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It is wiser to be pessimistic; it is a way of avoiding disappoint-
ment and ridicule, and so wise people condemn optimism. The
essence of optimism is not its view of the present, but the fact
that it is the inspiration of life and hope when others give in; it
enables a man to hold his head high when everything seems to
be going wrong; it gives him strength to sustain reverses and yet
to claim the future for himself instead of abandoning it to his
opponent.

—Dietrich Bonhoeffer
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INTRODUCTION

We entered this war because violations of right had occurred
which touched us to the quick and made the life of our own
people impossible unless they were corrected and the world se-
cure once for all against their recurrence. What we demand in
this war, therefore, is nothing peculiar to ourselves. It is that the
world be made fit and safe to live in; and particularly that it be
made safe for every peace-loving nation which, like our own,
wishes to live its own life, determine its own institutions, be as-
sured of justice and fair dealing by the other peoples of the
world as against force and selfish aggression. All the peoples of
the world are in effect partners in this interest, and for our own
part we see very clearly that unless justice be done to others it
will not be done to us.

—President Woodrow Wilson
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2 introduction

The dismantling of the Berlin Wall on that fateful evening of November
8–9, 1989, is one of the more enduring images of the twentieth century—
that is, for the generation that lived daily with the frightening prospect of
nuclear Armageddon. It marked the end of the tense military and ideologi-
cal rivalry between the United States and the former Soviet Union known
as the Cold War and, so it was optimistically assumed at the time, heralded
a new era of cooperation in international affairs. As the Soviet Union was
dismantled, the unexpected flowering of popular democracy across East-
ern Europe signaled the possibility that all the old antagonisms could be
buried and the disquieting competition between East and West, between
Soviet-oriented Communism and liberal capitalism, would dissolve. In the
West, the sudden unraveling of the Soviet empire—an unintended side ef-
fect of Mikhail Gorbachev’s reforms—became synonymous with no less
than the triumph of individualism, a victory for the right of individuals to
pursue their own aspirations free from the dead hand of Communist cen-
tral planning.

But then, on September 11, 2001, two passenger aircraft flying out of
Logan Airport, Boston, were hijacked by educated and urbane-looking Is-
lamist militants seeking to martyr themselves and strike at the United
States in a suicidal assault on the symbols of American financial and mili-
tary power. The two planes each plunged into one of the World Trade Cen-
ter’s twin towers. Two more flights, out of Washington and Newark,
respectively, were also hijacked by militants, one crashing into the Penta-
gon while the other was downed in a struggle between passengers and hi-
jackers en route to an unknown target.1 For a Western world that had
hardly put to rest the menace of the Cold War, these images of destruction
marked the dawn of a new era in global affairs, one characterized by fear
of the unknown and the unseen.

The United States embarked on a ‘‘global war on terror’’ that both al-
tered the tenor of global affairs and offered the nation-state a new lease on
life as the principal guarantor of security in an uncertain post–Cold War
world. Military security, which slipped down the scale of global priorities
after the Soviet bloc’s demise, returned to the top of the global agenda as
the United States and its coalition partners intervened first in Afghanistan,
the seat of Islamist terror mobilization in the Middle East and South Asia,
and then, tragically, in Iraq. The significance of this new post-9/11 terror
dynamic in international affairs should not, however, be exaggerated.
Much that was familiar for the global majority remained the same. Eco-
nomic globalization proceeded unchecked, and with it the ever present
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risks of regional and global financial catastrophe. In Africa, millions con-
tinued to die of preventable diseases for want of access to proper medica-
tion; child soldiers participated in genocides and massacres from Sierra
Leone to Sudan and Somalia. Old challenges, however, acquired a new
global importance, adding greater urgency to the search for new operating
principles to govern a volatile global system.

This search for a new world order began with the collapse of Moscow-
dominated Communism, but, unlike previous watershed moments in
twentieth-century history, no state was willing to take the lead. Instead,
leadership was split, and thus diluted, between a reluctant United States
and the United Nations. While U.S. presidents hinted at a new world order,
it was the UN that gave shape and substance to the debate. The United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP), in its landmark 1994 World
Development Report, reminded the developed world that all was not well—
that life was still precarious for the greater proportion of the world’s rap-
idly growing population. The World Bank made poverty alleviation its
number one priority in recognition of the multiple links between poverty,
illiteracy, malnutrition, disease and political chaos. Still, overseas develop-
ment assistance (ODA), the perennial measure of developed world concern
with the daily struggle for survival in developing countries, declined. Re-
sentment for Western affluence ran deep in the developing world, where,
in Afghanistan or Sudan, for example, hope for a better future remained
crushed by endemic civil conflict. ‘‘The market,’’ a globally connected
amalgam of financiers, investors, producers, traders and consumers, con-
tinued to generate enormous wealth but offered few if any durable solu-
tions to the political challenges created by the punishing extremes of
inequality.

The neologism ‘‘human security’’ entered public discourse through the
1994 UNDP report. The principal agency for UN development efforts since
the institution’s inception in 1945, the UNDP argued that a new and com-
prehensive approach to security was necessary to address critical humani-
tarian challenges in a post–Cold War world.2 An integrated approach to
human well-being was called for, one that emphasized the interrelation-
ships between poverty, human rights, public health, education and politi-
cal participation. This human security idea quickly merged with the ‘‘new
security’’ agenda proposed by former Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-
Ghali (1992–1996) in his Agenda for Peace (1992). While the UNDP ap-
proach emphasized development intervention, Boutros-Ghali argued a case
for overriding the sovereign rights of states ‘‘when all peaceful means have
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failed,’’ to put an end to intrastate conflicts.3 Advocating a principle of hu-
manitarian intervention, Boutros-Ghali stated that the international com-
munity had a ‘‘responsibility to protect’’ (R2P) the populations of states,
especially against aggression from their own governments. Synthesizing
these two strands of security thinking, the UN Commission on Human Se-
curity declared in its 2003 report, Human Security Now, ‘‘The international
community urgently needs a new paradigm of security,’’ not least because
the state, for so long the ‘‘fundamental purveyor of security,’’ cannot be
relied upon to guarantee the welfare of its people.4 To the UN human se-
curity agenda was thus added a crucial third strand: namely, systemic
transformation in which the relationship between sovereign nation-states
and international institutions had to fundamentally change.

This paradigm shift advocated at the highest levels at the UN mirrored
intellectual currents among scholars of international relations and interna-
tional development. The development strand of human security was influ-
enced substantially by the work of Amartya Sen, an adviser to the World
Bank and UN, and a consultant for the 1994 report, who in the 1990s de-
signed a set of indicators that shifted the measurement of poverty away
from household income to include a range of factors: health, literacy, gen-
der equity and respect for fundamental human rights.5 Feminist writers
drew attention to the interrelationship between global politics and the
‘‘local’’ domain of family and community and the plight of women and chil-
dren ‘‘locked down’’ or sexually exploited in patriarchal society. Gender
equity was consequently enshrined as one of the pillars of the UN’s Millen-
nium Development Goals (MDGs) unveiled at the Millennium Summit in
the year 2000. Frustrated with statecentric readings of security, scholars
such as Barry Buzan and the Copenhagen School critiqued the utility of
national security in a world where national securities were becoming in-
creasingly internationalized and where states could only logically achieve
security through participation in their neighborhood ‘‘security commu-
nity.’’6 The international scholarly consensus was that the world was
changing rapidly and hence national and global institutions had to change
accordingly.

At the national level, human security became incorporated into the se-
curity discourse of Canada, Japan, Finland and Norway, which in the late
1990s formed a human security network of states extending to Chile in
Latin America, but the concept failed to capture the imagination of policy-
makers in Washington, London or Paris. Not that there was anything radi-
cal or new in arguing that international peace could be achieved through
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the pursuit of social justice on an international scale. U.S. President Wood-
row Wilson proposed no less at the Versailles peace talks in 1919 with his
Fourteen Points, in which he set out some ground rules for a new world
order that would prevent a repeat of the carnage of World War One (1914–
1918). Wilsonian idealism pervaded the rhetoric of U.S. foreign policy in
the twentieth century and informed U.S. global institution building at the
end of a second world war in 1945. UN secretaries-general are apt to re-
mind U.S. policymakers of the connection between the UN’s formation and
the idealism of presidents Wilson, Franklin D. Roosevelt and Harry S. Tru-
man. U.S. policymakers are in return apt to remind UN secretaries-general
of the uncomfortable realities of international power politics and the limits
to intervention, learned from repeated bitter experience, as a means of re-
solving conflict within states. Human security cannot be separated from
questions about the structure and nature of international order. Debate os-
cillates between the optimistic view that a just and durable global order is
possible and the pessimistic view that well-being cannot be enjoyed in
equal measure by the world’s 6.25 billion people. To borrow a phrase from
Karl Marx (who, in turn, borrowed it from Martin Luther), the world re-
mains ‘‘the devil’s beer house,’’ where aspirations for a better life must be
tempered by experience.

Conceived as a set of dynamic and interrelated processes of social, eco-
nomic, technological and cultural change, globalization is most commonly
associated with instantaneous communication, shrinking travel times to
distant destinations, rising trade interconnectedness, footloose capital and
global consumer markets. Globalization both accentuates the connections
between security in the developed and the developing world and acceler-
ates the global impacts of local security crises. The relative ease with which
visible and invisible human security risks can spread across the globe, from
narcotics to lethal pathogens or a radioactive cloud, is but further proof of
the double-edged nature of globalization. These are global risks that affect
state and individual security alike and that map out new patterns of recip-
rocal exchange within an evolving global system.

Globalization and Human Security is thus concerned with the tension
between globalizing security relations and the prevailing state-centered
conceptual apparatus with which these relations are interpreted and ad-
dressed at the nation-state level. An empirical study of the concept of
human security, the book explores this tension through the prism of inter-
national and global history. Historical memory is an essential foundation
upon which to construct a view of the present that is neither jaundiced nor
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naive. History is unfashionable, yet sociologists, political scientists, econo-
mists and ‘‘critical theorists’’ are all too often prone to deploy historical
generalizations in defense of their point of view. Likewise, for historical
reasons it is unlikely that swords will be beaten into plowshares in the near
or even distant future. Rather than agonize about the elusiveness or subjec-
tivity of history, we argue that an appreciation of the cumulative nature of
contemporary human security crises and risks is a prerequisite to meaning-
ful analysis of contemporary issues. World history also offers potent re-
minders of the capacity for inhumanity in advanced industrialized
countries—a reality often obscured by media images of famine, death and
conflict in Africa and the Middle East.

While it is possible to plot a very long historical trajectory for any con-
temporary human security crisis, we limit our terms of reference here to
the past century. Chapter 1 interrogates the concept of national security.
State sovereignty was considered the guarantor of security for small and
midsized states when the United Nations was founded at the 1945 San
Francisco Conference, but in a world where threats to humanity are de-
monstrably beyond the capacity of any one nation to address through uni-
lateral action, the principle of sovereignty has to be re-envisioned.
Prescriptions for a safer and more prosperous world differ according to
one’s perspective on the nature of international or global relations. Chapter
2 therefore examines approaches to human security from key theoretical
perspectives on international relations: political realism, liberalism, neo-
Marxism, postcolonialism and feminism. There are tensions between real-
ist views about how the world is, or appears to be, and idealist aspirations
for global peace, but this is not a struggle between polar opposites. Human
security advocates must grapple with the limited capacity of the interna-
tional system as it is currently constructed to respond to new security chal-
lenges.

Without a standing international army under UN direction, responsi-
bility and hence costs of humanitarian intervention inevitably devolves to
the most powerful states, which bear the brunt of ensuing human, political
and financial costs. Chapter 3 explores what happens when humanitarian
interventions go horribly wrong. The U.S.-led intervention in Somalia in
1993 is a cautionary tale in the application of just force to neutralize a
complex humanitarian crisis. For any intervention to be effective, in both
the short and medium terms, planning has to take account of the political
and social complexities of such crises. Human security risks are cumulative
and multidimensional or polymorphous, and failure to conceive these risk
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dynamics can leave the agents of intervention dangerously exposed. Chap-
ter 4 examines the labyrinthine interconnections between conflict, refugee
flows, public health crises and official corruption, drawing upon case stud-
ies from Africa, the Middle East and Asia.

Human security is inextricably linked to questions of political legiti-
macy and to social and economic justice. Chapter 5, while recognizing the
myriad obstacles to an effective global human rights regime, maps out a
pragmatic defense of human rights as the foundation of human and global
security. International regimes are, of course, subject to the self-interested
pursuit of political and strategic advantage. Chapter 6 traces the evolution
of an international nuclear nonproliferation regime and looks at how and
why states have repeatedly failed to comply with international rules and
norms governing the development of nuclear weapons. In Chapter 7 we
examine the idea of human security, not as a new paradigm of international
relations, but as a framework through which to negotiate new approaches
to the governance of global risks.

If security in its broadest sense means the maintenance or restoration of
social, economic and cultural conditions that restrain the resort to political
violence, then there is an urgent need for governments to adequately ad-
dress the human dimension of global security. Indeed, in such complex
and volatile times, there are serious questions as to whether traditional ap-
proaches to security, guided by the dominant state-centric or statist logic
of political realism, are sufficient to secure the survival of humankind. For
human security to be realized, security analysis and planning must incor-
porate three related strands: human development, the responsibility to
protect and the urgent need for a more responsive and supportive system
of global governance. Students of human security must, however, recog-
nize that we live in a less-than-perfect world where idealism needs to be
moderated by recognition of the practicalities of international politics.





CHAPTER 1

Globalizing National

Security: Envisioning

Security beyond the

Nation-State

We live in a world captured, uprooted and transformed by the
titanic economic and techno-scientific processes of the develop-
ment of capitalism, which has dominated for the past two or
three centuries. We know or at least it is reasonable to suppose,
that it cannot go on ad infinitum. The future cannot be a contin-
uation of the past.

—Eric Hobsbawm

The threats to human well-being are undoubtedly greater in number and
scope today than when the United Nations system came into being in 1945.
The scale of security challenges has ‘‘blown out’’ as a consequence of rapid
population growth and the increased sophistication of communications
and weapons technologies, which in turn has quickened the pace at which
security threats can be transmitted within and across national boundaries.

9
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Risk is conceived in terms of potential scale or scope measured in human
terms by numbers of people potentially affected by an untoward event—a
nuclear explosion, disease pandemic or sudden political transition. Sim-
plistically, preventable diseases kill more people in the world today be-
cause there are billions more people at risk of contracting and dying from
them—especially in the developing world, where population growth is
greatest.

War claimed tens of millions of lives in the twentieth century, but so
too did totalitarianism, in Germany, Russia, China and many smaller states
in Asia, Latin America and Africa. Radical political transitions in Eastern
Europe and throughout the decolonized world brought political oppres-
sion, conflict, famine and disease. In 1945 there was only one nuclear
power, the United States, but by the end of the millennium there were at
least eight nuclear-armed states with dozens more acquiring or seeking to
acquire the means to develop nuclear weapons. The irony of international
or global security in the twenty-first century is that states have reinvested
in their national security to combat the subterranean threat of terrorism,
yet technology ensures that security, whether we make people or nation-
states our primary referent, is being globalized to the point where no one
state acting in isolation can guarantee the welfare of its people.

THE LANDSCAPE OF HUMAN (IN)SECURITY

Momentous shifts in world history invite grand declarations of intent. At
the end of World War One, the ‘‘Great War’’ mistakenly cast as ‘‘the war to
end all wars,’’ Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points set out a formula for
durable peace. As the Second World War (1939–1945) neared conclusion,
Franklin D. Roosevelt sought an end to war through new international in-
stitutions to promote economic stability, development and justice. Both
Wilson and Roosevelt proposed ground rules for their respective eras be-
cause they could. By the end of 1945 if not the end of 1918, the United
States was undoubtedly the world’s foremost economic and military power,
a hegemon, poised to claim the mantle of global leadership from imperial
Britain.

The ‘‘Devil’s Bierhaus’’

Both presidents looked out on a world shocked by the human cost of
war. The Great War reaped a staggering 9,720,453 military deaths and
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8,865,649 civilian deaths with another 21,228,813 military wounded.
World War One was confined largely to Europe. Wars between France and
its neighbors over a twenty-three-year period from 1792 to 1815 claimed
the lives of over three million combatants and at least one million civil-
ians—a ‘‘mere’’ fraction of casualties inflicted a century later in shorter but
more intense conflicts. World War Two was by contrast fought across the
Pacific, Asia and North Africa. Advances in the technology of killing meant
that this Second World War ushered in an era of total war, in which civil-
ians became the targets of systematic bombing campaigns designed to sap
enemy morale. The greater scope of operational ‘‘theaters,’’ larger armies
and more numerous conflict parties contributed to higher death counts.
There were twenty-five million military combat-related deaths in total with
at least another forty to forty-five million civilian deaths arising from com-
bat operations, famine and disease. Counting from the invasion of Man-
churia in 1931 to its surrender in 1945, the Japanese imperial army directly
and indirectly caused the deaths of anywhere from fifteen to thirty million
civilians across Asia and the Pacific.

The international community had worked hard to avoid these trage-
dies. Woodrow Wilson’s prescription for the world as of 1919 was an inter-
national system founded upon trust, fairness and justice. The League of
Nations was created to implement Wilson’s ideas, although without U.S.
involvement, the League was ineffectual. The principle of self-determina-
tion challenged the interests of the colonial powers—Britain and France—
which had no intention of giving up their imperial possessions to
immediate independence. The League had no effective power to punish
member states that stepped outside the bounds of decent behavior. Though
anxious to be admitted to the international club of nations at Versailles in
1919, Japan invaded Manchuria and promptly withdrew from the League.
Herein lay the weakness of the League and of post-1945 international insti-
tutions such as the UN where, despite an array of agreements, charters and
conventions, compliance is also voluntary. Without adequate means for en-
forcement, international rules and laws carry no legal force and moral sua-
sion carries little weight when presumed national interests are at stake.

The focus of human security at the end of the twentieth century was
squarely on the developing world—once termed the third world but now
more popularly referred to as the Global South. Yet Western civilization
delivered to the world the two most murderous dictators of the twentieth
century. German chancellor Adolf Hitler (1933–1945) and general secre-
tary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
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Joseph Stalin (1922–1953) cast long and menacing shadows over world
affairs, in Hitler’s case for many decades after his suicide on the eve of Ger-
many’s defeat in 1945. Both leaders became synonymous with the century’s
political extremes and the epitome of totalitarianism. Nineteenth-century
European ideas about race and human evolution received their ultimate
expression in Hitler’s National Socialist state in which Aryan racial purity
was equated with individual virtue and national strength. As chancellor,
Hitler plotted the dawn of a global Aryan epoch, the Third Reich, and pre-
sided over a Nazi regime that assassinated political opponents and extermi-
nated an estimated six million Jews. It was Hitler’s personal ambition to
dominate Europe that propelled the world toward war in 1939.

Driven by an extreme reading of the works of German political econo-
mist and philosopher Karl Marx and intoxicated by absolute power, Stalin
came to epitomize the worst features of Soviet-style Communist ideology.
Stalin presided over the expansion of Soviet power in Eastern Europe and
Central Asia and brutal purges of ‘‘dissident’’ voices, both inside and out-
side the Communist Party of Russia. Unlike Hitler, Stalin’s record for polit-
ical murder passed relatively unnoticed—in part because after 1940 the
Soviet Union, the United States and Britain were allied against Germany
and Japan. Stalin’s purges of ‘‘counterrevolutionaries’’ during 1937 and
1938 accounted for 681,692 deaths by execution. This was but the tip of
the iceberg. Forced collectivization of agriculture led to famines that, in
1932–1933 alone, cost the lives of an estimated six million peasants. Sys-
tematic imprisonment of opponents in prison labor camps or ‘‘gulags,’’ ar-
bitrary and summary executions and violent reprisal were essential
features of a Soviet system created to liberate the oppressed masses from
the yoke of capitalism.1

Three years of civil war in China ended in 1949 with victory to the
Communists led by Mao Zedong—Chairman Mao. Driven by a version of
Marxism modified to suit peasant as opposed to industrial society, Mao
also sought the root and branch transformation of Chinese society. As in
Soviet Russia, the human costs of this radical transformation were high.
Purges of ‘‘bourgeois’’ elements, including intellectuals, small business
owners and Christian clergy, in the first ten years of Communist rule
claimed the lives of as many as two million people. Mao’s Great Leap For-
ward also included the forced collectivization of agriculture and, as in the
Soviet Union, millions of Chinese peasants died as a result of famine gener-
ated by radical changes to farming practices and livelihoods. But in China
the human toll of famine reached as high as forty-three million people.2
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Political purges continued through the Cultural Revolution of the 1960s
and early 1970s until Mao’s death.

Systemic Balances

After the carnage of World War One and World War Two, the devel-
oped world enjoyed an era of prolonged peace while perversely, the two
superpowers, the United States and the USSR, developed their capacity to
destroy life through the expansion of increasingly sophisticated nuclear ar-
senals. The nuclear devices dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945
killed an estimated 130,000 people and left a legacy of hereditary abnor-
malities for generations and elevated incidences of cancer in and around
ground zero in each city. The bomb dropped on Hiroshima had the equiva-
lent explosive force of 20,000 tons of TNT. By 1952 the United States had
developed a thermonuclear bomb with an equivalent explosive power of
seven million tons of TNT—a seven megaton bomb. Driven by the impulse
to achieve absolute security, both superpowers manufactured the means to
devastate entire countries with a single explosive device.

Over the next four decades, a tense nuclear balance of terror between
the superpowers maintained relative peace and stability in the geographical
heartlands of the West and the former Soviet bloc. Dubbed the ‘‘Cold War
era’’ because U.S. and Soviet troops never confronted each other in open
battle but rather faced off in numerous proxy wars fought across the devel-
oping world, international order was shaped by two competing ideological
systems and the interests and tactics of Washington and Moscow.

Within the Western and liberal capitalist sphere, new systems for regu-
lating transnational production and trade emerged, founded upon global
institutions such as the United Nations, World Bank, International Mone-
tary Fund (IMF) and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT),
superseded by the World Trade Organization. Though defeated militarily
in the Pacific, Japan became the center of an Asian economic boom,
dubbed the ‘‘Asian miracle’’ by economists at the World Bank. Globaliza-
tion, it was asserted, was changing the nature of interstate relations to the
point where economic prosperity mattered more than the accumulation of
military power.

Monetary flows were changing with the emergence of a new global
economy. Oil has played a central part in this shift in a number of ways.
First, Arab oil-producing states, dissatisfied with the disregard for govern-
ments and the profits reaped by Western oil majors, formed the Organiza-
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TWENTIETH CENTURY: PIVOTAL EVENTS, 1900–1950
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tion of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) comprising Saudi Arabia,
Kuwait, Iraq, Iran and Venezuela. The OPEC cartel sought to limit produc-
tion to ensure a favorable oil price and raise oil revenues. However,
through the 1960s, even amid rising Western oil dependency, the oil ma-
jors were able to apply political pressure on OPEC through the U.S. and
British governments. OPEC realized its producer power in 1974 when, to
pressure the U.S. government over Israel’s continued occupation of Syrian
and Egyptian territory following the 1973 Arab-Israeli War, OPEC oil pro-
duction was severely curtailed.

The sharp rise in oil prices delivered windfall royalties to OPEC govern-
ments. ‘‘Petrodollars’’ entered the world banking system, creating vast
pools of investment capital that found its way into Latin America and other
parts of the developing world. This rise in global liquidity caused severe
problems for countries that borrowed heavily but were unable to sustain
debt burdens in times of economic hardship. In the 1980s, Brazil and Ar-
gentina were so indebted that they could not meet interest payments on
their loans from North American and European creditors. The ‘‘Washing-
ton Consensus’’ began as a plan formulated by the U.S. Federal Reserve to
address the root causes of the Latin American debt crisis by imposing strict
economic restructuring conditions to IMF and World Bank loans. In return
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for assistance, countries henceforth were required to adopt strict fiscal dis-
cipline. Structural adjustment became the principal policy prescription for
global financial institutions in the 1990s. IMF and World Bank funding
assistance to Latin American countries, to Thailand in 1997 and to Russia
in 1998 came with strings attached—all designed to guarantee equilibrium
in a globalized system of payments.

The Liberal Triumph

One event, seen as insignificant in January 1989, actually started the
process that would cause the collapse of the Soviet Empire. From January
15 to January 21, army units in Prague suppressed crowds demonstrating
against Communism and arrested over 400 protesters. The repression was
temporary, however, as protests grew in size until Czech leaders agreed to
hold multiparty elections, which, on December 29, 1989, resulted in the
election of Václav Havel as president—a dissident who had been impris-
oned in January.

Throughout 1989, the Czech experience was duplicated in different
ways in other Warsaw Pact nations. East German protests led to the fall of
the Berlin Wall in November 1989 and the reunification of the two Germa-
nys in 1991. Polish protests succeeded when the Communists yielded
power to the anticommunist Solidarity Party on August 24. Hungary’s
Communists permitted multiparty elections, leading to noncommunist
victories; Romanian protests led to the overthrow and execution of their
Communist leader; the Bulgarians forced their president to resign after ap-
proving multiparty elections, but he renamed his party and kept control of
parliament.

In Moscow, Gorbachev discovered that his reforms—involving eco-
nomic changes and a public openness (glasnost)—and dissent in Eastern
Europe’s Communist states prompted the individual Soviet republics to
seek their independence. Gorbachev’s successor, Boris Yeltsin, survived a
coup by hard-line Communists in August 1991 but could only watch as
various Soviet republics seceded from the Soviet Union. The Russian Re-
public joined the Ukraine, Byelorussia and eight other Soviet republics to
form the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) in December 1991,
and on December 25, 1991, Gorbachev resigned as Soviet president. The
red hammer and sickle flag was lowered for the last time from the Kremlin
wall.

As the Berlin Wall came down, U.S. president George H. W. Bush envis-
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aged a new world order of liberal capitalist expansion under U.S. auspices.
Liberal triumphalism was encapsulated in the title of Francis Fukuyama’s
controversial book The End of History and the Last Man (1992) in which
Fukuyama, a State Department adviser in the Bush and Clinton adminis-
trations, asserted that

The most remarkable development of the last quarter of the twentieth cen-
tury has been the revelation of enormous weaknesses at the core of the
world’s seemingly strong dictatorships, whether they be of the military-au-
thoritarian Right, or the communist-totalitarian Left. . . . And while they
have not given way in all cases to stable liberal democracies, liberal democ-
racy remains the only coherent political aspiration that spans different re-
gions and cultures around the globe.3

Fukuyama had a point. In the 1980s Latin America witnessed a series of
‘‘democratic transitions’’ from military to democratic rule, bookmarked by
the rapid demise of successive military governments in Argentina between
1981 and 1983 and culminating in a return to civilian rule and the han-
dover of power by Chile’s infamous general Augusto Pinochet in 1989. Mil-
itary regimes too fell out of favor in Asia, adding to the tectonic shift in
world politics generated by the Soviet collapse. China and Indochina re-
tained Communist one-party systems but were forced to open up to West-
ern capital, raising questions about the long-term future of Communist
rule. Fukuyama expressed the liberal view that, with all alternatives dis-
credited, capitalism was sweeping all before it. The logic of history did not
favor a world socialist state but instead pointed toward a complementary
balancing of liberal democracy and free markets.

Latin America’s transitions occurred because people refused to tolerate
the economic failures of their authoritarian governments.4 Ballooning debt
crises also threatened the foundations of the world economy, highlighting
the precariousness of a new world economic system underpinned by mas-
sive financial movements across state borders. Still, according to liberal op-
timists, the forces of modernization were working conveniently under their
own momentum to refashion world order that would one day be entirely
constituted by liberal democracies. Logically, Fukuyama argued, because
within democratic states state power is balanced by the popular will ex-
pressed through the ballot box, the world would enter an era of unprece-
dented peace.

China deflected the political winds of globalization but not globalizing
economic forces. Demonstrators in Tiananmen Square in June 1989 called
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for China’s democratization but were quickly dispersed by soldiers and
tanks. China’s leaders, among them Deng Xiaoping, the author of the
country’s policy of economic modernization, determined that one-party
rule would remain and that China would not go the way of the USSR.
China adopted market-oriented economic reforms—privatization of state-
owned enterprises, openness to foreign investment, encouragement of in-
dividual entrepreneurship and capital accumulation—but politics re-
mained firmly under state control. Joining the WTO, the country cast off
the political ideology of Mao to become a Communist state in name only.5

The demise of Soviet Communism stripped the United States of its
principal rationale for maintaining its global security role. From 1989 to
1991, President George H. W. Bush’s national security team watched ap-
provingly but passively as bloodless revolutionary events demolished the
Soviet Empire and new, independent states emerged in the former Soviet
Union. Overall, of course, Bush faced the daunting task of defining post–
Cold War policy for the United States. The United States was unchallenged
and unchallengeable as the world’s only military superpower, but the foun-
dations upon which a new liberal international order were to be built ap-
peared decidedly shaky. As the Soviet system unraveled, civil wars in
Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia added to the human costs
of twentieth-century revolutionary change. In 1998 the world economy
came close to collapse as Russia teetered on the brink of economic implo-
sion after devaluing the ruble and defaulting on loan repayments to West-
ern banks. IMF assistance valued at US$11.2 billion was expeditiously put
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together before a major debt crisis triggered a general worldwide reces-
sion—such was the level of financial risk sensitivity in a globally net-
worked world.

Systemic Imbalances

UN Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali and his successor, Kofi
Annan (1996–2006), feared that the United States might abdicate its self-
appointed mission to promote peace, democracy and development when
so much was left to be done to address the legacies of colonialism and the
human toll of uneven development. Two world wars in quick succession
caused the fatal hemorrhaging of the old European-centered imperial order
that for the best part of three centuries had divided the world into compet-
ing imperial blocs. The spread of a European-centered imperial order
across first the Americas, then Asia, Oceania and Africa, disrupted long-
established political traditions and economic patterns with catastrophic
consequences for indigenous populations.

Globalization as imperialism laid out the infrastructure of a new inter-
national economy powered first by coal and steam and then by oil and elec-
tricity. New social stresses were introduced into colonized worlds between
colonizer and colonized, between immigrant and ‘‘indigenous’’ and be-
tween ethnolinguistic communities thrown together by unwelcome colo-
nial state formations. Colonial regimes created incongruous colonial states
designed to service the economic needs of the colonizers and not the com-
munal or political interests of the colonized. As the Commission for Africa
summarized, ‘‘the division of Africa into its present countries was the prod-
uct of Western interests, not African minds.’’6

The consequences of this colonial era were still to be addressed at the
global and regional levels while, all the time, demographic change ampli-
fied the human costs of conflict and disease. At the dawn of the Industrial
Revolution in the late 1700s, an estimated seven hundred million people
inhabited the globe, rising to nine hundred million by 1800. Over the next
two hundred years, world population rose by more than five times to six
billion people, with the most rapid increase occurring after 1950 and
mainly outside the industrialized or developed world. By the middle of this
century world population could peak at around nine billion people with
the majority living in Africa, South Asia and East Asia. Not only does this
population trajectory amplify the impact of human activity upon the natu-
ral environment through rising material consumption, it raises the actual
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NEW SECURITY CHALLENGES

We have entered a time of global transition marked by uniquely contra-
dictory trends. Regional and continental associations of States are evolv-
ing ways to deepen cooperation and ease some of the contentious
characteristics of sovereign and nationalistic rivalries. National bound-
aries are blurred by advanced communications and global commerce,
and by the decisions of States to yield some sovereign prerogatives to
larger, common political associations. At the same time, however, fierce
new assertions of nationalism and sovereignty spring up, and the cohe-
sion of States is threatened by brutal ethnic, religious, social, cultural or
linguistic strife. Social peace is challenged on the one hand by new as-
sertions of discrimination and exclusion and, on the other, by acts of
terrorism seeking to undermine evolution and change through demo-
cratic means.

Source: Boutros Boutros-Ghali, An Agenda for Peace: Preventive Diplomacy, Peace-
making, and Peace-Keeping, 1992.

and potential costs in terms of human life of armed conflicts, be they con-
ventional or nuclear, environmental disasters, pandemics or famine.7

Decolonization in the 1950s and 1960s exposed the depth of these fis-
sures and the failure of colonial powers to lay firm foundations for demo-
cratic political development. In Africa independence was accompanied by
high expectations borne of promising economic conditions. However,
within the space of a decade, democratic independence governments were
eliminated through coups and civil wars, replaced by military dictatorships
or authoritarian one-party states governed by political strongmen and
dominated by large tribal groups. Underdevelopment, the condition of
stagnant or falling incomes relative to the rest of the world, combined with
declining life expectancy rates, high infant and maternal mortality, exten-
sive and increasing illiteracy. States were created in the absence of popular
consensus, where, to borrow from Buzan, ‘‘the idea of the state’’ remained
in dispute, in terms of both political boundaries and also politico-religious
character.

Living standards in the developed and parts of the developing world
grew at an unprecedented pace, while in Africa especially, the inhabitants
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of many newly independent states became locked into vicious cycles of
violence, impoverishment and often starvation. Expanding transport and
communications matrices shrank space and time, giving impetus to the
race to conquer outer space, but billions of new human beings entered a
world that provided them with barely enough to eat. It is hardly surprising
that the most pressing human security challenges are found in the develop-
ing world.

Historical wealth distribution data from Angus Maddison for the period
1500–2001 highlight the shuddering impact of globalization upon Asian
productivity relative to Western Europe and North America. Accounting
for nearly two-thirds of global gross domestic product at the beginning of
the eighteenth century, Asia’s share fell below one-quarter by 1913. Pro-
ductivity climbed back above one-third in the late twentieth century, led
by Japan, but in Africa the share of global GDP remained virtually stagnant
throughout with, as of 2001, a paltry 3.3 percent for a continent of 1.2
billion people and rising.8

For more than four-fifths of humanity, the nuances of ideological de-
bate are less important than the daily struggle with economic hardship,
hunger, political chaos and recurring civil unrest or the threat of debilitat-
ing illness and disease. New countries were torn by conflict between rival
ethnic and tribal groups over the legitimacy of their colonial inheritance or
between the state and its people. Since 1945 an estimated forty-one million
people, civilians and combatants, have died as a result of interstate conflict
and bitter civil wars fought across the Middle East, Asia, Latin America and
Africa in the name of nationalism, anticolonialism and socialism or purely
for private gain.9

Economic mismanagement effected in the name of socialism, but in
practice intended to strengthen elite control, sent the economies of pros-
perous countries such as Ghana, Tanzania, Mali and Zambia into a tail-
spin.10 The most striking feature of new states was their fragmented nature
and hence vulnerability to disintegration through conflicts over the idea of
the state and the character of government. Political rivalries coalesced
around questions as to the proper role of religion and religious law, politi-
cal representation and the allocation of economic dividends. So frag-
mented were newly independent states that the actual political reach of
governments did not correspond to territorial jurisdictions conferred by
international law. In practice, territorial borders were mere frontiers where
central power was weak and contested and where refugees fleeing brutal
regimes begged for sanctuary in neighboring countries.
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While great strides were made globally in absolute poverty reduction
over the past quarter century, inequality was increasing. Gaping wealth
disparities between urban and rural populations mirror wealth disparities
between developed and developing countries but are masked by aggregate
per-capita purchasing power parity (PPP) or productivity ratios. A global
poverty line of US$1.07 per day is cold comfort for those at or just above
this level whose economic prospects and those of their family are limited.

A New World Disordered

Although the end of the Cold War surprised President George H. W.
Bush and America’s foreign policy establishment, there had been several
signs of the impending Soviet collapse when Bush was inaugurated on Jan-
uary 20, 1989. In December 1987, Premier Mikhail Gorbachev and Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan had signed a treaty limiting intermediate-range
nuclear weapons and, five days before Bush was sworn in, Gorbachev had
removed all Soviet troops from Afghanistan, ending a Cold War crisis that
began in 1979. At a Vienna meeting the day before Bush’s inaugural, thirty-
five Communist and democratic nations, including the USSR, approved a
significant follow-up to the 1975 Helsinki agreements. These accords com-
mitted these nations to respect an individual’s freedom of information, reli-
gion, travel and privacy; to reduce the conventional armed forces of the
Warsaw Pact and North Atlantic Treaty Organization; and to plan the insti-
tutionalization of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.

A temporary and uneasy consensus on global security issues was
achieved at the UN Security Council, first with the expulsion of Iraq from
Kuwait in 1991 and then with action to resolve civil wars in Somalia and
Cambodia. Following quickly after the euphoria of Operation Desert Storm
in Kuwait, Somalia was a bitter lesson for the United States, whose willing-
ness to assume leadership roles in UN-sponsored interventions subsequently
wavered. There had been no major European war after 1945, but tens of
thousands of Europeans were still dying as a consequence of political vio-
lence in the former Yugoslavia and in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina.

Mary Kaldor wrote in New and Old Wars (1999) of a new kind of con-
flict that would dominate the global agenda in the twenty-first century.
Drawing upon the breakup of the former Yugoslavia and conflicts erupting
throughout the former USSR, Kaldor argued that a new generation of war-
fare had emerged in which wars were fought not between but within na-
tion-states, between the state and groups defined by a shared sense of
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AN AGENDA FOR PEACE

Our aims must be:

• To seek to identify at the earliest possible stage situations that could
produce conflict, and to try through diplomacy to remove the
sources of danger before violence results;

• Where conflict erupts, to engage in peacemaking aimed at resolv-
ing the issues that have led to conflict;

• Through peace-keeping, to work to preserve peace, however frag-
ile, where fighting has been halted and to assist in implementing
agreements achieved by the peacemakers;

• To stand ready to assist in peace-building in its differing contexts:
rebuilding the institutions and infrastructures of nations torn by civil
war and strife; and building bonds of peaceful mutual benefit
among nations formerly at war;

• And in the largest sense, to address the deepest causes of conflict:
economic despair, social injustice and political oppression. It is pos-
sible to discern an increasingly common moral perception that
spans the world’s nations and peoples, and which is finding expres-
sion in international laws, many owing their genesis to the work of
this Organization.

Source: Boutros Boutros-Ghali, An Agenda for Peace: Preventive Diplomacy, Peace-
making, and Peace-Keeping, 1992.

cultural identity and a politically manufactured sense of common griev-
ance that ‘‘their’’ interests are not served by centralized authority. This, she
argued, was a consequence of globalization stripping away the protective
layer of international stability provided by the Cold War bipolar balance
and the diminution of state control by the inexorable processes of eco-
nomic globalization.11

Religion emerged as a potent source of political opposition to the lib-
eral project. Revolution in Iran in 1979 transformed the country from secu-
lar autocracy to Islamic theocracy, giving added impetus to the rising tide
of Islamic fundamentalism across the Middle East. Islam was the common
denominator for the broad front of Afghan mujahideen fighting against So-
viet troops in Afghanistan from among whose ranks emerged Islamist mili-
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tants bent on attacking the foundations of U.S. power and halting the
spread of liberal capitalism. Religious extremism and the bitter experience
of war and deprivation spawned a global Islamist movement that fed off
popular resentment toward the West in the developing world.

Following 9/11, the United States aggressively prosecuted a new form
of realpolitik predicated on a presumed monolithic terror threat to the
United States and its interests abroad. Pursuing Osama Bin Laden and his
Al Qaeda organization into Afghanistan, U.S. forces were decisive in bring-
ing about the removal of the Taliban Islamist regime in 2002. Although
approved by the UN Security Council and supported by America’s Euro-
pean NATO allies and Pacific allies Australia and Japan, the occupations of
Afghanistan and Iraq are first and foremost U.S. military operations and
representative of a strategic doctrine that regards military force as the prin-
cipal agent by which American liberal democratic values can be exported
to the Islamic world.

At the beginning of the twenty-first century the United States lost pa-
tience with the system it had largely created and wrote the UN out of its
2002 National Security Strategy. At the alleged insistence of British prime
minister Tony Blair, the Bush administration campaigned for an enabling
resolution at the UN Security Council before launching its invasion of Iraq.
But it was evident that Washington viewed the UN as an institution that
had lost its way, that was hostage to factionalism, stymied by diplomatic
trade-offs, bloated, bureaucratic and quite possibly riddled by corruption.
Smarting from sustained international condemnation for the foreign policy
debacle in Iraq, President George W. Bush reminded the UN members of
their responsibilities. Referring to the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights in a speech to the General Assembly in September 2007, President
Bush appealed to the legacy of Wilson and Roosevelt:

Achieving the promise of the Declaration requires confronting long-term
threats; it also requires answering the immediate needs of today. The na-
tions in this chamber have our differences, yet there are some areas where
we can all agree. When innocent people are trapped in a life of murder and
fear, the Declaration is not being upheld. When millions of children starve
to death or perish from a mosquito bite, we’re not doing our duty in the
world. When whole societies are cut off from the prosperity of the global
economy, we’re all worse off. . . .

This great institution must work for great purposes—to free people
from tyranny and violence, hunger and disease, illiteracy and ignorance,
and poverty and despair. Every member of the United Nations must join in
this mission of liberation.12
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The speech was also a clear indication that the United States was looking
to other countries to share the burden of world ordering. As George Bush
spoke, 168,000 U.S. troops were deployed in Iraq, with a further 24,000 in
Afghanistan and rising. By the end of 2007 the number of U.S. military
deaths in Iraq was climbing inexorably toward 4,000, while the financial
costs were expected to exceed US$3 trillion. Not since the Vietnam War
(1965–1975), which cost the lives of 50,000 U.S. soldiers, had the United
States borne such heavy human and financial war losses. Analysts such as
Robert Keohane argue that the financial burdens of war and of underwrit-
ing the liberal international economic order that it had created at Bretton
Woods severely eroded the capacity of the United States to direct global
economic and strategic affairs after 1971.13 Three decades on, a similar set
of circumstances appears to be marking the end of another phase in U.S.
hegemonic decline. Despite its unrivaled technological edge and the size
of its economy, the United States confronts leadership challenges from
China and a resurgent Russia, both of which have, like the United States,
demonstrated their disregard for international principles enshrined in the
UN system.

TOWARD A HUMAN SECURITY AGENDA

Human security challenges or ‘‘risks’’ elude easy categorization. A defining
feature of twentieth-century globalization is the increasing complexity of
global relations and the rapidity with which information ricochets around
the world. Globalization has rendered the world more sensitive to sudden
financial or strategic shocks, however localized they might at first appear.

The shifting terrain of global relations also ensures that security issues
of any kind can appear unexpectedly and rapidly change in shape and
scope. Human security risks can usefully be thought of as ‘‘polymorphous’’
in that at any one moment in time, people and their communities can be
subject to political violence or environmental scarcities, which individu-
ally can generate a host of future dangers: food shortages, economic hard-
ship, crime, disease and human rights abuses. To define a security crisis as
military, environmental, societal or financial is to downplay the strings or
threads of interconnected happenings, decisions, ideas and beliefs that
shape trajectories of risk.

Complex Crises

Human security crises cluster around interconnected domains of risk.
The arbitrary categorization of risks aids analysis, but without an apprecia-
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tion of the dynamics of interaction between risk factors, human security
risk analysis falters. Drug trafficking and drug addiction create a temporal
link between the fates of communities in the developed and developing
worlds, even if the numbers of persons involved are quite small. According
to the UN Office of Drug Control (UNODC), over a twelve-month period
spanning 2005 and 2006, an estimated two hundred million persons used
drugs illegally out of a global population of 6.475 billion. Of these, 110
million used drugs on a monthly basis, of which twenty-five million, or
0.6 percent of the global working age population (15–64), were classed as
‘‘problem drug users.’’14 Yet the total annual U.S. drug control budget stood
at US$12.5 billion in 2004, more than four times the value of total U.S.
contributions to the United Nations.15 This is a measure of the scale of the
drug ‘‘problem’’ in the United States, which extends far beyond the number
of addicts to the corrosive influence of traffickers and the webs of criminal
activity that envelop the addicted. Corruption in police ranks and among
government officials corrodes law enforcement and public confidence in
government institutions. At the regional level, drug production in Latin
America destabilizes legitimate governments and creates de facto ‘‘narco-
states’’ in territory beyond central government control.

According to World Health Organization statistics, over fifty-seven mil-
lion people died from preventable diseases in 2006, more disease-related
deaths in one year than the combined total of combat deaths in World War
One and World War Two. UNAIDS estimates thirty-three million people
worldwide are infected with the human immunodeficiency virus (HIV),
the vast majority located in sub-Saharan Africa, which accounts for 22.5
million or 68 percent of all infections. Of those diagnosed with the virus,
only a small proportion have succumbed to acquired immunodeficiency
syndrome (AIDS), in which the immune system is gradually destroyed.
Two million people died from HIV/AIDS in 2006, just over 1 percent of all
disease-related deaths. But while diseases such as tuberculosis, cholera and
malaria can be treated and cured, the HIV/AIDS virus is arrested with anti-
retroviral drugs (ARVs) but remains—for the present—incurable.16

The search for a cure involves not just the pursuit of a wonder drug that
can destroy the virus, but the reshaping of socioeconomic environments in
which the virus is known to thrive.

Conflict, in addition to its political, social, economic and even cultural
roots, can also be linked to radical changes in the natural environment.
According to Jared Diamond, the underlying causes of the Rwandan geno-
cide that claimed the lives of an estimated 800,000 people in 1994 were
land degradation and attendant population pressures, which destabilized
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HUMAN SECURITY AT RISK

At the global level human security no longer means careful constructed
safeguards against the threat of nuclear holocaust—a likelihood greatly
reduced by the end of the cold war. Instead it means responding to the
threat of global poverty traveling across international borders in the form
of drugs, HIV/AIDS, climate change, illegal migration and terrorism. The
prospect of collective suicide through an impulsive resort to nuclear
weapons was always exaggerated. But the threat of global poverty affect-
ing all human lives—in rich nations and in poor—is real and persistent.

Source: UNDP, Human Development Report, 1994.

Rwandan society. Resource scarcity is likely to increase, and with it the
likelihood of environmental refugees moving en masse across international
boundaries.

Former World Bank economist Nicholas Stern lays out an alarming
global scenario on the potential economic and social impacts of climate
change. Synthesizing scientific data on climate change, Stern calibrates a
sliding scale of natural and human disasters arising from the warming of
the earth’s atmosphere. A worst-case scenario was predicated on a five-de-
gree Celsius increase in the earth’s temperature, causing sea levels to rise,
extensive inundation of low-lying coastal areas and widespread water
stress threatening food security in India and China—effectively one-third
of the world’s population—with obvious consequences for economic and
political security at the regional and global levels.17 While these scenarios
are increasingly accepted as plausible in even the most skeptical quarters,
remedial steps have proved difficult to coordinate at the global level.

Approaching Human Security

As the Commission on Human Security argues in its 2003 report, con-
flict prevention, disease eradication, poverty alleviation, sustainable eco-
nomic development, food security and the promotion of human rights are
interlinked security concerns. The scope of human security so defined fit-
ted well with objectives outlined in the UN’s Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs).
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A DECLARATION OF INTENT

A. Freedom from Want

• Halve poverty by 2015.
• Make primary education universal by 2015.
• Improve educational opportunities for young girls.
• Arrest the spread of HIV/AIDS by 2015.
• Increase Internet and telecommunications access in the developing

world.

B. Freedom from Fear

• ‘‘Strengthen respect’’ for human rights and international arms con-
trol treaties.

• Improve the United Nations’ peacekeeping capabilities.
• Target sanctions so as to minimize impact upon the innocent.
• Reduce and, where possible, eliminate illegal arms trading.

C. A Sustainable Future

• Ratify Kyoto Protocol on Climate Change by 2002.
• Encourage member states to integrate environmental considera-

tions into national accounts calculations.
• Conduct the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.

D. Renewing the United Nations

• Enhance the legitimacy of the UN Security Council.
• Ensure that the UN is adequately funded.
• Increase opportunities for nongovernmental organizations to con-

tribute to UN decision making and programs.

Source: Kofi Annan, ‘‘We the Peoples,’’ 2000.

Set forth at the 2000 Millennium Summit, these MDGs are inter alia:
poverty eradication and food security; universal primary education; an end
to gender discrimination; a two-thirds reduction in mortality under the age
of five; substantial reductions in maternal mortality; lifting the burden of
disease, especially HIV/AIDS and malaria; environmentally sustainable de-
velopment; and the removal of financial impediments to growth by foster-
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ing a global partnership for development.18 Indicative of the careful
structuring of the UN’s message, these goals were grouped for rhetorical
effect by Kofi Annan to resonate with the ideals of Wilson and Roosevelt.

Although presented in the neutral language of public policy, each of
these goals, to be achieved, requires that significant local cultural and polit-
ical challenges be overcome. The MDGs rest on an overwhelming empirical
case made by Amartya Sen as to the critical importance to human well-
being of education, health care, gender equity, economic opportunity, and
respect for human rights.19

The achievement of gender equity is today widely regarded as pivotal
to sustainable human development. ‘‘Women’s agency,’’ writes Sen, where
permitted in the development process, leads to the more effective utiliza-
tion of natural and human resources because women tend to ensure that
resources introduced into the community are shared equitably and that de-
velopment lessons are learned and passed on to the next generation. Yet
gender equity advocates confront strong opposition in societies where
women are barred from higher levels of education and from joining the
professions. In many parts of the world ‘‘traditional values’’ are used to jus-
tify the exclusion of women. This is not a question of religious conserva-
tism versus secular modernity. In many modern Islamic countries,
Malaysia being a good example, young women comprise a majority of ter-
tiary students. Rather, it is a question of entrenched custom, patriarchal
dominance and economic underdevelopment—systemic factors that can
take decades to break down.

According to Roland Paris, the sheer scope of issues encompassed by
the UN’s broad conception of human security carries the risk of being too
cumbersome to serve as an operational definition.20 Narrowing their focus,
researchers at the Canadian Human Security Centre at the University of
British Columbia in their Human Security Report 2006 limit the scope of
human security to the study of the ‘‘incidence, severity, causes and conse-
quences of global violence.’’21 Placing human security squarely within the
orbit of conflict studies, their approach attached the greatest importance
to humanitarian assistance for victims of war and to the conditions that
promote peace within and among states. Paradoxically, and unintention-
ally, they ensure that war remains at the top of the international security
agenda. Further, by narrowing our focus to the immediate causes and con-
sequences of conflict, we lose sight of the long-term trajectories of risk that
can culminate in societal collapse.

Limiting definitions of war and conflict to statistical criteria also dis-
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torts our reading of the health of the contemporary global system. Accord-
ing to data provided by researchers from the Uppsala Conflict Data
Program, the scale or intensity of conflict differs from that of war in the
annual number of ‘‘battle-related deaths’’: twenty-five such fatalities per
year, including civilian casualties, for political violence to be categorized
as armed conflict, and 1,000 combatant and noncombatant battle-related
deaths per year for political violence to be categorized as a war.22 Applying
these criteria, human security analysts claim that the incidence of war is
declining and that, consequently, the world is becoming a safer place.
However, shots do not need to be exchanged for the conditions of war or
armed conflict to exist. In order to assess the potential for political violence
to erupt and to escalate into war, we need to appreciate the diverse reasons
people resort to violence and why states make war on one another. Rather
than concentrate upon the immediacy of violence and its consequences,
we should look to the early warning signs of conflict or war in an effort to
limit the resort to political violence.

In ‘‘latent conflict’’ situations, a cease-fire or even a formal treaty might
well exist between rival parties but where the grievances and suspicions
that ignited political violence have yet to subside. Indian and Pakistani
troops stare at each other across the disputed line of division in Kashmir,
occasionally exchanging shells and rifle shots while militant groups spon-
sored by both sides engage in terrorist violence on both sides of the border.
In Sri Lanka a 2001 cease-fire between the government and the Tamil Ti-
gers fighting for an independent homeland in the north and east of the
island state broke down in 2005 when both parties resumed their twenty-
year struggle. Ironically, while the cease-fire remains theoretically intact,
an estimated 4,000 people have since died in renewed fighting. Instances
of periodic but persistent deadly violence can be found throughout Africa,
Asia and Latin America.

The Security Spectrum

For a definition of human security to have explanatory force and to ap-
peal to decision makers and researchers alike, it must establish a concep-
tual link with notions of world order. To put it another way, decision
makers need the intellectual equipment and disposition to see the ‘‘full
spectrum’’ of security in order to identify security risks and preventive
measures that do not escalate into the use of force. Further, to be service-
able at a policy level such a definition must be anchored to a realization of
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the limitations imposed by an imperfect ‘‘anarchic’’ interstate system. This
inevitably leads to compromises in the prioritization of human security is-
sues—and to tensions between those disposed toward morality and ethics
in international affairs and those who see the world in terms of power poli-
tics.

Human security was presaged in the policies of small to medium pow-
ers. Without employing the term, the Australian government incorporated
a prototypical human security framework into Australian foreign and de-
fense policy in the late 1980s. The 1989 Statement on Australia’s Regional
Security drew attention to the interconnections between traditional and
nontraditional risks confronting Australia and the Asian region, from un-
derdevelopment to drug trafficking to HIV/AIDS. Importantly, the policy
prescription envisaged a positive multidimensional response incorporating
military, diplomatic, economic and technical cooperation, thus linking
Australian security to the security of its immediate neighbours.23 More re-
cently, Canada adopted an explicit and comprehensive human security
agenda, as did Japan and other member states of the Human Security Net-
work. Encompassing institutional, individual and systemic considerations,
Canada defines human security in broad terms as

in essence, an effort to construct a global society where the safety of the
individual is at the centre of international priorities and a motivating force
for international action; where international humanitarian standards and
the rule of law are advanced and woven into a coherent web protecting the
individual; where those who violate these standards are held fully account-
able; and where our global, regional and bilateral institutions—present and
future—are built and equipped to enhance and enforce these standards.24

SYSTEM-LEVEL GOVERNANCE

In shifting the locus of security away from states and the pursuit of military
power to the security of people or individuals, the human security debate
opens opportunities for a more comprehensive and flexible definition of
security in which local and global levels of analysis are distinguished. Even
if, as globalization theory maintains, place is diminishing in its significance
as global economic relations transcend ‘‘time and space,’’ attachments to
place, identity and nation remain salient and potent realities. In 1945 five
states—Britain, the United States, China, the USSR and France—set the
agenda for the United Nations organization. As of 2008 there were 192
UN member states out of a total of 202 nation-states worldwide. The five
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permanent members still wield enormous influence, but they must do so
in a more complex environment in which attachments to national political
space, real or imagined, have not subsided.

According to Jim Whitman, ‘‘The weight of evidence is that our capac-
ity to produce unwanted and sometimes dangerous conditions on a global
scale is running greatly in excess of our deliberative and control mecha-
nisms.’’25 Human societies are manufacturing new global security risks at a
faster rate than existing institutions can cope. Adopting the language of
neoliberal management, Annan argued the new millennium thus needed
a new method of global problem solving, one that placed emphasis upon
‘‘integration,’’ ‘‘coherence,’’ ‘‘flexibility’’ and ‘‘informational capacity’’ across
governmental, nongovernmental and intergovernmental sectors.26 Institu-
tional reform and reforms to international rules were essential to the pur-
suit of human security.

The UN’s Millennium Development Goals established policy priorities
for the international community, but their realization depends upon the

GLOBAL NETWORK GOVERNANCE

Formal institutional arrangements may often lack the scope, speed and
informational capacity to keep up with the rapidly changing global
agenda. Mobilizing the skills and other resources of diverse global actors,
therefore, may increasingly involve forming loose and temporary policy
networks that cut across national, institutional and disciplinary lines. The
United Nations is well positioned to nurture such ‘‘coalitions for
change’’ across our various areas of responsibility.

The more integrated global context also demands a new degree of
policy coherence, while important gaps must be filled. The international
financial architecture needs strengthening, as does the multinational
trade regime. Greater consistency must be achieved among macroeco-
nomic, trade, aid, financial and environmental policies, so that all sup-
port our common aim of expanding the benefits of globalization.
Conflict prevention, post-conflict peace-building, humanitarian assis-
tance and development policies need to become more effectively inte-
grated.

Source: Kofi Annan, ‘‘We the Peoples,’’ 2000.
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mobilization of a ‘‘plurality’’ of institutions and people. Human security
cannot be achieved without firm economic and political foundations that
secure basic needs and offer more than just the promise that aspirations
for a better life lie within reach of ‘‘ordinary’’ people. Between the individ-
ual and the international community stand states that may or may not hold
the well-being of their citizens as a paramount national interest and either
persecute or make war against them. In the absence of a global sovereign,
the advancement of a human security agenda requires international inter-
ventions ranging from development assistance to the deployment of peace-
keepers. Governance thus becomes the challenge of brokering solutions to
a dazzling array of security challenges.

In the absence of a genuinely participatory system of global govern-
ment, states alone offer the tangible prospect for the kind of liberal democ-
racy lauded by those who decry the state for meddling in economic affairs.
Effective national-level governance is an essential complement to the ad-
vancement of human security, but as the Commission for Africa recog-
nized, African underdevelopment is a direct consequence of governmental
failures spanning forty years. The ‘‘weakness of government and the ab-
sence of an effective state,’’ it concluded, was manifest in the ‘‘inability of
government and the public services to create the right economic, social and
legal framework which will encourage economic growth and allow poor
people to participate in it.’’27

Similarly, the cosmopolitan ideal of a world without political bound-
aries can be realized only with some other political machinery by which
decisions can be made and differences resolved at the local and global lev-
els. States remain the essential building blocks of global order, and there
are serious questions as to whether the dynamics of interstate relations
have evolved to the extent that military forces can be decommissioned.
While power is becoming more diffuse in the international system and
governance networks more sophisticated and extensive, people and states
continue to pursue or wield power for the most self-interested and nefari-
ous of purposes. The explosion of nonstate actors in the late twentieth cen-
tury broadened the scope of normative action on a global scale from
environmental activism to human rights advocacy, but at the same time,
and by the same means, the same transnational processes broadened the
scope for anticosmopolitan and criminal activity.

The Emergence of Civil Society Organizations

Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and international nongovern-
mental organizations (INGOs) have a significant role in filling service gaps
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in the provision of education, health and welfare, disaster relief and small-
scale infrastructure development left by governments with insufficient re-
sources or insufficient political will. But the roles of these organizations
are much more varied. Also referred to as ‘‘civil society organizations’’
(CSOs), they pursue humanitarian missions and are distinct, in theory,
from purely political or economic associations or organizations. Differenti-
ated from protest movements, social clubs, and criminal gangs by virtue of
their noneconomic and humanitarian social objectives, these nonstate
actors have attracted significant attention because of their capacity to in-
fluence and mobilize social networks.28 Manuel Costoya’s typology of
CSOs distinguishes between highly structured actors that warrant the title
organization and more amorphous movements. Organized CSOs have deci-
sion-making structures, delegated responsibilities, budgets and programs.
By contrast, social movements, such as the World Social Forum, at which
people gather for dialogue and exchange of ideas about matters of common
concern, are fluid, inchoate, volatile in the sense that they ebb and flow in
tandem with global issues and the shifting priorities of those who organize
them.29

According to the UN Commission on Global Governance, a nongovern-
mental organization is classed as international when it operates in three or
more countries. Based upon this definition, there were 28,900 identifiable
international NGOs in 1993 compared with a mere 176 in 1909.30 More
recent analysis suggests a much smaller number of 6,000 INGOs circa
2001, although this reflects more exclusive criteria. There were an esti-
mated 2,500 northern INGOs in 1990, suggesting that the majority of
INGOs are located in the developing world, although this would include
affiliates of the major northern organizations such as World Vision, Oxfam,
CARE, Friends of the Earth and more.31 Whatever the accurate number,
these transnational actors have, in the areas of service delivery, won in-
creased credence at the UN and the multilateral banks (the World Bank
and regional development banks) that rely upon NGO/CSO assistance to
implement development projects and gather ‘‘local’’ information.

Table 1.1. I/NGO Categories

I/NGO Social Movement

Service-oriented Oxfam, PLAN, World Vision HIV/AIDS awareness
Reform-oriented Amnesty, IRC, TI, PRI Anti-Corruption, Make Poverty History
Transformative Global South World Social Forum

Source: Based upon analytical categories by Costoya 2007.
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The end to the Cold War generated humanitarian crises in parts of the
world previously inaccessible to Western governments and multilateral
institutions. I/NGOs could draw upon long-established social networks,
were mobile, and with avowedly neutral agencies such as the Interna-
tional Red Cross and Médecins Sans Frontières, were able to operate in
war zones. Added to this was an increase in development funds available
to NGOs—from the World Bank especially—but also from public dona-
tions.32 Simply, transnational service and advocacy organizations com-
plemented international development objectives at a time when the
development agenda was lengthening.

Transnational Corporations

Transnational corporations and corporations in general are viewed with
suspicion in development circles. Transnational corporations (TNCs) are
companies engaged in production across two or more international bound-
aries. Benefiting from the relatively open and stable international business
environment in the West and industrializing Asia after 1945, TNCs grew
rapidly in number and scale. By 2006 there were an estimated 78,000 such
corporations headquartered predominantly in Western Europe, North
America and East Asia. Transnational companies routinely transfer materi-
als, components and finished products across national boundaries, and
these ‘‘internal’’ transfers account for a substantial proportion of world
trade. Larger entities operate on an intercontinental scale, like the Shell
Corporation, which manages its upstream and downstream energy opera-
tions across more than 130 countries. Motor vehicle manufacturers such as
Honda, Toyota, Ford and General Motors manufacture and assemble motor
vehicles in close proximity to major regional markets in Europe and Asia.33

Comparisons between national productivity and corporate sales revenues
reveal that many of the world’s major TNCs are as significant economic
actors as many medium-sized countries. Their investments are eagerly
sought after by national governments for whom foreign direct investment
equates to new employment and increased tax revenues. Corporations can
thus extract ‘‘regulatory arbitrage’’ and exploit the weakened bargaining
position of individual states competing with each other to attract lucrative
investment dollars.

Foreign direct investment, from the West and from Japan and Korea,
was a major factor in Asia’s rapid late-twentieth-century economic growth.
However, corporations stand accused by development, environmental and
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human rights groups of engaging in practices detrimental to the well-being
of people and communities across the developing world. To a limited ex-
tent, the OECD Convention on the Bribery of Foreign Officials drew attention
within the global private sector to the damaging effects of corruption and
the potential costs of bribery by companies headquartered in countries that
are signatories to the convention. International efforts to bring to account
companies that perpetrate or are complicit in environmental destruction,
child labor exploitation and political violence meet with stiff opposition
from within the business community. Yet without cooperation from the
transnational private sector, it is difficult to see how the UN Millennium
Development Goals can be achieved.

During Annan’s tenure as secretary-general, the UN embarked upon a
program of business consultations under the umbrella of the ‘‘Global Com-
pact.’’ The considerable human and financial resources of transnational
corporate actors and their undoubted influence could, it was thought, be
harnessed toward the achievement of humanitarian objectives. Yet the de-
gree to which corporations or private enterprise of any kind can subscribe
to such efforts is paradoxically limited by the nature of business competi-
tion. Free-market advocates such as economist Milton Friedman argue that
the social responsibility of business is to be profitable, because from profits
come employment, government revenues, and rising consumption. Yet
when the corrupt activities of corporations undermine United Nations pro-
grams, such as the UN’s celebrated Iraq Oil-for-Food Programme, or sub-
scribe to brutal regimes in return for access to natural resources, not only
do they contravene international law, they undermine long-term human
and global security.

Regional Organizations

When the UN was founded there were no significant regional institu-
tions that could serve as a bridge between the global and the local. In terms
of mediating global programs for regional security, regional institutions are
beginning to play a pivotal role in global governance. The region in which
supranational institutional development is most advanced is Europe. Be-
ginning with the European Coal and Steel Community, mutual gain
through economic cooperation was the central dynamic in the formation
first of the European Economic Community, then European Community
and now the European Union (EU). Since the European Union’s formation
in 1993, membership has expanded from twelve to twenty-five, with more
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countries applying to join. Enlargement, once laughed at by detractors,
demonstrated the attraction of economic security in numbers—especially
for the smaller European states.

The European Council of Ministers, European Commission and Parlia-
ment have acquired some of the sovereign functions of member states. The
EU can enact binding laws with regard to welfare provision, human rights,
minimum wages, environmental standards, food safety standards and
more. After failing at its formation in 1993 to deal effectively with the
breakup of the former Yugoslavia, the EU has matured as a regional secur-
ity actor. The EU is moving toward a ‘‘security community’’ in Europe in
which the Union rather than member states acting as sovereign entities
pursues a European foreign policy and, increasingly, a security role. Mark-
ing this new ‘‘self-awareness,’’ an EU peacekeeping force was stationed in
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia in 2003 to stabilize the coun-
try after a brief civil war in 2001. A measure of the resolve to assert ‘‘Euro-
pean’’ security interests, the EU now maintains two 1,500-strong
multinational ‘‘rapid response’’ battlegroups to deal with strategic and hu-
manitarian crises—in Europe but also in northern and sub-Saharan Africa.

Regional organizations are becoming increasingly active, perhaps in
recognition that an underresourced UN system needs assistance to imple-
ment its security mandate at the regional and national levels. The lesser-
known but influential Organization for Security and Co-operation in Eu-
rope (OSCE) is, write Nina Graeger and Alexandra Novosseloff, the most
extensive European security organization because it brings together Russia
as the successor to the Soviet Union with the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO) incorporating the United States and most EU members. In-
ternational institutions exist to foster shared norms or rules upon which
confidence and cooperation can be built. As the EU’s evolution demon-
strates, regional organizations can help to generalize norms across state
boundaries and bridge regional divisions. The OSCE’s mission is similarly
evolving from that of a facilitator of security dialogue and democratization
to active participant in the business of peacekeeping. According to Graeger
and Novosseloff, the organization ‘‘is the most important norm-building
organization in Europe,’’ but this effectiveness is limited by renewed geo-
strategic rivalry between the United States and Russia.34

The Deterritorialization of Security

Globalization increases the potency of transnational linkages and ex-
poses national societies to a greater array of international shocks and
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security risks. Internally, many new states face the twin challenges of de-
veloping viable political institutions while competing for survival in a hyp-
erglobalizing global economy. This is a challenge not just for the Global
South but for the developed world—in short, it is a global human security
challenge. This globalization of security demands a new framework of
analysis and a new approach to governing these challenges, but there are
questions as to the serviceability of human security as constructed by the
UN. This chapter has argued that the security challenges confronting
human societies are of such a scale that no one state, however large, can
address them in isolation. Yet the scope for debate about appropriate gover-
nance responses seems unlimited.

Analysis of the idea of human security and of UN and regional human
security agendas would be incomplete without first canvassing crucial the-
oretical starting points and perspectives with which to frame international
and global social relations. The next chapter therefore explores the possi-
ble meanings of human security in theory and practice. Pursuing an eclec-
tic approach, this chapter proposes that human security can best be
conceived as a creative synthesis reflecting a diversity of ideas organized
around common questions and shared concerns.





CHAPTER 2

The Alchemy of Peace:

Elementary Studies on

Humans and Security

Wars and different kinds of fighting have always occurred in
the world since God created it. . . . It is something natural
among human beings. No nation and no race (generation) is free
from it.

—Ibn Khaldun

We seek peace—enduring peace. More than an end to war, we
want an end to the beginning of all wars—yes, an end to this
brutal, inhuman and thoroughly impractical method of settling
differences. The once powerful, malignant Nazi state is crum-
bling, the Japanese warlords are receiving, in their own home-
land, the retribution for which they asked when they attacked
Pearl Harbor. But the mere conquest of our enemies in not
enough. We must go on to do all in our power to conquer the

39



40 chapter 2

doubts and the fears, the ignorance and the greed, which made
this horror possible.

—Franklin D. Roosevelt

Without lasting peace, the basic infrastructure of human well-being can-
not be put in place and secured. Despite reasoned argument against con-
flict, however, the idea that war is endemic to human society is deeply
embedded in the intellectual history of humankind. So too is the notion
that humans are instinctively aggressive and that human aggression can be
restrained or defeated only by overwhelming power. From a normative
view, political violence is caused by the absence of economic justice and
human rights, while from a materialist view, the nature of the real world
works against the realization of ideals. The essential building blocks of po-
litical stability are widely known, but geography, historical experience and
historical accident conspire against the dream of lasting peace. And while
there are increasing constraints upon the threat and use of force, there is
no single or simple prescription for lasting peace both within and between
states.

There is wide disagreement between different schools of thought as to
how durable peace can be achieved and preserved at the local and interna-
tional level. Distinctions between realism and idealism place idealists at a
disadvantage because the default assumption in international affairs is that
realists are in tune with the world as it is while idealists naively pursue an
unattainable utopian future.1 The dichotomy is misleading because realists
are not devoid of ideals and many idealists believe their ideals to be very
practical. The search for a theoretical basis for human security is thus not
a matter of negating realism or idealism but of seeking agreement between
scholars and practitioners as to how the goal of enduring peace can be
achieved in practice.

BETWEEN REALISM AND IDEALISM

In the stark logic of traditional or realist security studies, peace is interpre-
ted as the absence of armed conflict or war and can only be sustained if
states maintain sufficient armed force to deter or repulse an attack by one
or more hostile powers. This realist view of the nature of international rela-
tions spans both international relations theory and foreign policy practice.
As Henry Kissinger, former U.S. secretary of state and national security
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adviser in the Nixon and Ford administrations, writes in his landmark
study of twentieth-century history, Diplomacy (1995),

Nations have pursued self-interest more frequently than high-minded prin-
ciple, and have competed more than they have cooperated. There is little
evidence to suggest that this age-old mode of behavior has changed, or that
it is likely to change in the decades ahead.2

Wilson and Kissinger were not, however, so far apart in their reading of
international affairs. Wilson’s Fourteen Points emphasize the role of moral-
ity, fair dealing and justice in relations between states. Though referring
to events and issues long forgotten, his prescriptions can be distilled for
contemporary relevance. Point one argues for transparency in diplomatic
dealings; points two and three call for freedom of movement and for trade
between nations to be free. Point four, recognizing the role of arms races
in fostering suspicion and mistrust, calls for arms limitation. Points five
through thirteen specify self-determination as the basis of political legiti-
macy within states and that state boundaries should be so arranged as to
reflect the popular will. The fourteenth point sets out a case of the League
of Nations, which, as discussed in chapter 1, proved largely ineffectual.

Kissinger argues that the United States was a moral force for good in
the world, and responsibility fell to it for establishing and maintaining in-
ternational order after 1945. The old European imperial order, he argues,
was built upon the amoral principles of realpolitik, which defines security
as a simple compound: power plus interest. The consequence of cumula-
tive calculations of interest was a breakdown in the European balance of
power that propelled Europe’s descent into war. Wilson thought his pre-
scription would modify an international system that was all but destroyed
by the crude exercise of power. Against this backdrop of European failings,
Kissinger portrays U.S. foreign policy during the Cold War as an attempt
to balance moral considerations with the dictates of strategic and political
reality—an uneasy but necessary compromise. Though ambivalent about
Wilsonian idealism, which, he alleges, created a tension between the appli-
cation of principle and the exercise of power that constrained U.S. foreign
policy and that favored the status quo, Kissinger remains convinced that a
moral foreign policy is both possible and necessary.

Kissinger is condemned by his critics as an arch-realist and for being as
amoral as the diplomats of the ‘‘Old Europe’’ he condemns. Among those
who brook no compromise between legal and moral considerations and
the politics of self-interest, Kissinger is a war criminal who will never be
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brought to trial for the death and suffering allegedly caused by the exercise
of American power across the developing world. International human
rights lawyer and advocate Geoffrey Robertson in his book, Crimes against
Humanity (2002), declares diplomacy, the craft at which Kissinger ex-
celled, ‘‘the antithesis of justice.’’3 Looking into the dawn of a new era of
liberal internationalism, Fukuyama paints Kissinger as yesterday’s states-
man whose ideas had conditioned a generation of State Department and
Defense Department officials to the detriment of U.S. interests in a world
of rising economic interdependence. Yet economics has not displaced poli-
tics in the way that liberal internationalists had hoped. As discussed in
chapter 1, the conditions for lasting peace are absent in many parts of the
globe. ‘‘Great power rivalry’’ also did not dissipate with the collapse of the
Soviet Union but has re-emerged in a new multipolar world.

Realism and neorealism flourished in the United States during the Cold
War, but the realist worldview was stated definitively before the end of the
Second World War by Hans Morgenthau in his classic Politics among Na-
tions: The Struggle for Power and Peace, first published in 1945. Addressing
both liberal and Marxist interpretations of international affairs, Morgen-
thau asserts that politics must be treated as an ‘‘autonomous’’ area of study,
separate from economics or law, because politics operates according to the
objective law of political self-interest to which economic and legal con-
cerns are peripheral. Distinguishing the academic study of realism from
the realities of international diplomacy, Morgenthau stresses that interna-
tional order is not served by one nation asserting the universality of its
national values as the United States was then doing. His first principle of
political realism, however, that interest equals power, by reducing politics
to a simple power/interest calculation, leaves much scope for interpretation
and abuse.

In the logic of post-1945 U.S. foreign policy, if U.S. power could be
used to make the world more secure, then this world should reflect Ameri-
can values. International security was thus linked directly to proselytizing
liberal ideology, and, as discussed, a set of institutions was created that
embodied American ideals cast as universal values. Realists, however, and
historical realists in particular, are instinctively skeptical about the pros-
pects for achieving durable peace through international cooperation of any
kind beyond temporary alliances of convenience. ‘‘International politics,’’
Morgenthau believes, ‘‘cannot be reduced to legal rules and institutions.’’
According to this logic of international relations, rules and institutions,
when needs dictate, should be set aside in the interests of national secur-
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REALISMS OLD AND NEW

Realism and National Security

• Humans are naturally predisposed to use violence to achieve politi-
cal ends.

• All politics is fundamentally about the pursuit of power.
• In international relations the national interest equals power.
• The state is the fundamental unit of international relations.
• States are rational actors and can be expected to act rationally

when statesmen pursue their national interests.
• War is a rational instrument of state policy.
• States maximize their chances of survival through military alliances

and the accumulation of military power.

Neorealism and World Order

• The international system comprises self-interested states.
• Anarchy is the defining feature of this system.
• States seek to maximize their security through the accumulation of

power.
• Power derives from the possession of superior material capabilities.
• The balance of power constrains state behavior and sustains a mea-

sure of structure and stability in the interstate system.
• War is a corrective mechanism by which power imbalances are

rectified.
• A general war is least likely when one state, a hegemon, achieves a

preponderance of power but does not seek world dominion.

ity—which is what the United States has chosen to do throughout the era
of American hegemony to the present day.

Realism’s moral force depends upon an image of international environ-
ment cast negatively as a source of potential harm against which states
must frame their security policies and act individually or through strategic
alliances to reduce the risk of attack. Peace through strength is the realist
dictum that dominated the study of international relations after World War
Two. In this Darwinian struggle for survival, security is gained through the
accumulation of strength measured as tangible military assets, with varying
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degrees of importance attached to a nation’s economic base. In Theories of
International Relations (1979), Kenneth Waltz argues that the nuclear bal-
ance between the USSR and the United States, rather than being a source of
global insecurity, was responsible for the avoidance of superpower military
confrontation. Accepting the liberal premise that human society had
evolved to a point where war was counterproductive, Waltz believes that
the prospect of species extinction focused the minds of decision makers
more so than concern for international laws or humanitarian principles.
Peace ensues from an orderly system or society of sovereign states where
stability is preserved by overlapping and often interlocking global and re-
gional power balances of limited durability. The creation of a world state,
he surmises, is unlikely, and any move to create such a state would be ac-
companied by a global civil war as interests compete to control the vast
power resources concentrated at the center.4

Realism and structural realism, or neorealism, leave us with few
pointers as to how human security objectives might be achieved without
subordinating human security to national security and to global stability
conceived as a rough equivalence of material power. The use of military
force conceived by realists and neorealists alike as a rational instrument of
policy is an essential corrective to aggression by states seeking to overturn
the interstate system. Yet an interstate system populated with rational state
actors behaving according to rational calculations of self-interest is no
guarantee of human survival in an era of nuclear proliferation. Nineteenth-
century German military strategist Karl von Clausewitz is famous for the
dictum that war is ‘‘an act of policy’’ and ‘‘merely the continuation of policy
by other means.’’5

Yet World War One demonstrated how states acting rationally accord-
ing to the rules of the European balance of power system could launch
themselves into a grinding war of attrition that proved a costly and, for the
most part, futile exercise. The creative potential of an entire generation of
Europeans was squandered. Military historian John Keegan writes in A His-
tory of Warfare (1991), ‘‘the First World War was . . . an extraordinary, a
monstrous cultural aberration, an unwitting decision by Europeans . . . to
turn Europe into a warrior society.’’6 The origins of the Great War are thus
to be found not merely in shifting power balances but in the cultures of
European states that spent the preceding decade preparing for the inevi-
table.
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SUBJECTIVE SECURITY

The realist notion that security is contingent on the favorable workings of
power relations between states downplays the crucial role of ideas in shap-
ing international policy. What we know as international or global affairs is
constituted by states and institutions, but these structures are populated
by human beings who make decisions based upon imperfect information
and who are subject to an array of human and social pressures. Realist his-
torians admit that psychological factors have an important part to play in
shaping official actions. Wars, according to historian Geoffrey Blainey,
occur simply because one state miscalculates its relative military power
and presses an assumed strategic advantage over a perceived enemy. War
determines the accuracy of power perceptions.7

Writing before postmodernism burst onto the intellectual scene, Robert
Jervis examined the role of subjectivity in international affairs, focusing on
the thinking processes of political decision makers in his landmark Percep-
tion and Misperception in International Politics (1976). Jervis argues that we
are predisposed to view the world in terms of our own experiences and to
assimilate new information into our existing views and beliefs. A pessimis-
tic view of human nature and entrenched suspicions of peoples with differ-
ing value systems creates the danger that unnecessary force might be used
to resolve a dispute or head off an anticipated challenge to a state’s inter-
ests, whether or not such a challenge is likely. Decision makers in an anar-
chic system assume the worst, leading to misreading of others’ intentions
with regard to security and military affairs. An arms buildup by one state
is automatically inferred by onlookers to have damaging implications and
is read as an intention to wage war. This is the classic security dilemma
in which the ‘‘imperatives’’ of military strategy create their own strategic
momentum leading to war—as occurred in August 1914.8 Subjective
human conceptions of external reality thus, ironically, ‘‘construct’’ the
threat against which national resources are mobilized and transform pre-
diction into self-fulfilling prophecy.

U.S.-led interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan were predicated on one
paradoxical element of realist logic—that in an imperfect world, force is
necessary to restrain aggression. After 9/11, the Bush administration con-
ceived a global terror threat constituted by a world of interlocking Islamist
terror groups guided by Osama Bin Laden and sponsored by rogue states:
Iran, Iraq and North Korea, dubbed the ‘‘Axis of Evil’’ in an allusion to the
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alliance of Nazi Germany, Italy and Japan in World War Two. The solution
to the threat was to transform the Middle East by turning Iraq into a model
Arab democracy and by working with friendly governments to defeat Is-
lamist groups operating across the region and into North Africa. In casting
this campaign as a struggle between good and evil, the U.S. government
ignored the myriad local political circumstances that fueled sectarian and
ethnic conflicts and that created a groundswell of popular support for Is-
lamists. In casting the war on terror as a fundamental struggle between
good and evil, the United States missed opportunities to minimize the in-
fluence of Islamists in an otherwise moderate Islamic world and ignored
the underlying causes of political discontent and violence.9

Security is a battleground of ideas where the principles of human secur-
ity set out by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) meet
with hostile reception. The metaphor of the battleground is entirely appro-
priate as, in times of national crisis such as 9/11 and after in the United
States, opponents of the ill-conceived use of force against Iraq were pillo-
ried in the public domain. Barry Buzan argues that rival conceptions of
security reflect tensions between idealist and realist worldviews.10 But is
there an unbridgeable gulf between idealist and realist conceptions of se-
curity? Realists (materialists) and idealists (constructivists) differ accord-
ing to the priorities by which they order international politics. As
Alexander Wendt argues, ‘‘Materialists and idealists tend to understand the
impact of ideas differently. Materialists privilege causal relationships, ef-
fects, and questions; idealists privilege constitutive relationships, effects,
and questions.’’11 However, it is useful to consider a further distinction be-
tween philosophical idealists (constructivists) concerned with the con-
struction of reality and moral idealists who assert objective rights and
wrongs. To view realism and idealism as polar opposites denies the capac-
ity of realists to express ideals and reinforces the orthodox view in interna-
tional relations that idealists are unrealistic. Idealism with a capital I refers
specifically to a movement in international relations that traces its policy
origins to Wilson and its intellectual origins to the ideas of eighteenth-
century Prussian philosopher Immanuel Kant. Kant’s views on ‘‘perpetual
peace,’’ what we might understand today as durable security, were a prag-
matic compromise between the harsh realities of relations between states
and the constitutive elements of peace. Paradoxes abound when seeking to
compare and contrast idealist and realist positions.

If life, as seventeenth-century English philosopher Thomas Hobbes
wrote, ‘‘is nasty, brutish and short,’’ we might surmise that war arises from
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KANT’S PRINCIPLES OF PERPETUAL PEACE

1. No treaty of peace shall be held valid in which there is tacitly re-
served matter for a future war.

2. No independent states, large or small, shall come under the domin-
ion of another state by inheritance, exchange, purchase or donation.

3. Standing armies (miles perpetuus) shall in time be totally abolished.
4. National debts shall not be contracted with a view to the external

friction of states.
5. No state shall by force interfere with the constitution or government

of another state.
6. No state shall, during war, permit such acts of hostility which would

make mutual confidence in the subsequent peace impossible: such
are the employment of assassins (percussores), poisoners (venefici),
breach of capitulation, and incitement to treason (perduellio) in the
opposing state.

First Definitive Article for Perpetual Peace

The civil constitution of every state should be republican.

Second Definitive Article for a Perpetual Peace

The law of nations shall be founded on a federation of free states.

Third Definitive Article for a Perpetual Peace

The law of world citizenship shall be limited to conditions of universal
hospitality.

the innate tendency of humans to fight each other rather than cooperate.
According to Hobbes, war was the natural condition of human relations,
altered only by the threat of greater force at the hands of the state.12 Yet
this is not so far removed from Immanuel Kant’s argument that ‘‘the state
of peace among men living side by side is not the natural state (status natu-
ralis); the natural state is one of war.’’ While conflict is interspersed with
periods of peace, there is always, says Kant, the ‘‘unceasing threat of war.’’
Consequently, without a political order of some form there can be no hope
of peace between people or states. The point of difference, however, is in
the basis of order. The Hobbesian materialist view is that peace can be
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achieved only by the restraining threat of countervailing force—the classic
realist position. Kant the moral philosopher thought a world government
impossible and instead favored a world federation of states in which gov-
ernments agreed to set aside differences and to abide by a common set of
moral principles.13

CONDITIONAL PEACE

Human security is a concept framed in opposition to traditional or realist
notions of state-centric security but which, in its manifestations in official
policy, is drawn inexorably toward neorealist prescriptions. Indeed,
human security in practice tends, argues Mohammed Nuruzzaman, to fol-
low a neorealist ‘‘problem-solving’’ and reform-oriented path.14 Yet this is
done in the interests of promoting justice and enhancing order rather than
to maintain a barely tolerable status quo. Kant attempted to reconcile ideas
and ideals with material realities to argue a pragmatic case for a gradual
reshaping of international order. Pragmatism need not therefore be treated
as a dirty word by idealists any more than idealism should be treated as
nonsense by political realists. In a practical sense, human security can be
said to derive from certain structural and normative conditions. For Kant,
the nature of states, their system of government, and orientation toward
the outside world were crucial factors affecting international peace. From
a normative perspective, Kant argued that fair dealing, trust and respect for
the dignity of humans were enabling values that increased the prospects
for peaceful relations between states.

Getting the ‘‘right’’ form of government at the nation-state level remains
a significant challenge in much of the contemporary world. There are myr-
iad factors that shape the internal security environment—including trans-
national security linkages. States are not unitary in that they
predominantly comprise ethnically and culturally diverse peoples, and, as
Buzan argues, cultural communities can form identity groups that span
state borders and that can be both a security challenge to the state and a
focus for state oppression.15 This is not to argue that ethnic diversity is a
source of political weakness or to suggest therefore that states should aban-
don multiculturalism or feel emboldened in assimilating ‘‘troublesome’’
minorities. In developing countries where the ‘‘idea of that state’’ is chal-
lenged, large economic inequalities easily become a source of friction be-
tween the state and those on the margins. Where economic resources are
poor or underexploited, and where political divisions are deepened by
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competition over land, the potential for rivalry to escalate into armed con-
flict is increased. An unraveling of the consensus that brought the state
together in the first place leads, in the worst cases such as Sudan, Burma
and Colombia, to endemic conflict.

There are empirical connections between the prevalence of poverty, dis-
ease, lawlessness, illiteracy and poor nutrition, environmental degradation
and lack of access to modern communications technologies on the one
hand, and authoritarian or brutal totalitarian regimes, war, political op-
pression and genocide on the other. The State Failure Task Force lists a
series of conditions or factors that can lead, in combination, to state failure
occasioned by political violence.16 However useful such measurements in
framing our understanding of complex causality and in providing early
warnings of impending conflict, the construct ‘‘state failure’’ is open to

THE RISK OF ARMED CONFLICT

The risk of political violence is increased within states where there is:

• An authoritarian or repressive government in power.
• Sustained political and economic discrimination against distinct so-

cial groups.
• Regular and severe use of force by the state against its political op-

ponents.
• A strong sense of group identity among the victims of discrimination

and state-sanctioned violence.
• Cohesiveness within and even among groups suffering discrimina-

tion.
Source: Barbara Harff and Ted Gurr, Ethnic Conflict in World Politics, 2004.

Risk variables for political violence include:

• Low quality of life measured by child and maternal mortality rates.
• High population density leading to intense resource competition.
• Partial democratic or full democratic government.
• Limited engagement with the international economy.
• Proximity to violent conflicts.

Source: Ted Gurr et al., State Failure Task Force: Phase III Findings, 2000.
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abuse—for example, when used to justify preemptive intervention either
by the international community or by neighboring states when failure is
far from imminent. Strategic necessity was used by the United States to
justify military interventions in Central America to eliminate socialist re-
gimes during the Cold War. Indonesia’s invasion of East Timor in 1975
was similarly justified by claims that political trends indicated a high risk
that the country was falling into Communist hands after Portugal’s sudden
withdrawal. State failure is not free from the risk of selective interpretation.

One difficulty with the State Failure Task Force Report (2000) is its mea-
surement of ‘‘ethnic war.’’ The category ‘‘ethnic war’’ implies that fault lines
in ethnically diverse states affected by internal conflict reflect the bound-
aries of ethnic identity. Yet ethnic identity and ethnic solidarity are not
necessarily one and the same. Some of the fiercest wars of the past two
centuries were fought between peoples for whom similarities outweighed
differences.17 World War One might be interpreted as a European civil war
fought between countries with a shared cultural, religious and political
heritage and linked by royal marriage. The genocide of an estimated
800,000 Tutsi Rwandans was perpetrated by people of the same ethnicity
but taught to identify themselves as Hutu under Belgian colonial rule. The
long-running war of secession between the Karen National Union (KNU)
and the Burmese state is complicated by the split between the separatist
Christian KNU and the Democratic Buddhist Karen Army (DBKA) fighting
for the government (see chapter 4).

In time of national crisis, appeals to particularistic ethnic identity cast
as national identity can have mass appeal. Former Serbian president Slobo-
dan Milošević exploited ethnic rivalries and historical memory to win and
hold onto political power. During the 1990s, atrocities in the Balkans were
commonly attributed to historic ethnic hatreds. But, as Valere Philip Gag-
non found in his study of wars of secession from the former Yugoslavia,
many Serbs refused to be conscripted to fight on behalf of Serb minorities
in Croatia and Bosnia.18 To argue that solidarity is a function of shared
ethnicity is to glaze over the machinations of ambitious and unscrupulous
politicians or the catalytic influence of racially motivated state-sanctioned
violence. It is the absence or failure of mechanisms by which to resolve
identity differences and ensure equity across ethnic boundaries that often
propels competitors toward armed confrontation, or, as Gagnon puts it,
the real struggle in so-called ethnic conflicts is the struggle for ‘‘homoge-
nous political space’’ driven by the dominant model of political organiza-
tion: the sovereign territorial nation-state.19
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Thus the international community faces a dilemma: to intervene or not
to intervene when a security crisis looms. Intrastate conflicts have the po-
tential, like wildfires, to jump across borders into neighboring states. Bu-
zan’s analysis of ‘‘security complexes’’ explains how the movement of
insurgent groups across state borders or the deliberate mobilization of
transborder minorities to wage war by antagonistic governments or insur-
gent movements increases the likelihood of interstate conflict. Even the
mere existence of armed conflicts among regional neighbors can heighten
the level of conflict risk sensitivity. Thus geographically distant conflicts
have the potential to spread and engulf entire regions unless corrective
measures are taken either by states bordering on conflict zones or by the
international community. The term security community connotes a group
of neighboring states whose security interests are indistinguishable be-
cause the insecurity of one state affects all others. For such a community
to function, there needs to be some agreed basis upon which neighbors are
empowered to act to prevent the ‘‘contagion’’ of war from spreading.

Realists argue that stability at the national or regional level is no guar-
antee of peace. According to Waltz, ‘‘Saying that stable states make for a
stable world amounts to no more than saying that order prevails if most
states are orderly. But even if every state were stable, the world of states
might not be.’’20 The twentieth century offers cautionary notes for peace
and development studies analysts assessing the complexities of conflict.
While the risk factors detailed above do much to explain the persistence of
conflict in the developing world, it should be remembered that World War
One and World War Two were fought between economically advanced
countries with relatively high standards of literacy and life expectancy.
Germany was a major industrial power by 1914 but one that had been
turned into a military camp by decades of militarization. It should also be
remembered that Adolf Hitler and the German National Socialist Party
were electorally popular and, though never winning a majority, secured the
largest number of votes at elections in 1932 and 1933. Hitler and the Nazis
then subverted parliamentary processes to seize absolute power in 1934.
Even in countries that score highly on all or most development indicators,
the possibility of a lapse into armed aggression cannot be eliminated en-
tirely.

Globalization alters the landscape of conflict and amplifies internal
struggles within states. Soviet disintegration flattened out temporarily a
downward trend in the incidence of armed conflicts since the end of the
Cold War. International interventions contained conflicts in the former Yu-
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goslavia in the 1990s, and preemptive peaceful intervention saved the For-
mer Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia from the fate of its neighbors,
Croatia, Bosnia and Serbia. This much gave cause for optimism in that,
because we live in a globalizing interconnected, even interdependent,
world, the desire for peace is stronger. Yet there are many seemingly intrac-
table conflicts that predate the Cold War and are not new, despite sharing
many of the characteristics of Mary Kaldor’s new wars. The origins of civil
wars, secessionist struggles, intracommunal wars and intercommunal wars
across Africa and Asia can be traced to the arbitrary formation of colonial
states and fundamental disagreement over the terms of decolonization.
Kaldor, looking back at the tragedies of Eastern Europe in the 1990s, con-
cedes that war remains an ever-present risk. Qualifying the optimistic view
that war can be limited—even controlled—she warns that ‘‘war, like slav-
ery can always be reinvented.’’21 Reviewing the history of war, Keegan con-
cludes that ‘‘the effort at peacemaking is motivated not by calculation of
political interest but by repulsion from the spectacle of what war does.’’22

For historical realists such as Blainey, this psychological truism ensures
that peace remains a ‘‘wasting asset.’’

THE ECONOMICS OF PEACEFUL COEXISTENCE

The search for a workable formula for human security must, despite the
objections of realists, consider the real intersections of economics and poli-
tics. A major element of 1990s liberal triumphalism was the idea that eco-
nomics had supplanted politics. Yet for liberals and Marxists, economics
and politics have always been two sides of the same coin. Norman Angell,
author of the controversial and frequently misconstrued book, The Great
Illusion (1912), argued that the use of military power in an economically
‘‘interdependent’’ world was irrational. His conclusions have since been
frequently derided by realists who assert that World War One negated
Angell’s thesis. Yet, as Angell himself makes clear, his book was ‘‘not a plea
for the impossibility of war . . . but for its futility.’’23 Angell makes the rea-
sonable evolutionary point that given the level of interdependence already
in evidence between Britain, France and Germany, war threatened to de-
stroy rather than enhance the economic interests of each. Subsequent
events did not disprove this observation. Two world wars eroded the foun-
dations of the European imperial order, weakened the British Empire, de-
stroyed Germany’s economy twice, and brought destruction and
humiliation upon Japan in 1945.
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Advancing the nineteenth-century Cobdenite view that free trade
would reduce the likelihood of war between nations, Angell was sanguine
about the human capacity to learn from past mistakes and to evolve toward
pacifism. For Marxist thinkers, however, free trade meant only the continu-
ation of capitalism to some future point when the world’s working classes
would rise up against the owners of capital and bring about a revolutionary
proletarian state. A global class war was inevitable, wrote Karl Marx and
Friedrich Engels in The Communist Manifesto (1848). ‘‘Freedom of com-
merce’’ would create a world market in which national differences would
dissolve, leaving only class as the line of division. Marx’s materialist read-
ing of history treated observable historical trends as predictive measures of
the future. Hence the assumption of inevitable class war on a global scale
that would conclude with the negation of war once and for all. Here was a
teleological argument that human history was driven by a struggle between
classes for supremacy. Proletarian revolution would result in the ‘‘dictator-
ship of the proletariat,’’ at which point class struggle would cease.24

For Marx and the Marxists, war is a necessary feature of capitalist inter-
state relations. States are the ‘‘agents of capital’’ and wage war to secure
economic advantage for their capitalist sponsors. Wars and financial crises
are symptomatic of contradictions within capitalism and a portent of capi-
talism’s demise. But, wrote Vladimir Lenin, some forms of war were ‘‘pro-
gressive’’—where they advanced the historical movement of class struggle.
Wars of colonization and wars between the most powerful states for con-
trol of the world economy were wars of imperialism—nothing more.25

Marxism manifested in its most aggressive, some would say perverted,
form in Soviet Russia and China, where Communist states waged wars
against their own people to root out capitalism and implant socialism.
Marxism also gained credence as a reform agenda rather than a revolution-
ary ideology in the late 1940s. Raúl Prebisch, an economist at the UN Eco-
nomic and Social Commission for Latin America (ESCLA) and from 1948
its director, developed an explanation as to why Latin American countries,
despite over a century of independence, had not modernized their econo-
mies but remained heavily dependent upon raw materials exports to and
investment from their former colonial overlords: Portugal for Brazil and
Spain for the remainder. While former colonial states enjoyed formal polit-
ical independence, in economic terms they were still ‘‘dependent’’ upon
their former colonial overlords for capital and markets. ‘‘Structural’’ eco-
nomic inequalities in the international system were a consequence of neo-
colonialism, in which former colonies were trapped in a pattern of
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commodity-dependent development. Dependencia, dependency theory in
the West, fit naturally into a Marxist worldview but became influential in
economic policy formulation across the developing world through the UN
Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), of which Prebisch be-
came secretary-general in 1964.

Ranged against neo-Marxist critiques of capitalism and Marxism-in-
formed development theory, Walt Whitman Rostow’s The Stages of Eco-
nomic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto (1960) set out a case for liberal
modernization. Rostow argues that subsistence agricultural societies can
be transformed in market-oriented meritocracies though the abandonment
of tradition and the promotion of individualist economic competition.26

Underdevelopment is a consequence of the failure to adopt the liberal
capitalist model and not a consequence of capitalist exploitation. Parallel-
ing Rostow’s model of economic modernization, the American political sci-
entist Samuel P. Huntington plots a path to political modernity. In Political
Order in Changing Societies (1968) he maps out the stages of political
growth or modernization. Theocracies occupy the lowest stage from which
societies escape by virtue of rising political participation, the development
of parliaments and the emergence of civil society. Importantly, however,
Huntington argues that democracy is neither a precondition nor an inevi-
table consequence of economic development.27 Despite this fine distinction
between Huntington and Rostow, the discourse of liberalism has synthe-
sized both positions into a template of desirable economic and political
transformation as manifest in the work of Fukuyama.

Claiming the authority of history, both Rostow and Huntington draw
lessons from nineteenth-century industrial Britain and the emergence of
parliamentary systems in Europe—but then again, so too did Marx. And
like Marxism, liberalism could not easily be transposed onto non-Euro-
pean societies in practice. Marxism and liberal capitalism appeared in
many guises in the twentieth century. Mao became the Asian Marx after
adopting Marxist ideology to a social context with no urban proletariat. In
post-1945 Japan and the industrializing states of East and Southeast Asia,
capitalism was managed through alliances between government and big
business. Politics tended to be monopolized by one or two large political
parties, which used the resources of state to entrench their domestic
power. Dubbed ‘‘the Asian Way,’’ this model of economic development fed
off highly personalized power networks, industrial policies that favored
bigger players and compliant labor movements. State-led industrialization
became the target of scathing Western critiques following the Asian crisis
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of 1997, seen largely to be the result of corrupt government–business rela-
tionships, and yet the Asian model, with its emphasis upon social order
and hierarchy, had proven enormously successful until that time.

Former World Bank adviser Joseph Stiglitz is scathing in his assessment
of the fiscal remedies meted out by the International Monetary Fund to
countries in economic difficulty. Stiglitz blames the IMF for the severity of
the Asian crisis and for the virtual collapse of the Russian economy in
1998. In Globalization and Its Discontents (2001), he lays out how the ide-
ology of free markets fails in practice because executives in New York and
Washington, London and Paris fail to take account of local circumstances
and instead presume that the adoption of universally ‘‘correct’’ economic
prescriptions will ensure economic stability leading to growth in the long
run. Stiglitz, like all liberal economists, believes that imperfections in
global economic governance can be ironed out by the correct application
of liberal principles.

Capitalism could be made to work if capitalism—the pursuit of eco-
nomic self-interest to be more specific—were both rule governed and gov-
erned by independent institutions. Yet, as Stiglitz acknowledges, the
groundswell of antiglobal, anticapitalist protest manifest against the World
Economic Forum from Seattle to Melbourne and Cancun demonstrates the
depth of public suspicion toward the world’s richest nations and the super-
rich.

HEGEMONY AND COUNTER-HEGEMONY

Richard Falk rehabilitates the Marxist idea of dialectical materialism, plac-
ing it front and center of his analysis of global order in Predatory Globaliza-
tion (1999). Falk observes the evolution of grassroots protest movements
into a transnational groundswell of demands for global political change.
Protest movements and localized resistance to transnational corporations
across Asia, Africa and Latin America, despite variations of circumstance
and motives, reflect common themes, namely, opposition to the operations
of transnational capital and attendant abuses of human rights. ‘‘Global civil
society’’ thus exists as a counter-hegemonic response to, in Falk’s words,
‘‘predatory globalization from above’’: led by the Western governments,
TNCs, the World Bank, and the IMF. In this ‘‘global dialectic’’ the agents
of ‘‘globalization from below’’ make use of new communications technolo-
gies to build transnational alliances to challenge the power of govern-
ments, corporations and international institutions. The aim of global civil
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society actors, according to Falk and other radical thinkers, must be to
force liberals and liberal institutions to ‘‘implement their rhetoric,’’ that is,
to be accountable for actions that run contrary to the principles of democ-
racy, freedom, rights and justice.28

Yet system shifts and system transformations are historically accompa-
nied by conflict. Political economist Robert Gilpin argues that extended
periods of world peace have been accompanied by the predominance of
one powerful state, a hegemon, committed to the preservation of interna-
tional order. When the hegemon’s power declines to a level where it cannot
maintain the established order, wars ensue to determine which state will
emerge to take its place.29 Revolutionary transformations led by fanatical
‘‘fantasists,’’ as Paul Berman points out in his extended essay Power and the
Idealists (2005), can culminate in a cycle of violence and repression as radi-
cals seize the power of the state to make inroads into all facets of public
and private life.30 Hegemonic and revolutionary changes are, as stressed in
chapter 1, thus often violent and traumatic processes that overturn estab-
lished value systems, causing massive societal dislocation.

Counter-hegemonists are prepared to tolerate necessary evils—political
violence, revolutionary war, subversion of established values and enforce-
ment of new, ‘‘alien’’ values—in pursuit of their utopian goals. The dissolu-
tion of an evil capitalist system, Marx believed, justified ‘‘despotic’’ actions
such as the seizure of private property.31 Ultraradical polemics such as Mi-
chael Hardt and Antonio Negri’s book, Empire (2000), offer no alternative
to the wholesale dismantling of capitalism—by violence if necessary. Shar-
ing the same historic sense of moment and movement, the authors cele-
brate revolutionary militancy with almost messianic fervor. From this
perspective the prescriptions for human security set down by the UN run
counter to the true nature of human security, which can only be realized in
a postcapitalist world. Development interventions, human rights regimes,
indeed the entire edifice of global order, are merely imperialist measures
designed to aid the survival of the ‘‘empire’’ and delay the historic move-
ment toward world revolution.32 Class war for the Marxists is both morally
just and historically inevitable.

The language of counter-hegemony should not, however, be read sim-
ply as the language of liberation. We should be careful not to presume that
realists are more prone to undermine the pursuit of global goods than
those espousing universal ideals. The latter point is made by Berman, who
draws explicit parallels between the revolutionary idealism of the Euro-
pean left in the 1970s, the zeal of Islamic idealists in Iran after the revolu-
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tion of 1979 and the totalitarianism of Nazi Germany in the 1930s. When
idealists become Berman’s ‘‘fantasists’’ driven by visions of a perfectible fu-
ture, political violence becomes justified to achieve utopian ends, and op-
ponents can be hurt or killed.

Where ideological extremists achieve control over the state, warns Ber-
man, people die in large numbers in the name of the revolution or justice
or God.33 Power can be a catalyst for an uncertain chain of political reac-
tions, and peace might be the least likely outcome from the violent pursuit
of ideological ends.

Many nonstate organizations mobilized around local and global
agendas today do not advocate sentiments that accord with Falk’s ideals. If
Islamism is, as Tariq Ali argues in Clash of Fundamentalisms (2002), an
understandable revolt against the evils of the American empire, then Islam-
ist militants form a violent wing of the same global counter-hegemonic
movement against capitalist imperialism. Harakat al-Muqawama al-Islami-
yya (the Islamic Resistance Movement), or Hamas for short, engages in so-
cial, political, military and terrorist activities. It is estimated that between
90 and 95 percent of the organization’s funding and activities are devoted
to social programs in the Palestinian Territories—Gaza and West Bank—
but the remainder is of greatest international concern.34 Hamas is commit-
ted to the eradication of the state of Israel and prosecutes this mission
through its Izz a-Din al-Qassam Brigades. Despite ambiguously stepping
back from this position after winning power in the Palestinian elections in
2006, Hamas remains linked to Islamist militants and to suicide attacks
against Israeli civilians.

REVOLUTIONARY MILITANCY

Militancy today is a positive, constructive, and innovative activity. . . .
This is the form in which we and all those who revolt against the rule of
capital recognize ourselves as militants today. Here is the strong novelty
of militancy today: it repeats the virtues of insurrectional action of two
hundred years of subversive experience. . . . This militancy makes resis-
tance into counterpower and makes rebellion into a project of love.

Source: Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, Empire, 2000.
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Hate and terror networks and transnational criminal organizations
weave the world together in uncivil ways that make us uncomfortable and
that do not presage the birth of global civil society. Laskar e-toiba, Laskar
Jihad, Harkat-ul-Mujahideen, Aussie Freedom Scouts, the Ku Klux Klan,
to name but a few, are antiliberal and paradoxically anticosmopolitan
transnational social and political movements. Preaching doctrines of reli-
gious and racial intolerance, they exploit international networks, use the
Internet to mobilize funding and support and could conceivably be
thought of as the dark side of global civil society.

As Moises Naim explains in Illicit (2005), many transnational nonstate
actors are exceedingly ‘‘uncivil.’’ The explosion in global crime exposes
many contradictions thrown up by the double-edged nature of globaliza-
tion. Though accounting for only a fraction of legal cross-border mobility,
these illegal or ‘‘illicit’’ movements are a direct corollary of the very techno-
logical advances lauded by globalists and need to be recognized as market-
oriented activities. For those engaged in the illicit movement of people,
involvement is not a matter of criminality, but rather, as Mark Findlay ar-
gues, of market choice. In the same way that we might look at membership
of Islamist militant organizations as a decision made in a context where
there are few other options for social progression or few alternative views
to counter the appeal of extremism, criminal activities are often a rational
response to desperate financial circumstances.

‘‘Uncivil society’’ poses a challenge not only to the theories and aspira-
tions of radical idealists, but to the functioning of the global liberal econ-
omy. Crime syndicates and gangs undermine political and public
institutions in countries where the roots of democratic governance are still
shallow or where deep-seated political divisions create opportunities for
criminals to buy influence and prosper from intrasocietal conflict. Colom-
bia in Latin America is a case in point, where coca production flourishes
in a country embroiled in a revolutionary war.35 Where people are denied
basic economic and social rights by virtue of government policy or as a
consequence of official corruption, the likelihood increases that some will
opt for a life of crime as a trafficker or money launderer, for example.36

Prescriptions for the threat of transnational or simply local crime bear
strong similarities to the structuralism of peace studies. Mark Findlay’s The
Globalization of Crime (1999) specified causal connections between pov-
erty, extreme inequality, lack of legitimate economic opportunity, frustra-
tion and seismic regime shifts as criminogenic factors. Where there is a
sufficient gap between rich and poor to make the rewards of illicit activity
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attractive to those on or near the bottom of the social scale or indeed where
‘‘revolutionary cause’’ justifies the trafficking of narcotics or people to fund
‘‘the struggle,’’ then people will make the ‘‘rational choice’’ to engage in
illicit activities. When regimes change sharply, such as the former Soviet
Union is changing, the trauma of the transition to a new set of values un-
dermines learned values of right and wrong behavior, leaving people at risk
of being drawn into criminal networks.37 Conflict zones are extreme cases
of social distress and unsurprisingly are breeding grounds for illicit busi-
ness, from looting to the trafficking of persons. Conflict avoidance and
crime prevention thus share a common ‘‘solution’’ in the form of sustain-
able economic development. But what level of equity and what measure of
justice makes development sustainable?

THE LANGUAGE OF SECURITY

Taking an ontological leap beyond Buzan’s efforts to broaden the definition
of security, the work of Michael Shapiro and Hayward Alker explores the
subjectivity of our interpretations of the world around us and the hege-
monic possibilities present in all-consuming ‘‘grand narratives’’ of secur-
ity.38 This constructivist/philosophical idealist critique of security studies
makes plain the role of culture and theory in constructing our social and
political reality. While expanding the definitions of security to encompass
humanitarian issues is a step in the right direction, conceptual gaps re-
main, especially in relation to gender.39 The index to the UN commission’s
report reads like an item list for a standard development project: conflict
resolution, education, poverty alleviation, refugee movements, health and
governance are long-standing UN concerns, but ironically, in addition to
the glaring omission of environmental issues, there is a lack of emphasis
upon the gender dimension of security.

If reality is what we choose to see, feminist writers are aware that gen-
der issues receive little attention in both liberal and unreconstructed Marx-
ist worldviews. Within feminism, by no means a homogenous field of
scholarly inquiry, there is utter frustration with the construction and dis-
cussion of an international agenda defined almost entirely by male politi-
cians, policy professionals and academics. Feminist writers on human
security foreground this gender dimension and draw attention to the
greater exposure of women to security risks ranging from systematic politi-
cal violence, systemic oppression and sexual exploitation.40

For the purpose of discussion, feminists are referred to collectively and
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feminism used to denote a view of international relations in which women
as opposed to humans are the referent of security. The feminist view is
concerned with development, justice, democracy and freedom, and femi-
nists are at pains to argue how the realist worldview ignores much of what
constitutes international relations. Morgenthau’s definition of power as
‘‘man’s control over the minds and actions of other men,’’ for example, en-
capsulates the chauvinism of political realism. Power in Morgenthau’s eyes
means political power embodied in the control of the state and the capacity
to apply overwhelming military force. Yet there are many forms of power.
Affiliative power is the power to organize and to build relationships, to
mobilize social movements, and to organize protest or resistance. ‘‘Empow-
erment’’ means the development of human capacities through education,
through the opportunity of employment, by lifting self-esteem, through
political awareness raising and by possession of the means to communicate
across distances.41 Counterpower in a feminist sense incorporates nonvio-
lent protest and information sharing across borders, by which power as
control can be circumvented and undermined.

Feminists highlight the limitations of security analysis drawn from a
narrow frame of reference and bring attention to the connections between
different and additional levels of security encompassing gender, family and
community. The language of power and security excludes questions of
gender because, argues Cynthia Enloe, traditionally the field of interna-
tional relations was exclusively a male domain, hence the priorities of the
discipline are shaped by male priorities. In Bananas, Beaches and Bases:
Making Feminist Sense of International Politics (1990), Enloe asserts, ‘‘Inter-
national politics has been impervious to feminist ideas precisely because
for so many centuries in so many cultures, it has been thought of as a typi-
cally ‘masculine’ sphere of life.’’ This is not a matter of a woman’s ‘‘chromo-
somes and menstrual cycle’’ but rather a consequence of ‘‘social processes
and structures’’ of subordination and exclusion. Dominance of masculine
views and values thus, she argues, leads to an acceptance of the inevitabil-
ity of war justified by a masculine assumption that the world is a violent
and volatile place against which people and states must be protected by
whatever means. On the centrality of violence in the construction of gen-
der roles and the gendered subjectivity of security risk, she argues,

When it’s a patriarchal world that is ‘‘dangerous’’, masculine men and femi-
nine women are expected to react in opposite but complementary ways. A
‘‘real man’’ will become the protector of such a world. He will suppress his
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own fears, brace himself and step forward to defend the weak, women and
children. In the same ‘‘dangerous world’’ women will turn gratefully and
expectantly to their fathers and husbands, real or surrogate. . . . Ideas of
masculinity have to be perpetuated to justify foreign-policy risk-taking.42

Taking the idea of human security into the local community and home,
Enloe points out how social constructions of gender roles ensure that
women are typecast as ‘‘carers’’ and ‘‘nurturers’’ without any attendant rec-
ognition of the significant economic value of their unpaid work. The ‘‘in-
ternational’’ is composed of many dimensions of human action, but the
overpowering emphasis upon military security, economics and liberal in-
stitution building leaves most of the canvas of international affairs unex-
plored.43 Feminist author Jan Pettman expresses the same concern about
the impoverished language and hence logic of political realism and eco-
nomic liberalism. Highlighting the gender dimension to international poli-
tics of cross-border movements, Pettman writes,

Mainstream international relations usually fails to pursue migration in-
cluding labor migration. . . . International relations and its international
political economy brothers are even less likely to analyze other kinds of
female work whose forms are increasingly internationalized. Women work
on the streets or in bars in a sex industry that is international both in mili-
tary and tourist prostitution and in the importation of ‘‘exotic’’ foreign
women to work in the local scene.44

The edifice of international relations is deconstructed by L. H. M. Ling
to reveal the persistence of masculinist worldviews in different and seem-
ingly contradictory models of views of world order.45 This is feminism cast
in its most radical anticapitalist and antiliberal light. Fundamental to this
radical view is the argument that liberal capitalism is inscribed with mas-
culine individualism, ensuring that women’s contributions, paid and un-
paid, as workers and as nurturers in the home, remain grossly
undervalued. The economic security of women thus depends upon a
system-level transformation, but one that begins with a reconstitution of
gendered power relations.

The neo-Marxist idea of a geographical division of labor retains explan-
atory force in a postcommunist, globalizing world. Irrespective of ideologi-
cal position, women are doubly disadvantaged by geography,
socioeconomic status and gendered social values. The exploitation of
women as low-wage workers in modern electronics factories in Malaysia is
encouraged by the Malaysian government’s belief that women are much
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FEMINISM AND IR THEORY

Realism removes ideology from its concept of power. States strive for
hegemony for power’s sake, realists argue, and that’s why power reigns
across time and space; it has nothing to do with ideas, beliefs, norms or
identities. Liberalism makes an opposite move by deleting power from
ideology. Liberal norms and institutions prevail, liberals tell us, because
they merit such prominence and not because they happen to serve
power interests. . . . Constructivism and IPE blinker us further by smug-
gling in Western hegemony while ostentatiously searching for ‘‘universal
concepts’’ and processes.

Source: L. H. M. Ling, ‘‘Global Presumptions,’’ 2006.

more dexterous than men, thus gendering assembly work as feminine.46

In the Philippines, where guest worker remittances from Filipino workers
overseas constitutes a significant foreign exchange inflow, the government
consciously promotes an image of Filipina workers as malleable and obedi-
ent domestic and factory workers. Price ‘‘incentives’’ perpetuate the exploi-
tation of women as cheap labor and commercial sex workers. According to
the Coalition Against the Trafficking of Women (CATW), young village
girls kidnapped or recruited from Burma or Thailand attract prices ranging
between US$18,000 and US$40,000 per head in Japan. Women exploit
women in many cases, but feminists argue the ‘‘benefits’’ of this exploita-
tion flow substantially to men as customers or shareholders.

But if radical feminists are suspicious of the entire liberal project, what
value should we attach to efforts to promote women’s rights through inter-
national law? The UN is agent and instrument of the liberal international
order, but without UN-sponsored research, awareness-raising campaigns
and funded gender empowerment programs, the cause of women’s rights
would be much retarded. Feminist critiques of the ‘‘framing’’ of world
order in the academy and beyond are directed in the main toward the West,
transnational capital and the state as an agent of transnational capital. As
with Falk, international institutions are seen as extensions of the state sys-
tem and likewise committed to the promotion of liberal capitalism and
masculine individualism. Feminism is thus a form of constructivism in
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which feminists call for a shift away from masculine framing of interna-
tional issues that they claim will bring about a larger measure of justice for
women. In this regard, global economic and social transformations benefit
feminism by creating new spaces for argument and action. As Virginia Var-
gas argues, globalization offers the opportunity for women to negotiate
new identities and to refashion social values in a world of flux.47

This, of course, assumes that women are empowered to negotiate. Radi-
cal feminism can be criticized for being as reductivist as political realism
in, for example, reducing all forms of conflict to competitive male power
relations. But war is gendered in that wars are perpetrated and fought
largely by men. Rape is widely used as a weapon of war by armies substan-
tially comprising men acting to exploit the vulnerability of women for stra-
tegic gain and sadistic enjoyment. The introduction of gender perspectives
into readings of international relations or strategic studies thus draws at-
tention to the nature of violence and of violence against women—which
intuitively appears to be increasing. It also highlights how the dynamics of
the international sphere impact differently according to gender and thus
lends weight to demands that international law and governance be re-
formed to acknowledge the injustices suffered by women.

COSMOPOLITAN FUTURES

Feminism magnifies the discriminatory nature of national and interna-
tional politics. With one notable exception, the corpus of traditional inter-
national relations is also silent on the issue of culture and cultural diversity
in world affairs. Already socially and economically marginalized by their
gender, women in oppressed cultural minorities endure a third degree of
disadvantage. In the same vein that feminists challenge liberals and realists
for assuming a gender-neutral universe, feminist writers but also progres-
sive liberals such as David Held draw attention to issues of cultural iden-
tity, racism and discrimination.

Cosmopolitanism encapsulates ideas of a higher moral order prior to
the state first expressed by ancient Greek philosophers. It encompasses not
only teleological ideas of ‘‘cultural convergence’’ and the arrival of a ‘‘global
village,’’ but also the ideal of cultural diversity and the possibility of peace-
ful accommodation between people of different cultures. U.S. presidents
since Wilson have voiced a cosmopolitan universalism founded upon uni-
versal values to which all societies irrespective of culture or religion are
supposed to aspire. Assertions of the ‘‘indivisibility’’ of rights carry the im-
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plicit message that all societies irrespective of religion, language and tradi-
tion share certain basic human values and ideals.

Where cultural issues enter into the realm of political realism, as in
Samuel Huntington’s The Clash of Civilizations (1997), cultural differences
are portrayed as impediments to regional and global cooperation. Indeed,
Huntington offers an enlargement of the ethnic war thesis that ethnic iden-
tity cast as ‘‘civilizational’’ identity manifests primordial ties that cannot be
diluted by rising economic interdependence. Defining the contours of a
post–Cold War world order, Huntington proposes a ‘‘civilizational para-
digm’’ to explain how states will in future coalesce not around political
ideology but around ‘‘civilization.’’ In this frame of thought, cultures are
clearly bounded, permitting generalizations about ‘‘East’’ and ‘‘West’’ and
distinctions between ‘‘Asian’’ and ‘‘Confucian.’’ He argues that, ‘‘For the
first time in history, global politics has become multipolar and multicivili-
zational.’’48 Huntington advances the neorealist view that globalization im-
pels global economic integration but also the assertion of difference:

People define themselves in terms of ancestry, religion, language, history,
values, customs, and institutions. They identify with cultural groups:
tribes, ethnic groups, religious communities, nations, and at the broadest
level, civilizations.49

Cultural traditions thus generate ‘‘natural’’ political dividing lines—or so
Huntington would have us believe. Culture leads economics and politics,
hence ‘‘multicivilizational’’ regional groupings are doomed to fail—which
means that efforts by Australia to integrate with its Asian neighbors, for
example, are futile simply because Australia’s core Anglo-Irish cultural tra-
ditions are incompatible with those of the Asian region. ‘‘The roots of eco-
nomic cooperation,’’ Huntington argues, ‘‘are in cultural commonality.’’50

Huntington took aim at economic liberals who, for reasons already dis-
cussed, secured the moral high ground in the 1990s. However, the pessi-
mistic message in his work was that rivalry and conflict, not international
cooperation, would drive relations between states in the post–Cold War
world. Neorealist cosmopolitans of a liberal persuasion are more optimis-
tic. As the foremost authority on international cooperation, Robert Keo-
hane writes in After Hegemony (2005), ‘‘Despite the persistence of discord,
world politics is not a state of war. States do have complementary interests,
which make certain forms of cooperation potentially beneficial.’’51 He goes
on,

If international politics were a state of war, institutionalized patterns of in-
ternational agreement that we observe on issues as diverse as trade, finan-
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cial relations, health, telecommunications, and environmental protection
would be absent.52

There were over 300 intergovernmental organizations at the start of the
twenty-first century, indicating a high level of agreement between states
about common interests with regard to trade, investment, the environment
and the regulation of an increasingly complex global economy. The extent
to which this means the eventual disappearance of borders or global eco-
nomic integration is debatable. Marx argued that capitalism was dissolving
national barriers between the working and middle classes. Paradoxically,
the liberal business analyst Kenichi Ohmae argued the same in his contro-
versial book The End of the Nation State (1996). Where Keohane interprets
the increasingly complex web of global and regional institutions, rules and
laws as evidence that cooperation is possible in the midst of an anarchic
system, market cosmopolitans like Ohmae disdain the role of governments
and institutions. A classic example of the liberal cultural convergence the-
sis is the claim by Ohmae that capitalism is diluting cultural taste to create
a world of global consumers with homogeneous consumer preferences de-
fined by Western cultural and material brand names.53

For those who believe in the transformative potential of international
politics, from radicals like Falk to political liberals like David Held, cul-
tural differences can be overcome, not by economic forces, but by seeking
common ground—or pragmatic compromise. Stephanie Lawson argues for
a dilution of false cultural dichotomies and an end to unhelpful distinc-
tions between universalism and relativism. In refashioning the ways in
which we think and speak about culture it is possible to ‘‘transcend’’ but
not to ‘‘negate’’ difference.54 Held argues that states and international orga-
nizations must and can be transformed to become truly representative of a
global public, more democratic and thus better equipped to govern in the
interests of humankind. Resolving ‘‘accountability deficits’’ at the UN,
World Bank, World Trade Organization and IMF—Held’s primary con-
cern—would be a step in the right direction. But so too would the bridging
of cultural divides: between East and West, Christian and Muslim, indige-
nous and nonindigenous. Cosmopolitanism for Held is a pursuit of better
understanding across cultures in support of global rules and a global moral
order. It is

the capacity to mediate between national cultures, communities of fate and
alternative styles of life. It aims to disclose the basis for dialogue with the
traditions and discourses of others with the aim of expanding the horizons
of one’s own framework of meaning and prejudice.55
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Material forces are, from a political cosmopolitan view, impelling states
toward greater cooperation. Ulrich Beck (1999) and Anthony Giddens
(1999) stress the pervasiveness of individual insecurity in a world where
the pillars of modernity are crumbling, creating a new dynamic of transna-
tional cooperation mobilized around shared perceptions of ‘‘manufac-
tured’’ risk. ‘‘World risk society,’’ wrote Beck, is a global society that
coheres around the myriad uncertainties affecting our everyday lives, be
they economic uncertainties arising from the insecurity of employment in
a volatile global economy, uncertainty as to the safety of the food we eat or
fears of global warming.56 In a world of multiplying risks, most of which
are created—hence Giddens’s term manufactured—by humans, Beck ar-
gues that self-interest is directly aligned with the global common interest
and that this dynamic can transform global governance:

At the start of the third millennium the maxim of realpolitik—that national
interests must be pursued by national means—needs to be replaced by the
maxim of cosmopolitan realpolitik, namely ‘‘the more cosmopolitan our
political life, the more national and successful it will be.’’ Only a politics
that is multilateral is capable of opening up unilateral options for action. If
global problems did not exist, they would have to be invented [emphasis
added], as they create a common transnational context.57

Prescriptions for human security thus differ markedly according to ideol-
ogy or values. In practical and immediate terms, if security for people is
to be achieved, then compromises must be made. In the spirit of cultural
cosmopolitanism, this involves reviving the Aristotelian ‘‘doctrine of the
golden mean’’ or the Buddhist ‘‘middle path’’ to navigate between extreme
positions about the nature of and remedies for human insecurity. No single
position on the nature of order or security is beyond criticism. Liberal pop-
ulists either ignore or downplay the persistence of inequality in the global
system, while neo-Marxists and feminists hide the potential human costs
of a sudden and radical transformation of international relations. Interna-
tional cooperation is a reality, but we should not invest too many hopes
in international organizations because, as recent history reminds us, these
organizations are often conduits for the pursuit of particular state interests.
Liberal internationalists are concerned with the design and application of
international laws to achieve realistic goals of universal human rights and
equitable global economic growth. But the power politics continues on
every continent, as do political struggles over ideology, religion and money.

As Keohane argues, political analysis should proceed with due recogni-
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tion of the role of power in political affairs and the weaknesses of human
nature which ‘‘serve as barriers against wishful thinking.’’58 Cautioning
against blind liberal optimism, critics of market liberalism and liberal insti-
tutionalism such as John Gray warn that the policy underpinnings of
global capitalism, defined by the Washington Consensus, are struggling in
the face of resurgent realpolitik. In this less-benign international context,
free markets appear as naive, unattainable—perhaps utopian—ideals.
While market liberals have from the time of Smith hungered for an econ-
omy with minimal government interference, the myriad challenges to the
post–World War Two liberal international order demand political as much
as economic solutions.

POWER AND GLOBALIZATION

In attacking the intellectual foundations of realism, constructivists tend to
treat power as a universal and uniform concept. The nature of power is
perceived differently in many parts of the world. Asian concepts of power,
for instance, treat it as an amoral force existing in the natural environ-
ment—as tangible and as natural as the wind and the rain. Sun Tzu’s The
Art of War remains a key text for students of strategic studies and interna-
tional business in North America, Europe and Asia, yet the idea of power
upon which it is based is quite alien to Western societies. The goal of mili-
tary strategy in ancient China was to harness natural forces and to turn
these against one’s enemies. In drawing a distinction between Chinese and
Japanese concepts of power, Lucian Pye notes that the art of Sun Tzu was
to skillfully manipulate natural forces to outwit potential opponents and,
where necessary, avoid direct confrontation where victory was not assured.
In Japanese tradition, however, Pye argues, the spirit or ‘‘way of the war-
rior,’’ Bushido, could be a decisive factor when fighting against seemingly
overwhelming odds. The notion that one should avoid confrontation was
thus allegedly alien to Japanese martial culture (see chapter 5).59

Pye observes these traditions at play in contemporary Chinese and Jap-
anese business practices. If the ending of capitalist exploitation means the
end or modification of capitalism, we must be clear which form of capital-
ism we mean. American transnational corporations are held up as exem-
plars of the worst form of capitalism. Yet the United States must contend
with a world in which both China and Russia exercise enormous influence,
largely without domestic scrutiny and without recognizable moral con-
straint. North American, European and Asian corporations compete in a
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global economy that rewards only the narrowest calculation of profit and
loss. A latecomer to global capitalism, China opportunistically takes ad-
vantage of a particular world economic system to advance Chinese eco-
nomic interests. Rather than this being a capitulation to neoliberalism and
a subordination to global markets, China’s economic strategies might be
better understood as autonomous strategic choices made in pursuit of in-
terests defined by international circumstances and opportunities—the pre-
vailing balance of possibilities—and designed to maximize China’s
positional advantage.

The applicability of other Western ideas—democracy, equality, justice,
human rights—is open to question when the context of debate shifts out-
side the Western sphere, but as Lawson and others remind us, there is
scope for cross-cultural agreement on the meanings of these words. Yet in
status-oriented societies, language entrenches social hierarchy and dis-
tance where separate vocabularies are used to mark social rank. If it is ac-
cepted that democracy is the ‘‘least worst’’ form of government, then it
should also be accepted that democratic politics must derive from a process
of political evolution specific to each cultural sphere. External imposition
of an entire system of government cannot work without prolonged military
occupation, allowing for the transformation of the underpinning cultural
system. The United States was able to transform the Japanese state during
its postwar occupation (1945–1952), but only because indigenous ideas of
democratic practice were already incorporated into Japanese statecraft after
the Meiji Restoration of 1868 before succumbing to extreme nationalism
and militarism in the 1930s.

Realist interpretations dominate the discipline of international relations
with tangible consequences for the framing and implementation of foreign
and global policies. If security ensues ‘‘from the barrel of a gun,’’ then in-
vestment in security goods will be skewed toward military assets, as it is
in most countries—at the expense of health, education, natural and built
environments and more. Then again, idealists of the peace studies move-
ment advocate the use of just force to prevent or end genocide, while many
realists aver the idea of humanitarian intervention. If we acknowledge that
the seeds of many conflicts can be found in the disregard for human wel-
fare, then human well-being should be treated as a tangible security con-
cern. If human security is advanced through peaceful accommodation
between states and peoples, then attention must be paid to those condi-
tions most conducive to peaceful cooperation. But what grounds are there
for intervention, and when should intervention be considered by the inter-
national community in the interests of human security?
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‘‘Black Hawk Down’’: The

Limits to Intervention

The American people would be wise to reject the embryonic
doctrine of humanitarian intervention as the new U.S. mission
in the post–Cold War era. Although such a mission undoubtedly
appeals to those who have an insatiable desire to correct all the
ills of the planet and the hubris to assume that American power
can achieve that utopian objective, it would inevitably entangle
the United States in an array of bloody conflicts that have no
relevance whatsoever to America’s security interests.

—Ted Galen Carpenter

States have traditionally developed their military capabilities to defend
against possible attack and to advance national interests abroad. Where na-
tional interest is defined simply as power, the only logical reason for inter-
vention in the affairs of another state is as retaliation for an attack or to
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extinguish an imminent threat of attack. This view is ingrained in national
security establishments and reflects the dominance of realist thought
among military decision makers. Yet the new security crises that emerged
in Africa and Eastern Europe after the collapse of Communism demanded
an effective international response, even though no immediate threat to
U.S. security was apparent. For forty years the ideological clash between
totalitarianism and the free world had provided Americans with a reason
to respond—either directly or indirectly—whenever the Communists
sought to extend their influence. With this rationale gone, a new security
doctrine was necessary—one that would deflect pressure for cuts to mili-
tary spending and to return a peace dividend to the American public.
Boutros-Ghali’s Agenda for Peace had the potential to legitimate a new U.S.
post–Cold War role, but this entailed possible open-ended commitments
to UN peacekeeping operations and a commitment to humanitarian ends
that lay beyond Washington’s electoral mandate.

THE U.S. ROLE IN THE POST–COLD WAR ERA

By 1991, however, U.S. security planners found they needed to devise new
strategies for dealing with future crises around the world. The costs of fu-
ture responses to foreign crises, moreover, had to be reconciled with the
U.S. national debt, which had increased from one trillion dollars in 1981
to over five trillion dollars by 1992. The lack of a definite U.S. post–Cold
War policy became apparent after Bush called for a new ‘‘world order’’ at
the end of the Iraqi war in March 1991. Problems in Somalia, Haiti, Yugo-
slavia and other regions quickly appeared, but neither Bush nor Bill Clin-
ton was able to immediately devise strategies to meet these crises.

As the U.S. media, the public and politicians focused attention on do-
mestic affairs, the evolving post–Cold War world became a critical issue
for those concerned with international developments. Among individuals
who dealt with world politics and economics, discussions regarding inter-
national policies for a world order congenial to the United States focused
on four basic questions: Is isolationism possible? What polarity of power
relations would evolve between nations? What type of future conflict is
most likely? And when, where and how should the United States inter-
vene?

RETURN TO ISOLATIONISM?

As early as 1990, Republican critic Patrick Buchanan proposed that with
the Cold War ended, the nation could revive its earlier isolationist policies,
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and he campaigned for the presidency on that platform in 1992 and 1996.
Buchanan’s ideas on isolationism first appeared in a 1990 article in which
he declared that Communist losses in Eastern Europe indicated the Soviet
Union was no longer a military threat. The United States should now with-
draw its armed forces from Europe and stop all foreign economic assis-
tance. ‘‘Let us go back,’’ he wrote, ‘‘to a time when the establishment
wanted war but the American people did not want to fight,’’ that is, to the
1930s, when the America First organization opposed U.S. intervention in
Britain’s war against Nazi Germany. Although Japan’s attack on Pearl Har-
bor rallied the nation to war, most American soldiers were brought home
by 1946 and remained there until the onset of the Cold War. Under Dwight
Eisenhower, the Republicans adopted an internationalist policy against
Communism, but with that battle won, Buchanan criticized Republicans
who continued to advocate internationalism. He wanted to abolish foreign
alliances such as NATO, adopt protectionist tariffs and end illegal immi-
gration. Despite these explicated proposals, Buchanan floundered at the
polls in both campaigns.1

In 1992 and 1996 domestic issues dominated the elections because,
with the Soviet enemy gone, there was no serious international crisis. As
pollster John Mueller explains, Americans held basic ‘‘common sense’’ con-
cerns about international policy but paid attention only if a crisis impacted
their lives or a conflict caused American deaths or casualties.2 Yet the world
of 1992 was not the world of 1941 as perceived by Buchanan. New commu-
nication technology linked continents together as never before in history.
Therefore, unlike Buchanan, most commentators on foreign policy could
not accept isolationism.

WORLD POWER POLARITY

Aside from isolationism, the major issue for the post–Cold War world was
what would replace the Cold War’s bipolar balance of power. The two gen-
eral options most cited were (1) the United States should retain its present
post–Cold War role as the ‘‘unipolar’’ global power, or (2) the United States
should become part of a future tripolar or multipolar system.

Charles Krauthammer has defined the unipolar concept in which the
United States should act alone in deciding most international questions.
Desiring an activist U.S. foreign policy, Krauthammer rejects Buchanan’s
retreat to ‘‘fortress America’’ but admits the United States has lost the domi-
nant economic position it had held until the 1960s. Nevertheless, he as-
serts, the United States remains the principal center of the world’s
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economic production and could dominate world politics because it has the
world’s greatest military capability. Recognizing that in future generations
the United States might simply be the largest partner in a multipolar world,
he wants Washington to act as the superpower directing the world during
the transitory era toward those future relationships. U.S. leadership could
include intervention under collective security, as happened in the 1991
Iraq war that he calls an instance of ‘‘pseudo-multilateralism,’’ because the
United States controlled United Nations activity. In the post–Cold War in-
terim, Krauthammer fears that the U.S. government might spend too much
on social welfare programs and too little on the military. He concludes that,
‘‘Our best hope for safety is in American strength and will—the strength
and will to lead a unipolar world, unashamedly laying down the rules of
world order and being prepared to enforce them.’’3

Senator Jesse Helms and other Republicans favored Krauthammer’s uni-
polar concepts, although Helms also wanted to restrict presidential prerog-
atives as commander-in-chief by foreclosing effective U.S. participation in
UN peacekeeping operations. After the Republican congressional victory
in 1994, Helms became the chair of the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee and a constant irritant to Clinton’s foreign policies. A staunch advocate
of limiting or ending U.S. involvement in any UN peacekeeping operations,
Helms wanted the United States to leave the UN unless it was ‘‘radically
overhauled.’’ He wanted to stop the UN’s ‘‘encroachment’’ on state sover-
eignty, cut 50 percent of its bureaucracy, overhaul the UN budget process
and limit its peacekeeping activities.4

A MULTIPOLAR WORLD?

Extensive literature about a multipolar world appeared after 1989, with
two prominent authors representing different aspects of this perspective:
Harvard professor Joseph Nye and University of London professor Law-
rence Freedman. These authors envision a world power structure of three
or more power centers in which the United States would be the strongest.
Nye indicates that the unilateral hegemony of the United States is ‘‘unlikely
because of the diffusion of power through transnational interdependence.’’
Preferring the term multilevels of power, Nye wants to have a strong U.S.
military but recognizes that the United States would not be able to control
the economic and political centers in an interdependent world. Thus, the
United States should work with like-minded nations to resolve such inter-
national problems as relations between world markets, small nations hav-
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ing unconventional but destructive weapons, the international drug trade,
environmental dangers of technological society and diseases that can
spread across continents.5

Similar to Nye’s multipolarity, Freedman emphasizes how America’s
successful strengthening of democracy in Asia and Western Europe after
1945 created valuable political-military allies to rebuild the world’s eco-
nomic foundations, promote political democracy and play the crucial role
in stopping Communist expansion. As a matter of course, U.S. allies also
became able to compete with U.S. business for world trade and invest-
ments because these alliances encouraged European economic unity and a
prosperous Pacific Rim. Freedman believed these European and Asian al-
lies expected to have a greater post–Cold War role in international affairs
and, if the United States accommodates their expectations, all parties will
benefit by resolving economic and trade issues that could otherwise result
in increased tensions or conflict.6

Both Freedman and Nye believe the areas peripheral to the U.S.-Euro-
pean-Japanese core blocs are the most likely ones of future warfare and
threats to the core countries’ stability. Most Cold War conflicts occurred in
third-world regions, and controlling such conflicts would require coopera-
tion between the multipolar powers. In fact, the breakup of the Soviet em-
pire added to the number of peripheral underdeveloped nations where
trouble broke out after 1989 and would continue to fester.

RETHINKING SOVEREIGNTY

The foreign policy consensus was that the post–Cold War era had signifi-
cantly changed previous criteria for interventions, especially in the under-
developed world. One important change was that which permitted
intervention in a nation’s internal affairs if world security required it. Dur-
ing the Cold War, international groups such as the UN would not intervene
in a nation’s internal affairs because national sovereignty was sacrosanct.
The UN perceived itself as an impartial group excluded from intervention
without the explicit request of a nation’s government or of each nation in-
volved in a dispute. Since 1989, this concept of sovereignty has been chal-
lenged because many small ethnic or cultural groups have claimed a right
to secede from an existing government. These claims raised dormant ques-
tions about sovereignty because conflicts within some states called for ex-
ternal intervention without permission from an existing government or
governments. Ted Robert Gurr’s 1994 article listed fifty internal conflicts,
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thirteen of which had already resulted in the deaths of over 100,000 people
each and caused the flight of thousands of refugees to neighboring states.
These data seemed to justify some interventions, but they also indicated
the difficulty in deciding which of fifty cases required intervention by the
United States or other organizations.7

The existence of so many potential trouble spots led Robert D. Black-
well to propose that human rights violations would justify U.S. interven-
tion only if the violations met certain criteria. They must (1) become public
knowledge, (2) involve large numbers of people, (3) take place over a long
period of time, and (4) affect a disproportionate number of helpless peo-
ple, especially children. Blackwell’s qualifications appeared to require ex-
tensive suffering preceding any intervention, whereas other observers,
including Boutros-Ghali, searched for a means of ‘‘preventive intervention’’
that would forestall such human suffering.8

Although a variety of qualifications have been proposed to justify inter-
vention in the post–Cold War era, this chapter focuses on the four criteria
for intervention suggested by Josef Joffe:

• There is a moral imperative for action.
• There is a national interest involved, especially if military action is

included.
• There is a reasonable chance of success.
• The intervening state has full domestic support.9

Moral Imperative for Action

The moral imperative assumes that world security requires concerned
nations to regulate the behavior of existing or evolving states when conflict
erupts within or among them. Intervention may be necessary if the conflict
violates human decency or affects the security of neighboring regions. To
encourage democracy, Joffe believes the United States and other nations
must protect human rights and civilized standards of moral behavior. Nev-
ertheless, Joffe says ‘‘purely humanitarian’’ reasons for military intervention
are insufficient unless the conflict threatens the perceived national inter-
ests of the United States or other states.

National Interest Involved

Broadly viewed, national interest may be involved if conflicts spill
across borders into neighboring states, disrupt international order or en-
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danger the supply of a natural resource such as oil. Because the geographic
location of the United States separates it from the European, Asian and
African continents, concepts of the U.S. national interest have depended
on a broad or restricted view of the nation’s place in the world. An isola-
tionist’s view of the national interest is usually limited to defending U.S.
borders or the Western Hemisphere. Internationalists, however, divide into
at least two groups in interpreting the national interest. One restricts the
U.S. action in the post–Cold War world by expecting Europeans, Asians or
Africans to be the principal actors in their region unless there is a clearly
defined U.S. interest involved. A second wants the United States to be the
world leader by asserting extensive U.S. influence and activity in all dan-
gerous parts of the world. These three categories indicate the range of basic
perceptions influencing national interest. In the final analysis, the presi-
dent and his national security advisers (or congressional leaders) must re-
late their perceptions of the nation’s foreign interests to its domestic
interests when considering intervention. If the moral imperative and the
national interest are positively ascertained, intervening should outweigh
the consequences of not acting.

Reasonable Chance of Success

Estimating the chances of an intervention’s success involves risky
claims, but the prospects may be evaluated by weighing three major fac-
tors: the type of intervention to be undertaken, the target country’s geo-
graphic location and military capabilities and the intervention’s objective.

• The type of intervention may be a limited action such as an embargo
or embargo enforcement, a more difficult act such as air strikes or
naval bombardments, or a large-scale employment of combat forces.
Obviously, the more complex and involved the intervention, the
greater the risk.

• Second, the geography of the region and the opposition’s anticipated
military strength must be compared to the intervening force’s capac-
ity. In the 1991 Iraqi war, the region’s geography and Iraq’s conven-
tional war capacity favored a military response. Under different
conditions, however, intervention may face geographic obstacles
ranging from jungles or deserts to vast plains or mountains, and the
opposition’s military capability may range from well-trained and
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well-supplied conventional or guerrilla forces to demoralized para-
military factions with incompetent, low-technology military units.

• Third and most vital, a mission’s success depends on the political
and/or military objectives expected to be fulfilled. General Colin
Powell’s description of the 1991 Iraqi campaign illustrates the con-
nection between military and political objectives. Powell justified the
president’s decision to stop the war after 100 hours of ground combat
without overthrowing Saddam Hussein by insisting that the U.S. ob-
jective was simply to liberate Kuwait. However, critics of this deci-
sion argue Bush’s wartime rhetoric had enlarged the objective by
demonizing Hussein and calling for a ‘‘new world order.’’

The gap between Bush’s politically oriented world order, presumably in-
cluding a passive, cooperative Iraq, and Powell’s limited military objectives
raised expectations of what the mission would accomplish and, therefore,
has resulted in continued postwar frustrations. Stating objectives clearly is
important in evaluating the chances for success, but, as Lawrence Freed-
man observes, determining an objective is especially difficult when con-
flicts concern politics within the target state, a situation that recurred in
Somalia and later in Haiti and Bosnia. During a power struggle among
competing groups, the intervening forces usually favor one group because
they will be perceived to be victims and they are willing to cooperate with
their new protectors. If the fundamental political issues of a conflict are
not settled during the intervention, the original power struggle will proba-
bly be renewed when the intervening force pulls out.

With these difficulties in mind, the possible objectives for a political
military intervention may be defined as (1) peacemaking to persuade all
parties to agree to a cease-fire, (2) peacekeeping to maintain a cease-fire
that all parties accept and to punish violators if necessary, (3) prevention
to act before a conflict erupts, (4) coercion to change behavior of a govern-
ment or group violating international behavior standards, (5) coercion to
unseat an unacceptable government and help establish a new government
and (6) providing protection to humanitarian aid providers while a conflict
persists.

Intervening State Has Full Domestic Support

Democratic governments require domestic support for interventions to
be undertaken and to be sustained. On the positive side, Joseph Nye finds
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it axiomatic that democratic governments never war against each other be-
cause their leaders must first exhaust all means to find solutions to their
differences short of war. On the negative side, a democratic leader’s need
for domestic support may make military intervention difficult unless there
is a clear-cut threat to a vital national interest.

An important addendum to domestic backing is whether democratic
leaders must have backing before intervening or may use their persuasive
powers to gain backing after intervening. The timing of support was an
American political concern because the ‘‘Vietnam syndrome’’ has blamed
U.S. losses on the news media and public opinion. In 1983, President
Reagan’s Secretary of Defense, Caspar Weinberger, listed the need for ‘‘a
reasonable assurance of public support’’ prior to any military intervention.
Less attention was given to Secretary of State George Shultz, who re-
sponded that Weinberger’s requirement of public support prior to a presi-
dential decision was ‘‘hiding behind the skirts of public opinion.’’ Shultz
argued the president should make decisions and then articulate reasons to
win and maintain public support.10

Two factors influencing U.S. policymakers’ and public perceptions of
foreign events are mass media reports and public opinion polls. Although
the influence of transnational television reports, such as those of CNN, is
controversial, the public’s perception of world events is instantaneously
updated because satellites quickly transmit pictures of human catastro-
phes. This capability can provide daily pictures of the hazards of interven-
ing, but media sound-bites can seldom explain the complex causes
involved in a conflict or the various reasons for presidential decisions.

Most polls after 1989 show that the U.S. public usually favors an active
role in international affairs. Detailed annual polls by the Chicago Council
on Foreign Relations have concluded that the public’s distaste for foreign
activity reached a low point of 54 percent in 1982 but reversed in 1992,
when 62 percent approved an active U.S. role abroad.11 In an extensive
1996 survey of the public’s perceptions of foreign relations, Steven Kull
and I. M. Destler found that most Americans lack accurate knowledge
about international affairs. They report 74 percent of the public want the
United States to promote peace cooperation and human welfare in the in-
ternational arena yet believe the country should ‘‘not be the single world
leader.’’ However, in-depth questioning on foreign affairs indicates the
public lacked basic information. Poll respondents thought the United
States provided 40 percent of costs for all UN peacekeeping, whereas the
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U.S. contribution was 2 percent and in terms of gross national product of
industrial nations, ‘‘the United States gives the lowest percentage of all.’’

THE SOMALIA INTERVENTION

President George H. W. Bush’s decision to intervene in Somalia in Decem-
ber 1992 may have been his final attempt to demonstrate U.S. support for
a new world order. The method he chose, however, raised serious ques-
tions about his administration’s criteria for intervention. Indeed, critics
have denounced it as a formula for failure.

The disintegration of Somalia’s government began with civil strife in
1988 and had reduced the state to political chaos by January 1991. For two
years the United Nations tried, but failed, to obtain an effective cease-fire
among the warring factions because starvation was causing the deaths of
many children, women and elderly men. A moral imperative acceptable to
the American public had become evident by November 1992, but because
the administration perceived no national interest at stake in Somalia, Presi-
dent Bush seriously qualified the role of the U.S. mission. His adoption of
a strictly humanitarian mission resulted in the proverbial wrong interven-
tion, in the wrong place, at the wrong time. After the United States with-
drew in October 1993, the UN mission would continue until March 1995.
Although the combined UN-U.S. intervention may have temporarily saved
many lives, fighting among Somali warring factions continued to cause
food shortages and deaths long after they left.

SOMALIA’S IMPERIAL LEGACY

Throughout the nineteenth century, the European race for control of Afri-
can territory created states with boundaries that ignored clan, family and
tribal dominions, including Somali clans in northeastern Africa. Although
Ethiopia often exerted political control over northeastern Africa, the pasto-
ral regions along the Red Sea and Indian Ocean contained Somali clans that
had converted to Islam in the eighth century and shared a language and
culture based on complex clan and subclan relations. After 1850, France,
Great Britain and Italy sought seaports on the Red Sea to control a water-
way whose value greatly increased after the Suez Canal opened in 1869.
When they resolved colonial claims, French Somaliland contained the port
of Djibouti, British Somaliland comprised the northeastern triangle of the
‘‘horn’’ of Africa, and Italian Somaliland lay to the south, including Mogadi-



‘‘black hawk down’’ 79

shu’s port. These divisions ignored Somali clan holdings as well as the So-
malis in Kenya and the Ogaden province of Ethiopia.

In the 1950s, an African wave of rebellion did not affect the French in
Djibouti, but the British and Italian colonies were united in 1960 as an
independent state. On gaining independence, Somalia set up a republic
with a president, prime minister and legislature in Mogadishu, although
the British and Italians had done little to prepare them for nationhood. The
state’s pastoral economy supported a subsistence level of living, and clans
and subclans were not ready for rule by a central government. Somalia’s
interclan relations had local ethical rules but lacked an overarching con-
cept of law essential to a modern centralized nation.12

During the 1960s, the government misspent tax revenue and failed to
build a transportation and communication infrastructure that would have
united the entire country. Amid complaints about the government, military
officers led by General Mohammed Siad Barre overthrew Somalia’s presi-
dent in 1969 and established a regime based on Communist slogans
adopted from the Soviet Union’s agents who backed the rebellion.

SOMALIA: KEY FIGURES

Aideed, Mohamed Farah: Leader of a strong military faction in Somalia,
claiming to have overthrown Barre in 1991.

Aideed, Husein Mohamed: Former U.S. Marine and son of Mohamed
Farah, who replaces his father in 1996.

Barre, Mohammed Siad: Military dictator of Somalia to 1991.
Bir, General Cervik: Muslim Turkish general and commander of UNO-

SOM II forces; works with UN envoy U.S. Admiral Jonathan Howe
from May to October 1993.

Hersi, Mohamed Siad (‘‘Morgan’’): An ally of Siad Barre and his clan.
Jess, Ahmad Omar: An ally of Aideed in southern Somalia.
Kittani, Ismat: UN envoy to Somalia who replaces Sahnoun in October

1992.
Mohamed, Ali Mahdi: Chief opponent of Aideed in Mogadishu; has

the support of the Organization of African Unity.
Sahnoun, Mohamed: First UN envoy of UNOSOM I in Somalia; fired

by Boutros-Ghali in October 1992.



80 chapter 3

General Barre’s rule from 1969 to 1991 paralleled the Cold War. First
the Soviets, and later the United States, extended him economic and mili-
tary aid. After 1969, Moscow sought to expand its sphere of influence in
northeastern Africa by moving into Ethiopia, but its plans went awry. The
Soviets armed Ethiopian rebel Haile Mariam Mengistu, who subsequently
ousted American ally Haile Selassie, but they ignored the fact that Somalia
was at war with Ethiopia to ‘‘liberate’’ Somali clans in Ogaden—a province
Ethiopia had controlled since the nineteenth century. Barre’s war, which
had begun against the U.S.-supported Selassie, was now waged against the
Moscow-aided Mengistu. When Barre rejected Soviet orders to leave Oga-
den, the Soviets sent additional military equipment to Mengistu and had
Fidel Castro send 18,000 Cuban troops to expel the Somali troops. When
Barre’s forces reluctantly withdrew, some 300,000 Ogaden refugees fol-
lowed. After this setback, Barre received aid from the United States, the UN
and nongovernmental (NGO) humanitarian groups. Washington replaced
Soviet influence in Somalia in 1980, opening a naval base on the Red Sea.
President Ronald Reagan decreased U.S. economic aid from $36 million in
1983 to $8.7 million before canceling it in 1989, but the Pentagon’s mili-
tary aid continued until 1990, when rebel attacks weakened Barre’s regime.

Journalist Jonathan Stevenson believes that the U.S.-UN food relief to
Somalia over ten years had made the clans and refugees dependent on food
imports and that the rebellion completely disrupted the food supply after
1988.13

UPRISINGS BRING ANARCHY

General Barre diverted vast funds to his war against Ethiopia and thus did
not develop a sound economy for Somalia. Moreover, while the northern
Somali clans’ livestock provided the nation’s principal export income,
Barre passed these funds to corrupt friends. Governmental corruption plus
the miserable conditions of Ogaden refugees prompted the uprisings
against Barre in the spring of 1988.

Mohamed Sahnoun, a former official of the Organization of African
Unity (OAU), identifies three missed opportunities between 1988 and
1992 when preventive intervention by the UN, the OAU, the League of
Arab States or the United States might have deterred Somalia’s descent into
political anarchy. The first occurred in 1988, when the UN and the OAU
gave only relief assistance despite reports by Amnesty International and
Africa Watch of large-scale killing and human rights violations in Somalia.
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Led by the Issaq clan, the Somalia National Movement (SNM) attacked
northern towns located near the U.S. naval base at Berera before Barre or-
dered a full-scale military assault on the Issaq. Using aircraft and heavy
artillery bombardments, the attack destroyed 70 percent of Hargeysa and
other Issaq towns, killing 5,000 men, women and children.

Although the UN and NGOs sent humanitarian relief to northern So-
malia, Washington suspended U.S. aid, an action that hurt Barre’s regime
but did not help his opponents. The Issaq’s SNM continued its opposition
and sought the backing of other disaffected Somali clans. With sporadic
fighting disrupting Somalia, a second chance was missed in May 1990,
when 144 prominent Somali physicians, scholars and other intellectuals
promoted peace negotiations by signing a manifesto. Although the mani-
festo’s signatories risked their lives by defying Barre, neither the UN, the
OAU, the United States nor others helped them. Although Italy and Egypt
sought a meeting of Somali opposition groups, clan leaders refused to at-
tend.

The third and most critical missed chance to avoid wider fighting oc-
curred on January 26, 1991, after rebels overthrew Barre. Unfortunately,
the rebels’ success occurred precisely at the same time that Washington’s
attention was diverted elsewhere—to a U.S.-led UN coalition attack on
Iraq to liberate Kuwait. U.S. naval units on duty in the Red Sea rescued
American, Soviet and other diplomatic personnel from Mogadishu. The
UN also evacuated its Mogadishu relief headquarters and did not return
until August 1991.14

INEFFECTIVE UN INTERVENTION

Barre’s overthrow in January 1991 brought chaos to Somalia that a UN hu-
manitarian effort could not contain. Somali clans that united against Barre
had not developed plans for a new government and, consequently, at least
thirteen clans and subclans subsequently fought for regional or national
control. While humanitarian agencies tried to assist people, the UN finally
obtained a cease-fire in 1992.

During 1991, the Somalia Salvation Democratic Front achieved politi-
cal order in northeastern Somalia near Boosaaso, and the Issaq’s SNM
formed an independent Somalia Republic at Hargeysa. However, fierce
combat erupted in southern and central Somalia, where competing clans
used scorched-earth policies to destroy crops, homes and cattle. As Barre’s
forces retreated toward Kenya or Ethiopia in January 1991, they devastated
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the country’s best agricultural land as well as roads, bridges and hospitals.
The most intense fighting was at Mogadishu, where two generals involved
in defeating Barre now led competing factions—Mohamed Farah Aideed
and Mohamed Ali Mahdi.

The carnage following Barre’s overthrow stimulated UN cease-fire ef-
forts and additional humanitarian aid by the International Red Cross, Méde-
cins Sans Frontières and other nongovernmental groups (NGOs). Finally,
in December 1991, UN Secretary-General Javier Perez de Cuellar recom-
mended that the UN Security Council (UNSC) sponsor a peacemaking
venture if the two warlords would agree to a cease-fire. Together with
Boutros Boutros-Ghali, who succeeded him on January 1, 1992, Perez
asked the UNSC to assist in the search for Somalia’s peace and security,
and UN officers negotiated a cease-fire on March 3 with Aideed and Ali
Mahdi. Although fighting continued in parts of Somalia, a UN technical
team in Mogadishu prepared for UN monitors to ensure UN aid.

After the warlords agreed, UNSC Resolution 751 of April 24, 1992, es-
tablished the United Nations Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM I). The
UNSC combined the UN missions of humanitarian aid, peacemaking,
peacekeeping and state building. It appealed for humanitarian assistance
to be sent to Somalia, approved fifty unarmed UN officers to monitor the
cease-fire and instructed the secretary-general to reconcile the combatants
and enforce an arms embargo.

Between April and November 1992, UNOSOM I activity was handi-
capped by disagreement between UN bureaucrats in New York and Mo-
hamed Sahnoun’s UN staff in Mogadishu. Sahnoun was appointed by
Boutros-Ghali, but the former OAU diplomat soon found that diverse UN
relief groups failed to coordinate activities and delayed operations by bick-
ering over distribution areas. Groups such as UNICEF did fairly well, he
reported, but the UN High Commission on Refugees, the UN World Food
Program, and the UN Department of Humanitarian Affairs worked at
cross-purposes and refused to consult with Sahnoun. Moreover, UN hu-
manitarian officers worked from comfortable lodgings in Nairobi, Djibouti
and Mogadishu, avoiding contact with Somalis in the countryside. In con-
trast to UN bureaucrats, most NGO personnel worked effectively under
dangerous circumstances to distribute relief among the people. The NGOs
had meager resources but quickly provided relief to the people, while in
eight months, the UN had distributed one-third of its relief supplies.

Equally seriously, Sahnoun disagreed with UN officials about negotia-
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tions with Somali leaders. While UN officers paid attention only to Aideed
and Ali Mahdi, Sahnoun met many clan and subclan elders around the
country, seeking their cooperation in the peace process. Sahnoun wanted
the UN to involve clan leaders other than Aideed and Ali Mahdi in the
forming of a government.

By October 1992, Sahnoun believed relief operations and peace talks
were going well, and he arranged meetings between Sweden’s Peace Insti-
tute and Somali intellectuals to discuss forming a government. Also, many
clan leaders accepted his invitation to meet in January 1993 with represen-
tatives of Ethiopia, Eritrea, Djibouti and Kenya for a ‘‘Horn of Africa’’ peace
conference. Sahnoun believed the airlift of supplies that President Bush
and various Europeans began in August had increased relief aid. Moreover,
fighting had decreased in Somalia except for problems between Aideed and
Ali Mahdi. Sahnoun’s evaluations were confirmed by experts on Somalia
from Africa Watch.

Late in October, however, Boutros-Ghali dismissed Sahnoun because
he had bypassed the hierarchic channels of the UN bureaucracy. The
breaking point between Sahnoun and Boutros-Ghali came after the secre-
tary-general’s New York office announced an additional 3,000 UNOSOM I
troops would be sent to Somalia, a decision made without consulting Sah-
noun or Somali leaders.

Both Sahnoun and the leaders in Somalia protested because UN officials
tended to support Ali Mahdi, who wanted more UN soldiers, against
Aideed, who had the strongest following and did not want more UN
troops. When the UN had sent five hundred Pakistani soldiers to Somalia
in September, Sahnoun had difficulty in persuading Aideed to accept them.
Thus, Boutros-Ghali’s October decision to deploy another 3,000 soldiers
enraged Aideed and alarmed Sahnoun.

Prompted by the troop announcement, Sahnoun criticized the UN bu-
reaucrats to reporters and on the CBS network’s popular 60 Minutes pro-
gram. For going public, Boutros-Ghali castigated Sahnoun, replacing him
with a loyal bureaucrat, Ismat Kittani. Subsequently, Sahnoun’s achieve-
ments broke down and turned many Somalis against Boutros-Ghali and
the UN. Indeed, Aideed’s followers charged that the UN was Somalia’s real
enemy—a claim that endangered all relief groups in Somalia.

Aideed’s accusations against the UN prompted intense fighting in Mo-
gadishu as he refused to deal with Kittani. On November 12, his forces
shelled a Pakistani encampment at the airport, and armed gangs looted
warehouses containing relief supplies and obstructed relief convoys dis-
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tributing food and medicine. On November 23, Mahdi’s clan joined the
action against the UN by shelling a UN ship unloading at Mogadishu’s
port.

The UN’s New York organization never admitted its shortcomings, of
course, and the reasons for UNOSOM I’s failures were not apparent to per-
sons unfamiliar with past events in Somalia. More evident to Americans
were the reports of warlord attacks on food supplies and the scenes of
starving Somalis that followed Boutros-Ghali’s ill-fated decision to send
more UN troops to Somalia. UNOSOM I’s intervention had failed, but Pres-
ident Bush apparently believed he could rescue it.15

BUSH’S INTERVENTION, 1992

Until more archival documentation is available, President Bush’s decision
to intervene in Somalia will be clouded by controversy. Either he lacked
satisfactory information about Sahnoun’s endeavors and the UN’s policies,
or he ignored those data because he desired to show that his new world
order could be implemented by U.S. forces, perhaps before Bill Clinton
took office on January 20, 1993. In August 1992 Bush, and especially Gen-
eral Colin Powell, had been reluctant to act militarily in Bosnia when re-
ports of ethnic cleansing appeared, and in Somalia, they had opted for only
an airlift of relief supplies. In November, however, Bush adopted the risky
option of sending 28,000 U.S. troops to Somalia on a humanitarian mis-
sion because, as Powell wrote in his memoirs, Somalia ‘‘wrenched our
hearts.’’ Bush indicated it would be a ‘‘difficult and dangerous job,’’ and
Powell’s ‘‘best guess’’ was that it would take ‘‘two to three months.’’ Neither
man, however, appeared to understand the true nature of UNOSOM, its
troubles nor the vital connection between Somalia’s political anarchy and
the attainment of success for their humanitarian mission.

Perhaps like the American public, Bush, Powell and Secretary of De-
fense Richard Cheney simply judged Somalia by the television pictures
reaching their homes. These instant photographs depicted the horrendous
suffering of starving women and children but never captured the savage
reality of the young gangs. These thugs were riding about in Land Cruisers
equipped with heavy machine guns and grenade or rocket launchers and
killing or threatening the humanitarian workers and Somali people. The
gangs had robbed relief agencies and terrorized the population since the
breakdown of government in 1991 and remained active in 1993. The full
range of Somalia’s political, social and economic anarchy and UNOSOM I’s
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inability to deliver relief supplies was not adequately conveyed by the brief
television clips shown the American public.16

Television supplied a moral imperative and public support for Bush’s
decision to intervene, but U.S. national interest was not directly involved
because stabilizing Somalia’s political order was not critical to U.S. eco-
nomic or political well-being. Lacking a commitment to repair Somalia’s
political order, Bush proposed to open the food supply routes and quickly
withdraw the U.S. military, a concept that seriously qualified the chances
for the UN to succeed in restraining Somalia’s warlords and achieving a
peace settlement.

More is known about how than about why President Bush’s national
security team believed a quick military fix was possible in Somalia. Soon
after losing the 1992 election to Bill Clinton, Bush ordered a study about
Somalia’s relief requirements and the options for U.S. intervention. Appar-
ently, Bush believed that Somalia’s humanitarian relief had failed because
UN experts alleged that 50 to 80 percent of Somalia’s relief supplies were
stolen or extorted from relief groups by armed gangs. Moreover, because it
could not be distributed to the needy, as much as 12,000 metric tons of
food rotted in Mogadishu’s warehouses. The airlift Bush adopted in August
achieved some benefits in bringing food, medicine and supplies, but condi-
tions in Somalia had become less secure in November. Notably, the U.S.
airlift commander, Brigadier General Frank Libutti, warned Secretary of
Defense Richard Cheney and General Powell that, ‘‘If the United States
[was] not careful, it could be in Somalia for ten or fifteen years.’’

Although Libutti’s cautionary words may have influenced Powell’s de-
mand for a quick U.S. exit from Somalia, the Joint Chiefs’ reasons for dis-
carding their previous reluctance to become involved in Somalia are
unknown. On November 21, Admiral David Jeremiah, the vice-chairman
of the Joint Chiefs, reported that the Pentagon’s analysis of the situation
indicated U.S. troops could deploy in Somalia, end the violence and make
certain that ‘‘the people were fed within a short period’’ (italics added). Jour-
nalist Don Oberdorfer believes Jeremiah’s report marked a sea change in
the Joint Chiefs’ thinking because Colin Powell accepted its conclusions
provided an overwhelming U.S. force was deployed to secure the relief
supply routes and quickly withdrawn.

Bush met with the Joint Chiefs on November 25, where he found that
Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger and National Security Adviser
Brent Scowcroft also favored aid for Somalia. Oberdorfer does not explain
whether these officials considered the national interest or the chances for
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a peace settlement between Somalia’s warlords. The Joint Chiefs gave Bush
three options. Bush refused the first, to augment UN funds, and the sec-
ond, to simply provide U.S. air and sea power—offshore—to support UN-
OSOM I relief operations. Bush chose to have a U.S.-led multinational
force intervene in Somalia, secure the area for relief distributions, with-
draw in a short time and give responsibility back to the UN. Bush in-
structed Eagleburger to discuss this offer with Secretary-General Boutros-
Ghali and prepare a UNSC resolution requesting the U.S.-led mission.

The UNSC passed the appropriate resolution on December 3, and the
next day Bush announced that the United States would command a multi-
national United Task Force (UNITAF) led by U.S. General Joseph P. Hoar
to establish protective conditions for humanitarian aid to reach Somalia’s
starving people. Bush did not refer to any U.S. national interest in Somalia
but said the U.S. role was ‘‘humanitarian’’ and that he expected other na-
tions would add to the 28,000-strong U.S. contingent. The final UNITAF
force consisted of 37,000 military personnel, including 8,000 logistical
troops.17

Immediately after the November 25 meeting, when Bush had chosen
his option, journalists raised important questions about the objectives of
the so-called humanitarian mission. They were joined by Secretary-Gen-
eral Boutros-Ghali in asking the Bush team what ‘‘a secure environment for
humanitarian relief ’’ required and what connection there was between the
U.S. operation and a political settlement among Somalia’s warring groups.
The journalists accepted the Pentagon’s explanation that, unlike Bosnia,
the Somali intervention was doable because the northeast African terrain
was neither mountainous nor tree covered and the disorganized warlords
could not seriously threaten U.S. forces. But they did question the ‘‘quick
exit’’ strategy under which the overwhelming U.S. force withdrew and left
a much weaker UN force to sustain those routes against hostile warlords
who had not accepted an effective political agreement. Generally, these re-
porters asked: What would happen after UNITAF ended? Former Secretary
of State Henry Kissinger commented that if the warlords listened to the
explanations of Bush and Powell, they would lay low and cooperate until
the U.S. forces withdrew before renewing their struggle for power.

Among other critical reports, U.S. News and World Report disclosed
doubts about the mission expressed in a note to the State Department by
Ambassador to Kenya Smith Hempstone. Indicating that Somalia’s diffi-
culties involved the strife of militant factions as well as food relief, Hemp-
stone referred to the 241 U.S. Marines killed in Lebanon in 1983 on
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President Ronald Reagan’s uncertain mission and commented that if you
liked Beirut, you will ‘‘love Mogadishu.’’18

Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali addressed these concerns in a letter to
President Bush after UNSC Resolution 794 was approved. On December 8,
Boutros-Ghali informed Bush that his talks with U.S. representatives had
continuously raised questions about the security standards necessary to
provide safety for humanitarian aid after UNITAF’s mission ended.
Boutros-Ghali’s three points of ‘‘cardinal importance’’ in order to maintain
aid distribution were (1) UNITAF should place Somalia’s heavy weapons
under international control and disarm the irregular forces and gangs
threatening the aid organizations, (2) UNITAF should establish a secure
environment throughout Somalia, not only in UNITAF’s designated supply
route near Mogadishu and (3) there should be assurances of close coopera-
tion between the UN and UNITAF commands to retain compatible politi-
cal and humanitarian conditions before the United States transferred
responsibility to UN peacekeepers. The Secretary-General said UNSC 794
stated ‘‘a secure environment’’ should mean peaceful conditions for future
aid as well as temporary protection.

In December 1992, the Bush administration and Boutros-Ghali obvi-
ously held quite different interpretations of ‘‘a secure environment’’ and
the meaning of Resolution 794. Former Bush official John R. Bolton indi-
cates Bush’s reply to the secretary-general stated ‘‘. . . the mission of the
coalition is limited and specific: to create security conditions which will
permit the feeding of starving Somali people and the transfer of this secur-
ity function to the U.N. peacekeeping force.’’ Bolton’s words fall short of
clarity about security and seem to contrast with Bush’s December 4 speech
that said he opposed Somalia’s ‘‘armed gangs ripping off their own people,
condemning them to death by starvation.’’

Whatever Bush intended, the divergent views reappeared in Boutros-
Ghali’s December 19 report to the UNSC. Except for the probable close
cooperation between the United States and the UN, Boutros-Ghali indi-
cated the Bush team rejected the important task of disarming Somalia’s
warring groups, which had been the major obstacle to UNOSOM I’s suc-
cess. The United States also refused to extend protection to all parts of
Somalia, limiting UNITAF work to Mogadishu’s central aid distribution re-
gion. In contrast to Bush’s December 4 rhetoric, the actual U.S. mission
was best represented by General Powell’s comment when the first U.S. Ma-
rines landed near Mogadishu: ‘‘It’s sort of like the cavalry coming to the
rescue, straightening things out for a while and then letting the marshals
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come back to keep things under control.’’ The problem with Powell’s anal-
ogy was that Somalia had no marshals to ‘‘come back’’ and control Soma-
lia’s warlords. Bush’s refusal to disarm the warring factions and make all of
Somalia safe meant UNITAF was a quick police raid that provided no effec-
tive aid after the police left.19

UNITAF’S LIMITED SECURITY

By May 1993, UNITAF’s limited military mission had created security areas
around Mogadishu’s airport and seaport and along convoy routes linking
eight cities in central and southern Somalia. The awesome display of U.S.
military power provided temporary safety for aid workers to distribute
food, which saved the lives of about 100,000 starving Somalis. But UNITAF
also created an illusion of security from the warlords, which evaporated
when the weaker UNOSOM II force took over in May 1993. The Somalis
who were rescued for five months in 1993 again experienced a precarious
existence after May 1993.

President Bush seemed to recognize there was a connection between
controlling Somalia’s militant groups and having a successful military ven-
ture because in December he sent Robert B. Oakley to Somalia to obtain
the cooperation of Somalia’s warlords before Lieutenant General Robert B.
Johnston’s UNITAF forces landed. In retrospect, Oakley’s political tactics
as head of the U.S. Liaison Office in Mogadishu probably handicapped the
UNSC Resolution 794’s long-term peacemaking objectives in Somalia.
Oakley arrived two days before the first 1,800 U.S. Marines landed on De-
cember 9. Outside the glare of television cameras, Oakley easily convinced
Aideed and Ali Mahdi to restrain their guerrilla forces because the U.S.
forces would destroy them if necessary, and both warlords knew the power
of the U.S. forces, which had swept away Iraq’s army in 1991. Oakley’s
initial goal was simple—he did not have to make strong demands on the
warlords such as requiring them to disarm or to sign a peace agreement
recognizing one government for the country. Thus, he secured the war-
lords’ temporary cooperation. When the U.S. Marines landed on December
9, their only challenge was a beach full of rabid reporters and brightly lit
television cameras.

Oakley’s cease-fire agreement, finalized on December 11, was generally,
but not completely, effective until May 4. During the next four months
UNITAF confiscated some of the militants’ arms and ordered the heavy
weapons of Aideed and Ali Mahdi to be stored in areas outside the UNITAF
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‘‘security zones.’’ However, this disarming was coincidental to protecting
the humanitarian convoy routes.

More serious, perhaps, Oakley’s dealings with Aideed and Ali Mahdi
gave them the appearance of being Somalia’s legitimate rulers because he
concentrated on the domains of these two Mogadishu leaders. UNITAF sel-
dom moved into the rural areas of central and northern Somalia where
gangs operated or local clans had some control despite frequent fighting.
UNITAF authority extended from Mogadishu along convoy routes to the
cities of Kismaayo, Baioda, Bardera and Beletweyne. UNITAF also took
over the Soviet-built airport at Baledogle, located 160 kilometers from Mo-
gadishu, but paid little or no attention to the northern regions of Somalia.

UNITAF’s worst problems were at the southern port of Kismaayo,
where extensive conflict revived. In December, fighting had taken place at
Kismaayo between one group, allied with Aideed, led by Ahmad Omar Jess
and comprising refugee Ogaden clans, and a second faction led by General
Mohamed Slad Hersi (known as General Morgan), which included mem-
bers of Siad Barre’s national army and the Marehan clan that ruled Somalia
before 1991. The fighting at Kismaayo stopped in mid-December but was
renewed again in February and spread toward Mogadishu in March 1993.

In February, Belgian troops repelled Jess’s men, who fled Kismaayo after
looting the warehouses of the International Red Cross and other humani-
tarian relief groups. The fighting continued, however, and spread toward
Mogadishu in violation of Oakley’s cease-fire. To end the uprising, an
American quick reaction force of 500 soldiers and helicopters reinforced
the Belgians and restored order. As a result, Jess’s men remained at a village
near Kismaayo while U.S. soldiers moved Morgan’s warriors to a village
near the Kenyan border.

Because Jess’s forces suffered the greatest losses, Aideed complained
that UNITAF had interfered against Jess rather than Morgan. Conse-
quently, his followers staged demonstrations that avoided U.S. forces but
sacked the Egyptian embassy and attacked Nigerian troops. There were six
days of disorder before U.S. Marines assisted the Nigerians and restored
order in Mogadishu.

During January and February, Oakley and General Johnston took sev-
eral ineffective measures to provide order in Somalia. They held a few
meetings with regional and district clans and inaugurated a local police
and judicial system in UNITAF’s security zones. But as Oakley’s deputy,
Walter R. Clarke, concludes, these attempts were ineffective because
Aideed and Mahdi appointed the judges and police officials, none of whom
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were properly supervised. UNITAF expected the Somalis to convict and
punish gang violations, which they never did. UNITAF officers asked the
remnants of UNOSOM I troops to control the militants; however, the UN
troops lacked sufficient military power to carry out these requests. Under
UNITAF, Aideed, Ali Mahdi and other warlords retained local authority
and military capabilities which neither UNOSOM I, nor UNOSOM II, were
strong enough to challenge. For the UN, the hopeful signs for future peace
were two meetings at Addis Ababa that various Somali leaders attended.20

UN CONFERENCES AT ADDIS ABABA

The United Nations sponsored two conferences designed to establish polit-
ical order before UNITAF withdrew. While as many as fifteen Somali
groups were represented at these conferences, the UN experienced two
major problems. First, UN and UNITAF officials disagreed over whether to
deal solely with Aideed, Ali Mahdi and other militant leaders or to encour-
age Somali civilian elders to replace the military warlords. Second, many
Somali warlords resented previous UNOSOM I interference and, in partic-
ular, Aideed disagreed with Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali, who wanted
UNITAF to disarm all existing militias. Justified or not, Aideed, who per-
sonally disliked Boutros-Ghali, believed the UN favored Ali Mahdi because
the Organization of African Unity had recognized him as Somalia’s ruler.

At Addis Ababa I, from January 4 to 15, 1993, the UN hoped to begin
Somalia’s process of reconciliation, but General Aideed sabotaged these
sessions by rejecting the UN agenda for a reconciliation conference. Later,
at Addis Ababa II, from March 13 to 26, there were two separate meetings:
the Humanitarian Conference of delegates from public and private relief
agencies and representatives of nonmilitary Somali groups; and the Na-
tional Reconciliation Conference of fifteen military factions. The humani-
tarian meetings were led by UN Undersecretary-General Jan Eliasson and
the UN coordinator of humanitarian aid, Philip Johnston. The reconcilia-
tion meeting was supervised by retired U.S. Admiral Jonathan Howe, a for-
mer Bush administration official who replaced Kittani as Boutros-Ghali’s
special representative to Somalia, and Lansana Kouyate of Guinea, who, as
Howe’s deputy, chaired the conference.

The Humanitarian Conference brought donor representatives together
with Somali civilian groups with which the UN wanted to replace the mili-
tant groups in reconstructing Somalia’s political and economic society.
These civilian delegates included signatories of the 1990 manifesto, tradi-
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tional clan elders, Somali women’s groups, and Islamic religious leaders.
The UN hoped these groups would revive Somalia’s traditional clan cus-
toms and prepare for a peaceful society by trying to restore regional coun-
cils and organize national political groups, education, job opportunities
and the agricultural and medical rehabilitation of the country. At the end
of the humanitarian sessions, donor groups pledged $130 million in aid,
although the amount fell short of Eliasson’s plans for $160 million. How-
ever, these pledges became irrelevant after UNITAF forces withdrew be-
cause the breakdown of Somalia’s internal security repelled the donors.

The critical sessions at Addis Ababa II were primarily talks between the
fifteen military groups, which had to be reconciled and disarmed to bring
peace to Somalia. The reconciliation meetings began on a sour note be-
cause secessionists, who wanted a decentralized Somali government, fili-
bustered against most resolutions and because Aideed delayed sessions to
protest UNITAF’s favorable attitude toward General Morgan after fighting
broke out again in Kismaayo on March 16. Once Aideed came to the recon-
ciliation table, the UN achieved a political agreement on March 27. The
military leaders reaffirmed their January cease-fire and approved a Transi-
tional National Council (TNC) for Somalia. The TNC was a fifty-seven-
member council with representation for each of the fifteen warlords, plus
other nonmilitary groups attending the humanitarian sessions, such as the
women’s group, which gained one-third of the TNC representation. Unfor-
tunately, the documents did not spell out the details for selecting regional
councils, for drawing boundaries and for enforcing the promises made by
the signatories. After UNITAF forces withdrew on May 4, the Addis Ababa
II promises were quickly forgotten by the warlords.21

TRANSITION FROM UNITAF TO UNOSOM II

By early March 1993, Robert Oakley and other UNITAF officials claimed
‘‘a secure environment’’ existed for humanitarian relief distributions. With
great exaggeration, Oakley supported a quick U.S. withdrawal by asserting
that ‘‘the problem of clan warfare which has taken Somalian lives is virtu-
ally gone,’’ and urged a hasty transition from UNITAF to the UN. Before
UNITAF withdrew, Boutros-Ghali wanted assurances about the Somali
warlords’ cease-fire and a new UNSC mandate. To satisfy the secretary-gen-
eral, the Clinton administration delayed UNITAF’s final withdrawal until
May 4.

The first steps toward UNOSOM II began in March with a change in
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U.S. and UN officials in Somalia. Robert Gosende replaced Oakley, and
Boutros-Ghali appointed Admiral Howe to replace Kittani and Turkish
General Cevik Bir to become the UN military commander when UNITAF
forces withdrew. On March 3, Boutros-Ghali reported on conditions in So-
malia and requested a mandate for UNOSOM II. His report contained the
warlords’ January promises to disarm and indicated that the turning over
of heavy weapons had barely begun and the UN would require constant
support to complete the task. UNITAF had disarmed few warring factions
and accepted responsibility for only 40 percent of Somalia’s territory;
moreover, it had cleared few land mines outside its security routes. The
UN had just started to form an independent police constabulary. Boutros-
Ghali called UNITAF’s military response a ‘‘police action’’ that separated
the essential political-military mission from the ‘‘purely humanitarian’’ one
and gave security to limited areas. UNOSOM II would require at least the
37,000 troops used by UNITAF, and the United States had agreed to pro-
vide a tactical quick reaction force to supplement the U.S. task force stay-
ing in Somalia. Boutros-Ghali’s report asked the UNSC to expand
UNOSOM I’s mission to meet the unexpected dimensions of peacemaking
and monitoring as well as peacekeeping and protecting humanitarian sup-
plies.

Before UNITAF left, the Security Council’s Resolution 814 established
the UNOSOM II mission by adding peacemaking and nation-building mis-
sions to that of humanitarian assistance and ‘‘peacekeeping’’ after the par-
ties agreed to a political settlement.22

UNOSOM II’S FAULTS—WARLORDS’ CHALLENGE

Following UNITAF’s withdrawal on May 4, UNOSOM II officials faced two
major difficulties: first, they lacked specific plans to change Somalia’s tran-
sitional government into a permanent regime; second, UNOSOM II’s much
less powerful military capability made it difficult to coerce the Somali war-
lords to accept peace. Consequently, within a month after UNITAF’s with-
drawal, UNOSOM II’s peacemaking mission became a warlord hunting
venture.

Although UNITAF’s General Johnston had discussed a possible warlord
challenge with Admiral Howe and General Bir in April, they developed no
plans to deal with a military threat or to negotiate with the warlords. The
lack of UNOSOM II’s preparations resulted from many errors of judgment,
such as Boutros-Ghali’s depending on the cease-fire to hold, the U.S. and
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UN officials underestimating the will and fighting ability of Somalia’s clans,
and disagreement about dealing with warlords or civilian clan leaders.

After UNITAF withdrew on May 4, UNOSOM II faced its new chal-
lenges with reduced military personnel and less heavy equipment. From
UNITAF’s total of 37,000 troops, mostly American, covering 40 percent
of Somalia, UNOSOM II now had 14,000 troops for all of Somalia. New
contingents raised the UN total to 28,000 in August, but these included
many inexperienced and poorly equipped troops from small nations such
as Botswana and Bangladesh. The new personnel also included ‘‘nation-
building’’ units such as 1,500 German engineers and technicians who were
not trained for combat. The Canadians withdrew their troops when UNI-
TAF ended, but France, Italy and Pakistan kept most of their forces in So-
malia. The United States retained a task force of about 4,000 members
under Major General Thomas Montgomery, including 1,167 members of
an elite Quick Response Force (QRF) stationed on U.S. navy ships offshore
and under the independent command of U.S. Major General William Gar-
rison. The QRF would respond to emergency threats to UNOSOM II pro-
vided the U.S. Central Command in Florida approved. Since the United
States withdrew most of its heavy equipment and helicopters, except for
those in Garrison’s QRF, UNOSOM II forces had few armored vehicles and
helicopters as well as fewer army personnel trained for combat.23

General Bir was also troubled by the breakdown of his central com-
mand authority that UNITAF forces had under U.S. General Johnston. This
collapse began in June, when French officers learned that Garrison’s Quick
Reaction Force took orders from General Bir only after first checking with
Washington via Florida. France was always contentious about the Ameri-
cans’ peculiar unwillingness to operate under allied commanders, and on
learning about the U.S. command structure, the French and Italians re-
ported the situation to their home governments. Thereafter, French officers
accepted orders for their 1,130 forces only if Paris approved and, after July,
the Italians’ 2,538 soldiers sought Rome’s approval before taking directions
from General Bir. When difficulties began in Mogadishu, the French re-
jected Bir’s orders to stay in their assigned locations and moved to safer
and more comfortable quarters in Baidoa to protect relief supply lines. Fol-
lowing Rome’s instructions, the Italians initially accepted Bir’s orders to
search for Aideed, but in July their officers refused to continue that mis-
sion.

The confrontation of UNOSOM II with the warlords began soon after
UNITAF’s departure. On May 4, UNOSOM II commander Admiral Howe



94 chapter 3

started a process to empower Somalia’s transitional government by declar-
ing that the penal law code for Somalia would be the code devised by So-
malia’s democratic assembly in 1960, abolishing the 1969 code of Siad
Barre’s authoritarian regime. Howe intended to promote Somalia’s police
and judicial system, initiated by the UN in March 1993, and to allow UNO-
SOM II to enforce the cease-fire provisions of Addis Ababa II. The new law
code favored a civil government of local councils under the TNC.

Initially, Aideed cooperated by asking Admiral Howe’s support for a
reconciliation conference between southern Somalia and the nearby prov-
ince of Galcayo, which had not been under UNITAF control. Howe ap-
proved the meeting but insisted the UN, not Aideed, must sponsor it.
Believing Howe’s decision was evidence that the UN subverted his leader-
ship, Aideed rejected the UN sponsorship and renewed his verbal attacks
against the UN. Using Radio Mogadishu to broadcast charges that UN offi-
cials were asserting colonial authority, Aideed urged Somalis to boycott the
UN conference on Galcayo by attending his alterative meeting.

Under these circumstances, Howe’s conference on Galcayo reached no
agreements, and after the conference, UNOSOM II officials decided to
challenge Aideed by using coercive methods to assert UN strength. When
U.S. intelligence reports indicated hostile forces were preparing attacks on
UNOSOM II, Howe ordered troops to inspect the warlords’ depots for
heavy military equipment that UNITAF had ordered kept outside its secur-
ity zones.

The clash with Aideed began on June 4 after Admiral Howe announced
that UNOSOM II would enforce the March 26 Addis Ababa disarmament
agreement and close down Radio Mogadishu because of its UN criticism.
UN troops would inspect and inventory the weapons storage facilities in
southern Mogadishu, an area dominated by Aideed. Although an official in
Aideed’s group warned UNOSOM II not to launch the inspection without
consulting Aideed, Howe and Bir ignored the warning.

According to a UN investigation of the June 5 incident, Admiral Howe
had sent Pakistani forces in armored personnel carriers on loan from the
United States to carry out the UN weapons inspection. When the Paki-
stanis arrived at the buildings where the weapons and Radio Mogadishu
were located, they faced protesters angered by UN policies. As the Paki-
stanis later left the buildings, Aideed’s militia ambushed them and, simul-
taneously, his forces attacked a UN food distribution center elsewhere in
the city. When Aideed’s militia pinned down Pakistani troops, General
Montgomery called in the U.S. Quick Reaction force to join Italian ar-
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mored vehicles in dispersing Aideed’s men. The firefight killed twenty-four
Pakistanis and wounded fifty-six other UNOSOM troops. Aideed’s follow-
ers celebrated by mutilating the Pakistanis’ dead bodies and displaying
them in public.

Because of attacks in two parts of Mogadishu, UN officials concluded
the attacks were planned and strongly condemned Aideed. In New York,
UNSC Resolution 837 of June 6 identified the attacks as ‘‘calculated and
premeditated’’ and authorized all necessary measures against those respon-
sible plus the disarmament of all Somali parties as agreed at Addis Ababa.
Admiral Howe and Boutros-Ghali perceived Aideed as the number one
enemy and demonized him as the obstacle preventing peace. Although
some investigators said the UNOSOM II inspection provoked the June 5
incident, the UN insisted the Addis Ababa agreements permitted such in-
spections to control the warring factions’ armaments.

UN peacemaking efforts now focused on the hunt for Aideed to punish
the most powerful group in Mogadishu. Initially, Admiral Howe and Gen-
eral Montgomery minimized American participation in the hunt by using
Pakistani, Nigerian, Moroccan, Italian and Malaysian units. These UNO-
SOM II units employed air attacks, ground sweeps, and arms searches in
Aideed’s enclaves. On June 17, after Moroccan forces suffered heavy casu-
alties during their search, Howe offered a $25,000 reward for information
leading to Aideed’s arrest but found no informants. Many Somalis, how-
ever, accepted Radio Mogadishu’s complaints about the UN and sympa-
thized with Aideed. As a result, neither Howe’s reward for Aideed’s
capture, coercion by UNSOM II forces nor a four-month search by an addi-
tional four hundred U.S. Army Rangers and Delta Force commandos re-
vealed Aideed’s hiding place.

In Washington, Clinton became more closely involved in Somalia pol-
icy, stating at a press conference that Aideed’s forces were responsible ‘‘for
the worst attack on UN peacekeepers in three decades. We could not let it
go unpunished.’’ A 1994 U.S. Senate Armed Forces Committee investiga-
tion indicated the president began a series of actions which he later admit-
ted made the United States responsible for the October 3 disaster that
ended U.S. intervention. In June, Clinton’s advisers were divided about the
proper policy to adopt. Admiral Howe wanted Aideed punished, but Gen-
eral Powell and Defense Secretary Les Aspin favored negotiating with
Aideed. Talks with Aideed never occurred, but the White House sent CIA
agents to Somalia to track down Aideed.

The CIA never found Aideed, but an unsuccessful raid to find him in
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July and two incidents in August led to Joint CIA-Delta Force efforts to
capture Aideed. A July 12 raid on ‘‘Aideed’s headquarters’’ by the U.S.
Quick Reaction Force seized documents, communications equipment, and
armaments but not Aideed or his military officers. The QRF helicopter
gunships killed fifty-four Somalis and wounded many more, although the
UN claimed only twenty-four Somalis died. Most of the Somali casualties
were not Aideed militants but clan leaders meeting in the building. There
were no U.S. casualties, but angry Somali mobs attacked and killed four
Western journalists, whose bodies were displayed before international tele-
vision cameras. The journalists were Hansi Krauss of the Associated Press
and Dan Eldon, Hos Maina and Anthony Macharia of Reuters.

Following the July raid, Aideed told his men to ‘‘kill all Americans,’’
and General Montgomery asked President Clinton to dispatch additional
special forces and heavy military equipment to Somalia. The State Depart-
ment favored the additional U.S. firepower, but members of the U.S. Con-
gress objected. Secretary of Defense Les Aspin and General Powell also
opposed additional U.S. forces, but after a remote-control device exploded
under a U.S. vehicle and killed four American soldiers on August 21, Gen-
eral Powell obtained Aspin’s consent to send four hundred U.S. Ranger and
Delta forces, a proposal Clinton approved. Nevertheless, Aspin refused to
deploy the heavy tanks, Bradley Fighting Vehicles and additional AC-130
Specter gunships that Generals Montgomery and Garrison had requested.

As these additional troops left, Aspin voiced his fears that even greater
military efforts would be needed to secure Somalia and urged the UN to
undertake a more realistic program to create political groups that could
bring peace to the region. Former President Jimmy Carter and many con-
gressional critics urged a reevaluation of U.S. policy, while the Italians and
French opposed the search for Aideed. UN Secretary-General Boutros-
Ghali resisted changes in UN policy because he claimed all future UN
peacekeeping efforts would be endangered if Aideed were not arrested.

The arrival of four hundred Delta and Ranger forces increased UNO-
SOM II military raids between September 5 and 15, and casualties escalated
in Mogadishu, including the killing of Somali women and children. Al-
though four Americans were killed in an August ambush, Aideed usually
attacked Nigerian, Moroccan, Pakistani and Italian forces, which suffered
twenty-one killed and forty-six wounded before October 3. And although
the U.S. Delta-Army Ranger forces arrested many Somalis and rounded up
a few of Aideed’s officers, innocent Somalis and some relief workers, they
never captured Aideed.
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On September 25 after the downing of a U.S. helicopter killed three
Americans, Congress quickly passed a nonbinding resolution asking the
president to obtain congressional approval if U.S. forces remained in So-
malia after November 15, 1993. Clinton wavered, however, until October
3, when U.S. Rangers experienced a disastrous episode, immortalized in
the movie Black Hawk Down, based on the highly acclaimed account, Black
Hawk Down, by investigative reporter Mark Bowden. The Rangers raided
the Olympic Hotel in Mogadishu, where they captured twenty-four Aideed
militants. On leaving the hotel with their prisoners, the Rangers were con-
fronted by a contingent of Aideed’s militia, who shot down two U.S. Black
Hawk helicopters and surrounded the Rangers. For four hours, the U.S.
Quick Reaction Force and UNOSOM II units engaged Aideed’s troops in
battle. UNSOM II suffered its worst casualties in a single battle, including
the death of eighteen Americans and one Malaysian and the wounding of
seventy-eight Americans, nine Malaysians and three Pakistanis. Somalis
also captured U.S. Chief Warrant Officer Michael Durant and dragged his
injured body through Mogadishu’s streets while television cameras relayed
the event to worldwide audiences. Durant survived, but the television re-
porters seldom noted the Somalis had sustained an estimated 312 deaths
and 814 wounded.

Aideed’s tactic of ‘‘killing Americans’’ achieved its goal. A previously
apathetic U.S. public focused its anger on American policy in Somalia.
Under severe pressure, Clinton reviewed his options in Somalia and con-
sulted with congressional leaders. On October 7, he announced U.S. with-
drawal plans. He ordered U.S. commanders to stop hunting Aideed and
said all U.S. troops would withdraw by March 31, 1994. Clinton admitted
the UN erred in seeking Aideed’s capture, but the United States would try
to negotiate Somalia’s political reconciliation. Until the United States with-
drew in 1994, Clinton helped UNOSOM II peace efforts in Somalia, ap-
pointing Robert Oakley to begin conciliation talks with the factions.24

Following the tragedy of October 3, Oakley returned to Somalia but
could not persuade the warlords to end Somalia’s political disorder. He did
convince the militants to avoid interference with the U.S. troop departures,
and on March 3, 1994, the last American soldiers left Somalia, leaving the
U.S. public with the question, how did America go from feeding Somalis
to fighting them?25

Boutros-Ghali asked the UNSC to reduce its Somalia mission in order
to facilitate political reconciliation. On March 25, UNOSOM II forces were
reduced to 1,900 troops and ordered to avoid conflict. The smaller UNO-
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SOM II troops were units from nations such as Pakistan, Egypt, Zimbabwe
and Morocco. But UN peacemaking efforts failed, and on November 4, the
UNSC voted unanimously to withdraw entirely from Somalia. In March
1995, U.S. ships off the coast of Somalia assisted UNOSOM II’s safe depar-
ture that ended UNOSOM II’s mandate.26

The UN failed to achieve peace, but humanitarian agencies continued
to provide relief and rehabilitation assistance to the clans while civil strife
continued throughout 1996 and 1997 as new contenders competed for
power. Aideed’s claim to be president of Somalia was contested by Ali
Mahdi and by Osman Hassan Ali (Atto), who led five Mogadishu subclans
to attack Aideed in July 1996. Atto failed to capture Mogadishu’s airport,
but Aideed was wounded and died during surgery.

Aideed’s death intensified the fighting after his son Hussein Mohamed
Aideed was chosen SNA president. Hussein’s mother had taken him to the
United States during the 1980s, where he became a U.S. citizen and served
with the U.S. Marines during Operation Restore Hope in 1993. In 1996, he
returned to Somalia to replace his father as president of the SNA and con-
tinue the fight against Atto and Ali Mahdi. Hussein Aideed also had to con-
tend with Islamic fundamentalist radicals who organized projects to ‘‘clean
up’’ Mogadishu while converting Somalis to the Shiite Islamic concepts ad-
vanced by Iran’s government since 1979 and by their disciples in Sudan
and Egypt.27A ray of hope came from Cairo in December 1997 when, after
four months of talks, Hussein Aideed and Ali Mahdi signed a ‘‘Declaration
of Principles.’’ They promised to launch reconciliation conferences begin-
ning in February 1998 and to prepare a transitional government charter.
Nonetheless, Somalia remained a dangerous place for years to come, the
memory and lesson of which cast a haunting shadow over future interna-
tional peacekeeping missions. And, for the United States especially, ‘‘Mo-
gadishu’’ and ‘‘Somalia’’ were no longer place names but rather cautionary
shorthand for political disasters to be avoided at all costs. The lesson was
plain for all to see.



CHAPTER 4

A Global Web of Risk:

Complex Crises in a

Globally Networked

World

Yes, we all live in a house on fire, no fire department to call; no
way out, just the upstairs window to look out of while the fire
burns the house down with us trapped, locked in it.

—Tennessee Williams

The U.S. experience in Somalia demonstrated the costs and limits of hu-
manitarian intervention. Intervening powers must be skilled in dealing
with the complexities of the situations into which they send their armed
forces. Publics must also be prepared to accept the potential cost in mili-
tary casualties. Somalia was but one example of how a complex crisis can
contain dynamics that will mutate swiftly, unpredictably and catastrophi-
cally. Recognition of the limits to intervention has not, however, been ac-
companied by recognition of the limits of intervention per se as a means to

99



100 chapter 4

halt or prevent conflict. The obvious lesson of U.S. interventions in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq in the first decade of the twenty-first century is that
Cold War strategic paradigms are of limited use both for analyzing and
responding to the challenge of Islamist terrorism. Likewise, strategies to
promote human security that are uninformed by local circumstance and
broader societal dynamics are doomed to the same fate. Complex crises
thus require a framework of analysis that can accommodate complexity
and permit the formulation of a global outlook on interconnected human
security issues.1

In many parts of the world, globalization is not so much leading to the
demise of the state as exacerbating conflicts over the very legitimacy of
states that have smoldered for decades. Many of the world’s states are na-
tions in name only with political elites exercising little or no direct control
over every part of their assigned territory. Contemporary conflicts in North
Africa, the Middle East and South and Southeast Asia need to be analyzed
against a backdrop of decolonization and persistent disputes over the legit-
imacy of states in which the institutional furnishings of independence—
bureaucracy, parliament, legal system and territory—were not accompanied
by popular acceptance of their legislative reach.

THE ‘‘IDEA OF THE STATE’’ IN SUDAN

The 2005 Nairobi Comprehensive Peace Agreement brought an end to the
twenty-year conflict (1983–2004) between Khartoum and the Sudan Peo-
ples’ Liberation Army (SPLA). The conflict claimed an estimated 1.9 mil-
lion lives caused by the lethal ‘‘dynamic’’ of combat, famine and disease. A
parallel peace process covering warring factions in the western Sudanese
region of Darfur was underway following the 2004 UN-brokered Ndjeema
cease-fire, but in Darfur the killing continued. U.S. State Department esti-
mates placed Darfur’s death toll at between 63,000 and 146,000 people by
late 2005—most killed as a result of fighting between the government-
backed nomadic Arab militia and the Janjaweed (a Fur word meaning
‘‘hordes’’) on the one hand and the multi-ethnic Sudanese Liberation Army
and the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) on the other. UK and INGO
calculations cite 300,000–400,000 dead by early 2007.2 For every death,
thousands were displaced, generating localized and transborder humani-
tarian crises. From the 1980s to 2007 at least 9.5 million people were dis-
placed by conflict in Sudan. Sudanese refugees are scattered across the
globe, but three-quarters remain crowded into camps in their own country,
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3.5 million of these clinging precariously to life in Darfur. Their plight is
further complicated by protracted civil war in neighboring Chad, which in
turn generates flows of refugees into Darfur.

According to Alex de Waal, the UN, U.S. and European nations strug-
gled to find a mechanism to fulfill their responsibility to protect African
Muslim and non-Muslim Sudanese, who were alike the victims of govern-
ment-sponsored violence in Darfur. Intervention with an ‘‘African’’ face
came via the African Union, but AU peace monitors and, subsequently, AU
peacekeepers were hobbled by Khartoum’s resistance to UN ‘‘interference’’
and the inability of the UN Security Council to agree upon a formula to
deal with the humanitarian crisis. Not least, there was understandable re-
luctance from Washington for U.S. forces to become embroiled in a situa-
tion similar to that of Somalia circa 1993.3 China too was reluctant to
support UN intervention—because of extensive Chinese investment in Su-
danese oil infrastructure and China’s leaping energy demands. Also, peace
was clearly still to be accepted by all sides in Sudan. Yet from advocates on
the floor of the U.S. Congress to human rights campaigners on the ground
in Sudan, agreement was universal that Darfur was Africa’s next Rwanda.

Political Trajectories

As with many colonial inventions, Sudan was a state in name only, with
Khartoum barely in control of its assigned sovereign territory. A patchwork
of different tribal groups divided by ethnicity and by the currents of Is-
lamic and Christian conversion were incorporated into a single political
entity by Britain and Egypt at the end of the nineteenth century. The trajec-
tory of state formation (table 4.1, T1) reflected the consequences of unre-
solved tensions surrounding tribal, religious, and state identity. Because of
its proximity to Egypt and the Middle East, northern Sudan was drawn
into the Islamic and Arab orbit by Egypt in the early nineteenth century
with Islamization and Arabization proceeding in tandem (table 4.1, T4).
British-Egyptian collaboration in creating a new state on the Upper Nile to
protect British interests in the Middle East further strengthened the posi-
tion of the Islamized north vis-à-vis the underdeveloped south. Applying
the traditional colonialist ‘‘divide and rule’’ principle to governing Sudan
as a British protectorate, Britain treated the south as a separate entity to
the economically more advanced north, thus creating and perpetuating a
trajectory of regional rivalry (table 4.1, T3).

State formation inevitably perpetuated resentment of the northern-
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dominated government among geographically and culturally distant and
marginalized rural peoples. Northern Sudanese was Muslim, better edu-
cated and enjoyed better economic opportunities. Resentment between
‘‘Arab’’ and ‘‘African’’ Sudanese were thus well entrenched before indepen-
dence in 1956. The western area of Darfur was integrated into the larger
entity of Sudan through a combination of Mamluk Egyptian and British
imperial expansion. The sultanate was, according to M. W. Daly, a premod-
ern African Muslim polity in which African Muslim rulers presided over a
multi-ethnic and multireligious population.4 Under British tutelage, Darfur
suffered from the same neglect accorded to southern Sudan, adding a sec-
ond layer of resentment toward Khartoum that compounded long-standing
objection to northern political influence and the increasing inward migra-
tions of nomads from northern Sudan and Chad seeking new pastureland.
Independence brought no tangible benefits to the peoples of Darfur.

Divisions within the state were manifest immediately in the brief
‘‘Equatorial Corps’’ mutiny of August 1955. A reaction by junior officers of
the Southern Corps against northern dominance in the military, the muti-
neers met with swift and brutal force. As M. W. Daly writes, the episode
prefigured later, more protracted armed struggles between Khartoum and
a coalition of southern insurgent forces, the Southern Sudan Liberation
Movement (SSLM).5 Division was also evident within the northern ruling
elite (table 4.1, T2). As in Nigeria, the Congo, neighboring Chad and in-
deed across northern and much of sub-Saharan Africa, in Sudan, parlia-
mentary rule by fractious coalitions proved unworkable. In its place came
a succession of ruthless military rulers who used parliamentary machinery
merely to endorse their political decisions. Civil war broke out in the south
in 1964 and endured until the 1972 Addis Ababa Peace Agreement be-
tween Khartoum and the SSLM. Criticized by Daly as ‘‘vague in detail,’’
the agreement was, according to Meredith, ‘‘a rare example in Africa of a
negotiated settlement to a civil war.’’6 The Addis Ababa compromise al-
lowed the formation of a distinct Southern Region with its own political
institutions and the right to raise taxation sufficient to fund regional auton-
omy, but, decisively, Khartoum retained its sovereign right to garrison the
south.7

International developments worked against a durable resolution to the
civil war. Economic grievances rather than a shared sense of regional or
cultural identity maintained unity among the disparate multireligious and
multi-ethnic SSLM.8 Hence the southern rebels were viewed in Washing-
ton as Soviet sympathizers. U.S. economic and military assistance inevita-
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bly flowed toward the anti-Soviet Khartoum government while
Washington turned a blind eye to the brutality of the Sudanese state
toward southern rebels and their supporters. From independence until the
late 1970s the Sudanese state was secular. President Colonel Muhammad
Numayri (1969–1985) enshrined secularism in the 1973 constitution that
confirmed a major condition of the peace between north and south. How-
ever, a reinvigorated and radicalized form of Islam, manifest in the Muslim
Brotherhood, changed the complexion of Sudan’s government.

The growing electoral appeal of Sudan’s religious right gradually trans-
lated into political influence. To better navigate factional politics in Khar-
toum, Numayri admitted Muslim Brothers into senior government
posts—a move that opened the way for Islamists to press for the alignment
of Sudanese and Shari’a or Islamic law. Before his removal in 1985, Nu-
mayri abandoned secularism, declared his intention to convert all of Sudan
and tore up the 1972 peace agreement, plunging the country back into civil
war. Islamization was vigorously pursued by President Al-Saddiq al-Mahdi,
leader of Sudan’s largest Islamic political organization, the Umma Party.
Al-Mahdi was the first to arm local Arab militias and use them against rebel
forces, in this instance the murahaleen, presaging the tactics later used by
his successors in Darfur.9

Precipitated by the military’s disapproval at the prospect of a new peace
agreement between the government and southern insurgents, yet another
coup in 1989 installed General Omar Hassan al-Bashir as president, and
he, in return for electoral support, granted substantial governmental au-
thority to Hassan al-Turabi, a Muslim Brother, and his National Islamic
Front (NIF). That the NIF did not command majority support among Su-
dan’s Muslim population did not dissuade al-Turabi from pursuing an even
more extreme vision of an orthodox Islamic state. Al-Turabi maneuvered
the government to the far right of political Islam, negating the possibility
of compromise with southern rebels and drawing the country into a dan-
gerous if loose liaison with Islamist terror groups.

The Complexities of Darfur

Religion and identity do not map out precisely the lines of division in
Darfur. Distinct tribal identities, religious beliefs, languages and competing
economic interests between sedentary and nomadic peoples cut across is-
sues of land ownership and support for or opposition to the central govern-
ment. The Arabic or Arabized nomadic camel-herding tribes, Abbala, are
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constantly in search of adequate grazing lands in a region where decades
of desertification have taken their toll. African tribes, including the Fur,
Masalit and Zaghawa, are predominantly farmers and form the majority
of Darfur’s population. Tribal skirmishes became commonplace during the
1980s in what is known collectively as the ‘‘War of the Tribes.’’ Into this
mix poured armaments and an increasing array of armed militia from
neighboring Chad. Darfur became a safe haven for Chadian militia and the
Libyan-backed Islamic Legion fighting against the non-Muslim African
government in Ndjaema. In political science terms, these ‘‘factors’’ created
an environment conducive to the escalation of violence.

Resource conflicts are endemic in Sudan and are exacerbated by the
country’s steadily degrading natural environment. Successive major
climate change–related droughts have hastened desertification, placing
additional pressure on land and food resources. Poor resource and infra-
structure planning over the years led to extensive deforestation and conse-
quent soil erosion. These factors, combined with rapid population growth,
created a level of social and environmental stress that contributed directly
to the humanitarian tragedy unfolding in Darfur.10

By the time fighting in Darfur intensified, the Janjaweed had been active
there for the best part of six years.11 Endemic poverty compounded cross-
cutting religious and tribal rivalries over land and political influence. This
latter point is, according to Daly, crucial to understanding the vectors of
conflict in Darfur and Sudan. Western analysis, he argues, has too easily
succumbed to the simplifications of Huntington’s clash of civilizations the-
sis, leading to erroneous conclusions of religious war between Muslim and
non-Muslim, Arab and African. Rather, the demonstration effect of peace
negotiations between Khartoum and the SPLA encouraged SPLM and JEM
leaders to also press the central government for regional autonomy. Thus
the violence in Darfur has the characteristics of both an intercommunal
conflict and civil war inflamed by Khartoum’s support for progovernment
Arab Muslim militia.12

Ideology and Conflict

In contrast to the first period of civil conflict (1964–1972), the second
Sudanese civil war evidenced a distinct ideological dimension. The Sudan
Peoples’ Liberation Movement adopted an explicit socialist message to
counter the Islamic reformism of Khartoum and as a consequence was
treated by the U.S and the West as pro-Soviet. Political Islam in the NIF-
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dominated government was shaped by the teachings of the Muslim Broth-
erhood, of which al-Turabi was leader in Sudan. An anti-imperialist protest
movement originating in Egypt in the 1920s, the Brotherhood advocated a
return to ‘‘pure Islam’’ drawn from a literal translation of the Qur’an. Jessica
Stern writes that the Islamist message of its founder, Hassan al-Banna, was
inspired by extreme ideologies at both ends of the political spectrum. The
methods employed by European fascist and Communist movements ex-
cited him, as did their particular ‘‘fascination with violence.’’13 The Brother-
hood’s appeal was broadened in the 1950s by the viscerally anti-Western
Sayyid Qutb, whose militant rhetoric garnered support among the millions
of Muslims left behind by the postwar global economic boom. Driven out
of Egypt, the movement spawned offshoots across the Middle East (Hamas
being the most notable), also reaching into North Africa and South Asia.

With the Muslim Brothers ensconced in Khartoum, Sudan became a
haven for Islamic militants from the Middle East. Osama Bin Laden fa-
mously found refuge there after expulsion from his native Saudi Arabia. A
latecomer to the Afghan war against the Soviets, Bin Laden was, writes
Steve Coll, a fringe fighter who rarely experienced close combat, yet he was
able to cultivate an image of a ‘‘veteran’’ soldier of Islam. Deeply disturbed
at the stationing of Western troops on Arabian soil after the 1991 Gulf War,
Bin Laden incurred the suspicion of a Saudi government increasingly sensi-
tive to the activities and popular appeal of Islamist militants and their fi-
nancial backers. Bin Laden fit both descriptions. In Sudan, Bin Laden
established a construction company, poured money into infrastructure de-
velopment projects and secured import and export ‘‘incentives’’ from a
grateful government. It was from his base in Sudan that Bin Laden allegedly
forward-planned the 1998 attacks on U.S. embassies in Tanzania and
Kenya. Sudan had helped incubate Bin Laden’s Al Qaeda network. Though
Bin Laden relocated to Afghanistan after his expulsion by al-Turabi in
1996, establishing new training camps under the protection of a trium-
phant Pakistan-backed Taliban government, his terror cells and plans in
Africa remained intact.14

U.S. interest in Sudan derived from Cold War strategic concerns. In the
late 1970s and early 1980s, socialism appeared to be gaining ground in
the Horn of Africa and across North Africa and the Middle East. After the
discovery of oil south of Sudan’s Nuba Mountains on the Upper Nile, the
American oil major Chevron secured concessions from Khartoum, which
hoped oil would be eventually piped to a government refinery on the Red
Sea. Strategic and economic self-interest meant that the United States pro-
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vided support to Khartoum against the SPLM which, as said, Washington
thought pro-Soviet. Reflecting the official thinking that influenced Wash-
ington’s relations with the entire Islamic world, U.S. strategists believed
Islam presented an impenetrable shield to Communist ideology. In wind-
ing back aid to Sudan after 1989, U.S. influence waned, but Washington
was still able to exert sufficient pressure to force Bin Laden’s expulsion.

Given this diplomatic success, U.S. power was, one might think, sig-
nificant enough to also exert pressure over Darfur. However, Washington’s
influence was eroded by the expansion of Chinese mining capital into Af-
rica. With civil war raging across its oil concessions, Chevron pulled out
of the Sudan in the early 1990s, after which al-Bashir developed the coun-
try’s oil infrastructure, including the Red Sea pipeline, with investment
from Chinese and Malaysian oil interests. With China’s diplomatic support
at the UN and substantial investment from the China National Offshore
Oil Company (CNOOC), Khartoum was in a stronger position to resist
international calls for large-scale intervention in Darfur. Still, al-Bashir
ejected al-Turabi and the NIF from his government in 1999 and since Sep-
tember 11 has rebranded his government as a U.S. ally against Islamic ex-
tremism—a much higher strategic priority for U.S. policymakers.
Washington is also concerned that any visible increase in the U.S. military
presence in North Africa could likely backfire by radicalizing Muslim opin-
ion and enhancing the appeal of the Islamists. In prosecuting its global war
on terror, the U.S. military quietly expanded its operations in East Africa,
working with governments rather than against them to suppress Islamist
activities in the Horn of Africa.15

Self-determination for the southern Sudan is broadly supported by the
international community, but Khartoum is unlikely to concede the region’s
lucrative oil resources.16 For its part, the United States prefers not to antag-
onize or bring about the balkanization of Sudan or East Africa. With U.S.
military resources stretched by interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq, hu-
manitarian intervention is left to a hybrid UN-African Union presence. The
International Crisis Group declared the 2006 Darfur Peace Agreement ‘‘a
failure.’’ The United Nations Mission in Darfur (UNAMID) has proved in-
effectual, with reports of serious divisions between UN and AU staff and
complaints of underresourcing.17 Intervention, if it is to work, has to be
supported by the world’s most powerful states, but as already mentioned,
the international community is divided, and the priorities of the United
States and its allies lie elsewhere.
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HEGEMONIC INTERVENTIONS

With regard to military interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq, the United
States abandoned the cautious approach to humanitarian crises in the
1990s—from Rwanda to Bosnia. Despite repeated attempts by the Bush ad-
ministration to justify continued military involvement in Iraq as a humani-
tarian imperative, U.S. interventions in both countries satisfied perceived
strategic priorities justified by an ill-conceived ‘‘global war on terror.’’
While the U.S. mission in Afghanistan received UN blessing, both Afghani-
stan and Iraq were cases of hegemonic intervention in defense of U.S. stra-
tegic self-interest—namely, to eradicate the threat of further terrorist
attacks on U.S. soil and on overseas assets. In the case of Iraq, subsequent
events have proven the strategic doctrine upon which military action was
based to be seriously flawed.

South Asia and the Middle East

Multiple layers of complexity between local and global politics expose
the superficiality of Huntington’s civilizational logic and the ill-conceived
paradigm of the ‘‘Global War on Terror.’’ Ethnic diversity rather than reli-
gion is at the center of subnational politics in the disputed Indian province
of Jammu and Kashmir (hereafter Kashmir). As Navnita Chadha Behera
writes in Demystifying Kashmir (2006), the lines of political division within
Indian-controlled Kashmir are not congruous with religious belief, and
hence the ‘‘Hindu-Muslim paradigm’’ does not explain the roots of conflict
and confrontation there. Kashmir is a multi-ethnic region where the aspi-
rations of different Muslim ethnic groups range between support for inte-
gration into Pakistan or accommodation with India, which is also home to
a large Muslim minority.18 Yet Kashmir has been a flash point in relations
between India and Pakistan since partition and independence in 1947, and
the standoff between two nuclear powers frequently invites international
speculation about the prospect of nuclear war on the subcontinent.

Competing Indian and Pakistani claims derive from the confusing array
of expedient compromises made at the time of Indian and Pakistani inde-
pendence (table 4.2, T3). The partition of Hindu-majority India and Mus-
lim-majority Pakistan was marked and marred by a violent upsurge in
sectarian violence and in a communal violence ‘‘bloodbath’’ in which
Hindu and Muslim turned against each other. Kashmir, a princely state
within the British Raj, was predominantly Muslim but ruled by a Hindu
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maharajah, Hari Singh, who exercised his prerogative and chose integra-
tion with India. While the majority sentiment favored Kashmiri indepen-
dence, Kashmiri Muslims accepted the decision in the belief that the region
would be granted a greater measure of autonomy than if it were incorpo-
rated into Pakistan. Islamabad’s attempt to reverse the decision by force
merely increased Kashmiri opposition to integration with Pakistan, but the
1947–1949 conflict led to the partitioning of Kashmir, and since this time
Kashmir has come to symbolize the rivalry between the two countries.

Indian and Pakistani forces face each other down across the icy Line of
Control that reaches high into the Himalayan foothills to the Siachen Gla-
cier. To this day, it is part of Pakistan’s official worldview that Muslim-
majority Kashmir is naturally and rightfully part of Pakistan, and it is Paki-
stan’s pursuit of this objective by subterfuge that paved the way for Islamist
radicalism to take hold in South Asia. Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence
(ISI) trained and deployed Islamist militia against Soviet forces in Afghani-
stan after the Soviet invasion of 1979. Following the Soviet withdrawal in
1989, these Islamist militias were set loose in Kashmir to wage a guerrilla
campaign against Indian forces—a campaign that endured until the U.S.-
led intervention in Afghanistan in 2001.

Islam, or more precisely the Muslim Brotherhood, connected Sudanese,
Afghan and Pakistani politics. The Pakistan-based offshoot, Jamaat-e-
Islami, was instrumental in assisting Pakistani intelligence and the CIA to
create an Islamic front to hobble the Soviet war machine in Afghanistan
during the 1980s. The Afghan civil war, which began before the Soviet in-
vasion, is yet another example of how U.S.-Soviet strategic rivalry exacer-
bated human suffering in the developing world. The conflict and the
external interests clandestinely deployed to prolong the fighting exemplify
the failures of old-world realpolitik and illustrate how new conflicts often
have their origins in failed solutions to old wars. The old Great Game of
nation-state rivalry opened the door to a new form of asymmetrical warfare
led by a transnational Islamist movement, motivated less by territorial am-
bition than by antipathy to Soviet socialism and American capitalism. A
paradox of the war on terror, this movement profited from Western oil de-
pendence as Saudi petrodollars rolled in to finance ‘‘jihadi’’ campaigners.

Afghanistan

A Pashtun-dominated Afghanistan emerged in South Asia toward the
end of the eighteenth century and survived as a buffer state between British
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India and the Russian empire, becoming a British protectorate in 1907
(table 4.2, T1). From the time of gaining its political independence little
over a decade later until the Soviet invasion of 1979, the country’s ethnic
divisions and tribal loyalties were subordinated to the idea of the Afghan
state.

Afghanistan was all but a Soviet satellite state in 1979 when Soviet
troops moved in to prop up the country’s increasingly unpopular Commu-
nist government. Muslim resistance to secular socialism escalated into all-
out civil war, driving millions to seek refuge in neighboring Pakistan,
where Islamabad nurtured the Taliban and then turned it against Soviet
troops. Covert U.S. assistance for the Taliban and Muslim mujahideen
fighting the Soviet invasion was predicated on the same thinking applied
in Sudan: that Islam could be mobilized to counter Marxist ideology and
arrest Communist expansion. Washington determined to turn Afghanistan
into a quagmire, a Soviet Vietnam that would further degrade Moscow’s
capability to challenge U.S. interests elsewhere.

Determined to break the Soviets, the CIA failed to recognize the dan-
gers of sponsoring radical Islamic forces that were as much anti-West as
they were anticommunist.19 American arms and combat expertise materi-
ally assisted the ISI to build up its Islamic front in Afghanistan. Pursuing a
short-term Cold War objective, the authors of U.S. policy in Central and
South Asia, from CIA station chiefs up to the State Department and the
White House, did not or could not foresee the consequences of their strat-
egy for strategic security in South Asia or the global heroin trade. In the
wake of the Soviet withdrawal in 1989 and the consequent suspension of
U.S. assistance to the mujahideen, Afghan factions turned to the illegal
opium trade to fund their internecine struggle for control of the state, feed-
ing a cycle of violence and corruption that engulfed neighboring Paki-
stan.20 Still backed by Pakistan, the Taliban succeeded in imposing a harsh
Islamic regime over much of the country, including the capital, Kabul,
which fell in 1996. But the harshness of the regime and the ongoing armed
struggle between the Taliban and forces loyal to mujahideen commander
Ahmad Shah Massoud and grouped under the banner of the Northern Alli-
ance fueled the production of and trade in opium.

Sponsorship of Islamic militancy in Afghanistan enabled Pakistan to
marshal Islamist groups in support of its ambitions in Kashmir. With the
Soviets out of Afghanistan and the Taliban in the ascendancy, the ISI
turned its attention back to Kashmir. Having failed to secure control over
the disputed state in open warfare with India, Pakistan turned to the armed
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wing of Jamaat e-Islami, the Lashkar e-Toiba, to carry out guerrilla attacks
against Indian forces and foment civil unrest in Indian-held Kashmir. To
Pakistan’s dismay, Kashmiris resented their intervention and did not rise
up against India as the ISI had hoped. President Pervez Musharraf ’s ill-
fated and ill-conceived occupation of Kargil in Indian-controlled Kashmir
was a reckless strategy against a nuclear-armed state that viewed Pakistan’s
nuclear program with equal suspicion (table 4.2, T3 and T4). Effectively,
two nuclear-armed powers were fighting a guerrilla war in Indian-held
Kashmir that inflamed nationalist sentiment on both sides.

Dependent upon U.S. military aid, Pakistan was forced to support U.S.
intervention in Afghanistan. The history of Afghanistan post–September 11
need not be rehearsed here, but despite ending Taliban rule in 2001, the
U.S.-led coalition and an elected Afghan government grapple with persist-
ing ideological, factional and economic divisions that suggest the recon-
struction of Afghanistan is a substantial and long-term challenge. The
future for Afghanistan without long-term international assistance is bleak.
The government of President Hamid Karzai has yet to establish popular
legitimacy among the country’s multi-ethnic population, is unable to con-
trol all parts of the country and is hence powerless to prevent the move-
ment of civilians and Taliban combatants across the frontier between
Afghanistan and Pakistan.

Cross-cutting strategic objectives of the U.S. and Pakistan governments
exacerbated the refugee crisis along Pakistan’s Northwest Frontier, which
remains a seedbed of Islamic radicalism and, at the time of writing, a safe
haven for Osama Bin Laden’s Al Qaeda movement (and, allegedly, Bin
Laden himself). The Pakistan military has long coveted a submissive or
at least pro-Pakistan government in Kabul, while Pakistani politicians see
Afghanistan as a gateway to Central Asia, in particular a passageway for
Central Asian oil to reach the Indian Ocean through Pakistan.

It is a double irony that Pakistan’s entry into the geopolitics of oil
should rebound on it to the extent that the Islamist militants still defying
central authority along the Northwest Frontier should be so well endowed
with Saudi finances. The jihad against the Soviets and, at the time of writ-
ing, U.S.-led international forces in Afghanistan, has created a terror indus-
try in which the children of poor tribespeople are drawn into radical
madrassas and inculcated with the Islamist mission to drive the United
States from the Arabian peninsula and rescue Islam from the corrupting
influences of secular Western culture. The mission and the message reso-
nate throughout the Middle East to South and Southeast Asia. It appeals to



a global web of risk 115

the poor and undereducated, who resent Western affluence and for whom
jihad is as much an economic as a religious calling. It also appeals to the
educated middle classes who, like those who flew jets into the Twin Towers
and the Pentagon, despise Western values, societies and cultures.

Reconstructing Iraq

The U.S.-led invasion of Iraq was a case of strategic preemption, not an
instance of humanitarian intervention. Predicated on false intelligence, the
invasion precipitated a counterinsurgency that transformed Iraq into a
magnet for Islamist militants connected to Al Qaeda. U.S. forces were con-
fronted with a three-dimensional conflict: Ba’athist resistance fighters
against the United States and coalition partners, Shi’ite militia loyal to Is-
lamic cleric Moktada al-Sadr against Sunni Ba’athists and periodically
against the United States, and Islamist ‘‘foreign fighters’’ against the United
States and its coalition partners. From the U.S. invasion and occupation of
Iraq in 2003 to October 2008, a total of 4,124 U.S. service personnel died,
with another 30,000 injured.21 The dryly named Iraq Body Count Project
estimates Iraqi civilian violent deaths as of December 31, 2007, to range
from 78,280 to 85,289 people.22

The human impact of the invasion and occupation extends beyond
combat to rising infection rates and poor health care, sanitation and nutri-
tion. Taking these factors into account, the British medical journal The
Lancet estimated that some 654,965 more Iraqis had died from 2003 to
2006 than would have died had there been no invasion and occupation.23

Insurgent casualties are ‘‘unknowable.’’
Cast retrospectively as a humanitarian intervention to rid Iraq of an evil

dictator, the U.S.-led invasion in 2003 was based upon flawed or massaged
intelligence. The greatest failure of judgment stemmed from Washington’s
hubris over the presumed universal appeal of American ideals and a naive
belief in the transferability of liberal democracy.24

Iraq, formerly Mesopotamia, is one of Britain’s more enduring colonial
legacies. Split into three distinct regions, dominated by Kurds to the north,
Sunni Muslims in the center around Baghdad and Shi’ite Muslims to the
south, the former British protectorate was predominantly tribal. It is a
country born out of and into violence. The rationale for creating an Iraqi
state was undoubtedly influenced by the presence of substantial oil re-
serves discovered in the 1920s, which Britain hoped to secure for British
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THE RATIONALE FOR INVADING IRAQ

• Iraq either possessed or was well advanced in the development of
weapons of mass destruction (WMD). This contravened UN Security
Council resolutions and posed a threat to regional order.

• Saddam Hussein’s Ba’ath regime sponsored terrorism in the Middle
East and had links with Al Qaeda. His removal would thus deny re-
sources to terrorists.

• The removal of Saddam would be popular with Iraqi people and
would engender an upsurge in popular democratic sentiment.

• Democratic politics would take root once the Ba’ath regime’s appara-
tus of control was dismantled, and Iraq would become a beacon of
secular modernism in the Islamic world.

oil interests. Britain used military force to compel warring factions to ac-
cept their incorporation into the Iraqi state in 1920.25 Cold War rivalry
between Washington and Moscow in the 1980s and 1990s exacerbated re-
gional tensions. The 1979 Islamic revolution in Iran elevated Iraq’s strate-
gic value. The Ba’ath Party regime of Saddam Hussein proved to be
particularly brutal, but it was courted by both the United States and the
Soviets. Iraq made extensive use of chemical weapons against Iranian
forces during the Iran-Iraq war (1980–1988) with full knowledge of both
the United States and Britain. Both subscribed to the Iraqi war effort in a
vain attempt to provoke counterrevolution in Iran and bring down the Is-
lamic theocracy of the Ayatollah Khomeini.26

The saga of Iraq from 1990 to 2007 offers a perspective on how the
optimism of the immediate post–Cold War era was misplaced. The 1990s
were a unique era in international cooperation at the UN—a result of So-
viet collapse and Russia’s domestic difficulties, which made it necessary for
Moscow to be more accommodating toward the United States and the
West. This Iran-Iraq war, writes Dilip Hiro, turned Iraq into a heavily mili-
tarized country, which both enabled and emboldened Hussein to invade
neighboring Kuwait in 1990 to expropriate additional oil revenues with
which to settle war debts and maintain a large standing army. UNSC Reso-
lution 660, which called upon Iraq to withdraw from Kuwait after Iraq oc-
cupied the tiny Gulf state on August 2, 1990, was followed by the
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imposition of UN sanctions, which failed to dislodge Hussein and his fam-
ily from power. Military intervention, when it came on January 15, 1991,
was authorized by the Security Council but clearly served the foreign pol-
icy aims of the United States, which devised and led the international inter-
vention in Kuwait. These aims were the eviction of Iraq from Kuwait and
the restoration of the regional status quo, the protection of Saudi oil fields
and the preservation of Saudi royal power. Despite the transparency of U.S.
policy, the UN Security Council vote on Resolution 678 went 12–2 with
no permanent members exercising their right of veto. China abstained.27

A brief First Gulf War ended with Iraq’s expulsion from Kuwait. Con-
scious of regional sensitivities, the United States allowed surviving Iraqi
units back into Iraq and opted not to remove Saddam Hussein by force.
Instead, the international community, led by the United States acting
through the UN, sought to bring about Hussein’s downfall and that of his
Ba’athist regime by maintaining sanctions. The Iraqi economy depended
upon oil, which constituted nearly two-thirds of all exports. Following a
public outcry in the West about the plight of ordinary Iraqis dying for lack
of medical treatment, medicines and food, Resolution 986 allowed limited
sales of Iraqi oil, the proceeds of which could be used to purchase food
and essential medical supplies from 1995 onward.

The UN Oil-for-Food Programme and thus the entire set of Iraq sanc-
tions was subverted by collusion between Baghdad and many reputable
businesses, including the Australian wheat marketer AWB Ltd., carmakers
DaimlerChrysler and Volvo, and Siemens and ChevronTexaco, to name but
a few.28 For geostrategic reasons, the United States tolerated sanctions bust-
ing by Iraq’s neighbors, and much illegally purchased Iraqi oil found its
way into the West. Sanctions were designed to bring down Hussein with-
out recourse to armed intervention. Companies profited from the abuse of
human rights in Iraq and undermined a UN regime designed to avoid a war
which, when it eventuated, cost hundreds of thousands of lives.

Post-Hussein Iraq struggled to become the exemplary Islamic democ-
racy idealized by U.S. planners. Instead, historic internal fissures came to
the fore as Shi’ite and Sunni insurgents fought each other and the U.S.-led
coalition, with Al Qaeda–linked Arab volunteers joining the fray to prevent
any prospect of peaceful accommodation. The financial cost of the ongoing
military occupation of Iraq, by early 2008 an estimated US$3 trillion,
eroded the U.S. economy’s capacity to absorb the costs of sustaining mili-
tary hegemony and to combat economic crises at home. In terms of U.S.
international credibility, as in Vietnam, U.S. military pride was dented by
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the ability of ill-equipped militia to inflict heavy casualties upon U.S.
forces. National support for the war fell away dramatically after the initial
swift removal of Hussein, raising questions about the preparedness of the
U.S. voting public to support future military interventions of any kind.

A Global Security Deficit

At the international level, the degree of major-power consensus evident
in the 1990s is rapidly evaporating as China becomes more economically
assertive in defense of its development imperatives and as Russia scrapes
the rust from its superpower image. In a multipolar world, the United
States, despite its military advantages, cannot exert the same degree of in-
fluence over its competitors as it did a decade ago. The era of U.S. hegem-
ony is long past, but the sharp decline in credibility for the international
order that the United States largely constructed, occasioned by the travesty
of the Iraqi intervention, leaves a substantial deficit in global security. The
reputation of the United Nations was shredded by the Oil-for-Food scan-
dal. International support for future interventions in potentially more
threatening strategic crises or in Darfur will be more difficult because of
mistrust over U.S. intentions and UN complicity with U.S. foreign policy
goals—reinforced by the UN’s global security rhetoric. This is perhaps the
greatest long-term, we might say intergenerational, cost of U.S. hegemonic
interventions in the Islamic world.

REFUGEES AND ASYLUM SEEKERS

Refugee flows are indexes of the uneven geographic distribution of human
insecurity. From nineteen million ‘‘persons of concern’’ counted at the end
of 2004, the United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) was
by the end of 2006 responsible for nearly thirty-three million such persons,
the vast majority of whom were internally displaced persons (IDPs) (see
table 4.3). A refugee recorded as such in official statistics is a person ac-
corded official refugee status by UNHCR and entitled to join the commis-
sion’s resettlement program. Asylum seekers are people seeking sanctuary
in another country but who have yet to be assessed as genuine refugees.
IDPs are persons fleeing conflict or environmental stress who remain resi-
dent in their own country, not all of whom become the responsibility of
UNHCR. As such, they are located on the fringes of the world’s major con-
flict zones, are the least accessible to humanitarian aid and are the largest
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and least globally visible refugee group. Between 2003 and 2007 at least
1.2 million Iraqis were displaced into neighboring countries, with a further
700,000 displaced internally by rising sectarian violence.29 By the end of
2006, there were 1,834,368 Iraqi IDPs recorded by UNHCR (see table 4.3).
Clearly, the use of force and the clandestine pursuit of national strategic
interest has not fashioned a solution to endemic instability in the Middle
East or South Asia.

Globally, as many as six million refugees returned home during 2002–
2005, 4.6 million of which returned to Afghanistan to confront escalating
conflict between a resurgent Taliban, the Afghan army and international
coalition forces. Unresolved and resurgent societal conflicts have added
further to the list of displaced peoples. The refugee exodus from Darfur
into Chad and Uganda rapidly increased UNHCR responsibilities in each
country during 2004–2006, but as stated earlier, the vast majority stayed
behind to face the daily threat of violence and disease—and the vast major-
ity of these are women and children. Dealing with this escalation in human
misery is doubly problematic because, as with Sudan, many governments
resist UN involvement in their domestic affairs for fear of the political con-
sequences arising from increased exposure to international scrutiny. Com-
pounding this tragedy, in the developed world, governments are reluctant
to accept increased numbers of refugees for fear of a domestic political
backlash from right-wing nationalist groups eager to whip up racial anxie-
ties.

Identity Crises

The mass movement of people is a globalizing phenomenon to which
governments in the developed world have responded defensively with
tightened border controls and selective immigration. Many people in West-
ern societies, affected by the rapid internationalization of national econo-
mies and exposed to the vicissitudes of unpredictable and volatile global
markets, sense globalization as an assault on their national identity.30 Refu-
gee flows frequently reflect the hydraulics of economic exchange and
wealth concentration in the global economy. The promise of better living
standards draws thousands of illegal migrants from North Africa into
Spain, from where they disperse throughout Europe. This clandestine mi-
gration creates friction at the interstate level between Spain and Morocco,
especially given the latter’s proximity to the Iberian Peninsula.31 But a frac-
tion of the world’s vulnerable or at-risk persons arrive as asylum seekers in
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Western countries and present at worst a negligible economic burden to
the receiver.32

The 1951 Refugee Convention and the UNHCR were created to protect
refugees, but the realization of a genuinely humanitarian refugee regime
remains subordinated to the pursuit of narrow state interests. According to
Michael Barnett and Martha Finnemore, the global policy balance has over
the course of the past sixty years tilted against resettlement toward ‘‘volun-
tary’’ repatriation or refugees. Indeed, repatriation is celebrated by the
UNHCR as a ‘‘durable solution’’ to refugee crises. This shift in emphasis,
they argue, followed the mass exodus from Indochina in the 1970s and
1980s. Immigration is bound tightly to concerns about national identity.33

All states bear the imprint of human migrations, forced and free, making
cultural diversity the international norm rather than the exception. Yet
today, the prevailing cultural reflex is to assert singular and exclusive iden-
tities.

In the West, public perceptions of risk associated with refugee and mi-
nority migrant groups are easily manipulated by extremists in receiving
states who imply that each new arrival poses a threat to ‘‘national cohe-
sion.’’ Anticosmopolitans, from white supremacists to Al Qaeda, welcome
any hardening of identities wrought by fear and revulsion of cultural or
religious difference in a world of seeming chaos and deepening insecurity.
Gaining in political popularity, extreme nationalist movements in Europe
propagandize refugees as threats to national cohesion and incite systematic
racist attacks on minority neighborhoods. Both refugee groups and cultur-
ally diverse migrant populations are singled out for their alleged unwilling-
ness or inability to shed their cultural ways and assimilate. Linked to
globalizing pressures generated by inequities and human rights abuses at
the global periphery and to popular fears in the West about the implica-
tions of economic globalization for living standards and national identities,
this hardening of nationalist views is yet one more political undercurrent
that threatens to reverse progressive global trends.

Both the policies and the rhetoric deployed by Western governments
against asylum seekers are designed to dampen public sympathy for genu-
ine and extreme human suffering. The chaotic nature of refugee dispersal
and the geographical location of refugee camps mean that the resettlement
process does not function according to developed countries’ notions of ef-
ficient social service, thus rendering as absurd the notion of an orderly
‘‘queue’’ of refugees waiting patiently to be called forward. Frontline camps
bordering on ‘‘hot’’ combat zones in countries can be extremely unsanitary
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and dangerous, doubly so if the receiving country adopts a hostile attitude
and uses force to expel or deter refugees, as often happens in the early
stages of a refugee crisis.

The chaotic nature of refugee crises and the geographical location of
refugee camps mean that resettlement processes do not run in a prompt
and orderly manner, according to developed countries’ notions of efficient
social service. More than half of all refugees are women who, along with
children, bear the greatest burden of forced migration. Violence against
women, including rape, is commonplace in Central African refugee camps
and those in Central and West Asia, rendering women more at risk of se-
vere physical harm and of contracting sexually transmitted diseases.34 Re-
garded as collateral damage in the traditional security paradigm, such
individualized suffering must be recognized and factored into any security
calculus.

GLOBAL TRAFFIC

More subtle forms of displacement render people vulnerable to kidnapping
and trafficking. Searching for higher wages to supplement meager agricul-
tural earnings or compensate for the lack of economic opportunity at
home, seasonal urban workers are vulnerable to exploitation. In Indonesia,
the Philippines and Thailand, the capital cities have attracted masses of
rural people who congregate around the city centers and on the city out-
skirts in slum areas—living in appalling squalor. Young girls are sold by
their parents, coerced or otherwise volunteered to work in the global com-
mercial sex industry, where they swell the ranks of the estimated 700,000
to two million persons trafficked internationally each year.35 Similar sce-
narios are played out across Eastern Europe, where the opportunities pre-
sented by the global market for drugs, commercial sex and illegal access to
a better life spice the region’s transition from Communism to capitalism.

Immigration controls can be circumvented by sophisticated smugglers
and traffickers—usually one and the same. Elaborate global people-smug-
gling routes take people into the United States across the U.S.-Mexico bor-
der. Integrated services networks of forgers, money launderers, carriers
and government officials responsible for localized border control are inte-
gral to the process. A salient feature of global criminal activity in the past
decade is the transformation of criminal organizations parallel to the
changing structure of business organizations in the legitimate economy.
Criminals have diversified their business activities to incorporate, for ex-
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ample, drug and people trafficking, to take advantage of ‘‘upstream’’ and
‘‘downstream’’ or ‘‘vertical’’ business ‘‘synergies.’’36 As legitimate transna-
tional corporations have diversified their staff to cope with increasingly di-
verse markets and have developed more flexible business strategies
including an emphasis upon flexible partnerships and networks in prefer-
ence to rigid hierarchical structures, so criminal organizations have down-
sized into flexible, multicultural ‘‘brokerages.’’37

An invisible form of globalization, narcotics trafficking is a major trans-
national industry. As the International Crisis Group reported on the
growth of trafficking networks out of Latin America,

Well-armed, well-financed transnational trafficking and criminal networks
are flourishing on both sides of the Atlantic and extending their tentacles
into West Africa, now an important way station on the cocaine route to
Europe. They undermine state institutions, threaten democratic processes,
fuel armed and social conflicts in the countryside and foment insecurity
and violence in the large cities across the Americas and Europe. In Colom-
bia, armed groups derive large incomes from drug trafficking, enabling
them to keep up the decades-long civil conflict. Across South and Central
America, Mexico and the Caribbean, traffickers partner with political insta-
bility.38

Such criminal activity must be interpreted through a security framework
that recognizes them as symptoms of deeper human insecurities arising
from underdevelopment and lack of economic opportunity rather than as
destabilizing security challenges that can be thwarted only through inter-
governmental cooperation. Contrary to the new war thesis, the protracted
conflicts that sustain the global narcotics industry have their origins in dis-
putes over the idea of the state dating again from post-1945 decolonization
in Burma and the unresolved and violent political rivalry between left and
right in Colombia.

A Brief History of Narcotics Control

As obvious as it might seem, criminals thrive on illegality. The modern
system of sovereign nation-states, to which codified law is central, defines
the boundaries of what is legal and illegal and perversely influences the
market price of contraband. Demand drives one side of the market for
these goods and services, but the risks of detection and imprisonment set
the premiums. Without national legislation to outlaw certain drugs—
heroin, cannabis, cocaine and a suite of amphetamine and methamphet-
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amines—there could be no illegal global drug trade. Although opium has
been around for centuries, only in the twentieth century was opium and
its derivative, heroin, outlawed. Poppies decorated the countryside of Ben-
gal and what are now northern Burma, Thailand and Laos (the Golden Tri-
angle), and the opium extracted from these poppies was historically traded
largely for its medicinal qualities. The Dutch, Portuguese and British
sought a share in this regional opium trade, over which Britain established
a virtual monopoly by the mid-nineteenth century.

In British Burma colonial officials collected opium in lieu of taxes from
northern hill tribes where opium cultivation flourished. Opium produc-
tion in other British colonies likewise grew rapidly to service the China
market forced open by the Opium Wars (1839–1842). In this way Britain
maintained a favorable trade balance with China and ensured the viability
of its Asian empire. Western opinion, however, began to equate opium con-
sumption with moral iniquity in the late nineteenth century, as reflected
in the rise of temperance movements in Britain, the United States and Aus-
tralia.39 Temperance fused with racism to cast Chinese immigrant minori-
ties as morally degenerate, thus handing political and business leaders the
ammunition to curtail Chinese opium trading. U.S. anti-opium legislation,
write John Braithwaite and Peter Drahos, also protected pharmaceutical
companies from European, principally German, drug manufacturers. In-
deed, it was the German pharmaceutical giant, Bayer, which invented her-
oin in 1898 and marketed the drug as a nonaddictive cure for respiratory
illness. As Braithwaite and Drahos point out, the international moral cru-
sade against opium by the United States also had the geopolitical conse-
quence of undermining British commercial power in Asia.40 The upshot,
however, was to create a black market for opiates.

Higher profits increased incentives to circumvent national legislation,
and as Britain still permitted opium cultivation in India, opium and opium-
derived narcotics remained legally available in many parts of the world.
The League of Nations Convention for the Restriction of the Production
and Sale of Opium (1931) was designed to restrict the use of opium to
medicinal purposes only, and there is evidence that opium cultivation and
illicit sales of opium declined in the interwar years—although this merely
raised the stakes of illegal production and trade. The Indochina wars gave
impetus to production and trafficking of heroin, which, contrary to Bayer’s
pronouncements, proved highly addictive and highly popular in the West.
Since the UN Convention against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psy-
chotropic Substances (1988), opium eradication programs and drug sei-
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zures have slowed growth in the supply of heroin from northern Thailand
and Laos. Still, UN drug control statistics indicate that Golden Triangle
opium production doubled between 1986 and 2000, with Burma account-
ing for the increase.

Poppy eradication remains hindered by the twin dynamics of narcotics
demand and intrasocietal conflict. It is no coincidence that opium cultiva-
tion is most prevalent in countries affected by prolonged civil war. Afghan-
istan accounted for 82 percent of global opium production in 2007, with
Burma falling a long way behind with 11 percent, down from 28 percent
in 2006. For the Burmese government, poppy eradication complements the
strategic imperative to deny economic resources to insurgents. For remote
rural communities, economic uncertainty coupled with economic hard-
ship strengthens the appeal of insurgents offering protection in return for
support. Locked in combat with better-equipped government forces, anti-
state forces sustain their struggle through a narcotics-based ‘‘war economy’’
in which the distinction between legitimate and illicit commodities is
blurred.

Burma’s Insurgency

The legitimacy of the Union of Burma was challenged from its incep-
tion in 1947, in no small part due to the Panglong Agreement, an agree-
ment, writes Martin Smith, ‘‘riddled with inconsistencies’’ but which laid
the constitutional foundation for independence. Burma’s largest ethnic mi-
norities, the Shan, Karenni, Karen, Mon and Chin, were granted individual
states within the Union, but only two, the Shan and Karenni, won the right
to secede. Independence demands from the remainder went unheeded by
Burmese and British constitutional negotiators. Karen, Mon and Ara-
khanese preparations for armed struggle were already well advanced before
formal independence was received. Once British troops withdrew, fighting
erupted between the state and ethnic separatists, initiating five decades of
secessionist war that widened into an ideological struggle with the entry of
the Burmese Communist Party (BCP) into the fray. Even constitutionally
agreed rights to secede were never recognized by the central government,
which, despite being civilian and democratic, was dominated by the mili-
tary upon which it relied to govern the country. Unlike India, where mass
political parties emerged under British rule, Burmese politics was shaped
by ethnic rivalries and the power of the military. After fifteen years of par-
liamentary rule, military control was entrenched when General Ne Win
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seized power in 1962, putting an end to Shan and Karenni hopes of inde-
pendence.41

Formed in the late 1930s, the Burmese Communist Party was largely
ineffectual as a political force. From the 1960s until its disbandment in
1989, the BCP funded its guerrilla activities by monopolizing the produc-
tion and trafficking of heroin out of northern Burma.42 Kachin, Shan and
Wa separatist movements replaced the BCP and used income from narcot-
ics to supplement dwindling external military assistance. For Khun Sa, the
most notorious opium trader in the Shan state in the 1980s and early
1990s, Burma’s internal conflicts provided lucrative business opportuni-
ties.

Ethnic independence movements occupying territories along Burma’s
frontiers with China and Thailand likewise created virtual autonomous
states.43 For decades, both China and Thailand derived strategic advantage
from the weakness of the Burmese army in adjacent border regions. How-
ever, Chinese and Thai attitudes toward Burma changed again as the Cold
War came to an end. Seeking to open an alternative trading route to the
Indian Ocean, China pressed Burma’s State Law and Order Council
(SLORC) to negotiate cease-fires with ethnic separatists. Faced with the
withdrawal of Chinese military aid, one of the largest of these, the Kachin
Independence Organization (KIO), had no alternative other than to accept
accommodation with Rangoon.44 Similar developments soon followed
along the border with Thailand. In mid-1995, a cease-fire was negotiated
between SLORC and the New Mon State Party (NMSP).

The surrender of Khun Sa in January 1996 eliminated the well-
equipped Tailand Revolutionary Council (TRC) and brought Khun Sa’s lib-
erated area on the border between Thailand and the Shan State under Bur-
mese control. Opium cultivation continued in upland areas of northern,
eastern and southern Shan State, but the trajectory of drug control in the
1990s favored the center. Pressed hard against the Thai border, the Karen
National Union (KNU) remained in open conflict with the Burmese state.
Kachin and Wa separatists and some units of Shan continued to skirmish
with Burmese forces, and the KNU remained the most potent source of
military opposition to the Burmese government throughout the 1990s. But
the Karen are not a homogeneous or united ethno-nation. As with Burma’s
other ethnic minorities, there are many expressions of Karen ethnicity and
many different ethnic subgroups. Exposing religious cleavages, Buddhist
Karens of the Democratic Karen Buddhist Army (DKBA) allied with the
SLORC (rebadged as the State Peace and Development Council, or SPDC)
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in its campaigns to push the predominantly Christian-led KNU toward the
Thai border.45 While the KNU is not reported to engage in drug trafficking,
its campaign for an independent homeland is subject to the same regional
and global dynamics that give advantage to the Burmese government and
military.

Latin America

The U.S. government is at the forefront of international efforts to sup-
press drug production and trafficking, but it is most heavily involved in
Latin America. Washington has long treated the region not only as its stra-
tegic preserve but also as a region in which it has a special responsibility.
The Monroe Doctrine enunciated in 1823 by President James Monroe
warned European colonial powers against pursuing imperial aggrandize-
ment in the Western Hemisphere. At the time, the Spanish and Portuguese
empires were in retreat as Latin American independence movements gath-
ered momentum. Within two decades the region was virtually decolonized,
save for vestiges of British, Dutch and French power in the Caribbean and
along the northeastern coast of South America. The Spanish-American War
of 1898 left the United States with, in President William McKinley’s eyes,
a moral obligation toward Cuba’s political and economic development.46

President Theodore Roosevelt gave substance to the doctrine and set out
the grounds for U.S. intervention in Latin America. In terms that resonate
with the responsibility to protect (R2P) ideal, Roosevelt argued that should
any country collapse into internal chaos, the United States had the moral
obligation to exercise ‘‘international police power.’’47 In application, the
doctrine focused on small Caribbean and Central American states where
the United States intervened frequently in the twentieth century. However,
as Ward writes, ‘‘Such direct action was not feasible elsewhere.’’48

According to World Bank researchers, ‘‘The only region that would
have inequality levels above those found in Latin America is Sub-Saharan
Africa.’’49 Neo-Marxists of the dependencia school emphasize the role of
neocolonial forces: former colonial powers and an overbearing United
States, which, so they allege, acts historically to suppress the popular polit-
ical will in favor of conservative military and economic elites.50 But support
for governments deemed favorable to U.S. interests or the dealings of U.S.
banks and transnational corporations cannot alone account for the politi-
cal and economic turmoil of the region’s larger states. Indeed, much of the
region’s difficulties are self-inflicted.
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Colombian Drug Wars

Colombia’s drug wars stunt broad-based economic development and
deliver lucrative returns to a powerful few. Although UNODC statistics in-
dicate an overall decline in the area of land under coca cultivation along
the Andean ridge, cocaine trafficking out of Colombia, Peru and Bolivia to
the United States and Europe was rising as of 2006 (table 4.5). As in
Burma, cocaine production in Colombia is driven by complex demand-
supply dynamics. There are four principal societal conflict dimensions that
allow the cocaine trade to survive: between the Revolutionary Armed
Forces of Colombia (FARC) and the Colombian state, the Colombian state
and drug trafficking networks that replaced the larger cartels such as the
Medellin in the latter 1990s, the Colombian state and the National Libera-
tion Army (ELN) and right-wing paramilitaries and FARC/ELN revolution-
aries. For these reasons Colombia is the principal target of Washington’s
‘‘war on drugs’’ and the main Latin American recipient of U.S. military as-
sistance and aid funding.

Of all Latin American countries, Colombia experienced the most vio-
lent and protracted internal political struggles after independence in 1819.
Two elite factions, the ‘‘Liberals’’ and ‘‘Conservatives,’’ fought periodic but
costly civil wars that prevented the development of political institutions
with broad-based legitimacy. The rise of revolutionary movements in the
1960s was preceded by twenty years of political violence between right and
left, the ‘‘La Violencia,’’ unmatched for its brutality in the country’s short
history.51 The absence of durable political order limited the capacity of the
Colombian state to suppress new vectors of political violence as the Liberal
front splintered, with its dissidents joining Marxist revolutionaries to form
FARC and ELN. Left-wing insurgents in their early days funded their cam-
paigns through the sale of coffee beans, but coca production and trafficking
became the economic staple of conflict by the 1980s.52 Political authority
was further compromised by the reality that drug syndicates had infiltrated
the government through the electoral system and the bureaucracy. As in
Afghanistan, the state in Colombia concedes substantial territory to non-
state groups engaged in guerrilla war and drug trafficking.53

U.S. military and law enforcement assistance to Colombia has suc-
ceeded in weakening the FARC and undermining larger players in the drug
trade, but the socioeconomic drivers of the Colombian trafficking have yet
to be removed—even as Colombia enjoys an economic boom in the early
twenty-first century. An enduring cause of social inequality, concentrated
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land ownership, is a feature of former Spanish colonies in the Americas
and Asia. Colombian right-wing paramilitaries were formed initially to
protect the property and interests of wealthy landowners, who were the
insurgents’ prime targets. As with the FARC/ELN, however, these paramili-
taries moved into drug trafficking and used extortion to fund their expan-
sion, bringing them into conflict with FARC/ELN forces for commercial
rather than ideological reasons. As Michael Kenney writes, the Colombian
trade was never dominated by cartels but rather consisted of flexible social
networks that are much harder to suppress.54

Colombian President Alvaro Uribe succeeded in negotiating peace with
the United Self-Defense Force of Colombia (AUC) in 2003 and the demobi-
lization of some 31,000 AUC personnel. While peace negotiations between
the state and the ELN stalled in 2007, developments in Colombia parallel
those in Burma in the mid-1990s.55 As of 2008, the FARC appeared on the
verge of disintegration. One of globalization’s many paradoxes, the global-
ization of crime creates a dynamic that can enhance the territorial reach of
central governments and consolidate rather than dissolve nation-states—
but not to the extent that trafficking networks are eliminated.

THE BURDEN OF INFECTIOUS DISEASE

Setting aside heart disease and cancer, the burden of disease is heaviest
among the poorest sections of societies in the developing world. Unlike
war, however, disease is a silent killer, invisible to the naked eye until the
symptoms are well advanced. While the victims of war or genocide lie
heaped within a limited geographical area, victims of disease are, with the
exception of plagues, geographically dispersed. But conflict and disease are
closely linked. Infectious disease prevalence rates are an indicator of
human quality of life, and in countries where the burden of disease is
greatest there is a statistically high incidence of political violence. Data for
HIV indicate that the virus thrives in social environments characterized by
an accumulation of risk factors, principally extreme poverty and illiteracy,
economic underdevelopment and civil conflict. These correlations trans-
late into HIV prevalence rates in sub-Saharan Africa that are more than
six times the global average. An estimated 22.5 million African adults and
children are infected with HIV out of a global total of 33.2 million known
cases (table 4.6).

Though numerically much smaller, a sharp upward trajectory of HIV
infections and deaths is also evident in Oceania. Dire predictions of a pub-
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lic health crisis in Papua New Guinea raise security concerns for neighbor-
ing Australia should the former Australian-governed territory sink into
social chaos. HIV prevalence was 2.4 percent and rising in 2006, with
higher rates recorded in the countryside.56 Sudden explosions of infectious
disease can destabilize entire societies and cause serious security crises for
neighboring countries. Were such a pandemic to erupt in one or more of
the world’s most populous and militarily significant states, the conse-
quences could be catastrophic and potentially global in scope. The UN
Commission on Human Security painted a worst-case scenario of new HIV
infections in China and India rising sharply.57 From this followed concerns
of destabilization in two nuclear-armed states, the risk of internal stresses
generating conflict that would spread quickly and uncontrollably.

Proof of the perils of prediction, however, UNAIDS data (table 4.6) in-
dicate that the worst-case scenario of infections reaching fifteen and
twenty-five million in India and China, respectively, by 2010 is unlikely to
be realized. Total HIV infections for East, Southeast and South Asia com-
bined reached ‘‘only’’ five million in 2006. This does not, however, mean
that HIV/AIDS is lessened as a global security challenge.

Contagion

With the exception of respiratory illness, HIV/AIDS is the most signifi-
cant cause of death from communicable infectious disease, according to
the World Health Organization. HIV and AIDS are causally related viral
infections. The deadly HIV pathogen first evolved in African primates and,
according to Alan Whiteside, is thought to have crossed to humans as early
as the 1930s. HIV attacks the human immune system, depleting vital CD4
T-cells and leaving the victim defenseless against infection. As the virus
advances, a victim’s CD4 count drops to a level where the immune system
simply breaks down—hence the term acquired immunodeficiency syndrome,
or AIDS for short. At this point even the most innocuous of illnesses, a
common cold, for example, will have devastating effects. Viral and bacte-
rial infections multiply, causing death that can be delayed but only by a
prohibitively expensive and rigorous regimen of antiretroviral drug treat-
ments unsuited to the vicissitudes and rhythms of life in rural environ-
ments across the developing world.58

HIV is transmitted through unprotected sexual intercourse, through
needle sharing between intravenous drug users and from infected mother
to child. Across the Asian Pacific but mostly in Africa, it is the young work-
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ing-age population who is most at risk of contracting HIV. The impact of
the virus registers in declining average life expectancies and declining
workforce productivity in the more seriously affected countries. Effective
countermeasures require substantial government investments, but once a
society admits to the presence of the pandemic, the spread of HIV can be
arrested. HIV prevention programs have impacted the spread of the virus
in sub-Saharan Africa, as evidenced by declining infection rates. In new
regions of extreme instability, however, primarily Eastern Europe and Cen-
tral Asia, infections have doubled in the past decade, while mortality has
jumped by 600 percent (table 4.6).

Prevalence and incidence rates respectively measure the total number
of known cases relative to a country’s population and the number of new
infections over a given period of time, permitting some future projections.
In Thailand HIV/AIDS cases were first reported in the mid-1980s. Within
a decade the spread of the virus reached crisis proportions. Human mobil-
ity was closely linked with the contagion—and truck drivers identified as
a high-risk group of carriers. As mainland Southeast Asia opened up to
intraregional trade following the end of Cold War tensions, border check-
points and border markets became major sites of transmission where prev-
alence rates exceeded those of the major cities. One mid-1990s estimate
envisaged as many as 1.8 million Thais with HIV by the year 2005. The
demographic impact of this was predicted to be catastrophic, with Thai-
land’s population declining by nearly three-quarters of a percent in the first
decade of the twenty-first century.59 That these predictions have not yet
become a reality suggests that corrective measures adopted by Thailand’s
government and international aid agencies were successful in at least ar-
resting the spread of the disease. Beyond Thailand’s borders, Cambodia’s
prevalence rate reached 2 percent in 1998 before falling back to less than
1 percent in 2006. The sharp rise was due allegedly to increased risks of
infection with the presence of UN peacekeepers in the country following
the end to Cambodia’s thirty-year civil war. Also a contributor to the
higher prevalence rate was the ease of transmission in bordellos ranged
along the Thai-Cambodian border.

Importantly, the risk of infection is not gender neutral, and women tend
to be the most at risk in developing countries where entrenched sexual
mores subordinate the rights of women to control their bodies. Even in
countries with more liberal attitudes toward women’s rights, women are be-
coming a high-risk group, with women in Thailand accounting for 43 per-
cent of new infections in 2005.60 Female labor is relatively cheap and
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relentlessly exploited throughout Asia. Female guest workers employed as
home help from Hong Kong to Singapore, writes Nedra Wirakoon, are ex-
tremely vulnerable to sexual exploitation, either casually by those for whom
they work or by organized commercial sex and trafficking syndicates. At
the heart of this vulnerability sit entrenched perceptions of gender roles.61

Economic circumstances and a gendered division of labor leave many
women and girls with few options to earn income. The death of a husband
or parent is financially catastrophic in societies where there are no social
support networks beyond immediate family. Indebtedness exposes women
and young girls to the risk of being drawn into commercial sex work.

South and Sub-Saharan Africa

Although HIV cases were first detected in South Africa and Thailand at
roughly the same time, the South African state responded much more
slowly. Thus, while in Thailand HIV prevalence barely exceeded 2 percent,
in South Africa prevalence leapt from 0.7 percent in 1990 to 14.2 percent
in 1996 and 26.5 percent in 2002.62 The delay is in part explained by the
fact that HIV/AIDS was a disease of South Africa’s black population and
hence of limited significance to the white minority apartheid governments
that ruled South Africa until 1993. There has, however, been a pattern of
denial among South Africa’s post-apartheid leaders. President Thabo
Mbeki was forced to acknowledge the seriousness of HIV after previously
questioning the worth of antiretroviral drugs. Responding to economic
models that warned of a significant impact upon economic growth, the
Mbeki government drastically increased HIV/AIDS-related spending. Even
then, South Africa’s prevalence rate reached a staggering 30.2 percent with
an estimated 5.54 million people infected out of a total population of forty-
three million.63 In stark contrast, Thailand at the height of its epidemic had
an estimated 800,000 HIV positive cases out of a population of nearly sixty
million.

Those who are unable to comprehend the seriousness of the disease are
more susceptible to HIV infection. While both Thailand and South Africa
register high levels of adult literacy, low levels of educational attainment
work against public recognition of the biomedical facts of HIV. In both
countries, ‘‘natural’’ medicines are freely available, which their makers al-
lege can flush the HIV virus out of one’s system. In South Africa, the Mbeki
government controversially allowed the trial and sale of uBhejane as an
anti-HIV treatment. In a serious breach of international HIV funding con-
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ditions, the Mbeki government granted an export license for the unregis-
tered and unproven product to German doctor and businessman Matthias
Rath. Not until 2008 was Rath banned from selling any clinically unproven
HIV remedies by the Cape High Court after a sustained campaign from the
South African medical community and health NGOs.64

The effectiveness of HIV/AIDS prevention programs is limited by dis-
criminatory practices that are in some cases imposed by international do-
nors. The United States, as do most other aid donors, attaches conditions
to its development funds that reflect the values and priorities of the donor
country. The adoption of an abstinence-only approach to HIV/AIDS pre-
vention by the Ugandan government came, writes Joseph Tumushabe, in
response to a sizable financial carrot offered by George W. Bush. The in-
centive complemented the conservative thrust of U.S. domestic social pol-
icy and the political interests of Uganda’s president Yoweri Museveni. An
attempt to evangelize rather than accommodate social policy to the biologi-
cal realities of sexual maturity, male promiscuity and sexual exploitation,
the approach exuded the conservative American values of the country’s re-
ligious right and President Bush.65 Buttressed by the threat of funding
withdrawal, the program was heavily criticized by Human Rights Watch
for denying the many risk factors that contribute to infection and transmis-
sion and for increasing the risk of infection for Ugandan women in particu-
lar. In its 2005 report on Ugandan HIV prevention strategy, Human Rights
Watch asserted that

Abstinence-only programs also fail to recognize that, as in all countries,
AIDS in Uganda is a disease of poverty. Many Ugandans live on less than
U.S. $1 per day, a situation that has been exacerbated by decades of politi-
cal violence and civil war. New HIV cases occur among girls trading sex for
school fees, women enduring violent marriages because they lack eco-
nomic independence, and orphans being pushed out into the street and
sexually exploited.66

This abstinence-only approach was also criticized for promoting a hetero-
sexual worldview and for compounding official hostility toward homosex-
uals in Uganda, where President Museveni is notorious for his
homophobic diatribes.67 The popular association of HIV infection with
sexual promiscuity and homosexuality attaches stigma to HIV sufferers,
which leads to ostracism from society and often familial estrangement. In
Islamic societies where homosexuality is illegal, the social cost to victims
of the virus far exceeds the high price of antiretroviral drugs. Even in more
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tolerant societies such as Thailand and Russia, treatment is often denied to
social groups that arouse the moral indignation of policy elites. While
lauding Thailand’s efforts to provide extensive drug coverage, Human
Rights Watch accuses the Thai government of deliberately excluding intra-
venous drug users from prevention programs, even though these addicts
are the most at risk of contracting HIV from contaminated needles.68

Alarmingly, in many countries women are frequently denied treatment be-
cause they are women.69

The level of funding for international HIV/AIDS prevention makes both
the issue and the policy machinery within states with high levels of infec-
tion a lucrative source of political patronage. Political leaders such as
Uganda’s Museveni have explicitly tied their electoral fortunes to the dis-
bursement of HIV prevention funds. The Ugandan president’s wife has ag-
gressively pursued U.S. Republicans for financial support and personally
manages U.S.-funded AIDS education programs.70 The connections be-
tween HIV funding and national politics are also explicit in South Africa.
Corruption is difficult to quantify and prove in a court of law, but South
Africa sits well down the Transparency International rankings for corrup-
tion perceptions.71 Lack of public oversight for public monies spent di-
rectly through the health ministry and indirectly through some
nongovernmental agencies ensures that misappropriations occur along the
funding ‘‘food chain.’’ At the end of this chain is an illegal market for ARV
drugs among HIV sufferers unable to access treatment legally through the
health system.72

THE DYNAMICS OF UNDERDEVELOPMENT

It is difficult to overstate the centrality of extreme global inequalities to
contemporary humanitarian crises. Bombed out buildings, fractured street-
scapes and the despairing faces of civilians dominate the imagery of hu-
manitarian disasters. The dynamics of human despair are, however, less
visible to the naked eye. The invisible risks of illiteracy, discrimination and
denial of economic opportunity gather unseen until they manifest in mass
protest or political violence. Failures of governance compound human suf-
fering. The risks of official corruption are greatest in countries with limited
scrutiny of political and administrative affairs or where illiteracy is so high
that the majority do not respond to media revelations of high-level malfea-
sance.73 As the anticorruption watchdog Transparency International re-
ported in 2005, rebuilding efforts in countries devastated by war is
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THE IMPACT OF HIV/AIDS

Individual

• Declining physical and mental capacity
• Emotional trauma
• Loss of family and social networks
• Death

Family

• Declining level of nutrition for spouse and children
• Likely infection of spouse and children
• Loss of income
• Stigmatization
• Breakdown in family unit

Community

• Declining skills and knowledge base
• Declining economic productivity
• Increased prevalence of and susceptibility to HIV

Government

• Increased costs of health care
• Increased absenteeism in government agencies
• Impaired organizational performance
• Below-optimum economic growth
• Population decline
• Social and political instability—in worst cases

Source: Tony Barnett and Alan Whiteside, AIDS in the Twenty-first Century: Disease
and Globalization, 2002.

seriously compromised by corruption, no more so than in Iraq. As Peter
Eigen summarized,

Corruption doesn’t just line the pockets of political and business elites; it
leaves ordinary people without essential services, such as life-saving medi-
cines, and deprives them of access to sanitation and housing. In short, cor-
ruption costs lives.74
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As mentioned, corruption distorts allocation of development funding and
acts as a disincentive to international aid donors, but this is not the princi-
pal reason for decline in developed country assistance as a proportion of
GDP. The UN estimates that UN member states should allocate 0.7 percent
of their annual GDP to overseas development assistance (ODA). Globally,
however, developed country ODA as measured by the OECD fell in the
1990s, from an average of 0.3 percent in 1990 to 0.22 percent in 2001 be-
fore rising slightly after the interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq. Eco-
nomic transfers from developed to developing countries through foreign
direct investment, tourism and the consumption of low-cost manufactures
in part counteract this decline in aggregate terms. Guest-worker remit-
tances too, rising from a little over US$100 billion in 2001 to US$233 bil-
lion in 2005, of which 71 percent was transferred to developing countries,
highlight further compensatory income flows. While World Bank econo-
mists advocate the virtues of global free trade, the reality is that global
trade is demonstrably ‘‘unfree’’ and that market returns are unevenly dis-
tributed across the developing world, creating pockets of prosperity while
leaving vast areas in absolute or near-absolute poverty.

The end of the Cold War brought with it the comfortable assumption
that liberal capitalism would naturally ‘‘correct’’ remaining economic im-
balances in the international system. For three decades after the end of the
Second World War in 1945, the international community recognized an
explicit connection between poverty and international security. For the
Western powers, aid and development assistance served the dual purpose
of improving the quality of economic opportunity and dampening the fires
of Communist insurgency at the contested global periphery. Declines in
ODA are a larger reflection of the same priorities that led to the drawdown
of covert U.S. assistance to Afghan rebel forces. Ideological confrontation
so dominated strategic perspectives that developed countries ignored the
deep societal roots of insecurity.

With 75 percent of the world’s wealth concentrated in a handful of rich
countries and the majority of the world’s Muslims living in developing or
underdeveloped countries, it is relatively easy for extremists to portray
themselves as the defenders of the poor and the marginalized. Likewise,
with so many millions living in near or absolute poverty, Islamists find
willing recruits from among the despairing, the disillusioned and the polit-
ically ambitious.

World Bank statistics point annually to declining rates of poverty mea-
sured as US$1.07 per day in purchasing power parity (PPP). But this does
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not mean that those earning the equivalent of US$1.08 per day and above
are not poor. Poverty is multidimensional and hence cannot be gauged by
income measures alone. Reflecting the influence of Indian development
economist Amartya Sen on development thinking, the World Bank’s 2000
World Development Report paid particular attention to the nature of poverty
and its risks. The report’s authors asserted:

Poor people live without fundamental freedoms of action and choice that
the better-off take for granted. They often lack adequate food and shelter,
education and health, deprivations that keep them from leading the kind of
life that everyone values. They also face extreme vulnerability to ill health,
economic dislocation, and natural disasters. And they are often exposed to
ill treatment by institutions of the state and society and are powerless to
influence key decisions affecting their lives. These are all dimensions of
poverty.75

Sen’s most recognizable contribution to development economics was the
concept of human development. Poverty alleviation is fundamental to the
achievement of sustainable human development but, writes Sen, this re-
quires not only increases in income but also better state expenditure on
health, education and other enabling social goods. Referring to life expec-
tancy in poor countries, he asserted, ‘‘The impact of economic growth
depends much on how the fruits of economic growth are used.’’76 Improve-
ments in literacy, nutrition, public health and economic opportunities im-
pact human well-being measured in life expectancy and national economic
growth. Without these basic freedoms, he argues, sustainable development
is impossible.77

Sen lauded the success of East Asian states in achieving high rates of
growth and for lifting millions out of poverty. While the East Asian experi-
ence indicated that developing countries could, through the adoption of
appropriate industrial policies, reduce poverty and increase life expectan-
cies, there are question marks over the possibility of African states follow-
ing suit. Sight must not be lost of the strategic role of the United States in
opening its markets to manufactured goods from Japan and East Asia’s
rapid industrializers. Unlike Africa, there are few landlocked states in East
and Southeast Asia. Thus while colonial governments laid down economic
infrastructure, roads, rail and ports that segmented both Africa and Asia
according to colonial interests and colonial boundaries, Asian industrial-
izers were able to overcome this disadvantage. Although many newly inde-
pendent African states entered the world at a time of booming commodity
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prices, poor infrastructure hindered the passage of goods from rugged inte-
riors to emerging markets in Asia.78

The fundamental political consensus upon which human development
depends is absent in many parts of the world. The UN Office of the High
Representative for the Least Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing
Countries and Small Island Developing Countries (UN-OHRLLS) regis-
tered fifty least-developed countries at the beginning of 2008.79 Since the
early 1990s, around fifteen LDCs annually experienced serious political vi-
olence. Correlating infectious disease, conflict and economic development,
Ted Gurr, the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UN-
CTAD) and others detail high rates of violence-related and disease-related
deaths in low- to middle-income countries relative to the affluent industri-
alized world.80 Two-thirds of the world’s population lives outside the in-
dustrialized world in countries where political, social, economic and
environmental stresses are becoming more acute. As this proportion rises
over the next half century, so the frequency and scale of humanitarian cri-
ses can be expected to rise.

In Colombia, Sudan, Afghanistan and Burma, long-standing economic
disparities compound political rivalries and render current political ac-
commodations fragile at best. Disease, population displacement and crime
travel in the wake of instability. Connections between all these dimensions
of human security can easily be detected, but durable solutions remain elu-
sive. The view of the international community as encapsulated in UN pol-
icy and the development agendas of the European Union and United States
are that democratic development is fundamental to sustainable economic
and social development. As noted in chapter 2, the risk of conflict is not
confined to the developing world. Industrially advanced states in Europe,
North America and Asia have fought costly wars in the twentieth century
against each other and in defense of colonial empires. In many parts of
the developing world, however, conflicts are long running, and while the
ideological or religious motives of combatants in Afghanistan or Sudan
might appear intractable, the susceptibility of these societies to political
violence is increased by the prevalence of poverty, disease and weak or ille-
gitimate governments. Europe was at war with itself for a total of nine
years, whereas in Afghanistan, for example, conflict has raged for three
decades. In countries torn apart by civil conflict, questions of market open-
ness or export-oriented industrialization are subordinate to the more fun-
damental issues of political order and basic subsistence. This grim reality
has implications for another pillar of human security—human rights.



CHAPTER 5

Human Rights and Human

Security: Pragmatic

Perspectives on Human

Rights

Whereas recognition of the inherent dignity and of the equal
and inalienable rights of all members of the human family is the
foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world,

Whereas disregard and contempt for human rights have re-
sulted in barbarous acts which have outraged the conscience of
mankind, and the advent of a world in which human beings
shall enjoy freedom of speech and belief and freedom from fear
and want has been proclaimed as the highest aspiration of the
common people.

Whereas it is essential, if man is not to be compelled to have
recourse, as a last resort, to rebellion against tyranny and op-
pression, that human rights should be protected by the rule of
law.

—Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 1948
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Perpetrators of the grossest human rights abuses take extreme steps to
hide the evidence of their inhumanity. The mass murder of unarmed men,
women and children is a recurring reality despite the evolution of a global
human rights regime designed to uphold the value of human life and dig-
nity. Viewed through the crude lens of political realism, human rights do
not exist because international human rights law carries no legal force. Yet
the idea endures that there are acts that affront human decency and which
should be prevented or punished. There are strong pragmatic grounds for
asserting the value of and encouraging respect for international human
rights. Even allowing for variations in cultural values, there is fundamental
agreement around certain basic humanitarian principles—‘‘natural’’ princi-
ples—including the acknowledgment of humanity as the basis of durable
political order. In a world of increasing economic complexity, transna-
tional business actors also confront human rights issues affecting invest-
ment or supply management decisions. Human rights issues are frequently
at the center of contemporary human security crises, from struggles for
self-determination to conflicts over natural resources or access to medical
care. The practicalities of rights extend to contemporary business practice.
As stated in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, human rights are
a pillar of international peace and hence can be conceived as fundamental
human security ‘‘goods.’’

SOURCES OF INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS

Human rights at the international level depend upon a broad acceptance
that there is a higher moral authority to the state. Today’s key human rights
instruments are clearly the outgrowth of inquiry into natural law in the
Western tradition. Natural rights thinking is traced to ancient Greece,
where Cynic and Stoic philosophers each in their own way argued that
there was a higher law to which they and all citizens of a state were subject
and which ought to be mirrored in the laws of the state. Roman jurists
recognized a form of universal custom, the ius gentium, or laws found to be
common to human societies. This empirical basis for natural rights carried
through to Christian theologians like St. Thomas Aquinas, who argued that
there were fundamental human requirements common to all societies.
Thus there had to be common universally binding natural laws deducible
through reason.

The notion of subjective rights, rights held by individuals, took hold in
the seventeenth century as ideas about sovereignty were recast. Sovereignty
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derived from the divine right of kings was displaced by the idea that politi-
cal sovereignty resided in the populace who, by virtue of a contract with
their ruler, agree to entrust their safety to the state while retaining the right
to withdraw from that ‘‘social contract’’ should any ruler act contrary to
the public will. This displacement of religion as the source of political le-
gitimacy was as intellectually liberating as it was politically explosive. Sub-
jective rights justified first regicide, then peaceful revolution in Britain and
a little over a century later formed the keystone of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence and Constitution of the United States of America. The science of
observation conferred legitimacy on the right to ‘‘life, liberty, and the pur-
suit of happiness,’’ which the U.S. Declaration of Independence claimed
were ‘‘self-evident truths.’’ Reason rather than dogma was thus used to de-
fine and justify rights ‘‘designed to protect morally valid and fundamental
human interests, in particular against the abuse of political power.’’1 In the
seventeenth century, the language of natural rights changed again to ac-
commodate Immanuel Kant’s argument that people possessed rights be-
cause of their innate moral worth as people. Kantian philosophy is
integrated into the wording of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
(1948) and associated covenants which declare that ‘‘rights derive from the
inherent dignity of the human person.’’2

The idea of a universal moral order is not peculiar or specific to the
Western Judeo-Christian tradition. Each of the world’s major universal re-
ligions, Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism, Taoism and the philosophical teach-
ings of Confucius, assumes a higher authority to the state. Empirical
observation supports the contention that Eastern and Western religious
traditions accord a high priority to human life and dignity, leading to the
conclusion that the right to life is a natural right. However, much of this
right might be qualified in different social contexts. While the language of
rights evolved in the West, the principles upon which Western rights think-
ing evolved can be traced through the Qur’an, the Bhagavad Gita, and the
teachings of Confucius. The Analects contain many specific recommenda-
tions against the arbitrary exercise of power, and Confucius enjoins those
in authority to cultivate their humanity which, it is asserted, is the source
of durable political legitimacy.3 Such concerns have a contemporary and
cosmopolitan ring.

Universalists such as Robert E. Goodin claim an objective ‘‘universal
morality’’—arising from a ‘‘convergence’’ of solutions to common human
problems. Arguing from a natural law as custom perspective, Goodin as-
serts that all societies confront similar moral challenges; from distributive
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justice to the rights of people against the state, for which they formulate
roughly similar solutions based upon roughly similar rules—with some
cultural variations in emphasis.4 Strengthening the claim that there are
grounds for agreement between culturally distinct societies, Sumner B.
Twiss points out that Chinese delegates were present at the drafting of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights at San Francisco in 1945 where
they influenced the wording of the Declaration’s preamble to balance the
emphasis on Western individualism with acknowledgment of the social
orientation of the individual self common to Asian societies.5 Thus interna-
tional law could truly be said to be more international than Western and
the result of cultural accommodation rather than cultural imperialism.

The Universal Declaration is the fundamental legal instrument under-
pinning all post-1945 human rights law. The declaration set out minimum
expectations for the recognition of fundamental rights defined positively
as freedom of speech, association, religion, and movement; and negatively
as the freedom from political oppression, from exploitation and from dis-
crimination. The document establishes equality of rights as a benchmark,
from the equal right to a fair trial, to the right to a reasonable standard of
living, to education and health care irrespective of social class, ethnicity,
language or religion and to engage in representative politics. Two attached
covenants introduced in 1966 spelled out what are categorized as first- and
second-generation rights: the International Covenant of Civil and Political
Rights (ICCPR), stating the rights of individuals to free speech, trial by
jury, freedom from torture—termed first-generation rights because their
recognition is seen as essential for the enjoyment of all other rights; and
the International Covenant on Economic and Social Rights (ICESR), set-
ting forth second-generation rights, including the right to fair wages, the
right to work and the right to food and shelter, enjoyed free of any discrim-
ination based on gender, ethnicity or religion. Indeed, there has been a
significant enumeration of human rights since the declaration came into
force, which highlights the complexity of this area of international politics.
These key rights documents are: the Genocide Convention (1948), the Ref-
ugee Convention (1951), the International Convention for the Elimination
of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (1969), the International Conven-
tion on the Rights of the Child, the International Labor Organization Con-
vention, the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination
against Women (CEDAW) (1979), and conventions addressing torture
(1987), migrants (2003) and the treatment of people with disabilities
(2006).6
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What are called third-generation rights, the rights of peoples, emerged
in recognition of the special collective rights of minorities and indigenous
peoples. The principal instruments asserting this category of rights are the
African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights (1981) and the Declaration
on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (2007). Indigenous rights also come
within the purview of conventions addressing biological diversity and in-
tellectual property. While genetic research delivers medical benefits, bio-
technologies have allowed food and drug companies to distill and
manipulate the genetic structure of plants known to local communities for
their medicinal qualities. Thus conventions protecting traditional intellec-
tual property rights to natural medicines from patent laws, falling within
the scope of a new category of fourth-generation rights, give added weight
to the emerging indigenous rights regime.

‘‘NONSENSE ON STILTS’’

The body of international law limiting state behavior in wartime acts as a
corrective to the realist position on international human rights. Even
though natural rights theory fell out of favor with utilitarian philosophers
in the nineteenth century, European governments accepted the principle
that there were moral constraints on the use of military force. The Geneva
Conventions are an example of international humanitarian law emerging
out of a sense of common humanity and moral revulsion at the human
consequences of war. Inspired by Swiss businessman Henri Dunant,
founder of the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), the First
Geneva Convention came into existence in 1864. The convention’s focus
upon the welfare of wounded soldiers is directly attributed to Dunant’s re-
flections on the cruelties he witnessed in the aftermath of the Battle of Solf-
erino in 1859. Dunant’s A Memory of Solferino (1862) and his personal
fortune were catalysts for the 1864 Diplomatic Conference in Geneva from
which the Geneva Conventions draw their name. The sixteen European
states in attendance, including France, Italy and Spain, ratified the conven-
tion, which accorded certain rights to combatants from opposing armies
who were wounded or sick, including the right to medical care.7 The con-
vention established that that International Red Cross (IRC) should be
granted access to war zones, where IRC staff could provide medical aid to
wounded soldiers on all sides—in effect codifying the principle of neutral-
ity to the benefit of future generations of aid workers. Three more conven-
tions followed: the second in 1906 codified rights of shipwrecked and
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wounded sailors; the third in 1929 established the rights of prisoners of
war and a fourth in 1949 gave protection to civilians in combat zones. In
spite of the brutality of war, the fact that states entered into agreement to
limit the effects of war represents more than naive idealism.

A second complementary body of war law, the Hague Conventions of
1899 and 1907, went further than the Geneva Conventions by setting lim-
its on the prosecution of war. The 1899 convention offered a framework
for conflict prevention through negotiation or mediation, protocols for
declarations of war and rules for the humane treatment of prisoners.8 Re-
flecting concern at the impacts of new military technologies, the 1907 con-
vention specifically outlawed the use of poison gas as a weapon of war and
aerial bombing—albeit from fixed balloons—but did not ban the weaponi-
zation of deadly chemicals. None of the signatories could foresee the car-
nage of World War One or the extensive use of new chemical weapons by
all sides on the western front.9 While cynically it could be argued that sig-
natories sought to curtail any strategic advantage that potential enemies
might otherwise enjoy by the tactical deployment of poisonous substances,
the fact is that a significant body of war law persisted beyond the carnage
of 1914–1918 and on into the twenty-first century, reflected the potency
of humanitarian principles that survive in spite of the repeated horrors of
war.

War Crimes

In World War One, moral revulsion at the effects of gas warfare quickly
succumbed to the imperative of tactical advantage. In the Pacific War, the
bitter fighting between Japanese soldiers and U.S. marines allegedly degen-
erated into a race war in which combatants regarded each other as less than
human and in which no quarter was given and few prisoners taken. On
the Russian front, fighting between Russian and German forces was also
relentless and merciless. The nuclear bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki
in 1945 arguably ended what would have been a long and costly war of
attrition as the Allies invaded Japan, but the killing of tens of thousands
of Japanese civilians ran contrary to the spirit of the Geneva and Hague
conventions.

Fundamental differences between Japan and the Western powers were
evident in attitudes toward war. War crimes were perpetrated on all sides
during World War Two, but the treatment of prisoners of war once re-
moved from the battlefield was a point of difference. Japanese atrocities in
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China from 1931 to 1945 and throughout Southeast Asia during the Pacific
War were extensive. Contravening the Hague Conventions, to which Japan
was a signatory, the right of prisoners of war to humane treatment was
ignored. Allied POWs were subjected to torture and summary execution
and were used as slave labor on the notorious Thai-Burma railway, where
thousands died from malnutrition, beatings and disease.

Differences in martial tradition discussed briefly in chapter 2 in part
explain Japan’s treatment of POWs. Bushido—the Japanese way of the war-
rior—stressed the virtues of honesty, valor and sacrifice and is said to have
encouraged an ethic of fighting to the death.10 However, Yuki Tanaka ar-
gues that Japanese officers inherited a corrupted version of the code, bereft
of humanity and overburdened by an ideology of total submission to the
emperor.11 Surrender was thus equated with dishonor, hence Japanese of-
ficers, if not the ranks, viewed enemy prisoners in a vastly different light
from that intended in international law. Of course, the Nazi dream of an
Aryan super-race embodied a perversion of European philosophical ideas
and points to equally violent and destructive tendencies in the Western
tradition—as did earlier European colonial expeditions into Africa and
Asia.

War crimes trials at Nuremberg in Germany and Tokyo in Japan found
that individual officers of the state could be held morally and legally ac-
countable for actions taken while acting under orders. That is, German and
Japanese soldiers were complicit in the crimes of the states they served and
in violation of the higher moral principle to disobey orders that conflicted
with international law.12 The trials demonstrated that with sufficient politi-
cal will, governments could prosecute war criminals, albeit from the losing
side only. However, the prospect of prosecution for breaching international
humanitarian law in wartime has resulted in the use of legal advisers in
operational deployments. The 1949 Geneva Convention reaffirmed the il-
legality of attacking civilians in war, even though during World War Two
the United States and Britain, both signatories, targeted civilian population
centers during bombing raids against Nazi Germany. This marked a trend
in military thinking away from the belief that attacks on civilians were a
necessary and acceptable strategy to weaken enemy morale and degrade a
country’s capacity to wage war, although the ‘‘accidental killing’’ of civil-
ians in the course of combat operations remained a gray area. Legal advis-
ers were not employed in battle zones until the Second Gulf War
(1990–1991) when the United States and its coalition partners recognized
the potential ramifications arising from the unintentional killing of civil-
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ians. Military lawyers have since become a fixture in tactical planning for
international peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations.13

New Wars and International Law

Victors in war have the luxury of determining which higher moral au-
thority holds sway. Thus the appearance of arbitrariness in the enforce-
ment of international laws weakens the foundations of the global human
rights regime. This is nowhere more aptly demonstrated than in U.S. treat-
ment of captured Taliban and Al Qaeda cadres in its campaign against Is-
lamists in the Middle East and South Asia. Further evidence of the
vulnerability of rights to shifts in strategic doctrine and battlefield tactics,
asymmetrical warfare between national and insurgent armies poses new
challenges for war law and international humanitarian law. Insurgents
using terror tactics discount any notion of moral or legal obligation to in-
ternational law by appealing to a higher authority—in the case of Islamists,
an extreme interpretation of the Qur’an. The nature of terrorist and insur-
gent activity in Iraq and Afghanistan, where Islamist fighters use civilians
as camouflage, has prompted U.S. rethinking of commitments to civilians
under the Fourth Geneva Convention. Speaking to the World Economic
Forum in Davos in 2006, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice attempted to
reconcile these new realities with a U.S. commitment to the greater global
good:

We do not accept a firm distinction between our national interests and our
universal ideals, and we seek to marry our power and our principles to-
gether to achieve great and enduring progress. . . .

Though we realize that our ideals and interests may be in tension in
the short term, and they are surely tested by the complexities of the real
world, we know that they tend to be in harmony when we take the long
view.14

At the beginning of its antiterror campaign the Bush administration made
clear its belief that the United States and the West faced an implacable
enemy in Al Qaeda and the global Islamist movement that presented a vast
monolithic threat to civilization. Reasons of state were thus invoked to set
aside U.S. obligations not just under the UN Charter, but under the Hague
and Geneva conventions as well.15 The ‘‘war on terror’’ is an undeclared
war under the Hague Convention and thus a new kind of war, one in which
‘‘enemy’’ combatants are held to have surrendered their rights by engaging
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in acts of terror. ‘‘By literalizing its ‘war on terror,’ ’’ argues Kenneth Roth,
‘‘the Bush administration has broken down the distinction between what
is permissible in times of peace and what can be condoned during a war.’’16

Hence the suspension of basic human rights for inmates at Guantanamo
Bay and the ghosting away of captured suspected terrorists for interroga-
tion in secret locations in contravention of international human rights
law—the euphemistically termed practice of ‘‘rendering.’’

LAWS OF EVOLUTION

Humanitarian ideals and reasons of state are rarely in alignment. While
legalists assert the inviolability of human rights, political conditions as
much as the disposition of political leaders affect how rights are interpre-
ted and respected in practice. For liberal modernizers, political and eco-
nomic development in the long run leads to greater enjoyment of basic
human rights. The world has acquired a growing corpus of international
humanitarian law, and this, it can be argued, is a consequence of increasing
sophistication and interdependence. At the national level it is possible to
plot a trajectory of gradual recognition of rights: political, economic, social
and cultural. The collapse of Communism in Eastern Europe was repli-
cated in lesser ways by the demise of military-controlled regimes in Asia
and Latin America. Military control gave way to popularly elected govern-
ments in Thailand, South Korea, Chile and Argentina. The rule of Chile’s
General Augusto Pinochet from 1973 to 1989 is characteristic of Latin
America’s era of military dictatorship from the 1960s to the 1980s. Pino-
chet came to power in a military coup in 1973 and immediately suspended
parliamentary government and banned political parties. Opposition activ-
ists were imprisoned, and many were ‘‘disappeared’’—a euphemism for po-
litical execution. But the Pinochet regime could not survive the changing
international circumstances brought by the end of the Cold War, and Pino-
chet eventually succumbed to international pressure, including pressure
from the United States, to restore democratic rule.17As in neighboring Ar-
gentina, parliamentary democracy resumed and with it greater recognition
and respect for civil and political rights. As historian Marshall C. Eakin
observed:

Despite an enormously wide range of variations, the pattern in all of Latin
America over the last century has been a move toward greater political par-
ticipation by larger and larger numbers of people from all sectors of society.
Although Latin America continues to be a society characterized by a deeply
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rooted, hierarchical culture and the concentration of power in the hands
of a relatively small sector of the population, these long-standing historical
patterns have been substantially attenuated by the growing participation
of the vast majority of Latin Americans in electoral politics over the last
century.18

This turn toward democracy is attributed by Fukuyama to late-twentieth-
century globalization of liberal capitalist values, in effect a reassertion of
Rostow’s liberal modernization thesis. In China, the world’s largest totali-
tarian state, ordinary people are challenging the system. Since the late
1980s, China has pursued a strategy of economic modernization that en-
tailed opening the economy to Western investment and to capitalist enter-
prise. The change was in part driven by demands from the country’s urban
middle classes for greater political freedom, which led to the Tiananmen
Square protests and massacre in June 1989. Economic modernization of-
fered a release valve for social pressure for political change, but the stresses
created in Chinese society by rapid modernization have merely highlighted
structural weaknesses within the state. In their controversial book, Will the
Boat Sink the Water? (2007), Chen Guidi and Wu Chuntao open with the
story of a villager from Lixin, one Ding Zuoming, who, in return for chal-
lenging the fairness of local government taxes imposed on his village in a
time of economic hardship, was first detained by authorities on trumped-
up charges and then beaten to death while in custody.19 The perpetrators
of Ding Zuoming’s death were investigated and punished by a central gov-
ernment fearful of the potential for political destabilization to ensue from
popular resentment toward corrupt party officials at all levels of govern-
ment.

These events occurred in 1993, but the authors assert similar abuses
of power are commonplace throughout China and threaten to undermine
China’s economic ambitions.20 Ironically, the Chinese Communist Party
has in many ways bettered the lives of peasant farmers, but the ideological
commitment to peasant welfare is at odds with actual state practice. Sen
recognizes that the reforms of the Mao era laid the foundations for social
development, in particular the expansion of literacy and provision of pub-
lic health care.21 Economic development and democratization might well
be complementary processes, but neither occurs automatically as a conse-
quence of the other, and it is possible for countries, such as China, to
maintain high rates of economic growth while severely restricting or even
curtailing political participation. The question is how long authoritarian
regimes can maintain a viselike grip on the reins of government.
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The history of Asia’s post–World War Two development demonstrated
that authoritarian governments can monopolize political power in times of
economic prosperity. Many states retain authoritarian systems of govern-
ment where, despite formal democratic mechanisms—elections, political
parties, parliamentary government—one party monopolizes political
power. The ethnic Malay dominated Malaysian government for many dec-
ades after independence, maintaining a policy of discrimination against
Malaysian Chinese, sectioning off senior government positions from per-
sons of Chinese descent, restricting the number of university places open
to Malaysian Chinese, and restricting access to government loans. In
breach of the spirit of the Universal Declaration, discrimination was per-
petuated to advance the economic and social status of the ethnic Malay
population. Criticism of government policy was strangled by strict press
censorship justified in the name of stability. According to Mahatir Moha-
mad, Malaysian prime minister from 1981 to 2005, press freedom was fine
‘‘so long as it is not used to rob others of their freedom, dignity, and well
being.’’ The argument here was that complete freedom of speech in Malay-
sia would allow extremists an opportunity to exploit interethnic resent-
ment to challenge the state and thus threaten the stability upon which all
other economic and social rights depend.22

Debate about human rights in Asia was dominated in the 1990s by the
idea of Asian values. The ‘‘author’’ of the debate was Singapore’s then-
prime minister, Lee Kuan Yew, whose views were widely reported in the
Western media and roundly condemned by Western and Asian intellectu-
als. Lee argued that in ‘‘Eastern societies’’ the rights of the community came
before the rights of the individual. Asserting an organic view of society, he
argued to the journal Foreign Affairs, ‘‘In the East the main object is to have
a well-ordered society so that everybody can have maximum enjoyment of
his freedoms. This freedom can only exist in an ordered state and not in
a natural state of contention and anarchy.’’23 Speaking in defense of the
suppression of democracy protesters at Tiananmen Square, Lee Kuan Yew
suggested that the alternative was cataclysmic political disorder in China.
In times of rapid economic change, a firm hand was both a necessity and a
moral good. To buttress his case, Lee contrasted the Asian experience with
the apparent disorder, endemic immorality and rampant crime of Western
societies:

The liberal, intellectual tradition that developed after World War II claimed
that human beings had arrived at this perfect state where everybody would
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be better off if they were allowed to do their own thing and flourish. It has
not worked out, and I doubt if it will.24

Perhaps the most potent rejoinder to the cultural relativist critique of
human rights comes from Sen, who, like Fukuyama, stresses the diversity
of intellectual traditions within ‘‘Western’’ and ‘‘Asian’’ cultures. Asian es-
sentialism or ‘‘exceptionalism’’ stands on shaky historical and moral
ground, not least because it is argued the denial of rights is an impediment
to the development to which Asian modernizers aspire. Lee invokes Confu-
cian ethics to distinguish between Western individualism and the allegedly
Asian ethic of familial and social responsibility, yet as mentioned, Confu-
cianism can be interpreted to support subjective rights. Human rights
scholars emphasize the principle of reciprocal obligation on Confucian
thought. Students of Chinese philosophy emphasize the humanism im-
plicit in the writings of Confucius and the injunctions for superiors to re-
member their obligations to their subordinates.25 The proliferation of Asian
human rights NGOs is further evidence that humanitarian values are not
‘‘un-Asian.’’

Rights and the laws that enshrine and uphold them have increasing
practical utility in an increasingly complex world. Denial of basic civil and
political rights, argues Sen, inhibits the achievement of basic enabling eco-
nomic and social rights and consequently could be perceived as a drain on
a country’s economic growth rather than a prerequisite for social stability.26

Sen’s pragmatism negates the arguments of leaders like Mahatir, Lee and
Deng, who justify denial of individual rights by appealing to the impera-
tives of development. Asian countries confront a different array of chal-
lenges to those which confronted modern European states during their
early stages of state formation. Still, there is an established tradition of cul-
tural borrowing from the West in Asia. As Lawson points out, democracy
is itself a word inherited from the West.27 Asian democracies are not mirror
images of Western democratic systems, but the durability of parliamentary
regimes in Thailand, Malaysia, Indonesia, the Philippines, Japan and South
Korea, despite imperfections, suggests a deep attachment to parliamentary
rule as a source of political legitimacy.

To these cultural arguments must be added the political reality that
Asian governments have endorsed international human rights law and
hence enjoy the rights and privileges of members of the international com-
munity, which in turn incur obligations. As Sumner B. Twiss argued,

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) was reached through a
pragmatic process of negotiation between representatives of different na-
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tions and cultural traditions. While it may be true that Western representa-
tives had the upper hand in this process, the simple fact remains that
pragmatic negotiation between differing views about the same subject mat-
ter was the process of choice, not theorizing about matters of moral knowl-
edge, political philosophy, or even jurisprudence.28

There is a danger, however, in dismissing assertions of Asian-style democ-
racy and Asian values as merely smokescreens behind which authoritarian
regimes can work to entrench their political dominance. To dismiss the
Asian values debate is to ignore lingering resentment over Western colo-
nialism and the enduring presumption of Western cultural superiority and
popular attachment to national identities. Advocates of Asian regionalism
stress the increasing self-confidence of Asian politicians, business leaders
and intellectuals who would not consistently seek to differentiate Asia
from the West if it did not guarantee some political returns. As the noted
Australian journalist, Greg Sheridan, argues, ‘‘The fact that governments
are groping to give expression to what they regard as their national genius,
their enduring, distinctive national culture . . . indicates a realization that
there is something of value.’’29 In evolutionary terms, human rights need
not be converging upon some ideal point of common agreement.

ISLAM AND HUMAN RIGHTS

Efforts to integrate human rights into Islamic practice are further proof of
the evolutionary nature of human rights and of the potential for construc-
tive dialogue to overcome cultural differences. The Organization of the Is-
lamic Conference, an intergovernmental organization of fifty-six Islamic
countries from Africa, the Middle East and Asia, developed the Cairo Dec-
laration on Human Rights in Islam in 1990. Premised upon natural rights
as revealed in Islamic teaching, the declaration is in many ways comple-
mentary to international human rights law and the law of war. Article 1 of
the declaration recognizes rights as derived from ‘‘basic human dignity’’
and proscribes ‘‘discrimination on the basis of race, color, language, belief,
sex, religion, political affiliation, social status or other considerations.’’30

The document includes sections specifying the crime of genocide, the
rights of prisoners of war and the rights of civilians in conflict. However,
women’s rights are differentiated from the rights enjoyed by men. The
Cairo Declaration assigns a specific gender-based role toward women,
which for women’s rights advocates is repugnant to CEDAW. Specifically,
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CEDAW is premised on the idea that the gender-based differentiation of
social roles encourages discrimination and violence against women.

As Michael Freeman points out in relation to the rights of women in
Islamic societies, CEDAW calls for an end to the denial of basic rights and
freedoms to half the world’s population. Yet in many Islamic societies,
women are subject to discrimination on the basis of their gender—from
repressive dress codes to restrictions on freedom of movement and the de-
nial of the right to tertiary education, or even the right to sign a bank
check. Such discrimination constitutes a form of oppression that is not
sanctioned by the Qur’an or the Cairo Declaration, which upholds the right
to reject and to speak out against injustice.31 Still, rights campaigners point
to a difference in interpretations of justice for women between CEDAW
and the Islamic Conference. On this issue, ‘‘pragmatic’’ compromise is un-
likely to be acceptable to either side of the debate.

Feminist rights campaigners argue that the struggle for women’s rights
within Islam is as much a struggle against pre-Islamic tradition as it is
against conservative interpretations of the Qur’an.32 Thus the purdah
(honor killings), the forced wearing of the burqah and female circumcision
are not sanctioned by Islamic tradition but instead sustained by customary
practice. With regard to modesty of attire, many Muslim women choose
to wear the hijab and the burqah and do not feel their rights in any way
compromised. This is a vexed question, for if we are to respect people’s
rights to their cultural traditions, agreement needs to be reached upon the
meaning or boundaries of acceptable cultural tradition for each culture and
each social group.

This is difficult when cultural traditions are contested and open to po-
litical manipulation. For the Minangkabau of western Sumatra and the
Malay State of Negeri Sembilan on the Malay Peninsula, a tradition of ma-
trilineal inheritance means that women rather than men control the inheri-
tance of ancestral property and thus play a central role in local society.
This accommodation between adat (local custom) and Islam is possible in
part because the Indonesian state remains secular and thus tolerant of di-
verse cultural traditions and practices where these do not conflict with the
prevailing state ideology. In Malaysia, family law, including divorce law,
is the preserve of Shari’a courts, which entrench a male-dominated social
structure for the majority Muslim Malay population. Malaysia responded
positively to CEDAW and has taken firm steps to lift the status of women,
but in the family sphere, Islamic law discriminates on the basis of gender.
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DIVIDING PRINCIPLES

Cairo Declaration

ARTICLE 6:
(a) Woman is equal to man in human dignity, and has her own rights

to enjoy as well as duties to perform, and has her own civil entity and
financial independence, and the right to retain her name and lineage.

(b) The husband is responsible for the maintenance and welfare of
the family.

CEDAW

Recalling that discrimination against women violates the principles of
equality of rights and respect for human dignity, is an obstacle to the
participation of women, on equal terms with men, in the political, social,
economic and cultural life of their countries, hampers the growth of the
prosperity of society and the family and makes more difficult the full
development of the potentialities of women in the service of their coun-
tries and of humanity,

Concerned that in situations of poverty women have the least access
to food, health, education, training and opportunities for employment
and other needs, . . .

ARTICLE 5:
States Parties shall take all appropriate measures:

(a) To modify the social and cultural patterns of conduct of men and
women, with a view to achieving the elimination of prejudices and cus-
tomary and all other practices which are based on the idea of the inferi-
ority or the superiority of either of the sexes or on stereotyped roles for
men and women.

Even for the Minangkabau women of Malaysia, the Shari’a exerts down-
ward pressure on social status. There is a diversity of tradition within Islam
regarding the status of women, but it is evident that as globalization chal-
lenges established religious identities, women’s rights campaigners face a
significant anti-Western and conservative reaction to their calls for gender
equity, which threatens to reverse the gains of the past two decades.33
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WOMEN’S RIGHTS

Feminist rights advocates assert the direct correlation between social ac-
ceptance of gender discrimination and violence against women. In Burma
as in Bosnia, women were sexually assaulted as part of ethnic cleansing
campaigns designed to create a generation of mixed-race children. Their
inheritance of ‘‘hegemonic genes’’ would dilute primordial attachment to
their ethnic group. Rape is used consistently as a weapon of war, but not
until the Rome Statute was rape specified as a war crime. Beyond the con-
flict zone, in refugee camps women do not enjoy the same rights as men
because of their special vulnerabilities and entrenched attitudes toward
women. Women do not enjoy the same level of safety as male refugees be-
cause they are targeted on account of their gender by men in the camps.34

Writing for Human Rights Watch, LaShawn Jefferson detailed the con-
nections between a woman’s sexuality and family or national pride:

In far too many countries, the honor of a community or family is still
closely tied to control of the sexual activity of women and girls. Male fam-
ily members often put a premium on female virginity, ‘‘purity,’’ or sexual
inexperience. Consequently, combatants the world over know that target-
ing women and girls both inflicts grave harm on individuals and symboli-
cally assaults the larger community (or ethnic group or nationality) to
which the female victims belong. Until this fundamental fact changes,
women and girls will always be at risk.35

Discrimination extends to the language of rights and more broadly the lan-
guage of international relations. Feminist writers charge that human rights
instruments are reductive in that they claim to accord equal rights to all
irrespective of gender, religion, ethnicity or social class but fail to recognize
that each influences how these rights are enjoyed. Human rights law is
thus blind to the informal exclusion and victimization of women. As Eva
Brems argued in relation to the Universal Declaration,

We realize now that however well intentioned the drafters of the declara-
tion, their attempt to assume a common human nature inevitably resulted
in the projection of their own experiences, needs, and values onto the rest
of humanity. Despite the participation of Eleanor Roosevelt, those were
predominantly the experiences, needs, and values of well-off white West-
ern Men. The same holds true for developments in human rights theory
and practice since 1948.36

Official declarations and covenants confer formal rights, but specific soci-
etal circumstances shaped by religious, political or economic structures
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and pressures limit the enjoyment of these rights. The case for differential
rights for women rests partly upon the fact that women are singled out for
exploitation and abuse by men on the basis of gender. Economic factors
heavily influence a woman’s ability to enjoy the full range of rights to
which she is entitled. In societies where there is a large gap between rich
and poor and where people subsist within the cash economy, the poor are
forced to sell their labor cheaply to survive. For a poor rural rice farming
family in Asia, dependent upon fertilizer for a precarious annual crop, ac-
customed to the use of farming equipment such as motorized plows or iron
implements and perhaps looking to purchase a motor vehicle, cash from
the sale of rice would never be enough. Women and young girls are disad-
vantaged in these circumstances by virtue of their weak economic position
and their gender. Alternative sources of family income are sought through
seasonal work in major cities and towns. Daughters can earn more working
in sweatshops or, worse, in the commercial sex industry. In desperate eco-
nomic circumstances, parents are amenable to persuasion by labor agents
and ‘‘pimps.’’ Women’s rights are thus breached on a daily basis by those
who might be most expected to care about their welfare.

In seeking to advance the specific human rights of women, feminists
have to battle entrenched perceptions of gender differences. The exploita-
tion of women as low-wage workers in modern electronics factories and
the consequent gendering of assembly work were discussed in chapter 2.
Thus while a woman’s right to work is in one sense valued because of per-
ceived physiological and intellectual differences, that is, the perceived dex-
terity and malleability of the ‘‘Oriental female,’’ her human rights are not.
In workforces where only women are employed, the ILO Convention re-
quirement that the equivalent male wage be paid is either sidestepped or
simply blatantly ignored.

Tracing the interlinked chains of human rights abuses back to systemic
failures of governance opens the way for a much broader search for the
origins of human security crises. Citing abuses ranging from denial of
health care, to economically and culturally marginalized peoples, to legal
discrimination against women as causal factors in the spread of HIV/AIDS,
Human Rights Watch highlights the human rights dimension of the pan-
demic. Health care is technically a second-generation human right but one
that depends for its enjoyment upon the realization of fundamental rights
to freedom and equality, in particular freedom from discrimination on the
basis of social class, gender or ethnicity. HIV/AIDS and many other com-
municable diseases can be combated if the right to adequate health care is
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respected in sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia and the Pacific. Pointing to
practical solutions, Joseph Amon argues that respect for human rights cre-
ates the social and legal conditions in which human health can be better
protected, thereby obviating the need to deal with the longer-term eco-
nomic and social consequences of galloping infection rates.37

RIGHTS AT RISK

The imperatives of economic development in a competitive self-help sys-
tem mean that governments, in the developing world especially, are wont
to ride roughshod over the interests and rights of communities.

Frequently, international nonstate actors, including TNCs and inter-
governmental institutions, are complicit in these breaches. The activities
of TNCs in conflict zones are fraught with human rights risk, but even in
relatively peaceful countries, international interventions can have a delete-
rious impact upon human rights. While regulatory regimes exist to track
and bring to account abuses perpetrated or tacitly condoned by interna-
tional actors, these regimes are, because of their voluntary nature, weak
and susceptible to behind-the-scenes influence through highly paid and
well-connected lobbyists.38

Megaprojects and Community Rights

Funding assistance from the World Bank aids developing countries in
building essential roads, power stations and hydroelectric dams. Hydro-
electric dams, the World Bank’s panacea for rising water and energy con-
sumption in rapidly industrializing states, are held as symbols of
modernity by governments in developing countries.

In the case of the Pak Mun Dam, built by Thailand Electricity Generat-
ing Authority with the World Bank, dam construction proceeded in the
face of massive opposition from villagers whose livelihoods were threat-
ened by the project. Thailand’s dam-building experience exemplifies the
potential for such projects to generate unforeseen but nonetheless cata-
strophic consequences for those least able to influence global and national
decision makers through democratic decision-making processes. The Pak
Mun Hydroelectric Project, completed in 1994, was built to provide power
for a booming national economy. Yet when finished, the dam swamped not
only rice paddies, wetlands and other food-producing areas within the
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sixty-square-kilometer reservoir area, it displaced the traditional riverbank
cultures of villagers who were forced to relocate.

Traditional environmental rights were ignored, as were the project’s en-
vironmental impacts. For more than a decade after the dam’s completion,
local villagers campaigned for a more sympathetic management of river
flows to compensate for the destruction of fisheries and disruption of irri-
gation water.39 The consequence of inadequate risk assessment, the Pak
Mun Dam also spawned Thailand’s most extensive counterhegemonic pro-
test movement of the 1990s, the Assembly of the Poor, which enlarged its
agenda to challenge state agricultural and development policies on behalf
of Thailand’s rural population.

Dams, because of their extensive human and environmental impacts,
have generated strong public opposition. It is also the case that affected
communities have acquired a greater degree of political consciousness due
to the work of NGOs and the opportunity to bypass state information
agencies and campaign directly through the Internet. Malaysia’s indige-
nous people, the Orang Asli, confronted the ongoing destruction of their
forest home to make way for dam projects to provide water and energy
for Malaysia’s industrial center in Selangor’s Klang Valley. Environmental
impacts extend to the destruction of rain forest habitat which, according
to environmental and community rights campaigners, threaten the region’s
biodiversity.40

An extensive hydroelectric project on the Yangtze River, the Three
Gorges Dam, inundated an area of some 632 square kilometers and is ex-
pected to have displaced in excess of five million villagers by 2020.41 The
World Bank elected not to provide financial support for the dam, citing its
extensive human impacts and acknowledging the bank’s inability to re-
strain the Chinese state by imposing environmental and human rights loan
conditions. Canadian, French, German and Swiss investors, however, fi-
nanced a substantial share of the dam’s construction costs with minimal
apparent concern for the project’s potential impact on the human rights of
millions. Allegations have regularly leaked about the failures of resettle-
ment strategies deemed as woefully inadequate and leaving vast numbers
of displaced villagers in greatly reduced circumstances.

Accusations of underpayment of compensation echo the excesses re-
ported by Guidi and Chuntao, while reports of mass protests against cor-
rupt government officials highlight a systemic weakness in the Chinese
state that is directly attributable to the state’s failure to respect the human
rights of its citizens.42
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The Right of Self-determination

In Tibet and among the Tibetan diaspora, long-standing demands for
China to uphold human rights and free Tibet erupted in March 2008 into
anti-Chinese violence in Lhasa and worldwide protests against Beijing’s oc-
cupation and incorporation of the former Himalayan theocracy. According
to Chinese official statements, Tibet, prior to its ‘‘reintegration’’ in 1951,
was a feudal theocracy where an allegedly ‘‘parasitical’’ religious caste ex-
ploited the Tibetan people to sustain their exclusive and nonproductive
monastic lifestyle. Religion is anathema to committed Communists follow-
ing Marx’s dictum that ‘‘religion is the opium of the people,’’ echoed in the
rhetoric of Chinese policymakers. Tibet’s historical position is ambiguous,
hindering the legitimation of both Beijing’s territorial claims and those of
Tibetan nationalists. Any effective Chinese control or domination over the
Tibetan region was weakened in the nineteenth century as China’s imperial
system of government was rendered impotent by Western colonial en-
croachment. The collapse of imperial authority in 1911 offered the oppor-
tunity for Tibetans to proclaim independence—which suggests that
Tibetan nationalists acknowledged a measure of Chinese control prior to
this date.

For post-1949 China, the reclamation of territories lost during the colo-
nial era became a matter of national pride, although the Communist state
was prepared to acknowledge the legality of treaties with both Britain and
Portugal concerning their respective colonies, Hong Kong and Macau, sub-
ject to fixed leases and returned to China upon the expiration of these
leases in 1997 and 1998, respectively.

In contrast, Taiwan, taken by General Chiang Kai-shek’s retreating Na-
tionalists in 1949, could not be reintegrated without provoking strong in-
ternational opposition. With regard to Tibet, Beijing simply ignored the
1911 independence declaration and occupied the country in 1951. China
has consistently ignored international condemnation of its actions, includ-
ing several UN General Assembly resolutions, although the UN has not
explicitly demanded that China withdraw. Under greater international
scrutiny, China was, however, conscious of the need for a historical de-
fense. Only then, writes Eliot Sperling, did China make any historical
claim to Tibet as an ‘‘integral’’ part of China. Sperling’s analysis of official
British documents indicates that the British position in the early twentieth
century was that China exercised little or no direct control over Tibet.
Anglo-Russian competition in Central Asia, however, prompted the British
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to placate the Chinese court and to acknowledge Tibet as a Chinese protec-
torate.43

For Beijing and many Chinese, the establishment of a single Chinese
state incorporating Tibet and Taiwan is a matter of national pride and
proper atonement for the humiliations exacted upon the Chinese people
by the Western powers.

For opponents and critics of Beijing, this ‘‘One-China policy’’ is merely
a grab for resources and power by an expansionist Chinese state deter-
mined to assert regional hegemony in the twenty-first century. This is the
view of a new generation of Tibetan nationalists protesting against Chinese
human rights violations and campaigning for Tibetan independence. The
conservative older generation of Tibetans, including the Dalai Lama and
his followers who fled to India in 1951, however, is cautious not to issue
any demands beyond calling for the human rights of all Tibetans to be re-
spected by Beijing.44

Historical argument is important to understanding the respective Chi-
nese and Tibetan positions, but legal settlement of the dispute in an inter-
national court of law is improbable. Politically, the international
community—primarily the UN—is in no position to demand China’s with-
drawal from Tibet. Given China’s size, its nuclear arsenal and substantial
conventional forces, intervention is not an option for the international
community. Should Tibetan nationalists turn to armed resistance, India
would be forced to expel the Dalai Lama and his supporters or risk breach-
ing its cease-fire agreement with China under which New Delhi agreed not
to sponsor any Tibetan uprising. Tibet’s strategic value to India was well
appreciated during British imperial rule—a fact that makes Indian officials
sensitive to the merest perception that India is harboring Tibetan insur-
gents.

We have already seen how in Burma, the state’s refusal to acknowledge
demands for democratization or accept demands for secession from the
Shan, Karen and others has exacerbated political violence and created the
conditions in which the narcotics trade thrives. Similarly, the failure to ac-
knowledge popular demands for land redistribution in Latin American
countries, Colombia, for instance, fuels the illicit production and trade in
cocaine.

Southern Thai Muslims

In southern Thailand, ethnic Malay resentment toward Bangkok dates
back to the early nineteenth century, when much of the northern Malay
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Peninsula was a peripheral part of the Thai kingdom. Attempts by the Thai
state to extinguish Muslim Malay separatism have served only to deepen
the sense of alienation felt by Muslims in the south, irrespective of whether
they are directly involved in the insurgency or not.

The international watchdog organization Human Rights Watch alleges
that a heavy-handed response by the military toward renewed separatist
activity from 2001 onward is a major contributing factor to the escalation
of this conflict into a major human security crisis.45 Even if the Thai gov-
ernment is able to again stifle separatist activity as it did in the 1980s and
1990s, there are serious doubts about the capacity of the state to solve un-
derlying economic and political problems that give the insurgents suffi-
cient political traction to sustain their low-level campaign.

Economic, cultural and political marginalization exacerbates feelings of
resentment among the Muslim population, but with government and the
national and provincial levels compromised by powerful patronage net-
works that use high office to acquire resources and concessions, govern-
ment-led development programs rarely achieve full efficiency. In the case
of southern Thai Muslims, the denial of economic opportunity is as much
attributable to the interests of entrenched local elites and failings in Thai-
land’s system of government as it is to policy choices made in Bangkok.
But this is a crisis with regionwide security implications, not least for its
impact upon relations between ASEAN members Thailand and Malaysia,
where the latter by virtue of a common border is used as a refuge by Thai
Muslim insurgents.

Indigenous Rights

Indigenous rights became another fundamental part of the interna-
tional human rights architecture with the Declaration of Indigenous Rights
(2007). Although the rights of indigenous peoples are covered in the
UNDHR and ICCPR, as with gender, experience teaches that these rights,
if they are to be enjoyed fully by indigenous peoples, have to be stated
separately to guard against the invisible workings of racial discrimination.
As further evidence that absolutist notions of state sovereignty hinder cre-
ative responses to human rights deficits, central to the declaration is the
principle of autonomy within the nation-state. Article 5 allows that ‘‘indig-
enous peoples have the right to maintain and strengthen their distinct po-
litical, legal, economic, social and cultural institutions, while retaining
their right to participate fully, if they so choose, in the political, economic,
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social and cultural life of the State.’’46 Such assertions, however commend-
able, do little to address the consequences of sustained discrimination over
extended periods of time.

Indigenous rights bear significantly upon indigenous human security.
Indigenous Australians register life expectancies well below the national
norm. Communities experience a higher incidence of disease—from dis-
eases of the eye to STDs—high unemployment, overrepresentation in the
prison population, high youth suicide rates, alcohol and drug abuse, do-
mestic violence and sexual abuse of minors, all of which stem from official
neglect of the underlying causes of social disintegration. Indigenous people
suffer discrimination because insufficient attention is given by the state to
indigenous disadvantage, the source of which is their historical disposses-
sion from their traditional lands. The impact of British colonization was
catastrophic for indigenous Australians forced to live on the margins of
European settlements and assimilate to an alien culture. The consequences
of this are a collapse of crucial social structures, including traditional pat-
terns of authority, and kinship groups—the latter a consequence of con-
scious policies to assimilate indigenous people to white Australian norms
of social behavior.

The intrusions that destroyed indigenous Australian cultures took
place in the nineteenth century, away from the critical scrutiny of interna-
tional media. Yet the same processes and consequences are observable
today throughout Africa and Latin America, where indigenous peoples in-
habit territory rich in natural resources, timber and minerals, especially
oil. Across the developing world, writes UN Special Rapporteur Rodolfo
Stavenhagen, ‘‘indigenous peoples endure grave violations of their human
rights, including threats, forced disappearances, the targeted assassination
of their leaders, torture, massacres, forced recruitment for combat, forced
displacement, the exile of entire communities, loss of internal autonomy
and social control and lack of access to places where they can engage in
traditional activities.’’47

Human Rights Watch reports extensive indigenous rights abuses in the
Niger Delta where oil companies—Chevron and Mobil (U.S.), Shell
(Anglo-Dutch), Elf (France) and Agip (Italy)—are allegedly complicit in
the use of state-sanctioned force to suppress local protests to oil explora-
tion and production. Indigenous communities effectively have no bargain-
ing rights against foreign companies or the state because the legal system
is corrupted, as is the country’s political elite. Oil runs through the veins
of Nigerian politics to the extent that any challenge to the oil industry is
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instantly a challenge to the political elite and hence meets with swift and
brutal suppression. In return for access to oil deposits, foreign companies
are obliged to form joint venture operations with the Nigerian government
through the Nigerian National Petroleum Corporation—thus implicating
them in Abuja’s mining policies and practices. The arrangement establishes
a commercial relationship between companies and the state, which uses
access rights as a bargaining chip with foreigners but excludes indigenous
communities from a share of the wealth extracted from their traditional
lands.48

The evidence is overwhelming that where the rights of indigenous peo-
ples and minorities are ignored, conflict is the outcome. The impacts of
these failures of governance fall most heavily on the weakest members of
society. UN Special Rapporteurs reported in 2004 and 2005 on the shortfall
in indigenous rights recognition, even in developed countries such as Can-
ada, while in Latin America especially, conflicts over access to natural re-
sources have resulted in substantial and underreported human rights
abuses. The expansion of capital-intensive mining into indigenous territor-
ies has in the past imposed enormous environmental and social costs on
local populations—indigenous and settler communities alike. Throughout
Latin America’s mining districts, NGO groups and rights advocates detail
how the investment brought by mining leads to the formation of ‘‘boom-
towns’’ and attendant informal economies. Highly paid foreign mine work-
ers support formal and informal industries centered on alcohol and
prostitution, while local communities exposed to the brutal realities of the
outside world verge on societal collapse. The Canadian company Green-
stone is accused of generating such a boomtown at La Libertad, Nicaragua,
in 1994, only to close four years later, leaving in its wake a serious unem-
ployment problem, a degraded environment, and a community in severe
distress.49 No laws were broken, no violence perpetrated against indige-
nous peoples, but economic and social rights were undermined.

TOWARD A GLOBAL CRIMINAL CODE

It is more apt to conceive human rights theory as an evolving dialogue
within and between cultural traditions. In practice, the realization of rights
is constrained by the dominant logic of political self-interest, which fre-
quently inhibits the altruistic pursuit of humanitarian goals. Taking a lat-
eral approach to human security issues, human rights advocates stress the
interconnectedness of rights and military security. Logically, if intrasocietal
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conflicts, for example, the long-running Muslim insurgencies in southern
Thailand and the Philippines, are the result of official failure to recognize
the economic, social and cultural rights of minority groups, then respect
for such rights can be advanced as one more step toward avoiding or re-
solving conflict and its attendant human security risks. By moving human
rights issues to center stage, it becomes easier to see the dynamics of
human security risks and identify practical strategies to alleviate human
suffering.

The International Criminal Court and its founding document, the
Rome Statute, exists to try people for genocide, crimes against humanity
and war crimes as defined in the statute. But the ICC is not universally
recognized as the rightful court in which war criminals are to be tried. The
United States famously refuses to ratify the Rome Statute for fear of the
consequences for U.S. service personnel on active duty while the perpetra-
tors of hideous crimes escape capture.

The statute defines what is claimed to be a universally applicable and
universally acceptable codification of ‘‘inhuman’’ crimes. It is an advance
upon individual documents seeking to establish principles of common hu-
manity to be upheld even and especially during times of war. The preamble

A CRIME AGAINST HUMANITY

After all the men had been massacred, they ordered the truck driver to
drive their heavy vehicles over the corpses. After many trips over the
bodies, they had been pushed down until they were even with the sur-
face of the earth. Jalil was riding in one of the trucks as it ground into
the earth bodies of the men with whom he had been traveling only an
hour before. Later, I heard from some of my friends who had returned
to the airport a few days after the killings that the bodies of the dead
men had all been devoured by wild dogs and vultures. The dogs had
become mad because of all the human flesh they had consumed. The
next time I was at the airport, there was no sign of the mass murder I
had witnessed—somebody must have buried whatever was left of the
victims.

Source: Alex Klaits and Gulchin Gulmamadova-Klaits, Love and War in Afghanistan,
2005.
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makes explicit connection between the protection of human rights and
global security. Genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes so de-
fined in the statute are regarded as crimes that ‘‘threaten the peace, security
and well-being of the world.’’50 However, with no provisions for enforce-
ment without the authorization of sovereign governments, like all interna-
tional legal instruments, the Rome Statute can be ignored by signatory
states should they so choose.

But practicalities can work in the opposite direction. Should pragma-
tism enter into discussions, for instance, on the treatment of war criminals
or the perpetrators of crimes against humanity and genocide? International
law must contend with international political realities, and if political or
strategic considerations are paramount, there are grounds for granting am-
nesties for persons suspected of crimes. While human rights NGOs balk at
the practice of granting amnesties to former dictators and their military
supporters from Argentina to Afghanistan, such amnesties can serve a
pragmatic purpose—to end a civil war by giving all parties to the conflict
a reason not to defect, or to reassure demobilized militias and prevent their
remobilization.51 Is there a point at which the interests of peace require
that combatants on both side be given assurances of immunity from prose-
cution in return for laying down arms? This is an emerging and fractious
area of international human rights and criminal law, compounded by U.S.
determination to exempt its service personnel from ICC jurisdiction.

Crimes covered in the above legal instruments do not address all forms
of international criminal activity, but only those relating to the exercise of
political and military power to coerce or to kill. If we accept, however, that
people trafficking, drug production and trafficking, expropriation of intel-
lectual capital from tribal communities, child exploitation and the like are
crimes that substantially diminish human rights, then international law en-
forcement should extend to international conventions and treaties cover-
ing these criminal actions. Taking the legalist position, all forms of human
rights abuse should be integrated into the global corpus of criminal law,
however unworkable the enlarged case load might become. Environmental
codes too, especially those governing the use of natural resources, have a
bearing upon the enjoyment of economic and social rights by those who
depend upon waterways or the oceans, for example, for some or all of their
food. Currently, the international preference for such international
‘‘crimes’’ is local legislation backed by self-regulation in the private sector.

Human rights have proliferated in law since 1945, but this does not
mean that the significance of human rights is diluted as a consequence.
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Where rights are perceived to clash, jurisprudence should prevail. The
pragmatic logic of rights asserted by Sen in some part counters the pessi-
mism of Morgenthau and Waltz. Respect for human rights facilitates
greater social and political participation and enhances economic opportu-
nity; all key ingredients for political stability or peace. Whether or not this
translates into a more stable international order is a matter for conjecture.
There is, however, a measure of persistence in the way that the interna-
tional community, regionally and globally, has acknowledged the impor-
tance of human rights in international laws. Were respect for human rights
at the local level to be a universal phenomenon, human well-being would
be improved generally, which is surely in itself a desirable goal.





CHAPTER 6

Averting Nuclear

Armageddon: Reality

Checks and Nuclear

Balances

We can sum it up in one sentence: the civilization of the ma-
chine has just achieved its ultimate degree of savagery. A choice
is going to have to be made in the fairly near future between
collective suicide and the intelligent utilization of scientific
discoveries. . . . In a world that has torn itself apart with every
conceivable instrument of violence and shown itself incapable
of exerting any control while remaining indifferent to justice or
even mere human happiness, the fact that science has dedicated
itself to organized murder will surprise no one, except perhaps
an unrepentant idealist.

—Albert Camus

We begin our analysis of nuclear weapons—the only weapon of mass de-
struction that really matters—with a deceptively simple question: Does the
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spread of nuclear weapons make the world safer or more dangerous? Most
people usually have an instinctive reply to this question: Of course, it
makes things more dangerous. How could it not? It might seem surprising,
therefore, that not all nuclear analysts agree, and the debate remains unre-
solved. Like so many of the issues relating to nuclear weapons, the debate
is built largely on speculation and ambiguous historical experience. Nu-
clear weapons remain attractive to insecure or ambitious states. In regional
rivalries such as the Indian subcontinent, East Asia and the Middle East,
the bomb still has influence. Whatever else one has to say—and presum-
ably not much has been left unsaid about the nuclear strategy of the past
six decades—nuclear status still imparts extraordinary prestige and power.
The nine current members of the nuclear weapons club—the United
States, Russia, Great Britain, France, China, Israel, India, Pakistan, and
North Korea—still possess about 27,000 operational nuclear weapons of
various types among them. At least another fifteen countries have on hand
enough highly enriched uranium for a nuclear weapon.1

PROLIFERATION

Since 1945, many influential voices have expressed alarm that the spread
of nuclear weapons will inevitably lead to world destruction. So far, that
prediction has not been proved right. But is that because of effective efforts
to stop the spread of nuclear weapons, or, to borrow a phrase from former
Secretary of State Dean Acheson after the Cuban Missile Crisis, just plain
dumb luck?

Nuclear proliferation remains urgent not just because of the risk of a
terrorist organization getting its hands on nuclear weapons, but because
the proliferation of weapons necessarily means a proliferation of nuclear
deterrents. Nuclear weapons have long been a force multiplier, able to
make up for imbalances in conventional military power. Paradoxically,
then, the unassailable lead of the United States in military power and tech-
nology might actually invite other nations to acquire the bomb as a way to
influence or even deter American foreign policy initiatives. The lesson of
the first Gulf War, one Indian general was reported as saying, is that you
do not go to war with the United States without the bomb, the 2003 inva-
sion of Iraq serving as yet another glossy advertisement of the protective
power of a nuclear arsenal. This is not a new development. It is, in fact, a
lesson American policymakers have been concerned about for some time,
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and one for which no easy solution seems likely. Bill Clinton’s secretary of
defense, Les Aspin, outlined the problem in December 1993:

During the Cold War, our principal adversary had conventional forces in
Europe that were numerically superior. For us, nuclear weapons were the
equalizer. The threat to use them was present and was used to compensate
for our smaller numbers of conventional forces. Today, nuclear weapons
can still be the equalizer against superior conventional forces. But today it
is the United States that has unmatched conventional military power, and
it is our potential adversaries who may attain nuclear weapons.

Accordingly, Aspin concluded, the United States could wind up being the
equalized.2 To take an earlier example, John F. Kennedy acknowledged in
the wake of the Cuban Missile Crisis that even a small number of nuclear
weapons could deter even the most powerful states.

A central element of the proliferation debate revolves around the per-
ceived effectiveness of nuclear deterrence. If deterrence works reliably, as
optimists argue, then there is presumably less to be feared in the spread of
nuclear weapons. But if nuclear deterrence does not work reliably, pessi-
mists maintain, more nuclear weapons states will presumably lead not just
to a more complicated international arena, but a far more dangerous one.

Some analysts have made a compelling case that the fear of nuclear pro-
liferation or the spread of nuclear weapons has been exaggerated. Some go
even further and argue that proliferation may actually increase global sta-
bility. It is an argument peculiar to nuclear weaponry, as it does not apply
and is not made with regard to other so-called weapons of mass destruc-
tion such as chemical and biological weapons. Nuclear weapons are simply
so destructive, this school of thought argues, and using them is such a high
bar that it would be madness itself to launch against a nuclear-armed foe.
Put another way, nuclear states should know better than to fight wars with
each other. The argument that proliferation is not necessarily a dire threat
has been made in expansions both lateral—to other countries—and verti-
cal—in the growth of nuclear stockpiles. ‘‘Since 1945,’’ remarked Michael
Mandelbaum twenty-five years ago, ‘‘the more nuclear weapons each has
accumulated, the less likely, on the whole, it has seemed that either side
would use them.’’ Others have made similar arguments. Kenneth Waltz
maintains, for example, that nuclear weapons preserve an ‘‘imperfect
peace’’ on the subcontinent between India and Pakistan. Responding to re-
ports that all Pentagon war games involving India and Pakistan always end
in a nuclear exchange, Waltz argues, ‘‘Has everyone in that building forgot-
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ten that deterrence works precisely because nuclear states fear that conven-
tional military engagements may escalate to the nuclear level, and therefore
they draw back from the brink?’’

It was an idea frequently debated during the Cold War. French military
strategist General Pierre Gallois observed in 1960 that the path to greater
stability lay in increased proliferation. ‘‘Few people are able to grasp that
precisely because the new weapons have a destructive power out of all pro-
portion to even the highest stakes, they impose a far more stable balance
than the world has known in the past,’’ he said. ‘‘Nor is it any easier to
make people realize that the more numerous and terrible the retaliatory
weapons possessed by both sides, the surer the peace . . . and that it is
actually more dangerous to limit nuclear weapons than to let them prolif-
erate.’’ Gallois made this argument in the context of justifying the French
bomb and increasing NATO nuclear capabilities. ‘‘These,’’ Gallois con-
cluded, ‘‘are the realities of our time, but no one is willing to accept them
at first blush.’’3

Notwithstanding a few notable proponents of the ‘‘proliferation equals
more security’’ argument, the weight of opinion is mainly on the other side
of the ledger, especially since 9/11, that the spread of nuclear weapons is a
bad thing—a very bad thing, in fact. The issues driving nuclear-armed
states and even terrorist groups are no longer just political; we have also
seen the obsessiveness of religious fundamentalism, which does not seem
amenable to either diplomacy or humanitarian restraint. Indeed, since
9/11 the rules have changed, and experts suggest that there are at least
some terrorists who do want to inflict mass casualties. In this context, nu-
clear terrorism not only represents an effort to intimidate and coerce, but
also poses a critical threat to states and peoples around the world.

Political scientist Scott Sagan has also highlighted the ways in which
organizations and communications can fail; for example, rather than being
anomalies, accidents should be seen as an inherent part of organizations.
When nuclear weapons are thrown into the mix, the risk of catastrophic
accidents becomes inevitable. Moreover, Sagan holds the view that a funda-
mental level of risk is inherent in all nuclear weapons organizations regard-
less of nationality or region. Clearly, it is an element that compounds the
problem of nuclear weapons in regions still embroiled by centuries-old re-
ligious, cultural and ethnic tensions. All of these elements combine in a
barely controllable milieu of states’ nuclear weapons policy, a disaster wait-
ing to happen.
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HALTING THE SPREAD OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

This invariably leads us to our second, essential question: How can a na-
tion—or a community of nations—prevent the spread of nuclear weapons?
Since the question was first raised during the closing stages of World War
Two, a wide range of answers has been given and tried, from the legislative,
through international norms and treaties, and even to preventive military
action. None has proved entirely satisfactory.

Whereas the Baruch Plan equated controlling the atom and disarma-
ment, President Dwight D. Eisenhower managed to separate the two in his
1953 proposal known as ‘‘Atoms for Peace.’’ The focus of the proposal was
on stopping the spread of nuclear weapons, not on disarmament. In a
speech to the United Nations on December 8, 1953, Eisenhower called for
a renewed emphasis on peaceful uses of atomic energy and on providing
commercial incentives for reaping the benefits of atomic energy. The price
was that all fissile material would be placed under the custody of a UN
agency. Again, the initiative met with mixed success. On the plus side, it
contributed directly to the establishment of the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency (IAEA) in July 1957, charged with monitoring and encourag-
ing the safe use of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes while acting
as an international, neutral watchdog of nuclear weapons transfers and de-
velopments. The Vienna-based IAEA, a United Nations–affiliated organiza-
tion with 137 member countries, has played an important role in recent
years, but its power depends heavily on international political tides. On
the negative side, a few nations, including India, chose to use the Atoms
for Peace project to establish their own nuclear weapons programs.

In the 1950s and 1960s, while the United States, the Soviet Union,
Great Britain and France built their nuclear arsenals, frequent estimates of
the future size of the nuclear-armed community centered on two dozen
states. But with the People’s Republic of China’s initial nuclear test in Octo-
ber 1964, a worried White House and Kremlin hastily put forth proposals
to restrict the spread of nuclear weapons. In the Eighteen Nation Disarma-
ment Committee, which had been discussing this matter, nonaligned mem-
bers argued that a nonproliferation treaty must not simply divide the world
into nuclear ‘‘haves’’ and ‘‘have nots,’’ but must balance obligations. The
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was signed in 1968 after the
Americans and the Soviets reluctantly agreed ‘‘to pursue obligations in
good faith’’ to halt the arms race ‘‘at the earliest possible date’’ (the fig leaf
they hid behind) and to seek ‘‘a treaty on general and complete disarma-
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ment under strict effective international control.’’ Questionable adherence
to this pledge annoyed nonnuclear nations at subsequent NPT review con-
ferences, only to draw renewed feeble pledges from the superpowers.

Nevertheless, the Non-Proliferation Treaty, with its 185 signatories—
save India, Israel and Pakistan—became the cornerstone of a loosely struc-
tured nonproliferation regime. The IAEA established international
inspections and safeguards aimed at preventing nuclear materials being di-
verted to military uses. During 1974 and 1975, a Nuclear Suppliers Group
was established in London to further ensure that nuclear materials, equip-
ment and technology would not be used in weapons production. Various
Nuclear-Weapons Free Zones meanwhile extended the nonproliferation
regime to Latin America (1967), the South Pacific (1996), Africa (1996),
Southeast Asia (1997), and Central Asia (2002), while a Comprehensive
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, which the U.S. Senate has refused to ratify,
rounded out the regime. For all its faults, the NPT stands out as the high-
water mark of multilateral global efforts to establish an enforceable regime
to curb the further spread of nuclear weapons.

By the time the NPT was signed, the nuclear club already had five mem-
bers: the United States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, France and
China, who greeted each new addition with varying degrees of concern.
American policymakers engaged in serious discussion against both the So-
viet and Chinese nuclear programs before each successfully exploded its
first atomic device in 1949 and 1964, respectively. The Indian government
of Prime Minister Indira Gandhi seriously considered, but ultimately re-
jected, plans for preventive military attacks on Pakistan’s nuclear facilities
in the early 1980s. Israel, not a signatory to the treaty, actually carried out
a military strike against an Iraqi nuclear power facility on June 7, 1981, at
Osirak. Less-aggressive measures have also had a mixed record of success.
American efforts to thwart the British nuclear program consisted mainly of
cutting off the flow of information and materials to their erstwhile atomic
partner. The French were in point of fact actively discouraged from devel-
oping an independent nuclear option, and offers were made for a European
nuclear force instead. None of these efforts was decisive.

Not every nuclear and prospective nuclear power has regarded the NPT
and its subsequent indefinite renewal in 1995 positively.4 After all, the NPT
is specifically designed to freeze the status quo. The leading nuclear states
party to the treaty naturally regarded this as a positive arrangement be-
cause it preserved their status while retaining their freedom with respect
to modernizing their own nuclear arsenals, which they have clearly done.
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But other countries such as India, not a signatory to the treaty, saw it as
exclusionary on the part of the established nuclear powers and bristled at
what it perceived to be the nuclear double standards of the West, Russia
and China. For, according to former Indian defense minister K. C. Pant,
‘‘We very seriously proposed a fifteen-year plan for the phased elimination
of nuclear weapons. However, after the NPT was extended ‘in perpetuity,’
it was apparent the big powers had no intention of shedding their nuclear
arsenal.’’ India may well have gone nuclear because of double standards
and the wish to be taken seriously.5

Disarmament critics also argue that under the NPT, the nuclear powers
should not be expanding their nuclear arsenals but rather moving toward
total nuclear disarmament. Article VI of the treaty is clear: ‘‘Each of the
Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on
effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early
date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete
disarmament under strict and effective international control.’’ Moreover,
continue critics, what possible purpose could nuclear weapons serve in the
war on international terrorism? And could not the expense of modernizing
nuclear forces be put to better use?

Typically, and in defense of his government’s decision to update and
replace the United Kingdom’s Trident nuclear weapons system, former
British Prime Minister Tony Blair responded to his opposition by pointing
out that the NPT did not commit member states to total disarmament but
rather to negotiations on effective measures and that his government had
fulfilled this pledge. It had, in fact, cut its nuclear weapons explosive ca-
pacity by 70 percent since the end of the Cold War, given up bombs carried
by strategic aircraft, and reduced the operational readiness of its four Van-
guard submarines, each carrying sixteen U.S.-supplied Trident ballistic
missiles equipped with up to three warheads. In any case, only one subma-
rine was on patrol at any one time and would require several days’ notice
to fire. Nonetheless, there was considerable resistance. On February 24,
2007, the national ‘‘No Trident’’ demonstration brought up to 100,000 pro-
testers to the streets of London to demand the government reverse its plans
to build a new generation of nuclear weapons to replace Trident. There
was also considerable resistance from Labour MPs, and enough of them
voted against the Trident replacement proposal to force Blair to rely on
support from the Conservatives. By the end of March, Blair got his way: a
replacement submarine, including missiles and warheads, and even that
would be no less than seventeen years in the making.
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Clearly, nuclear proliferation is one of the key challenges to the stability
of the contemporary international system, and the current nonprolifera-
tion regime seems increasingly unable and, perhaps, unwilling to meet the
expectations of its designers. Since the signing of the NPT in 1968, nuclear
powers have barely fulfilled their commitments to reduce their atomic ar-
senals, while the number of nonnuclear states that have crossed the thresh-
old status and are now regarded as full-fledged atomic powers has
increased and threatens to keep growing. What can be done about it?

In recent years, a team of leading nonproliferation experts, assembled
by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, offered a sober blue-
print for rethinking the international nuclear nonproliferation regime.
They offered a fresh approach to deal with states and terrorists, nuclear
weapons, and fissile materials alike. According to this plan, an effective
strategy for nuclear security will require universal compliance with the
norms and rules of a toughened nuclear nonproliferation policy, where
compliance means more than declarations of good intent. In future, it will
also mean performance. Universal, moreover, means that nonproliferation
norms and rules must be extended not only to treaty members, but to all
states and to individuals and corporations as well.

Six obligations form the core of the universal compliance strategy; to-
gether, they constitute a balance of obligations among the nuclear and non-
nuclear states and erect a defense in depth against the spread of nuclear
weapons. They are: making nonproliferation irreversible, devaluing the po-
litical and military currency of nuclear weapons, securing all nuclear mate-
rials, stopping illegal transfers, committing to conflict resolution and
persuading Israel, India and Pakistan to accept the same treaty obligations
accepted by the other NPT signatories. The alternative, with the human
misery that would most likely occur, would be a deadly lesson in conse-
quence management, for which there are no real answers.6

COLD WAR LEGACY

Since the end of the Cold War the problem of the spread of nuclear weap-
ons has become more complicated, not less. The legacy of the Cold War
has played an important role. After the fall of the Berlin Wall and the col-
lapse of the Soviet empire, the first challenge was to dismantle what Soviet
premier Mikhail Gorbachev referred to as the ‘‘infrastructure of fear’’ that
had dominated global security relations during the Cold War, and Wash-
ington and Moscow declared the arms race over with the signing of the
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START Treaty in August 1991. Stopping it was one thing; reversing direc-
tion was quite another.

It is hard to find anyone who can offer a convincing argument as to
why the United States and Russia both still need thousands of operational
nuclear weapons in their stockpiles sixteen years after the end of the Cold
War. Today, according to former Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara,
the United States has deployed approximately 4,500 strategic offensive nu-
clear warheads and the Russians roughly 3,800. (The strategic forces of
the UK, France and China are considerably smaller, with 200–400 nuclear
weapons in each state’s arsenal; the newer nuclear states of India and Paki-
stan have fewer than 100 weapons each.) Of the 8,000 active or operational
U.S. warheads—each with the destructive power twenty times that of the
Hiroshima bomb—2,000 are on hair-trigger alert, ready to be launched on
fifteen minutes’ notice. Moreover, the United States remains prepared to
initiate the use of these weapons by the decision of one person, the presi-
dent—against either a nuclear or nonnuclear enemy whenever the presi-
dent believes that it is deemed in the national interest.

One of the most pressing concerns of security experts and policymak-
ers in the early 1990s was to secure the weapons of the former USSR while
that empire imploded. In 1991, the breakup of the Soviet Union left nu-
clear weapons in the former Soviet states of Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakh-
stan. These newly independent states, each of which was ‘‘born nuclear,’’
were ultimately convinced to give up their inherited weapons, and all of
those nuclear weapons were repatriated to Russia, but not without much
anxiety. That the new states would simply give up these powerful bargain-
ing chips was no foregone conclusion. The Nunn-Lugar program, with
considerable U.S. funding to secure these weapons, aided in achieving a
successful transfer. The sheer numbers of nuclear weapons even combined
with this relatively modest dispersal illustrated the problem of command,
control and security in an environment of deteriorating military infrastruc-
ture. Whether a cash-strapped military complex might look to liquidate its
assets or the compromising of security measures allowed theft, the threat
to the international community was acute.

The problem seemed even more worrisome with those weapons dis-
persed farther afield. During the Cold War, both sides deployed tens of
thousands of nuclear weapons and nuclear-capable delivery vehicles, well
beyond their own borders, in the name of forward defense and pre-posi-
tioning. The list of locations beyond the continental United States to which
American nuclear weapons, both tactical and strategic, were dispersed is
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surprisingly long: Alaska, Canada, Greenland, Guam, Hawaii, Japan, John-
ston Island, Kwajalein, Midway, Morocco, the Philippines, Puerto Rico,
South Korea, Spain, Taiwan, Belgium, France, Greece, Italy, the Nether-
lands, Turkey, the United Kingdom and West Germany. In Europe alone,
thousands of American nuclear weapons had been deployed since Septem-
ber 1954 in a constantly rotating inventory of obsolescence and replace-
ment, peaking at approximately 7,300 in 1971.

The number of American nuclear weapons deployed overseas has been
reduced markedly since the dissolution of the Soviet Union. In 1991, Presi-
dent George H. W. Bush ordered the withdrawal of all ground- and sea-
based tactical nuclear weapons from their overseas bases. But the United
States remains the only nation to continue basing land-based nuclear
weapons beyond its own borders (other countries continue to deploy sea-
and air-based weapons). The number of American nuclear weapons still
based in Europe remains at about 480.

NUCLEAR DETERRENCE FOR

THE POST–COLD WAR ERA

The breakup of the Soviet Union augured a new reality in which the pros-
pect of a Soviet invasion into Western Europe, launched with little or no
warning, was no longer a realistic threat. Gorbachev shared the sentiment,
describing it as a revolution in strategic thinking; no longer should the de-
terrent to war be the threat of war. ‘‘Our next goal,’’ he said, ‘‘is to make
full use of this breakthrough to make disarmament an irreversible process.’’

By the time Bill Clinton assumed the presidency, the euphoria of the
end of the Cold War was giving way to more sober analysis. It had become
increasingly apparent that the problems associated with nuclear weapons
had not actually faded away—they had simply been transformed. Rather
than opening an era of global peace and security, the end of the Cold War
paved the way for instability and the resurfacing of regional issues that had
long been suppressed. Sarajevo, Kosovo and Rwanda became household
words.

Nevertheless, the Clinton administration pressed ahead with its efforts
to align nuclear policy with new circumstances. In late 1993 it announced
that the U.S. government had adopted a new understanding of deterrence.
A wide-ranging and thorough ‘‘bottom-up review,’’ conducted by the Pen-
tagon during 1993, identified a number of key threats to U.S. national se-
curity. Foremost among them was the increased threat of proliferation of
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nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction. The new deter-
rence, therefore, would be aimed at deterring not only the threat to use
nuclear weapons but also the acquisition of atomic technology and materi-
als. By employing significant military and economic disincentives, the ad-
ministration hoped to neutralize some of the chief threats to stability such
as North Korea, Iraq and Libya.

But the central thrust of U.S. nuclear policy remained the potential of
a resurgent Russia. In keeping with its redefinition of deterrence, the Clin-
ton administration announced in September 1994 that it was adopting a
new nuclear doctrine. The doctrine of mutual assured destruction, or
MAD, was to be replaced with a policy of mutual assured safety, aimed
primarily at the Russian heartland. This served a dual purpose: first, to pro-
vide leadership for continuing reductions in nuclear weapons, and second,
and more critically, to provide a hedge against a reversal of the reform
process in Russia. Although it remained unlikely that Russia’s weak econ-
omy could rebuild a conventional force of the magnitude that it had main-
tained during the Cold War, U.S. defense planners speculated that nuclear
weapons might offer an attractive, cheaper option to a new generation of
Russian leaders.

In November 1997, Clinton issued a presidential decision directive de-
scribing in general terms the purposes of U.S. nuclear weapons while pro-
viding broad guidance for developing operational plans. It was the first
such presidential directive on the actual employment of nuclear weapons
since the Carter administration. It was notable in that Washington finally
abandoned the Cold War tenet that it must be prepared to fight a pro-
tracted nuclear war. The directive also noted that strategic nuclear weap-
ons would play a smaller role in the U.S. security posture than at any other
point during the second half of the twentieth century, but that they were
still a vital part of U.S. efforts as a hedge against an uncertain future. But
for those who believed that deterrence was a thing of the past, Clinton’s
directive served as a sharp reminder that not much had changed. In words
still ringing from those at the height of the Cold War, the Clinton adminis-
tration declared:

Deterrence is predicated on ensuring that potential adversaries accept that
any use of nuclear weapons against the United States or its allies would not
succeed. . . . A wide range of nuclear retaliatory options are required to
ensure that the United States is not left with an all-or-nothing response. . . .
The United States will retain sufficient ambiguity of use that an adversary
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could never be sure that the United States would not launch a counter-
attack before the adversary’s weapons arrive.7

At the same time, Aspin’s successor, Secretary of Defense William Cohen,
wondered aloud whether a smaller nuclear force made it a more attractive
target and deliberately cultivated the ambiguity concept upon which deter-
rence rested. With transition to a coherent post–Cold War posture incom-
plete, the United States publicly considers Moscow an ally while Pentagon
war game scenarios involving Moscow as the primary enemy continue. For
its part, Russia maintains a nuclear force of considerable size, ostensibly to
make up for the deterioration of its conventional capabilities.

NONPROLIFERATION

Nonproliferation efforts in recent years have enjoyed mixed results. On the
one hand, nuclear stockpiles have been reduced markedly, with some of
that fissile material being converted to peaceful purposes by blending
down bomb-grade plutonium and uranium to lower-grade versions more
suitable for nuclear power production. ‘‘One out of every ten light bulbs in
the United States is powered by a former Soviet bomb,’’ boasted Ambassa-
dor Linton Brooks, administrator of the U.S. National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration. On the other hand, the risk of nuclear weapons or fissile
materials falling into the wrong hands seems greater than ever.

As of September 2005, there have been 220 cases of nuclear smuggling
confirmed by the International Atomic Energy Agency since 1993. Eigh-
teen of those cases involved highly enriched uranium. There are ongoing
fears about Russian accountability for small, suitcase-sized bombs after for-
mer Russian national security adviser Alexander Lebed made a startling
public claim in 1997 that up to one hundred of those bombs were unac-
counted for. Originally envisaged for use by spies behind enemy lines for
sabotage and demolition in the event of war, the weapons were designed
to be highly portable and self-contained, possibly with short-cuts in their
arming and detonation procedures. Put another way, they are a terrorist’s
dream. ‘‘More than a hundred weapons out of the supposed number of 250
are not under the control of the armed forces of Russia,’’ Lebed said in a
September 1997 interview on the American television program 60 Minutes.
‘‘I don’t know their location. I don’t know whether they have been de-
stroyed or whether they are stored or whether they’ve been sold or stolen,
I don’t know.’’ Lebed’s claims have been the subject of vigorous debate.
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The issue is more than historical curiosity. On October 11, 2001, just
one month after terrorists struck in New York and Washington, CIA Direc-
tor George Tenet briefed President Bush that, according to a CIA source,
Al Qaeda had stolen a small nuclear bomb from the Russian arsenal. That
bomb, according to the source, was then in New York City. The intelli-
gence proved false. Nonetheless, thefts of nuclear-usable material and at-
tempts to steal nuclear weapons were no longer in the realm of the
hypothetical but a proven, recurring fact of international life. According to
Graham Allison, ‘‘Thousands of weapons and tens of thousands of poten-
tial weapons (softball-size lumps of highly enriched uranium and pluto-
nium) remain today in unsecured storage facilities in Russia, vulnerable to
theft by determined criminals who could then sell them to terrorists.’’ In
the years since the end of the Cold War, there have been numerous cases
of theft of nuclear materials in which the thieves were captured, sometimes
in Russia, on other occasions in the Czech Republic, Germany and else-
where.8

There is also the problem of the spread of nuclear weapons to weak or
failing states. Illustrating the immediacy of the problem was the case of
the international trafficking of atomic technology and materials set up by
Pakistani atomic scientist Dr. A. Q. Khan, a hero at home and a villain
abroad. It amounted to a one-stop shopping network for nuclear weapons.
By all accounts, Khan’s operation was a highly sophisticated supply and
production network spreading from Pakistan to Libya, North Korea, Iran,
Malaysia and elsewhere. The network’s customers for various nuclear tech-
nologies and equipment certainly included Libya, Iran and North Korea,
though suspicion at times attached to Algeria, Saudi Arabia and Syria, too.
Shutting it down had immediate, flow-on effects. Khan’s network had
played a crucial role in Libya’s nuclear ambitions. Within months of the
network being shut down in 2004, Libya had renounced its nuclear pro-
gram, allowed international inspectors into the country, and given up
much of the supporting technology.

It was a proliferation breakthrough of unusual drama. It was also sober-
ing: the network was sophisticated, effective, and had operated undetected
for several years. Though A. Q. Khan and his known cohorts are out of
business, there is still the great unanswered question: Who else might have
access to the nuclear technology he and his network proliferated? We sim-
ply don’t know, according to London strategic studies think-tank chief
John Chipman, as ‘‘Pakistan has never made public Khan’s confession, the
details of its investigation into the network, including who was arrested
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and who was simply detained ‘for debriefing,’ the charges and laws under
which Khan’s associates were detained, the grounds for their release, or the
identities of those who were put under a form of continued ‘house arrest.’ ’’
Pakistan has stopped providing information on the official grounds that
the Khan case is closed. In addition, most of Khan’s foreign accomplices
remain free—only three have been convicted and imprisoned. The upshot
is the real concern that the international framework of export controls still
contains serious gaps that could well be exploited by a network similar to
that of Khan.9

What do we know, then? We do know that the dismantling of the A. Q.
Khan network had the appearance of a notable success of aggressive non-
proliferation efforts and putatively led directly to tangible counterprolifera-
tion progress in compelling Libya to abandon its nuclear ambitions and its
advanced weapons programs. At first glance, the Libyan case seemed a
model of successful deterrence, but first appearances proved deceptive. En-
couraged by the coincidence of timing with the invasion of Iraq and the
heated domestic political environment, early news reports of Libya’s deci-
sion to end its nuclear ambitions implied that deterrence had played a key
role. Perhaps Colonel Qadafi had feared that Libya might face the same fate
as Saddam Hussein’s Iraq. The later exposure of Libya’s reliance on Khan’s
network put events into a better perspective. While Qadafi might have been
deterred to some extent, the shutdown of Khan’s network was probably
not the primary driving force behind Tripoli’s decision. Libya had simply
been caught red-handed, flaunting international rules against the traffick-
ing of nuclear technology and materials. Confronted with undeniable evi-
dence of its wrongdoing and deprived of its principal source for continuing
the nuclear program, it probably saw more political advantage in confess-
ing and renouncing nuclear weapons than in denying reality. Qadafi was
proved right.

Another troubling complication in controlling proliferation is the
blurred line between civilian atomic energy programs and weapons pro-
grams. Much effort in recent years has been directed toward establishing
clear demarcation lines between them, but it always remains possible for a
civilian atomic energy program to migrate to a nuclear weapons program.
Civilian atomic energy programs build expertise, contribute technology
and produce material. It is a characteristic recently exploited by two of the
three countries President Bush notoriously identified as part of an ‘‘axis of
evil.’’ Iran has long insisted that its nuclear ambitions lie only in civilian
atomic energy reactors; the international community, including the Inter-
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national Atomic Energy Agency, remains unpersuaded. Tehran’s claim that
is has a ‘‘peaceful’’ right to acquire all it needs to come within range of
having a bomb served as a reminder of what the NPT was designed to
avoid. Iran, for whatever reason, continues to reject international demands
to suspend its uranium enrichment program.

By agreements concluded with the Clinton administration, North Korea
was putatively allowed to maintain a strictly civilian atomic energy pro-
gram. Clearly, North Korea was intent on using its energy reactors to en-
rich uranium, the key ingredient required for an atomic weapon. But
problems with North Korea over nuclear proliferation were nothing new.
The regime started building nuclear reactors in the 1960s and did not join
the NPT until 1985, while the signing of a safeguards agreement that
would permit the IAEA inspections of its nuclear program was postponed
until 1992. When the overdue inspections suggested that the North Kore-
ans were hiding nuclear material, the Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea became the first country to announce its withdrawal from the NPT,
dramatically suspended one day before it became effective. Then came the
period under the Agreed Framework in 1994, which for a number of rea-
sons collapsed in 2002. The Agreed Framework, worked out by the Clin-
ton administration, required the United States both to help North Korea to
acquire modern, light-water reactors that would produce energy but not
weapons and to move toward normal relations. Neither of these happened
as Clinton’s successor pushed for the so-called six-party talks on North
Korea in which the two Koreas, China, Russia, Japan and the United States
were jointly to reach a solution with Kim II Sung’s Stalinist-style regime.

On October 9, 2006, North Korea, one of the poorest nations on this
planet, exploded a plutonium bomb in a tunnel at a place called Punggye
in the far north of the country, becoming the ninth country in history—
and arguably the most unstable and dangerous—to proclaim that it had
joined the club of nuclear weapons states. Why would North Korea want
to acquire nuclear weapons—defense, offense, diplomatic bargaining chip?
No one was quite sure. What to do about it was equally problematic. The
normally sober New York Times editorialized that this was going to be a
problem as North Korea ‘‘is too erratic, too brutal, and too willing to sell
what it has built to have a nuclear bomb.’’ The shortage of information on
the generally reclusive North Korean nuclear program remains a serious
issue for the international community, especially when this nation has re-
peatedly demonstrated antagonistic security policies. The possibility of
some form of military conflict on the Korean peninsula in the years ahead
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remains high as it seems highly probable that North Korea would seriously
contemplate using nuclear weapons in combat. The North Korean nuclear
problem will not go away, despite Pyongyang’s repeated counterproposal
to rescind its nuclear program in exchange for energy and diplomatic con-
cessions, particularly delisting from the U.S. Department of State’s terror-
ism blacklist. At this juncture, it is hard to tell exactly what, if anything, it
would take for North Korea to give up its nuclear ambitions.

Finally, there is the problem of the proliferation of weapons states in
South Asia. Efforts to roll back the India-Pakistan nuclear arms race have
been spectacularly unsuccessful. Admittedly, the problem had been han-
dled very differently from the Libyan case. India joined the nuclear club
with a successful test on May 18, 1974, having begun its program in re-
sponse to the border clash with China in November 1962, and with China
developing its own bomb two years later.10 Since then, India maintained a
dual-front approach to its defense planning, with Pakistan and China
clearly in its sights. But it is the India-Pakistan front that has been the
cause of intense global concern since things heated up considerably in
mid-1998. The two countries have had a marked history of conflict during
the relatively short life of the Pakistani nation. It is a rivalry fueled by many
cultural and security issues. The injection of nuclear weapons into that vol-
atile mix has naturally led to widespread concern. In May 1998, India
tested five nuclear weapons. Before the month was out, Pakistan had hast-
ily responded with six nuclear tests of its own. Each side engaged in saber-
rattling rhetoric, and tension has built up on several occasions since, most
notably in brinkmanship of dual mobilizations in 2002. The tests provoked
widespread international condemnation aimed at both parties. That both
countries were beyond the reach of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
and its watchdog, the International Atomic Energy Agency, would always
make matters worse.

Whether nuclear weapons stabilize or destabilize the India-Pakistan ri-
valry remains a controversial question. Deterrence optimists argue that the
risks of even a small-scale nuclear exchange on the subcontinent, where
the urban environments would almost certainly lead to millions of deaths,
should force each side back from the brink. Former Indian minister of ex-
ternal affairs Jaswant Singh fell in that camp, adding that those who were
condemning India’s nuclear policies loudest were engaging in what
amounted to ‘‘nuclear apartheid.’’ ‘‘If deterrence works in the West—as it
so obviously appears to,’’ he argued, ‘‘by what reasoning will it not work in
India?’’11 The Pakistani leadership professed similar views: a nuclear con-
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flict would surely have no victor. In South Asia, nuclear deterrence may,
however, usher in an era of durable peace between Pakistan and India, pro-
viding the requisite incentives for resolving all outstanding issues, espe-
cially Jammu and Kashmir. This is the optimistic view. Deterrence
pessimists argue, however, that such a view places far too much trust in
the organizational integrity of the respective military establishments.
Could either side actually control the escalation of a crisis, even if they
wanted to? Many security experts think not.

The nuclear experience of recent years suggests that the underlying ap-
proach of creating rigorous international norms and inspection supervi-
sory regimes remains the best and most effective way of controlling nuclear
threats. Mohamed ElBaradei, director general of the International Atomic
Energy Agency and winner of the 2005 Nobel Peace Prize, holds that, ‘‘We
cannot respond to these threats by building more walls, developing bigger
weapons or dispatching more troops. These threats require primarily mul-
tinational cooperation.’’ The IAEA works with the atomic programs in
more than one hundred countries. ElBaradei estimates that as many as
forty-nine nations know how to make nuclear weapons and warns that
global tension could well push some over the line. Still, the situation is not
as bad as John F. Kennedy worried about in 1963 when he predicted that
there could be well over fifteen or twenty nuclear powers by the end of the
decade. Interestingly, his concern was not that developing nations would
acquire the bomb, but rather that advanced industrial economies would do
so, particularly West Germany and Japan. Several European nations, in-
cluding neutral Sweden, which was then developing plans to build one
hundred nuclear weapons to equip its armed forces, were already actively
pursuing nuclear weapons programs.

On the other side of the ledger, the Bush administration’s policies had
been informed by a robust skepticism of the actual effectiveness of interna-
tional controls and have often emphasized more aggressive counterprolif-
eration efforts, turning its attention more and more to deterring the
acquisition of atomic technology and materials, a policy initiated in the
Clinton years. Bush revealed himself to be a deterrence pessimist of the
first order. In justifying the invasion of Iraq, Bush declared: ‘‘I acted be-
cause I was not about to leave the security of the American people in the
hands of a madman. I was not about to stand by and wait and trust in the
sanity and restraint of Saddam Hussein.’’12

The invasion of Iraq in March 2003 was therefore presented mainly as
an effort to destroy Iraqi weapons of mass destruction programs, for fear



192 chapter 6

that Saddam could not be deterred and, implicitly, that he might try to turn
the tables on the United States and its allies. ‘‘We don’t want the smoking
gun to be a mushroom cloud,’’ then national security adviser Condoleezza
Rice said in October 2002 in the lead-up to the war. As is well known, it
turned out that Iraq had, in fact, no weapons of mass destruction, particu-
larly of the nuclear kind. Less well known, paradoxically, is that the inva-
sion reinvigorated the very argument that inspection regimes such as the
one imposed on Iraq during the 1990s could indeed be effective instru-
ments in slowing or stopping the spread of nuclear weapons. Unfortu-
nately, for the people of Iraq—and the Coalition of the Willing—it was too
late.

The clarity of the Cold War world has given way to the ambiguities
and uncertainties of a world where global security is threatened by regime
collapse, nuclear terrorism, new nuclear weapons states, regional conflict
and preexisting nuclear arsenals. The dangers inherent in such a mix are
in themselves greatly magnified by easier access to nuclear technology, in-
adequately protected stockpiles of plutonium and highly enriched ura-
nium, the growing availability of missiles worldwide (thirty-one nations
with ballistic missiles), black market nuclear supply networks, and a trend
toward acquisition of latent nuclear weapons capabilities through the pos-
session of the entire nuclear fuel cycle. The results are clear: of all the po-
tential threats to the global community today (including global warming),
nuclear weapons, the most deadly weapons ever invented—and really the
only true weapons of mass destruction—probably pose the greatest risk to
humankind today. The solution is imperative; the alternative, unbearable.



CHAPTER 7

Roadmaps and

Roadblocks: Securing

Humanity in the Twenty-

first Century

What does peace mean in a world in which the combined wealth
of the world’s 587 billionaires exceeds the combined gross domes-
tic product of the world’s 135 poorest countries? . . . What does
peace mean to non-Muslims in Islamic countries or to women in
Iran, Saudi Arabia and Afghanistan? What does it mean to the
millions who are being uprooted from their lands by dams and
development projects? What does peace mean to the poor who
are being actively robbed of their resources and for whom every-
day life is a grim battle for water, shelter, survival and, above all,
some semblance of dignity? For them, peace is war.

—Arundhati Roy

The experience of World War Two provoked what Robert Lieber called a
search for the ‘‘normative, legalistic and idealistic’’ bases of international
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order which, while intellectually impressive, did not match the realities of
Cold War international relations.1 Yet the idea of a moral or normative
global order has not lost its appeal. The preceding chapters have mapped
out many but not all of the security challenges or risks that confront
human society at the start of the new millennium. We have examined the
range of interconnected risk factors that make these security challenges
dynamic and multifaceted. We have also examined impediments to the re-
alization of policies designed to advance human security through interna-
tional cooperation and global governance. The challenge of human
security in the twenty-first century involves finding common agreement on
the nature of global security risks and on the best strategies for ameliorat-
ing these at the global but also regional and local levels. Pessimists or real-
ists maintain that such a level of maturity is not yet in evidence in the
international system.

THE CHALLENGES OF HUMAN SECURITY

Nuclear proliferation renders traditional power-security calculations obso-
lete simply because the pivotal balancing principle of the Cold War era,
deterrence, is gone. Nuclear weapons technologies have escaped the con-
trol of global superpowers, as was to be expected given long-established
patterns of technological diffusion. At the same time, we have not reached
a stage in human history where morality and pragmatism converge to deem
war an unconscionable and counterproductive instrument of state policy.
While alarm is registered at the spread of nuclear weapons, we have be-
come sensitized to their existence, and military planners in nuclear-armed
states calculate scenarios in which nuclear weapons might be tactically de-
ployed for limited strategic gains.

To this must be added the risk of a ‘‘dirty bomb’’ being deployed in a
major city. The possibility of a nonstate actor, a terrorist group, for exam-
ple, gaining control of a nuclear bomb is cause for alarm—not necessarily
because of the potential loss of human life, which would be relatively small
compared with an intercontinental nuclear exchange, but because this
kind of attack is harder to detect and there is no immediate target against
which to retaliate. The existing international nuclear security architecture
presupposes negotiations between sovereign states operating according to
rational principles and led by people amenable to reason. Religious funda-
mentalists cherishing apocalyptic visions of Armageddon and the coming
of a new messiah hold no such attachment to the system, to civilization or
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to human life.2 One New York scenario based upon the terrorist detonation
of a small 150-kiloton bomb at the foot of the Empire State Building calcu-
lated in excess of 800,000 immediate fatalities in a four-mile radius with
an additional 900,000 injured. Clouds of radiation ensuing from the explo-
sion would envelop and slowly poison and kill thousands more outside the
immediate blast zone. So the scale of nuclear risks has mushroomed before
our eyes.

The destructive potential of nuclear weapons presents a compelling
case for the military use of nuclear technologies to remain at the top of
the global security agenda. However, in this book we have examined many
human security challenges and risks, from conflict and displacement to
health and trafficking in drugs and humans. The human security agenda is
lengthening as the world becomes more populous and complex. Popula-
tion growth in the developing world combined with weak governance
structures, poor medical facilities and the deleterious effects of severe in-
come inequality gives rise to extensive development needs which, if not
addressed, can lead to political chaos.

Ideas about globalization and the ‘‘end of the Cold War’’ interpretation
of world history provide starting points for thinking about human security
in the new millennium. The transcendence, though not the eclipse, of the
nation-state brought into view the contradictions between ideologies of na-
tionhood and the realities of difference—marked by ethnic and religious
identity and by economic and political marginalization—that characterize
the terrain of long-standing interstate rivalries and conflicts. In developing
theoretical frameworks through which to interpret transformations in in-
ternational affairs, multiple cross-cutting links between individuals across
state boundaries also came into view, as did new and old vectors of transna-
tional exchange.

The breakup of the Soviet Union has become the reference point for
the discussion of security in the global era, coinciding as it did with new
discourses of security from Buzan and the Copenhagen School. The trend
toward sectioning off security issues into domains—military, environmen-
tal, economic, societal and political—has its advantages, but in this book
we have sought to explain how human security concerns cut across these
domains. There are dangers in presuming that security issues can be cate-
gorized when so much of what constitutes the landscape of security is in-
visible or unseen.

Writing from an environmentalist’s perspective, Chris Bright identifies
three types of processes that lead to surprise events. Habitat loss is a widely
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recognized threat to biodiversity and ultimately to the human food chain,
although the secondary effects of such discontinuities might not be imme-
diately noticed. Within ecosystems, therefore, there are multiple unseen
events, invisible because they are ignored or undetectable, but which are
causally related and which in combination produce a catastrophic event.
Discontinuity, unseen trend and synergism are concepts that can be applied
to generate a dynamic framework of security analysis.3 In traditional inter-
national relations and state-centric readings of political affairs, humans are
often the unseen agents and victims of change. Add to this the tendency to
overlook gender and racial discrimination as factors in international affairs,
which ensures than many human security deficits remain invisible until
the consequences of neglect become a political problem for governments.

But is there a global or regional system of governance that can cope
with this level of complexity? Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye argue that
such a global architecture is emerging. Echoing the enthusiasm of radical
thinkers like Falk, they argue that ‘‘complex interdependence’’ is increas-
ing through new channels of communication and through social organiza-
tion. Indeed, globalization is synonymous with pluralization in their
interpretation of global change, and this plurality permits a greater flexi-
bility and range of governance options with which to approach the chal-
lenge of human security—even if this also multiplies human security
risks.4

Governance equations have changed dramatically as a consequence of
globalization, but the proliferation of interested and organized actors has
not simplified the policy choices to be made in pursuit of human security
goals. The challenges posed by this array of policy considerations can be
organized as follows:

1. Problem definition: For human security challenges to be acted upon,
first there needs to be widespread agreement among those empow-
ered or powerful enough to respond that there is, in fact, a problem
to be addressed. Confronted by an array of present and future dan-
gers, these actors have to agree upon a set of priorities for action
and the methods by which these complex crises and risks will be
approached. As discussed in chapter 2, problem definition is not
straightforward.

2. Network coordination: The recruitment of nonstate actors into an
evolving architecture of global governance is far from straightfor-
ward. It is a fact of life for INGOs and NGOs that funding for their
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activities depends upon their ability to compete successfully for de-
velopment dollars from donor countries, major multilateral donors
and the general public. Fundraising is easier when there is extensive
media coverage of a major and costly humanitarian crisis such as the
December 26, 2004, Asian tsunami or famine in Ethiopia. Viewed
cynically, disaster is big business, with the bulk of international
development assistance flowing to those parts of the world in most
immediate need, while the search for long-term sustainable develop-
ment is deferred or ignored. Postconflict or postdisaster contexts
can become saturated with governmental and nongovernmental aid
organizations working at cross-purposes or duplicating relief efforts.
The ideal that INGOs, governments and intergovernmental organi-
zations can work cooperatively together to maximize efficiency is
frequently confounded by the realities of the mistrustful world of
international development.5

3. Cooperation and compliance: Coordination is also affected by the na-
ture of global business competition. International regimes, from the
protection of human rights to the control of nuclear technologies,
rely not just upon voluntary cooperation of states but on coopera-
tion of nonstate actors—in particular, transnational corporations.
Pharmaceutical companies were forced by the pressure of public
opinion to allow the manufacture of cheap generic equivalents of
antiviral drugs used to treat HIV/AIDS sufferers. An architect of the
UN’s Global Compact, John Gerard Ruggie, argues that global busi-
nesses are becoming more socially and environmentally aware and
are coming to the realization that the private sector has a role to
play in the governance of global risk.6 OECD leadership in forming
guidelines for businesses operating in conflict zones and ethically
challenging contexts suggests an increasing level of concern for the
social impacts of international business activity. Monitoring of cor-
porate compliance with international law is, however, in its infancy
and, as discussed in this book, the financial incentives to avoid com-
pliance can be lucrative.

4. Corruption and transnational crime: Recognition must also be given
to the capacity of criminal groups to network globally and to inhibit
relief work and longer-term humanitarian goals. The misallocation
of development loans, be they with the World Bank or any national
government, is one of the more insidious human security risks aris-
ing from inappropriate relations between government and business
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in the developed and developing world. Ensuring that international
aid is spent to benefit those most in need of assistance is problem-
atic, given the weakness of monitoring regimes at the global and na-
tional levels. Corruption corrodes the institution of government and
weakens the capacity of states to govern effectively. In extreme
cases, where corruption is endemic and extensive, rights of individ-
uals and communities are easily overridden by a powerful few. With-
out the support and compliance of global corporations and also the
hundreds of thousands of transnational and subnational business
enterprises, anticorruption regimes and international efforts to pre-
vent human rights abuses are severely constrained. Corrupt officials,
from customs officers at border checkpoints to ministers of state, are
magnets for transnational criminals eager to circumvent state con-
trols and international regimes. As the UN Oil-for-Food Programme
demonstrates, the criminally inclined are adept at locating and ex-
ploiting human weaknesses in any chain of command. Tackling cor-
ruption, in spite of counterarguments from cultural relativists, is
crucial to altering the dynamics of a great many human security
risks.

5. Priority setting: Aid and development professionals work in a moral
minefield. Confronted with often overwhelming human tragedies,
relief workers and the organizations they work for must make im-
mediate moral judgments about who must and who should be aided
first. If aiding refugees on the brink of starvation is an organizational
priority and there is no easy way to distinguish between a refugee
and a nonuniformed combatant, then surely the moral imperative
to prevent starvation takes precedence over the moral imperative to
punish possible war criminals.7 This is a localized example of how
globally established priorities must confront realities on the ground
for which pragmatic compromises are necessary—not sometimes,
but often. Such microlevel concerns throw into relief the practical
complexities of larger statements about freedoms, democracy and
justice for all.

THE SOVEREIGNTY QUESTION

States’ borders are unlikely to dissolve under the onslaught of economic
globalization. While legal barriers to capital, goods and ideas are rapidly
breaking down at the arrival of the borderless world of transnational pro-
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duction, investment and information should not obscure the enduring
significance of geographical borders, states and governments in the inter-
national system.8 Despite the rise of transnational corporations and the
growth of international intergovernmental institutions, nation-states re-
main the primary actors in international relations. Indeed, scores of new
states have joined the international community since the Berlin Wall came
down. If nation-statehood was an anachronism, no one told the East Ti-
morese or the republics that emerged from the ashes of the former Yugosla-
via. In West Papua and the Gaza Strip, people are fighting to achieve
political independence. But this does not mean that state sovereignty can-
not or should not be reconceived.

Skeptics view international organizations as weak and bureaucratic and
international laws as ineffective, often citing the failure of the United Na-
tions to intervene to prevent genocide in Rwanda.9 Humanitarian interven-
tions to end human rights violations in Tibet, Chechnya, Burma or Sudan
are unlikely to gain Security Council approval. China and Russia, both per-
manent members of the Security Council, oppose humanitarian interven-
tion because both countries are sensitive about their respective positions
in Tibet and Chechnya and wish to inhibit the evolution of an interven-
tionist norm at the UN. Then again, according to Marc Weller, UN inter-
ventions in the Balkans, Southeast Asia and Africa during the 1990s have
been more successful than not, and hence it is unreasonable to highlight
extreme cases such as the Rwandan genocide while ignoring routine
achievement.10

In this book we have reviewed interventions, humanitarian and other-
wise, in Somalia, Afghanistan and Iraq, painting a picture of intervention
as a high-risk venture. UN missions in Cambodia (1992) and East Timor
(1999) occurred with the permission of the Cambodian and Indonesian
governments and entailed no loss of life for occupying forces. Yet a body
of expert opinion is emerging that unauthorized intervention on humani-
tarian grounds is desirable in certain circumstances. India’s intervention in
East Pakistan (Bangladesh), sparked by a mass exodus of Bangladeshi refu-
gees across the border into India, prevented an even greater humanitarian
disaster and brought about the birth of a new nation-state. Vietnam’s inva-
sion of Cambodia in 1979, though illegal under international law, brought
an end to a four-year reign of terror by the Khmer Rouge during which as
many as 1.7 million Cambodians were killed or allowed to die. Unautho-
rized air strikes against Serbian military targets by the United States in
1999, writes J. L Holzgrefe, arguably prevented a genocide of ethnic Alba-
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nians at the hands of the Serbian state and opened the possibility of Ko-
sovo’s peaceful secession from Serbia.11

The implication of Holzgrefe’s reasoning is that humanitarian consider-
ations can justify overriding the fundamental principle of state sovereignty
where massive loss of civilian life is imminent. Further evidence of this
shifting ground, submissions to the Commission on Intervention and State
Sovereignty assert the continuing evolution of the concept of sovereignty
to a point where there is recognition that sovereignty bears with it the re-
sponsibility for ‘‘states to protect persons and property and to discharge
the functions of government adequately within their territories.’’12 Sover-
eignty is clearly on the table for further discussion. Irrespective of how
sovereignty was understood at the Treaty of Westphalia or at Versailles, and

HUMANITARIAN INTERVENTION AND INTERNATIONAL LAW

The legal argument for intervention to end genocide runs thus (in sum-
mary):

• There are no legal impediments to humanitarian intervention. In-
deed, the UN Charter presents clear legal grounds to intervene
where violations of Charter rights are a threat to peace. The charter
restricts but does not ban intervention and indeed indirectly ac-
knowledges the possibility of unauthorized humanitarian interven-
tion.

• Articles 2/4 and 2/7 protect against invasion and colonization, not
intervention to end political violence. Temporary intervention is
thus consistent with international law and Chapter VII of the UN
Charter. Obstacles to humanitarian interventions are political, not
legal. The Security Council acts in ways that stymie enforcement.
But, as said, there are grounds for action by UN member states
without UNSC approval.

• Humanitarian interventions without UN approval, such as the 1999
NATO intervention in Kosovo, have succeeded in preventing major
loss of civilian life, but repeated illegal actions can undermine inter-
national law and international institutions in the long run.

Source: J. L. Holzgrefe, ‘‘The Humanitarian Intervention Debate,’’ 2003.



roadmaps and roadblocks 201

despite positivist objections, a dramatic reinterpretation of international
law is underway. Robert Keohane argues for states in which the interna-
tional community has intervened to have part of their sovereignty set aside
and supervised at the regional level by an institution obliged and permitted
to engage in further interventions to prevent or resolve political chaos. This
was the UN solution to Kosovo in 1999, and Keohane suggests that this
might be also be a long-term strategy to repair and rehabilitate Afghani-
stan, where the structures and the legitimacy of the state have been de-
stroyed by decades of intrasocietal war.13 This recommendation need not
seem far-fetched, but much hinges upon the supportive international
order. Buzan thinks such flexible approaches to sovereignty are possible in
a system that encourages self-opening as a condition of ‘‘insider’’ status or
where ‘‘sovereignty is operational within a collective relationship of insid-
ers (international society).’’14

The dynamics of globalization are forcing states to rethink sovereignty
across a range of issues. The 1982 United Nations Law of the Sea Conven-
tion (UNCLOS) reaffirms the centrality of territorially bounded states. By
extending the mapping of state boundaries into the world’s oceans, UN-
CLOS establishes principles upon which maritime states can agree upon
mutual seabed boundaries. In an era where the commercialization of the
ocean floor intensifies resource competition and elevates the risk of inter-
national conflict, UNCLOS provides a framework for negotiation and reso-
lution of disputed seabed claims.15 The agreed delineation of maritime
sovereignties is a linchpin of future global and regional order but also es-
sential for apportioning responsibility for managing ocean resources and
ocean traffic, from protecting fisheries to apprehending polluters or ac-
cepting responsibility for the welfare of refugees adrift on the high seas.

Overlapping seabed boundaries, exclusive economic zones and pro-
tected areas emerged along Australia’s maritime boundaries with Papua
New Guinea, Indonesia and, following independence in 1999, East
Timor.16 The Torres Strait Treaty (1978) established three coinciding
boundaries: a seabed boundary that marks the Australia-PNG maritime
border, an Australian fisheries protection line and a transborder protected
zone. Australian fisheries’ jurisdiction extends north of the seabed bound-
ary, encompassing fifteen islands adjacent to the PNG coast and mutually
recognized as Australian sovereign territory. Freedom of movement is per-
mitted through the protected zone for inhabitants of a small number of
designated villages on both sides of the border in recognition of historical
cultural ties between communities on the PNG south coast and the Torres
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Strait islands.17 Similar concessions are accorded to fishermen from Indo-
nesia, for whom islands within Australia’s maritime boundary were once
traditional fishing grounds.

The resultant patchwork of zones, boundaries and special transborder
protected areas aptly illustrates the paradox of territoriality in an allegedly
borderless world and the possibility that alternative and complementary
sovereignties might be possible within a single territorial space. The fact
that sovereign nations are prepared to admit flexibility in the application
of international principles covering maritime territorial rights and jurisdic-
tion is compelling evidence of the malleability of sovereignty. Such com-
promises are possible where common economic and political interests are
perceived to be at stake. The Westphalian model of territorially bounded
nation-states and the realist ideal of the state as a politically homogeneous
space do not fit with the new realities of globalization, but then again, re-
ports of the death of the nation-state appear to be exaggerated.

THE GOVERNANCE QUESTION

The UN system has many flaws, many of which stem from the attempt to
superimpose a model of global decision making and intervention upon an
interstate system that remains highly resistant to centralization on a global
scale. The politics of nuclear nonproliferation highlight the many barriers
to international cooperation. Despite the severity of human security risks
detailed in the preceding chapters, there are many reasons for optimism.
Multilevel and cross-sectoral approaches to governing risk are yielding
positive results in arresting the rate of HIV/AIDS infection and in limiting
the supply of narcotics.

These successes indicate that international efforts to address corruption
and promote respect for human rights are making an impact. Yet cam-
paigns to build human rights protections into international trading rules
meet objections on two fronts. First, developing countries are sensitive to
any attempts by developed nations, the United States especially, to attach
rights or obligations with regard to wages and conditions to bilateral and
multilateral trade treaties because, they argue, this is merely done to un-
dermine their economic competitiveness by driving up the cost of labor.
Powerful states are wary of the consequences of ratifying legal instruments
that subordinate their citizens to an international court. As of 2008, the
United States had yet to ratify the Rome Statute. Less explicable in terms
of great power imperatives, U.S. failure to ratify CEDAW reflects how do-
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mestic political issues, in this case the legalization of abortion, can under-
mine the U.S. rhetorical commitment to international justice and human
rights for all.

Superpolarity

Twenty years ago, international historian Paul Kennedy wrote a seminal
account of how great powers emerge and then decline—the historian’s cor-
ollary to Gilpin’s cyclical theory of hegemonic stability. Kennedy’s The Rise
and Fall of the Great Powers (1989) set out the economic and political rea-
sons that states become dominant powers only to gradually lose their pre-
eminence. Kennedy’s argument was simple: preeminent states reach a
point where the costs of maintaining their global position outweigh the
gains. ‘‘Imperial overreach’’ resulted in a gradual erosion of power for im-
perial states Spain, the Netherlands and Britain, while less-powerful states
benefited from the opportunity to develop their power base without the
burden of regional or global leadership.

The international system is thus one of fluctuating fortunes. Wrote
Kennedy, ‘‘The relative strengths of the leading nations in world affairs
never remain constant, principally because of the uneven rate of growth
among different societies.’’ Wealth and power are synonymous in his anal-
ysis.

If, however, too large a proportion of the state’s resources is diverted from
wealth creation and allocated instead to military purposes, then that is
likely to lead to a weakening of national power over the longer term. In the
same way, if a state overextends itself strategically—by, say, the conquest
of extensive territories or the waging of costly wars—it runs the risk that
the potential benefits of expansion may be outweighed by the great expo-
sure of it all.18

Kennedy’s prophetic work carries weight even if the United States remains
the world’s foremost military power and largest economy. Kennedy as-
sumed—like many writers on international affairs, historians and sociolo-
gists or futurists—that economic change led change in the international
ordering of states. Kennedy paradoxically aligns with radical sociologists
like Immanuel Wallerstein who also envisage U.S. long-term decline. Ac-
cording to this scenario, the United States will become only one world
power among many and, as a consequence, will have to learn how to coop-
erate with other militarily powerful states if hegemonic war is to be
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avoided. The question, then, is what happens to the prevailing interna-
tional order once its principal sponsor is no longer able to influence its
underpinning values.

The Missing Link

At the regional level there are signs from Europe that supranational po-
litical structures can function effectively. More structured and rule-based
international cooperation is possible. The European Union is a rarefied ex-
ample of how common approaches to security can be built and adhered to
by sovereign states. While the European Union serves as an example of
how state sovereignty can be ceded on some issues to a central suprana-
tional authority, this option is not currently available to most, if not all,
other world regions. Yet promising regional cooperation dynamics are in
evidence.

From a realist perspective, the rising density of transnational intercon-
nections could increase the frequency and potency of disputes between
states, which might trigger armed conflict. The expanding infrastructure
of international business operates like a vast conduit for the signaling of
risk, but common transport and communications networks, from roads,
railways and bridges to airline routes, give governments reason to monitor
political and economic developments in neighboring countries. It is no co-
incidence that Thailand’s improving relations with Myanmar on the one
hand and with Laos and Cambodia, border skirmishes aside, on the other
has much to do with the development of a Mainland Southeast Asian land
bridge between China and the Indian Ocean.19 Malaysia and Thailand have
reached accommodation over the joint exploitation of transborder natural
gas reserves beneath their common continental shelf in the Gulf of Thai-
land. Separatists threaten the jointly owned gas pipeline spanning the bor-
der and with it the delivery of natural gas to Malaysian industry customers,
giving both countries added incentive for security cooperation.20 Inte-
grated transport and communications networks are no guarantee of inter-
national peace, but in the context of contemporary regional and global
enmeshment, common infrastructure, both existing and planned, consti-
tutes an important integrative dynamic.21

It is worth remembering that Southeast Asia in the 1950s and 1960s
was, to borrow the words of Milton Osborne, a ‘‘region in revolt.’’ ASEAN
brought together majority Buddhist, Christian and Islamic states whose
governments were beset by internal Communist-led uprisings. Common
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security interests brought the ASEAN-5 to the negotiating table, where
they agreed that economic development was the only long-term solution
to the social challenges of poverty and food security. If anything, the cen-
tripetal forces working against regional cooperation were as intense, if not
more so, at the formation of ASEAN as they are today.

The more modest inauguration of the ASEAN Free Trade Area in 1992
was a response to global shifts in regional cooperation in Europe and North
America. The idea of an Asian Union and the proposed AFTA-CER (Aus-
tralia and New Zealand) linkages make sense as risk-reducing responses.

Regionalization also allows multinational corporations to rationalize
production at a regional level. There is a growing realization on the part of
East Asian governments that financial cooperation is necessary to prevent
the risk of economic catastrophe again descending to halt regional eco-
nomic growth.22 In this respect, regional sensitivity to financial risk further
engenders cooperation, while resentment toward the West fuels a distinc-
tive and, in some quarters, defiant assertion of East Asian identity.

SIX PRINCIPLES OF HUMAN SECURITY

In conceiving human security, therefore, we are confronted by a dazzling
complexity of existential concerns from which we struggle to tease out
meaningful theoretical abstractions. We can schematize and map out
global patterns and trends, historical trajectories, correlations of risk and
more. We can compose arguments that suggest advances in the cause of
rights, peace and good governance, but although such arguments help illu-
minate a particular course of events, they are not predictive. In the market-
place of ideas, prediction sells, but prediction is a perilous enterprise. It is
through the lens of history that we see how astonishingly simple are the
prescriptions for a ‘‘better world’’ but also come to appreciate why such a
secure new world remains elusive. In the face of these discomfiting reali-
ties, how can human security be defined?

1. Human security is a new and useful organizing principle in a disor-
dered world. Accepting that concern for the protection of peoples
from existential dangers and notions of moral authorities prior to
and above the state constitute the central pillars of human security,
we can argue that the elements of human security have been around
for centuries. But the qualification of the term security marks a new
synthesis in international affairs, capturing the salient truth that
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states might not be the most effective providers of security goods.
Instead of seeing a world mediated by states and statesmen, we com-
prehend a world composed of multiple agents pursuing complemen-
tary and competing agendas. Human security offers a ‘‘global’’
framework through which to impose some order on this disorderli-
ness.

2. Human security is an approach, not a prescription. Policymakers and
professionals in the field require serviceable frameworks to guide
practice. This does not diminish the importance of debates about
the nature of security or the means by which a common global fu-
ture can be secured. This is because behind any global regime lies a
host of competing interests seeking to shift the rules in their favor.
Were a singular human security to achieve the mantle of uncon-
tested global good, a rush to subvert its logic and rhetorical value
for political ends would surely follow. The ‘‘securitization’’ of every-
thing could perversely result in the denial of the very freedoms that
human security advocates hold dear.

3. Human security can be advanced under conditions of international sta-
bility and cooperation. An international global order of some form is
necessary if the development aims of the human security agenda are
to be achieved. Global perspectives need to be matched with global
strategies to reduce the risk of poverty, war, disease, famine and po-
litical oppression. Such strategies as that proposed by Annan (see
chapter 1), however, depend upon international cooperation, which
in turn hinges upon recognition of common interests and purposes.
Again, strategies for ameliorating security risks have to be negoti-
ated through the reefs and shoals of political, cultural and economic
differences.

4. International stability and cooperation are in themselves no guarantee
that humans will enjoy greater security. Asian industrialization went
hand in hand with repressive government, ranging from authoritar-
ian democracies to outright dictatorships. Without broad accep-
tance that the principal object of all security policy must be the
individual and collective well-being of people, there can be no moral
pressure for states and transnational actors to modify their behav-
iors. It is evident that there are governments and transnational enti-
ties whose size and influence render them impervious to moral
pressure and for which human rights, peace and justice are at best
secondary considerations. Even if the world were composed of sta-
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ble, prosperous states, we cannot discount the possibility that one
or more might collapse into anarchy through a sudden upsurge in
political extremism.

5. Human security is placed at greatest risk by sudden and drastic regime
shifts. In other words, revolutionary and hegemonic transformations
have catastrophic human consequences. Totalizing political ideolo-
gies justify radical and violent change in pursuit of a fantastical fu-
ture. Underpinning value systems are stripped away, leaving people
unsure of their status and identity and vulnerable to either persecu-
tion or recruitment by their persecutors. Socialist transformations in
the Islamic world, Afghanistan in the late 1970s being a prime ex-
ample, gave impetus to Islamic extremists claiming the mantle of
defenders of the faith. Without legitimating Islamism, it is not hard
to see how both socialist and neoliberal challenges to Islamic tradi-
tion generated violent backlashes against secular modernity.

6. Human security priorities, to be meaningful, must be stated with due
recognition of the immense obstacles to their realization. There is a
tendency among proponents of human security to stress the moral
imperatives for action. There can be little argument with the claim
that peace, economic justice and human rights are desirable and
mutually reinforcing ends. But in a self-help system where nascent
and fragile structures for international cooperation are still in the
early stages of their formation, impatience undermines the credibil-
ity of those attempting to wade through the practical challenges of
effecting positive change through negotiation and compromise.

IMAGINING THE FUTURE

This book is structured around a debate between idealist and realist posi-
tions on the nature of security without seeking to negate either position. If
national security must today be cast in multidimensional and regional or
global terms, then effective forms of international cooperation have to be
found to address the risks of an increasingly interdependent world. Alli-
ance diplomacy is a confrontational option that reinforces international di-
visions and perpetuates policy dependence upon neorealist notions of
power balances. There is a strengthening of transnational efforts outside
the structures of the nation-state to build a normative global order from
the ground up through international grassroots activism.

Governments and major corporations bear the heaviest responsibility
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to meet the challenges of human security in the twenty-first century. From
achieving MDGs to preserving the global commons or limiting the prolifer-
ation of nuclear weapons, without cooperation between governments,
businesses and people, our capacity to govern global risks is greatly dimin-
ished. Human security challenges, we hold, can be properly addressed only
through a global or holistic appreciation of their complex nature and a re-
alistic appreciation of the limitations of existing structures of global and
regional governance. This should be the focus of the future debate.
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Hans J. Morgenthau’s Politics among Nations (1945) encapsulates the realist
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Groups (2003). For a different cultural perspective, see W. Theodore De
Barry and Tu Weiming (ed.), Confucianism and Human Rights (1998). The
law of war is assessed in Jackson Nyamuya Maogoto, War Crimes and Real-
politik: International Justice from World War 1 to the 21st Century (2004).
Legal questions surrounding the use of terror tactics and legitimate re-
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Drug Report, which remains the most comprehensive source of statistical
information on narcotics production and trafficking.

The UN High Commissioner for Refugees publishes annual refugee sta-
tistical reports, as does the UN Population Fund. Key websites: UNAIDS:
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