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This research examines the reasons for the inefficiency of international security

regimes in the international system. The main research question is: How have
international security regimes faced significant challenges in achieving their
objectives? According to the research hypothesis, the inefficiency of these
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Introduction

From the end of World War Il to the present day, international
security regimes have evolved in response to a dynamic global
landscape, addressing diverse issues ranging from arms
proliferation to environmental degradation. Particularly after the
conclusion of World War 1l and the onset of the Cold War in 1945,
many scholars of international relations and security focused their
studies specifically on critical phenomena such as international
security regimes. Consequently, the international community
sought to broaden the scope of issues covered by these regimes,
leading to the horizontal and vertical expansion of international
security regimes.

Horizontally, the membership of security regimes expanded to
include more states, while vertically, new issues such as climate
change, cybersecurity, and transnational organized crime were
incorporated into the agendas of international security regimes. As
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a result, these regimes, as regulatory tools, were largely able to
fulfill their function in addressing the concerns of major powers in
the international system.

However, at the geostrategic level, a notable issue is that most
contemporary international security regimes have failed to ensure
security within their specific thematic domains. For example, the
Paris Climate Regime has yet to achieve its objectives. Similarly,
other security regimes in arms control face numerous challenges.
This raises the question: How have international security regimes
encountered significant obstacles in achieving their goals?
According to the research hypothesis, international security
regimes are shaped by major powers, and their effectiveness
depends on the absence of identity and interest conflicts, as well as
cooperation among these powers. Identity conflicts and subsequent
shifts in security paradigms have intensified rivalries between the
United States, Russia, and China, thereby diminishing the efficacy
of these regimes and complicating responses to emerging threats.
The objective of this study is to examine the reasons behind the
inefficacy and challenges facing international security regimes in
the global order.

Methodology

The research  employs aqualitative and  descriptive-
analytical methodology. First, the systematically collected and
classified data is presented to provide a detailed explanation of
international security regimes as aglobal political-social
phenomenon. Subsequently, the relationships between variables are
examined through analytical reasoning, and the data is interpreted
using relevant theories or conceptual frameworks.

For data collection, the study relies on academic literature, policy
documents, and credible online sources to ensure the validity and
comprehensiveness of the findings.

Result and discussion

Considering Colin Gray's four key challenges—cultural-strategic
differences, conflicting interests, evolving security threats, and the
influence of major powers—it can be argued that international
security regimes currently suffer from inefficacy. Divergent
security perspectives within the structurally complex international
system have led to fragmentation in the principles, norms, rules,
and decision-making procedures of these regimes.
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For instance, from a security perspective, the challenge of strategic
cultural differences is evident in the NPT (Non-Proliferation
Treaty) regime, which faces deep mistrust among states. These
differing security outlooks have resulted in distinct strategic
cultures. The United States and some European nuclear powers
define security through the maintenance of nuclear arsenals and
deterrence, arguing that nuclear weapons are essential for
preserving international peace and stability. The U.S. consistently
adheres to astatus quo security paradigm, relying on nuclear
deterrence as a tool to prevent war.

In contrast, Russia’s revisionist security outlook—driven by its
desire to alter the status quo (particularly its western borders)—and
its resulting strategic culture are shaped by identity-based
factors (rooted in Orthodox Christianity and Tsarist traditions).
This perspective extends beyond mere deterrence. many Russian
officials and intellectuals emphasize moving away from Western
frameworks on nuclear proliferation, often discussing tactical
nuclear weapons' potential use. Thus, Russia’s strategic culture
regarding nuclear weapons transcends traditional deterrence logic.
The following analysis examines some of the most significant arms
control and disarmament regimes through the lens of these
challenges: divergent security and strategic cultures, conflicting
interests, shifting security threats, great power influence, and
technological hurdles.

Conclusion

Given current security paradigms and their associated challenges, it
must be acknowledged that international security regimes are
facing significant inefficacy in addressing security issues. When
examined through the five key indicators of actor participation,
power dynamics, interests and motivations, effectiveness and
efficiency, and ultimately adaptability and flexibility, it becomes
evident that the emergence of new powers like China and Russia,
coupled with growing non-state actor influence, is challenging
traditional models of global governance.

In this evolving landscape, emerging powers are attempting to
shape security regimes that align with their own strategic cultures
and security perspectives within a multipolar framework. This
allows them to emphasize their specific security imperatives and
concerns, which may not always align with Western viewpoints.
This paradigm shift could potentially weaken existing security
regimes while simultaneously creating new opportunities for either
novel forms of cooperation or the redefinition of international
relations.
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Moreover, geopolitical fault lines stemming from conflicting
interests and great power competition are significantly impacting
the efficacy of security regimes. In this context, any divergence
among major powers risks creating new crises and undermining
collective efforts to address emerging threats. This dynamic is
particularly visible in confronting challenges like climate change
and international terrorism, where global cooperation is essential
for developing comprehensive solutions.

Given these divergent security outlooks, security regimes appear
compelled to continuously adapt and evolve to meet contemporary
challenges. However, these very differences in perspectives may
create substantial obstacles to adaptation and consensus-building
regarding principles, norms, rules, and decision-making
procedures. Consequently, there is a pressing need for innovative
diplomatic approaches capable of reconciling competing interests
through constructive negotiation frameworks.

Keywords: International ~ Security = Regimes,  Security
Perspectives, Arms Control, Great Powers, Geopolitical Fault
Lines.
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