Rethinking Africa’s Security in the Age of Uncertain Globalisation: NEPAD and
Human Security in the 21% Century’

Charles Ukeje, Ph.D.

Department of International Relations
Obafemi Awolowo University

Ile-Ife, Nigeria®

Email: charlesukeje @yahoo.com

! Paper submitted to the 11" CODESRIA General Assembly, Maputo, Mozambique,
6-10 December, 2005 on the theme: Rethinking African Development: Beyond

Impasse, Towards Alternatives

? The author is currently a Visiting Leventis Scholar to the Centre for African Studies,
School of Oriental and African Studies, London, UK.



Rethinking Africa’s Security in the Age of Uncertain Globalisation: NEPAD and
Human Security in the 21° Century

Over the past two decades, Africa has consistently evoked the image of a continent in
distress; taunted as “deeply troubled” and on the path of self-destruction (Gberie,
2005: 337-342; Schwab, 2002). At a time other regions of the world are counting their
achievements, Africa is counting more losses; backsliding steadily in virtually all
human development indicators. It is assumed that its peoples are poorer now than in
1960; most of them living on income level below one dollar per day. At the same
time, the continent’s share of global trade is just around 2%, contributing even less
(about 1%) to total global economic output.’ Apart from the tiny fraction of the
national elites in different African countries that have helped themselves to
stupendous riches derived from national treasuries, the majority live in chronic
poverty. There is now an odious nexus between poverty and conflict (Fayemi and
Hendickson, 2002: 67). Africa is also the worst hit by an unprecedented number of
intrastate conflicts and civil wars, with an estimated 20% of the total population of the
continent, over 150 million people, according to the African Development Bank,
living in conflict areas (Ilorah, 2004: 226).

Almost five decades down the road, the momentum of development that was
affectionately pursued during the first decade of independence has been dissipated;
now it is replaced by appalling socio-economic and political conditions. But then, at
the same time that Africa’s missed socio-economic opportunities are causing
disturbing nightmares, modest advances have been recorded in the political sphere
with the conduct of multiparty elections in about 42 countries across the continent. No
matter the inherent limitations in Africa’s political transition programs, and these are
many, the sheer number of countries that have made the difficult transition from full-
blown military/civilian authoritarian regimes to kinds of multiparty rule offer some
hope that the continent could still redeem itself despite widespread belief that it lacks
the capacity to do so. The complexities of Africa’s recent experiences prompted an
editorial opinion in The Round Table, asking whether the so-called giant strides in
Africa are “merely straws in the wind” or “rearguard actions in a war the continent...
is losing, a war against poverty, disease, misgovernment and consequent military
carnage” (2004: 307; Field, 2004)4

In part, the continent’s myriad problems have been blamed on the failures of post-
colonial governance, and less indictment of external forces. One familiar diagnosis of
Africa’s consistent poor performance favoured by international organisations and
multilateral institutions linked it close with “insufficient investment aggravated by
poor management” (Ilorah, 2004: 226). On those few instances that the role of
external actors is acknowledged, their dimensions and reach are only partially
flagged. Writing on Africa’s place in world politics, for instance, Taylor and Williams
insisted that the discourse of the continent’s marginality “is a nonsense” since “the
continent has in fact been dialectically linked, both shaping and being shaped by
international processes and structures” (2004: 1). These types of conclusions about

3 See www.globalpolicy.org/socecon/develop/africal.htm
4 ‘Editorial: Africa- Making Democracy Work’, The Round Table, 93, 375, July 2004: 307-310.




Africa promoted Paul Nugent to conclude that most of them are “unreflective and
does not seek to place the material in any kind of historical context” (Cited in Gberie,
2005: 338). By brushing aside the historical footage to Africa’s contemporary
developmental failures, “the victims of current predicaments and conditions are
blamed or represented as hapless and willing actors in the process of reproducing
underdevelopment and dependence (Ihonvbere, 2000). It gives the dog a bad name
just to hang it.

This paper takes its departure from the point that it would be far more catastrophic to
give up on the persistent search for better and viable alternative paths for Africa
development and security in the 21* Century. A major concern is to place endogenous
and exogenous factors side-by-side in order to articulate alternative that are
appropriate for interpreting and solving Africa’s security and developmental
predicaments. Quite correctly, Africa’s failure to improve the welfare and living
conditions of its peoples is not so much because efforts have not been made in the
past. Since the decade of independence in the 1960s, several creative developmental
blueprints have been experimented with (Diescho, 2002: 8-9; Ilorah, 2004: 235-238;
Mbaku, 2004: 391-392). These blueprints have unfortunately not yielded qualitative
results for different reasons, the most significant being the consistent manner in which
they have been pursued on the basis of wrong development assumptions. The critical
referent point is the New Partnerships for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) which was
launched in 2003 as another effort to promote security and development throughout
the continent. Although a relatively young project, NEPAD has received a lot of
attention, most especially outside Africa, but also in the academic and public policy
sectors within the continent.

For a better understanding, NEPAD must be understood in the context of the demands
and challenges of globalisation; itself a new force trumpeted as the most suitable
environment for global development and improved welfare. On the other hand,
globalisation has been shown to be undermining and destroying the capability of
many developing countries especially to manage their affairs well. What is coming
out boldly for Africa in particular, is that globalisation is also further deepening its
security (and developmental) problems. This paper demonstrates, not just how
globalization is expanding the divisions, frictions and fault lines among different
ethnic, religious, political, class, demographic and social groups and causing
unprecedented civil strife, political instability and state collapse, but also how
NEPAD may turn out to be another hoax in Africa’s search for an appropriate
developmental paradigm. My contention is that given the character and fall-outs of
globalisation, particularly what the phenomenon is doing to Africa, the way the
NEPAD initiative is conceived and currently implemented may not serve Africa’s
security problems well now or into the future.

Another thrust of this paper is that given the significant changes caused by
globalisation, it would no longer be satisfactory to retain the present narrative of
‘security’ which focuses principally on regime and territorial security, without
cognisance to critical human security issues. Thus, there is no better period than now
to appraise the capacity of, and resources available to African countries, individually
and collectively, in confronting the multiple and complex security challenges
triggered by globalisation. The paper raises several critical issues relating to the
appropriateness and realism in the visions and mandates of NEPAD for managing



Africa’s myriad conflict and security challenges? What are these security challenges
facing the continent in this age of globalisation, and in what different ways is the
NEPAD frameworks grappling with them, and in the process, reinventing itself better
to serve the cause of development in the continent. What are the human security
issues in Africa’s security and developmental equation, and how are they distinct
from or similar to the existing ones focusing on regime and/or territorial security?
How is globalisation implicating, good or bad, Africa’s capacity to implement the
visions and priorities of NEPAD with regards to security and development? The rest
of the paper is devoted to: (i) globalisation and its uncertainties: paradigms in African
Security; (ii) the changing discourse on security: from state to human security; (iii)
NEPAD and the fictionalisation of human security in Africa; and (iv) the conclusions.

Globalization and its uncertainties: Paradigms in African Security

The various facets and impacts of globalisation on Africa cannot be contemplated in
this short paper. It is important to bear in mind that globalisation did not cause
Africa’s contemporary predicaments; even though it, in many ways, exacerbated
them. The logic driving Africa’s developmental problems could be traced to a variety
of external and internal factors, mostly relating to the manner and processes through
which the continent was absorbed, forcefully, into the global capitalist order around
the mid-1500. How this long colonial adventure continues to implicate Africa’s
current development has fascinated African scholarship. Some of the highlights of
Africa’s experiences during that historical moment have been identified by [honvbere
(2003: 3-4) as including the experience of slavery; the termination of endogenously
driven patterns of state and class formation; the imposition of colonial rule; the
balkanization of the continent and imposition of alien values, tastes, and institutions;
the creation of a repressive corrupt, unproductive, unstable, and illegitimate state; the
creation of a highly fractionalised, factionalised, dependent, corrupt, and weak elite;
the domination of the African economy by profit-and-hegemony-seeking transnational
corporations dedicated to making profit at all cost; the total denigration of local
cultures, values, and institutions, and the introduction and promotion of primordial
differences and suspicions; and finally, the structured incorporation of the African
economy into the periphery of the global division of labour and power as vulnerable,
dependent, underdeveloped, weak, and largely raw material-producing region, to
mention a few. That colonial rule retains its substances despite terminating formally
many decades ago is evident in the behaviours and pathologies of its offspring, the
post-colonial state, and the contradictory manner in which it relates to society
(Fawole, 2004: 297-303).

Despite all of its complications, however, there is substantial intellectual interest in
and fascination with the circumstances and conditions that continues to keep the post-
colonial state in Africa alive, even if it is not entirely well. It is partly by investigating
how and why the post-colonial state has survived that contemporary African security
problems could best be understood. First is that the post-colonial state in Africa has
survived largely because it has held on, very precariously still, to the ‘authoritarian
and social licenses’ to govern by constantly changing and adapting itself but hardly
altering or compromising the substance of its ruthless power (Ihonvbere, 2000). With
the manner of its composition and behaviours, the political elites in charge of the
different post-colonial African states mostly paid attention to their own survival and
longevity than to the welfare and security of their people. Thus, apart from the first



decade after independence which coincided with steady growth in many African
countries, the period after steadily plunged many countries into dangerous socio-
economic and political problems. By the 1990s, insecurity became accentuated as a
result of the decline in, or outright disappearance of domestic support and external
patronages. This period provided the backdrop for many of the violent conflicts and
civil wars that featured in many African countries; most of them rooted in a complex
of interconnected social, leadership, resource, personality, class, ideological, colonial,
post-colonial, ethnic, territorial, religious and Cold War divisions (Herbst and Mills,
2003: 7). The nature of these conflicts was such that only a thin line separated them
from other forms of organised crime and large scale human rights violations (Mary
Kaldor quoted in Bassey, 2003: 43).

How globalisation is affecting Africa has become the subject of robust debate in the
social sciences, at least over the large decade (Cooper, 2002; Hughes, 2002; Juhasz,
2002; Meagher, 2003; Morton, 2004; Swyngedouw, 2004). Only the extent to which
globalisation is complicating Africa’s security problems will be of interest here. As a
preliminary note, it is possible to discern that different historical moments had its own
different and unique ‘globalisation’. However, what may be different about the
current one can be explained in terms of its scope (global spread), intrusivity (the
degree of penetration) and intensiveness (the resultant changing effects). For Africa,
globalisation may have been delivered in different forms but the effects where
essentially the same. As colonialism, it represented political and administrative
domination mainly to facilitate extraction and accumulation. After independence in
many countries, globalisation manifested as imperialism by helping to deepen
accumulation even further, allowing the persistence of human indenture, magnifying
the inequality of capitalist expansion and generally provoking violent disorders
(Bracking and Harrison, 2003: 6-7). During the 1980s, globalisation was represented
by the activities of the Breton Woods institutions and international donors under the
IMF/World Bank structural adjustment program (SAP). Presently, it is vividly shown
by the contraction in time and space, the ease of capital mobility and the radical
transformations in the organisation of human affairs and social life (Bischoff, 2005: 7-
11; Held, 1997: 252-253). For most weak and developing countries, each of these
phases of globalisation simply reinforced the other thereby accelerating the decline or
collapse of welfare and security safe nets.

Those who celebrate globalisation point to the phenomenal increase in the movement
of peoples, coupled with unprecedented flows of goods, services and capital around
the world (Ibi-Ajayi, 2004). Those critical of it insist that the agency of globalisation
has become too destructive and consuming as it widens social disconnections, social
dislocations and violent conflicts at every point that it strives to negotiate a presence
(Held, 1997: 257-8). For Africa, then, globalisation provokes a “return to familiar
conditions of subordination”- much like those which marked the insertion of the
continent into the global capitalist system fully around 19" century by European
colonialism (Clapham, 1996: 24). The Ugandan political analyst, Catherine Odora
Hoppers described the current phase of globalisation and the neo-liberal ideology
driving it as simply a “continuation of the war that began with colonialism and never
ended” (Peace and Change, 25, 2, 2000: 149)

Obono (2004: 87-105) challenged the pro-globalisation thesis relating to the question
of space and territoriality. His main point was that while it may be may be true that



the physicality of space no longer hinders interactions and movement of factors of
production, globalisation has turned out to be another euphemism for westernisation
in direct opposition to multiculturalism presented as the discourse of differences and
diversity. What globalisation seem to be doing to developing societies, particular
Africa, then is intensifying
age-old group antagonisms: sublime racial politics, regional economic
disparities, and worsening global poverty... It disguises the true nature of the
North-South divide and generates the illusion that to transcend differences is
to overcome it. Globalisation does not and cannot foster equity because its
technology is driven by the same exploitative trade regimes which it
supposedly called out of order (Obono, 2004: 90-91).

In ‘Globalisation, Equity and Development: Some Reflections on the African
Experience’ (Olukoshi, 2004: 32-42) observed that globalisation is celebrated even
when it is uncertain “whether the global uniformity that is projected is desirable,
beneficial or even possible in the final analysis”. The outlines of globalisation,
according to him, is revealing that
some regions of the world...has been associated with the collapse of the
middle class, side by side with the collapse of the middle ground in the
national and regional politics, the widening of the social gulf between the rich,
whose numbers are radically thinned out, and the poor whose numbers are
swelling by the day, as well as sharp increases in armies of unemployed
people, mostly young school leavers” (2004: 25-26).

Olukoshi acknowledged the legitimate worry arising from globalisation that the world
is seeing the worst and most extensive process of social exclusion ever know,
occurring side-by-side with the “single-minded, ideologically-motivated retrenchment
[and de-energising] of the state and the erosion of its capacity” (2004: 24, 27). The
provocative reality about globalisation therefore is that at the same time that
developed countries are putting in place robust policies to cushion the side effects and
threats from globalisation, they are dissuading, even coercing, their weaker
counterparts in the South from pursuing their own independent interests on the pretext
that the state must roll back its presence and allow the market to mobilise and allocate
social capital. Since “decay seems to outweigh renewal” therefore, Olukoshi warned
that biggest challenge facing Africa consists of “renewing and retooling the State in
order to enable it resume a meaningful role in the developmental process” (2004: 39).
This is where the irony about globalisation and African security problematic most
reveals itself: at the same time that globalisation is undermining the capacity of the
state- and the state itself is reeking under the weight of its own internal contradictions-
it is still expected to be the major force for stability and security in contemporary
Affica.

Alongside the renewal and optimism that the new millennium ushered was a profound
sense of apprehension that security and development could escape Africa totally if
care is not taken (Chandler, 2004). There is even a suggestion that Africa is not yet on
track to start pursuing the UN Millennium Development Goal (MDG) targeting the
reduction of poverty by half, scaling-up access to safe drinking water and achieving
universal basic schooling by 2015 (ARB, 2003: 15103; Mepham and Lorge, 2005).
These concerns have placed Africa on the top of the agenda of the international
community, especially the G-8 countries (Olukoshi, 2003). Either individually or as a



group, however, a consistent pattern of deception seems to pervade the policies and
actions of these countries as they chase shows while refusing to discuss the
substantive causes of Africa’s underdevelopment. One example that readily comes to
mind in this respect is the African Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA) currently
pursued with glee by the United States. According to Carol Thompson (2004: 457,
468), AGOA is providing neither growth nor opportunity for African economies, not
just because only 6 African countries have benefited from the initiative, but also that
it offers much less in terms of “shared values” and ‘“shared responsibilities”. She
demonstrated how western insincerity is leaving Africa in a doldrums while the rich
countries spent $300 billion in 2003 alone on farm subsidies; almost six times more
than on development aid (2004: 472). It is in the same manner that Mepham and
Lorge (2005) asked the G-8 countries to put their houses in order by stopping harmful
practices creating gaps in western rhetoric and actions towards Africa. The harmful
practices, according to them, includes the nature of aid and conditionality,
discriminatory international trade regimes, the fuelling and exacerbation of armed
conflicts and the strengthening of repressive regime by supplying them with arms and
military equipments, financing of corruption and conflicts, and their contribution to
adverse climate change. In short, since the end of the Cold War, EU policies towards
Africa has both been criticized for lacking clear-cut consistence and coherence, and
also for gravitating towards two directions: one, that is widening the original goal of
promoting economic and social development to include promoting stability, security
and democracy; and the other causing continuous decline in aid transfers and financial
support due to Africa’s low priority (Olsen, 2004: 425-426).

These obviously have perilous consequences, even for the wealthiest nations, as the
wider repercussions of Africa’s developmental problems cannot be contained within
the continent. The response by Western countries, according to Herbst and Mills, is
distinguished by “a continual schizophrenia” (2003: 31) on whether policy towards
Africa should be based on a set of ‘goods’ (increased investment, aid, etc) or on a set
of ‘bads’ (HIV/AIDS, war, terrorism, crime and refugee flows, the spread of disease,
trafficking of persons, arms and illicit drugs). The set of ‘bads’ seems to be gaining
ascendancy (Mepham and Lorge, 2005: 9). In fact, the “stubborn connection” between
poverty and conflict in Africa has been encouraged by convergence in the
development and security policies of the international community (Willet, 2004: 101).
Other dimensions of this securitization of Africa’s development, especially after 9/11,
is leading to a shift from development/humanitarianism to a category of
risk/fear/threat; and shown by the gradual shift in policy initiatives from the foreign
offices in the United States and Britain to their defense offices. Securitisation is also
driving policies of containment, or policing, and promoting a strange version of
trusteeship-style responsibility tied to different parts of the continent to “quarantine
disorder”. Another aspect of this securitisation is demonstrated by the ongoing war
against terror led by the United States. The way it is pursued, the war on terror is fast
becoming synonymous with the war on poverty; turning anti-terrorism and poverty
alleviation into two sides of the same policy coin. Second, is that securitisation of
Africa is becoming part of the political strategy to unify public and party support at
home behind governments at a time of vociferous debate and opposition in major
western countries. Third, is that securitisation is reproducing a sense of prioritisation
and urgency (no necessarily to justify increase development assistance) but to bring
important political and ethical considerations and implications to the fore



(Abrahamsen, 2004: 680-682; Heather, 2004).'5 Under the new unipolar order, for
instance, there is concern that the United States is single-handedly driving the global
war on terror as it spends far more on defense and security than the next 8 or 9
‘powers’ combined (Cawthra, 2004: 27-28).

In 2004, the IDRC observed that at the international level, “globalization has posed
new challenges to global governance and the management of global public goods
(such as health, education, human security, etc.), provoked the emergence of global
networks around a variety of issues, and put increasing strain on nation states,
societies, and communities everywhere to adapt. Adebayo Adekanye further
highlighted those human and social aspects of globalisation that have been thrust unto
the global security and research agenda, including
... rising poverty and rising incidents of conflict, rising migration and refugee
flows, increasing environmental stresses and strains, demographic pressures
on resources, deterioration in human security provisions, the diffusion of
military technological know-how, skills and expertise of sub-state actors,
proliferation of illegal arms, drug trafficking, money laundering, ad
international terrorism- all of which have combined to constitute the new
security issues and concerns of contemporary times (2004: vi)

At the same time, new models of governance and security are emerging while new
ones are reinventing themselves. This was a central discourse in The Feasibility of
Democracy in Africa where Claude Ake engaged the issue of how globalisation is
affecting governance and security. For him, threats to democracy in Africa are the
same ones accelerating the process of social decay and political instability, and
undermining peace and security in the continent. The most deadly threat, he
explained, comes from how the process of globalisation is changing “traditional
assumption to the effect that the nation-state is the inevitable basic political
organisation of humankind [and at the same time] “is undermining the nation-state
and its relevance, leaving its future in doubt”. As the “repository of sovereignty”, “the
nation-state is now forced to contest power with sub-state and super-state political
formations that have neither a root nor legitimacy” (2000: 26). Coupled with the fact
that decisions and activities affecting the lives of people and shaping policies are
made in far-away places, Ake showed how globalisation is causing the “annulment of
the social” by increasingly privileging the market over the state. The market is
therefore no longer a simple metaphor by a living realty proving the desocialisation of
life in market societies as well as in those embracing the market without a choice. In
the final analysis, globalisation is creating a condition of “disempowerment” as
political mobilization is abstracted and concentrated in the mass media, and framed as
“a syndrome of isolation and desocialisation” (Ake, 2000: 27-28).

An emerging trend is that globalisation is encouraging the market to play a much
greater role than the state. By privileging the market over and above the state, and
removing the conditions that “make the public possible”, globalisation is whittling
down the state in Africa as the most important organisation of power on the continent

3 See also, D. Farah, ‘Terror Thrives in the Rich Runs of Africa’, Washington Post, January 6, 2002; J.
Keenan, ‘Terror in the Sahara: The Implications of US Imperialism for North and West Africa’,
ROAPE, 31, 101, 2004: 475-496; P.N. Lyman and J.S. Morrison (2004), ‘The Terrorist Threat in
Africa’, Foreign Affairs, 83, 2004: 75-86



(Nnoli, 2003: 23-25). Against the background of the growing complexity of
transnational relations engendered by globalisation, then, the scope, goal, type of
actors and the ferocity of struggles involved in the conflict dynamics in Africa, have
broadened significantly (Bassey, 2003: 43). Since, wherever one looks, it is becoming
difficult to contemplate an alternative framework to the State, certainly not the
imperfect and anonymous market, it is important to start searching earnestly for how
best to make the state more relevant (Gounden, 2005). At the same time that this
reinvention of the State is going on, however, there should be a complementary
reinvigoration of the civil society to be positively assertive both in terms of
demanding its rights, but also in fulfilling its obligations and duties towards the State.
These tasks are two sides of the same coin but, more importantly, they open up the
issue of how the state should treat the people and what concurrent obligations the
people have towards the state. This is an issue that will be explored further in the
context of an assessment of the viability of NEPAD to respond to human security
challenges and problems in contemporary Africa

Globalisation is also provoking crisis of governance in the manner in which it deepens
and exacerbates the crisis of production and accumulation facing many African
countries. Clapham (1996: 26) has shown how declining primary commodity
production is affecting small farmers in Africa. Apart from trapping the state between
the rock and a hard place, globalisation is tearing more and more African societies
apart by accelerating the dismantling of local industries, privatisation of economic
assets, de-funding of the public sector, and increasing unemployment, poverty,
migration, and social conflict (Federici and Caffentzis, 2004).

While globalisation takes its tool on peace and security in Africa, old ways of
managing these have been slower and less innovative in changing (Bush and Keyman,
1997). This is revealed, for instance, by the absence of adequate response to identity-
based conflicts to date. In the mainstream (read: realist) scholarship, identity is still
regarded as “fixed, coherent and self-contained” rather than dynamic and evasive. As
Bush and Keyman insisted, “a relational, historical, and dynamic understanding of
identity is crucial not only for coming to terms with the connections between security
and (ethnic) identity but also for constructing effective strategies for the management
or resolution of conflicts” (1997: 311). This issue shall be returned to later in the
context of the growing calls to abandon, or at the very least, expand the long existing
notion of security beyond the present focus on state/regime/territorial security
(Pettman, 2005: 137-150). But it is necessary to point of that globalisation, perhaps
inadvertently, has opened wide epistemological and policy windows for rethinking
and better understanding/ responding to Africa’s security problems and priorities into
the future.

The Changing Discourse on Security in Africa: From State to Human Security

Briefly, this paper has shown that the end of the Cold War, and the present
international environment dominated by the forces of globalisation, has significantly
altered the security landscape within which many states in developing countries, in
particular, operate. There are several dimensions to this as discussed. At the epicentre
of these far-reaching changes is that traditional boundaries between state and civil
society, and among different states, are breaking down or transforming in



unpredictable ways. The state-centric conception of security can therefore not hold
much longer too; not least for the task of capturing the growing complexities of new
and multi-dimensional global relations. Instead, the expanding scope of security
threats, many of them associated with factors such as population growth,
environmental degradation, energy shortage, drug trafficking, transnational
criminality, the destruction of indigenous cultures, could not but prompt critical
reflections regarding the shape, form and content that security discourses and
practices are going to take in Africa over the next decades (Vayrynen, 1995: 259-
260).

For many reasons, then, the security problems facing contemporary Africa deserve
more rigorous and comprehensive attention. First, Africa has become a major
flashpoint in of bloody civil wars and several other low-intensity conflicts,
particularly since the end of the Cold War when the safety valves that the may
superpower made available to prevent conflicts were promptly removed. Although
many of these conflicts and civil wars were occurring within states, their “primary
locale...is to be found where there is a combination of entrenched poverty, an
excessive dependence on natural resource exports, and poor economic governance
and state weakness” (Clover, 2004: 8-9). It is very difficult to distinguish between
different types of conflicts as they are usually matched by criminal impunity and
large-scale violation of human rights, as well as by complex humanitarian
emergencies: massive internal displacements and refugee flows, collapse of sources of
livelihood and municipal facilities, the spread of communicable and life-threatening
diseases, the proliferation and widespread use of small arms and light weapons, and
so on. These new conflicts are driven by a variety of factors, not least a militaristic
ideology that incubates a frightful regime of terror and insecurity (Boyd, 2005: 117;
Abdullah, 2004). Second, the collateral in terms of human, social and infrastructural
capital losses are enormous. One study indicated that “armed conflict is surely one
reason why at least 250 million people in Sub-Saharan Africa- nearly half of the
population- are living below the poverty lines since the mid-1990s (Colletta, Kostner
and Wiederhofer (1996: ix). A third point has to do with the fearsome but legitimate
fear that identity and resource-induced conflicts could undermine and consume
whatever modest progresses may have been achieved on the continent. Again, these
complex security concerns are happening at a most inauspicious momement when
national security infrastructures have themselves been weakened, when more
renegade groups are spring up, gaining access to dangerous weapons and challenging
state authority, when new African wars are assuming a vicious pattern of impunity,
plunder and profiteering, and finally, against the backdrop of what Herbst and Mills
called the growing “diseconomies of scale” feeding directly into security problems for
larger countries who have greater trouble policing their territories (2003: 24-25).

With the diversity and magnitude of the security problems facing Africa, one cannot
contemplate an initiative such as NEPAD not concerned with improving security
conditions in Africa. But the initiative must have to contend with a variety of
problems, some relating to its underlying raison d’etre and others, to the relating to
operational (domestic and external) environments within which it is expected to carry
out its mandates. Obviously, meeting its other priorities such as political, economic
and corporate governance would depend very much on how NEPAD is able to engage
with these new security problems. Unlike other priorities highlighted in the NEPAD
blueprint, the security challenges facing Africa have changed far more profoundly;

10



influenced mainly by the radical transformations within the national, regional and
global domains. In this era of uncertain globalisation, new security threats/ challenges
have come to the fore in a manner that is deepening insecurity and instability in the
continent. An acknowledgement of the security priorities and challenges NEPAD is
meant to address is itself an affirmation that it is in the security sector that immediate
and concrete institutional and policy frameworks are most needed.

Despite what Ajulo (2004: 272-273) described as the “considerable ambiguity and
confusion about just what kind of security system” is most appropriate for Africa, a
more desirable type of security for Africa is the one that dwell more on human
security, that is, the welfare of the individual, and by extension, the community, as
against threats to regimes and the territoriality of nation states. Over one decade after
attention was drawn to it by the UNDP in the Human Development Report (1994), the
concept of human security is assuming global salience with its focus on the two core
values of human freedom and human fulfilment. The UN Secretary General, Kofi
Annan, has distinguished between “territorial sovereignty” and what he called
individual sovereignty, defined in terms of the “fundamental freedom of each
individual... enhanced by a renewed and spreading consciousness of individual
rights... not to protect those who abuse them” (Cited in Oberleitner, 2005: 194).
According to the co-chairs of the Human Security Report, Sadako Ogata and Amartya
Sen, human security means “protecting vital freedoms- fundamental to human
existence and development. Human security means protecting people from severe and
pervasive threats, both natural and societal, and empowering individuals and
communities to develop the capabilities of making informed choices and acting on
their own behalf”® (Cited in Oberleitner, 2005: 187). Human security is also the
safety for people from both violent and non-violent threats. It is a condition or
state of being characterised by freedom from pervasive threats to people’s
right, their safety or even their lives... It is an alternative way of seeing the
world, taking people as its point of reference, rather than focusing exclusively
on security of territory or government. Like other security concepts- national
security, economic security, and food security- it is about protection. Human
security entails preventive measures to reduce vulnerability and minimize risk,
and taking remedial action when prevention fails (Sabelo, 2003: 299 cf. David
Hubert, 1999).

Boyd (2005:115) defined human security as “the ability to pursue those choices in

safe environment broadly encompassing seven dimensions of security- economic,

food, health, environmental, personal, community, and political”. Kanbur (2002: 93)

conceptualised human se