The security dilemma understands security as solely produced between nation states – that understanding is a narrow view of security that naturalizes the nation-state frame 
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The production of insecurity is a preeminent, though contested, area of concern in security studies. A central area of contestation concerns the relative importance of the anarchic international structure and domestic identity construction. In the structural-realist tradition, insecurity is an intrinsic feature of life in an anarchic international system in which all states engage in self-help behavior to ensure survival (). Insecurity is produced through the security dilemma—wherein insecurity stems from a fear of being attacked and through efforts to enhance one's security (). Conversely, in some constructivist scholarship, insecurity is less a product of international structure than of certain types of identity configurations. Because “anarchy is what states make of it” (), the international system of states is not inherently insecure; and more peaceful anarchic structures are made possible through changes in collective identity and interests (for example, see ; ; ; for a good overview see ). In this liberal-constructivist view, certain types of relationships lead to insecurity and conflict, while others are more conducive to peace and security. Treating insecurity as a product of state relationships privileges a narrow understanding of security as equivalent to the potential use of violence between states. Furthermore, it ignores how the society of states relies on the insecurity within anarchy—even in Wendt's “Kantian anarchy”—to legitimate, sustain, and protect differentiated states and the state system. Critical-constructivist scholars (for example, ; ; ; ) challenge this narrow understanding of insecurity and identity by showing how the maintenance of boundaries and identity requisite in a system made up of distinct nation-states necessarily produces insecurity. For example,  explain that “insecurity is not external to the object to which it presents a threat, but is implicated in and an effect of the process of establishing and reestablishing the object's identity” (1999:11). Consequently, insecurity is not a result of an anarchic system, nor of antagonistic identity formations, but of a system comprised of and created by differentiated nation-states.
While the prioritization of identity in the production of insecurity marks an important shift, this has come at the expense of understanding how anarchy functions in and through the production of identity and insecurity. The division of modern political life into differentiated nation-states is achieved through the construction of an insecure anarchic international realm and a safe domestic realm. Understanding the production of insecurity requires analysis of both the production of the international/domestic binary that renders differentiated nation-states both possible and necessary, as well as particularistic identities that differentiate these states and identify the threatening other. This happens in multiple fields of human activity, and exploring all of these would require much more space than I have here. In this paper, I restrict my focus to two fields of practice that have played a prominent role in the production of the state system: the regulation of health and human movement.A second contribution of this paper to the study of the production of insecurity is to further explore the relationship between public and private actors in this process, which has emerged as one of the central themes around which the field of security studies is organized (). Though the institution and bundle of practices known as the state is a primary site where insecurity is produced (Weldes 1999:18), critical security scholars have drawn attention to how actors such as the media (; ; ; ; ), private security firms (; ), and specialized security bureaucracies and intellectuals (Luckham 1984; ; ; ; ) reproduce state-based discourses of danger. In this paper, I draw on the Canadian case to show how the migration and health bureaucracies of the state and private travel insurance corporations reproduce the international/national binary and construct the national “self” through the regulation of cross-border movement and contagious disease. I focus on these actors to further demonstrate the myriad sites in which security is reproduced, and because they are privileged in the production of insecurity in this particular domain even as they remain under studied in the field of security studies.Contagious Disease and Migration in the Study of InsecurityMost scholars addressing the construction of insecurity associated with contagious disease and migration examine them separately, though this article takes up Mary Douglas' call to study classifying symbols not in isolation, “but in relation to the total structure of classifications of the society in question” () that include international and national, secure and insecure, clean and dirty, rational and irrational. Nonetheless, it is useful to examine how these issues have been incorporated in security studies. As with many other “new” threats, contagious disease has been brought into the field of security studies by those seeking to broaden the field beyond military security. Problematically, these security broadeners tend to treat disease as an objective threat to either national or human security. For example, some security scholars (Lillibridge 2000; ; ) contend that epidemic disease endangers national security because it induces violent conflict or reduces the ability of the military to defend the state. Alternatively, human security scholars (; ; ) contend that disease is a threat, not because it contributes to the outbreak of violent conflict, but because of the sheer number of preventable human deaths they cause. While usefully identifying some of the practical problems posed by contagious disease, the broadeners neglect the profound implications of treating it as a security issue. For instance,  demonstrates that the securitization of health-related issues since the end of the Cold War challenges alternative, more productive strategies for the provision of health and humanitarian assistance. Others (; ) point out that the recent securitization of health has produced an international health regime that prioritizes the interests of Western states.The importance of these de-securitizing works lies in showing how the securitization of infectious disease has contributed to unexpected, negative outcomes; issues often overlooked by proponents of broadening the security agenda. However, the de-securitizing critique ignores how disease functions as a boundary-defining concept and how the securitization of infectious disease is a foundational component of the identity of individual states and the state system. It is not a new, nor a post-Cold War phenomenon; it has been an integral part of the nation-state building process since its inception. In Western states, health of the population is an important component of the nation's identity, and providing protection against the diseased other a key role of the state and international entities. That this manifests itself in the intensified securitization following the end of the Cold War, and the privileging of certain states should not come as a surprise.Provision of healthcare is an integral component of Canadian identity and other Western states and is produced through the identification of locations of disease and vulnerability against which the state must be secured. Consequently, migration into and out of the state becomes a source of insecurity, as citizens of the secure state are exposed to dangers associated with foreign spaces either via immigration or through international travel. The regulation of health and cross-border movement represent distinct strands of a larger set of practices that reproduce national/state identity and the dangerous other, in turn reifying the territorial nation-state as the natural, safe and secure mode of organizing the anarchic and dangerous international realm. Migration has also been drawn into the realm of security studies, most notably following the restrictive turn in immigration policy in Western states after the Cold War (see ; ; ; ; ). Much of this work addresses how migration has been perceived as a threat to societal identity, demography, or culture, exemplified by the rise of xenophobic, anti-immigrant parties and social movements and the increased surveillance of certain minority groups. Fears over the cultural impact of migration are intertwined with other distinct concerns as well, such as public order and labor market stability ().  contends that these three interrelated concerns play an integral role in the Europeanization process and the identification of Europe as a distinct political community. In this paper, I point to a fourth concern that is inter-twined with migration and the production of identity and insecurity—that of health and disease. As noted earlier, health is a key component of national identity and converges on two axes of differentiation: culture/race and just desert based on contribution. Identification and exclusion of the other is based on dual claims: that other cultural practices are unhealthy and need to be kept out of the healthy body politic () and that the welfare state requires protection through the exclusion of those who have not contributed to it or who endanger it. These two mutually reinforcing concerns are evident in the processes that gave rise to the modern nation-state in Europe.
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