues
in Australian Foreign Policy (St Leonards: Allen & Unwin, 1997). See also
Holland and McDonald, ‘Australian identity’; Holland, ‘Howard’s War on
Terror’.

131 J. Camilleri, ‘A leap into the past – in the name of the “national interest”’,
Australian Journal of International Affairs, 57 (2003), 448–9. Cited by
Holland and McDonald, ‘Australian identity’.

132 Holland and McDonald, ‘Australian identity’. 133 Ibid.
134 McKenna, ‘Patriot Act’.
135 J. Howard, ‘Address to troops in Iraq’, 25 April 2004.
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Afghanistan, Howard had insisted that Australians ‘are fighting now
for the same values the ANZACs fought for in 1915: courage, valour,
mateship, decency [and] a willingness as a nation to do the right thing,
whatever the cost’.136 For Australia, like its allies, the principal con-
flicts of the War on Terror provided the immediate context for the
forthcoming Anglosphere wars in response to the Arab Uprisings
across the Middle East and North Africa. Howard, for example, had
already promised that Australians ‘resolve to work ever closer together
to root out evil, we resolve ever more firmly to extend the hand of
Australian friendship and mateship. . . We are Australians and Ameri-
cans and others together in the campaign against evil’.137 As the war in
Iraq drew to a close, the last Australian troops left ‘Operation River-
bank’ at the end of November 2013, five weeks before the commence-
ment of ISIL’s dramatic Anbar Campaign.138 Eighteen months later,
Tony Abbott would send 330 Australian troops back to Iraq.139

In Britain, Tony Blair concurred wholeheartedly with Howard’s
assertion that the events of 11 September 2001, were ‘not just an
assault on the United States’, but also ‘an assault on the way of life
that we [the Anglosphere] hold dear in common’.140 Tim Dunne
describes this as the ‘resurgent Atlanticist identity’ that has shaped
‘British security strategy after 9/11’.141 For Heer, this was more than
a pro-Atlantic leaning in UK foreign and security policy: he argues that
the most ardent American imperialists at the time of the invasion of
Iraq in March 2003 were in fact not American at all, but British.142

Notwithstanding important debate and contestation,143 it is certainly

136 Cited in McKenna, ‘Patriot Act’.
137 J. Howard, ‘Address to 11 September ecumenical service’, St Christopher’s

Cathedral, Manuka, Canberra, 11 September 2002.
138 Most Australian troops were withdrawn in 2008, as Kevin Rudd declared

‘mission accomplished’. See T. Wright, ‘Last Australian soldiers leave Iraq,
ending 11-year campaign’, Sydney Morning Herald, 26 November 2013,
www.smh.com.au/federal-politics/political-news/last-australian-soldiers-leave-
iraq-ending-11year-campaign-20131126-2y7bz.html

139 D. Hurst, ‘Abbott confirms Australian military deploying to Iraq to help tackle
Isis threat’, The Guardian, 14 April 2015, www.theguardian.com/australia-
news/2015/apr/14/abbott-confirms-australian-military-deploying-to-iraq-to-
help-tackle-isis-threat

140 Howard, ‘The Anglosphere’.
141 Dunne, ‘When the shooting starts’, p. 894.
142 Heer, ‘Operation Anglosphere’.
143 P. Roe, ‘Actor, audience(s) and emergency measures: securitization and the

UK’s decision to invade Iraq’, Security Dialogue, 39 (2008), 615–33.
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true that the likes of Wolfowitz, Perle and even Max Boot had equiva-
lents in the UK, such as Robert Cooper, eager to re-establish (what they
perceived to be) the benefits of imperialism, and even empire, for the
Anglosphere and the world. Such seemingly alarming sentiments had
been given greater policy relevance and mainstream acceptance by
Tony Blair’s infamous doctrine of international community – articu-
lated in his 1999 Chicago speech. This speech and the doctrine it gave
voice to redefined the notion of the international community; member-
ship was now contingent upon the willingness to take military action in
defence of shared western values. Lip service alone was insufficient.
Moral multilateralism would no longer cut it in a new era of global
terrorism; the international community was reimagined through a lens
that crudely redefined the old Anglosphere coalition as comprising
only central interventionistmembers, at the expense of those who erred
and failed to act.144

The outcome of British and Australian eagerness to rush to war
alongside the United States was profound but predictable. In Iraq,
‘Only Australia and Britain helped the US with significant combat
troops, leading some pundits to describe the coalition as “Anglo-
sphere-heavy’’.’145 The scale of the US operation and British contribu-
tion dwarfed Polish, Danish and Spanish deployments. And Howard
was so keen to be seen to play his part that Australian troops were on
the ground in Afghanistan before Australians even knew they were
going to be fighting a new war.146 If a desire to be America’s ‘Deputy
Sheriff’ helped inspire the decision to contribute early and in a mean-
ingful way, it would soon become a term of derision rather than a
badge of honour. In much the same way, one impact of the quagmire in
Iraq147 has been a push to question Britain’s apparently uncritical
assistance of the USA in times of war and crisis. Labels such as ‘airstrip
one’ returned along with new probing insults for British political elites.
A far cry from Winston Churchill being pictured as a British bulldog,
Tony Blair was frequently portrayed in the popular press as George
W. Bush’s ‘poodle’, at the beck and call of his master, the leader of the
free world. In 2004, as Blair faced increasing consternation regarding

144 For discussion, see Holland, ‘Blair’s war on terror’ and Holland, Selling the
War on Terror.

145 Vucetic, ‘Bound to follow?’, p. 2. 146 Holland, Selling the War on Terror.
147 Which now extends some seventeen years beyond President George W. Bush

declaring ‘mission accomplished’.
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the failure to locate Iraqi WMD amidst ongoing allegations of ‘sexing
up’ the intelligence case supporting the war, Dunne warned that, of ‘all
“Blair’s wars”, the decision to join the US mission to disarm Iraq by
force will have the most lasting impact. It is not too far-fetched to
suggest that it may become a defining moment in UK foreign policy,
alongside Munich in 1938 and Suez in 1956’.148

Iraq has generated a threefold legacy, inclusive of overriding pat-
terns and currents of Anglosphere behaviour: (i) a heightened sensitiv-
ity to the limitations of hard power; and (ii) protracted entanglement in
post-Saddam Iraq; amidst (iii) the continued propensity for the Anglo-
sphere to pursue military solutions to developments in the region. It is
the latter that this chapter has explored. While it is possible – and
necessary – to detail the considerable problems of Blair’s war in
Iraq,149 a counterfactual reading of British foreign policy would sug-
gest that, far from being a ‘mistake per se’, Blair’s decision to once
again rally to America’s side makes perfect sense when considering that
‘the idea of Anglo-America has enjoyed such a hold over the British
political imagination during the era of imperial decline’.150 Iraq, for
both the UK and Australia, was business as usual – a mutual war,
pursued by a common community, occupying a single transnational
political space. For the Anglosphere’s most ardent theorists and advo-
cates, asking whether it was the wrong decision is to, perhaps mis-
takenly, suppose that within this set up there was much of a choice to
make in the first place.151

The first point – recognition of the limits of hard power – influenced
the foreign policy of Barack Obama above all others. For Obama, a
range of factors combined to inspire a foreign policy that prioritised
soft power and engagement in order to achieve rebalancing and
retrenchment.152 Strategic reassessment in the wake of economic crisis,

148 Dunne, ‘When the shooting starts’, p. 893.
149 See, for example, J. Dumbrell, ‘Working with allies: the United States, the

United Kingdom and the War on Terror’, Politics and Policy, 34 (2006),
452–72.

150 Gamble, ‘The Anglo-American hegemony’, p. 8.
151 For me, this is too strong a suggestion, absolving our political leaders of agency

and responsibility.
152 J. Holland, ‘Obama’s War on Terror: why is change so hard?’ in M. Bentley

and J. Holland (eds.), Obama’s Foreign Policy: Ending the War on Terror
(Abingdon/New York: Routledge, 2014); and J. Holland and M. Bentley,
‘Conceptualising Change and Continuity in US Foreign Policy’, Ibid.
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aligned with a habitual Jeffersonian prioritisation of domestic issues,
encouraged a more cautious foreign policy approach.153 And, yet, for a
president defined by caution and patience in international affairs,
Obama repeatedly ended up pursuing foreign policies that appeared
decidedly squeamish.154 Whether acting as ‘Assassin in Chief’ through
US drone strikes,155 leading from behind with airstrikes in Libya, or
authorising the extrajudicial assassination of Osama bin Laden, Obama
repeatedly demonstrated that he was prepared to use American force for
lethal purposes, notwithstanding his reluctance to go abroad in search of
monsters to destroy. Despite these actions, Obama’s foreign policy was
characterised by an attempt to end (what he infamously termed) his
predecessor’s ‘dumb war’ in Iraq, while at the same time refocusing
American efforts in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Reluctance, where pos-
sible, to put boots on the ground, in the wake of the quagmire in Iraq,
elevated American airpower to the default solution when lofty rhetoric
fell short of achieving desired outcomes. And the UK and Australia
largely fell into line behind these policy, strategy and tactical decisions.

On the second point – the protracted entanglement in post-Saddam
Iraq – Ralph and Souter have noted that this has brought a series of
military and ethical engagements for the old Anglosphere coalition.
Having destabilised the country, these states have inherited a presumed
ethical commitment towards its rebuilding.156 This responsibility stems
from a ‘reparative obligation’.157 Having created the context in which
extremism and, specifically, ISIL have flourished, the old Anglosphere
coalition is ethically committed to Iraq in a way that others (such as

153 M. Bentley and J. Holland (eds.), The Obama Doctrine: A Foreign Policy
Legacy of Continuity? (Abingdon/New York: Routledge, 2016).

154 Holland, ‘Obama as modern Jeffersonian’; L. Jarvis and J. Holland, ‘We (for)
got him: remembering and forgetting in the narration of bin Laden’s death’,
Millennium Journal of International Studies, 42 (2014), 425–47; J. Holland
and L. Jarvis, ‘“Night fell on a different world”: experiencing, constructing and
remembering 9/11’, Critical Studies on Terrorism, 7 (2014), 184–204;
J. Holland and M. Aaronson, ‘Dominance through coercion: rhetorical
balancing and the tactics of justification in Afghanistan and Libya’,
Intervention and Statebuilding, 8 (2014), 1–20; J. Holland and M. Aaronson,
‘Strategic rhetorical balancing and the tactics of justification in Afghanistan,
Libya and beyond’, Intervention and Statebuilding, 10 (2016), 3–24.

155 C. Fuller, ‘Assassin in chief’ in The Obama Doctrine: A Foreign Policy Legacy
of Continuity?

156 J. Ralph and J. Souter, ‘A special responsibility to protect: the UK, Australia
and the rise of Islamic State’, International Affairs, 91 (2015), 709–23.

157 Ibid., p. 710.
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France) are not.158 This is an obligation understood and articulated by
leaders of all three states.159 It is a significant legacy that has gone
much of the way to overriding the reluctance to engage hard power
options following the explicit highlighting of their limitations in and
after 2003. It has not, however, come at the expense of a second
important outcome of the War on Terror: that, once again, has been
the reaffirming of an Anglosphere commitment to united warfare in
conflicts of significant global consequence. The War on Terror, like old
Anglosphere coalition wars of the past, helped to make intervention in
Syria a question of when not if; it served to make war’s avoidance or
delay the exception and its prosecution the expectation. Anglosphere
war is a seemingly inevitable constant in international relations: a
consequential global norm.

Conclusion

Unlike the significant consensus acknowledging the Anglosphere’s
empirical existence, its role as a positive global force is fiercely disputed.
Like all analysts of international relations, Anglospherists are engaged
in political storytelling. At various points, however, their strategic
narratives have been troubling, as with notable attempts ‘to present a
somewhat rosy [historical] picture’, ‘marked by progress and humani-
tarianism in which bad behaviour tends to be forgiven, played down or
explained away’.160 Browning and Tonra note that, while escaping the
Anglosphere’s ‘racialist origins in Anglo-Saxonism’, it is necessary to
interrogate ‘the logic of memes over genes’, not least as cultural essen-
tialism can result ‘in the underestimation of cultural differences within
the Anglosphere’, whilst overestimating the extent to which Anglo-
sphere values ‘are part of a distinct Anglosphere, rather than Euro-
pean/Western tradition’.161 These are important points that I have
addressed in my previous research, which has shown how the USA,
UK and Australia sold theWar on Terror in different ways to articulate,
appeal and acquiesce effectively in distinct domestic contexts.162 Yet,
despite these divergences, there is more that unites than divides.

158 Ibid. 159 Ibid. 160 Browning and Tonra, ‘Beyond the West’, pp. 9–10.
161 Ibid., p. 16. Harries makes a similar argument directed at Mead, on brushing

over the similar educational backgrounds of western and European leaders in
Guns and Gold. See Harries, ‘Anglo-Saxon attitudes’.

162 Holland, Selling the War on Terror; J. Holland, ‘Foreign policy and political
possibility’, European Journal of International Relations, 19 (2013), 48–67.
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On Browning and Tonra’s second point, it is these three countries
together – and not a broader West – that repeatedly and inevitably line
up to fight. Blair’s redefinition of the international community may have
been troubling politically and normatively, but it pointed to a clear
global reality: only a handful of states –with the USA, UK and Australia
at the forefront – are prepared to take military action in the defence of
values often shared more broadly by western states. This is not a one off
or even an isolated era of cooperation: the old Anglosphere coalition
has fought together in very nearly every single US-led war of the past
century. And many of these wars have shaped world order. Browning
and Tonra are correct that Anglosphere narratives play down the role of
Greco-Roman ideas and European or western influence. But those ideas
and influences play into a warrior culture formed in the United Kingdom
and exported to the United States and Australia, the latter connected,
umbilically, to the motherland and the former now offering assistance
and protection to its weaker parent. If Anglosphere wars inspire UN
Security Council resolutions, it is possible that they will be joined by
others – recently, for example, France – but that is a secondary question.
Old Anglosphere coalition warfare has been constructed as the natural
order of things to the extent that it is a near constant of the post-1918,
post-1945, post-Cold War and post 9/11 eras – the modern era. It
remains so today, following the regional turbulence of the Arab
Uprisings. Those who would repudiate the ‘link between being an
English-speaking state and acting in concert with other English-speaking
states’163 in favour of old-fashioned national interest miss the point that
this is, very frequently, not the principal concern of Anglosphere leaders
when considering whether to participate in Anglosphere wars; not to do
so is, very often, unpalatable or even, quite simply, unthinkable.

Lastly, before we move on to consider the linguistic choices and
dynamics of these English-speaking states, it is important to reflect on
the normative resurgence the Anglosphere has of late inspired, includ-
ing its conservative bias. Lloyd notes that ‘the Anglosphere idea pushes
so many of the right’s emotional buttons’.164 Following Churchill’s
Herculean undertaking,165 the Anglosphere has gone on to inspire

163 Kissane, ‘Anglosphere united?’.
164 J. Lloyd, ‘The Anglosphere project’, The New Statesman, 13 March 2000,

www.newstatesman.com/node/193400
165 Perhaps the most famous author on the subject, Churchill’s final work on the

subject – the fourth volume – was delayed until near his death in his eighties. Its
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contemporary conservative historians, some of whom have made quite
worrying and problematic arguments. For example, the ‘enthusiasm
for the old Pax Britannia has been bolstered by the revisionist scholar-
ship of Scottish historian Niall Ferguson’.166 He ‘argues that the British
Empire was a progressive force in world history that lay the founda-
tions of our current global economy’.167 Ferguson is certainly not
alone,168 but conservative affinities for Anglosphere imperialism are
not sufficient reason to abandon a term that well encapsulates one of
the most striking patterns of behaviour in modern and contemporary
world politics. At this moment, the term has greater analytical value
than at any time previously, off the back of: (i) several large recent
Anglosphere wars, which – whether successes or failures – have served
only to reinforce the cultural bonds of war; and (ii) a technological
revolution that has accelerated and intensified global communications,
heightening the importance of linguistic and cultural fluency.169

Today, as Syria burns, the Anglosphere continues to grow stronger
and more unified.170 As it does so, we do well to remember the
important critique of Anglosphere foreign policy as helping to sustain
the conditions necessary in the Middle East for persistent civil war, as
well as asymmetric economic exploitation.171

topics are noticeably unbalanced, with significant scope afforded to subjects
Churchill himself found to be interesting, at the expense of other, seemingly
important, issues. In contrast with his admiration for and knowledge of the
political history of the United States, Churchill’s take on Australia is somewhat
rudimentary, with talk of boomerangs and digger debauchery, quelled by
British policing.

166 Heer, ‘Operation Anglosphere’. 167 Ibid.
168 See, for example, the work of Walter Russell Mead or Conquest, The Dragons

of Expectation.
169 Bennett, The Anglosphere Challenge; Mead, ‘Review’.
170 The outcome of the British ‘Brexit’ referendum on the UK’s membership of the

European Union also served to further increase interest in and calls for an
enhanced Anglosphere relationship. Even the election of Donald Trump, whilst
causing concern, has not derailed this project, in part due to his brand of ethno-
populism.

171 Many have made this argument, inspired by the work of Edward Said. Most
famously, E. Said, Orientalism (New York: Vintage, 1994 [1979]).
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