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To the rangers of Virunga National Park and other unknown heroes of human security.






1

Introduction


As we were finishing this book, Shannon Beebe began his posting as a U.S. military attaché in Angola, Africa. We tried to discuss the final chapters by phone but Beebe’s phone was always busy. The reason was an unfolding humanitarian crisis in Cabinda, in the north of Angola, where thousands of people had fled from neighboring Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC).

“I’m just begging someone,” said Beebe when Mary Kaldor finally reached him, “if I can find an airplane so that I can fly up there and see for myself . . . the reality is that the rains have started and there are over 30,000 people who don’t have any kind of shelter, or access to food, water. . . . And you just sit here and scratch your head and go, ‘How does this happen so quickly?’

“And of course, once again, we’re poorly situated to do anything about it because we have waited too long, we don’t know any of the players up there, and now the Americans try coming in and it’s Johnny-come-lately saying, ‘We’re here to help.’ It doesn’t work that way. People don’t believe us. We haven’t introduced ourselves to the population up there—so why, they wonder, are we suddenly interested now? One of the things I’m talking about with AFRICOM [U.S. African Command] and anyone else who will listen is that we  cannot have a perceived policy by proxy or that is event-driven, because it makes no sense—it’s like watching a kids’ soccer match: everyone’s chasing whatever the crisis du jour is. There’s no organization, no priorities, no reliability like this.

“Folks here are skeptical about why a military guy is so interested in doing these things that are so traditionally a development type of activity. They’re just not used to hearing words like this come from a military guy; they want to know what the catch is.”

We have been developing the ideas in this book for more than a decade, initially independently, now collaboratively. We each had parallel experiences in the conflicts of the 1990s. During the wars in the Balkans, Kaldor was the chairperson of the Helsinki Citizens’ Assembly, a non-governmental organization (NGO) working on peace and human rights that had branches throughout Bosnia and Herzegovina, when at the same time Beebe was stationed in Germany preparing troops to be sent to Bosnia and Herzegovina.

We both saw that the distinction between “battle space” and “humanitarian space” was dissolving rapidly and silently. Violence was deliberately directed against civilians and not against opposing forces, with the aim of establishing ethnically pure territories. Kaldor became convinced that outside forces were needed to protect ordinary people while Beebe and his fellow officers began to realize that the traditional heavy-military war-fighting machine was quite inappropriate for this kind of operation.

Following the war over Kosovo, Kaldor was a member of the Independent International Commission on Kosovo, chaired by the distinguished South African judge, Richard Goldstone. Beebe was deployed in the province. Kaldor favored military intervention to prevent the ethnic cleansing of Kosovar Albanians by Serb forces but was dismayed by the method chosen—aerial bombing. You cannot help killing civilians when bombs are dropped from 15,000 feet even though it is called “collateral damage,” and Milosevic, the  president of Serbia, was able to use the bombing by NATO forces as a cover to speed up ethnic cleansing. NATO prevailed in the end, and the Kosovar Albanians returned to Kosovo—but after much trauma. Many Serbs were then expelled in revenge, leaving the province as divided as ever. As the U.S. Army attaché focusing on security needs in Kosovo after the war, Beebe found that his expertise was needed not to identify what kind of army Kosovo required but to advise on how to deal with unexploded ordnance, erratic water and electricity supplies, and lack of sanitation. Both Serbs and Albanians considered these issues security priorities.

The War on Terror provided yet another test of our thinking on security issues. The language of “security” became visible in daily newspaper headlines, and entire government departments claimed the term. Kaldor was asked by the European Union’s (EU) foreign-policy chief, Javier Solana, to convene a study group to come up with some ideas about European security capabilities. They produced two reports—the Barcelona Report and the Madrid Report—both concluding that Europe needed not a conventional national security policy but to be able to contribute to human security.

For that, you need a combination of military and civilian capabilities, a set of principles about how they should be used, and a new legal framework. The study group realized that Europe needed to be able to help fill the “security gap.” Millions of people in the world live in conditions of intolerable insecurity. They risk being killed, robbed, tortured, and/or raped; and they risk dying from disease or lack of food, clean water, and/or sanitation; they risk dying in storms, floods, and famines, which are increasingly common because of climate change.

Yet our security forces are designed to fight twentieth century wars. Europe has 1.8 million men and women under arms, but only a fraction of them can be deployed to areas of insecurity, where they find themselves inappropriately trained and equipped.

During the same period, as the senior Africa analyst for the U.S. Army, Beebe was asked to conduct a research project on how Africans understand security. From interviews with high-level ministers, defense personnel, NGO members, academics, and even four or five Somali cab drivers in Washington, D.C.—a fairly clear message emerged. They pointed to several items needed for African security: reform of the security sector, including law-and-order reform, police reform, judicial reform, penal-code and penal-system reform, and the transformation of standing military forces into a value-added instrument for social development.

That was somewhat familiar territory to Beebe. But then three issues emerged that were so far out of the U.S. Department of Defense’s thinking that Beebe knew the Army couldn’t help him. He’d have to look elsewhere for an answer to the threats posed by health, poverty, and climate change.

At this point our worlds converged. Beebe read the EU study-group reports and sent an e-mail to Kaldor, which began a discussion that led to this book. We have separately and together concluded that the world needs a paradigm shift in the way we think about security. We need an alternative to the concept of the “War on Terror.” The state-based security architectures of the twentieth century cannot address twenty-first-century vulnerabilities. We need to make a core shift from focusing on traditional threats to focusing on conditions-based vulnerabilities. These vulnerabilities individually could never be seen as threats, but when blended together they create a very unstable reality.

Beebe pictures it like a house of cards: you don’t know which card is going to be pulled out, but you can be sure that when that card is pulled out, the house will fall. You don’t know how fast it will fall, whether it will fall entirely or partially, or in which direction the debris will spill—but you know that it will fall because our systems cannot absorb any kind of shock.

Security for this century is a concern of not only the departments of defense but also civilian agencies and NGOs. It’s a multidimensional challenge. We cannot achieve something we have no words for, and we do not yet have the words to describe twenty-first-century security in a way that is agreeable to both militaries and the humanitarian community. With this book, we hope to begin to create a new language.

[image: 002]

What do we mean by “human security”? First, human security is about the everyday security of individuals and the communities in which they live rather than the security of states and borders. It is about the security of Angolans, not the security of Angola.

Second, it is about different sorts of security, not just protection from the threat of foreign enemies. It is about not being killed or robbed or forcibly expelled from your home—the sort of insecurity experienced in violent upheavals such as those in Afghanistan or Cabinda. But it also includes not losing your home in a hurricane or a forest fire, having enough to eat and drink, and being able to go to a doctor if you are ill. It is about both freedom from fear and freedom from want. The two biggest attacks on the United States in the twenty-first century have been Hurricane Katrina and 9/11—neither was an attack by an enemy state.

Finally, human security recognizes the interrelatedness of security in different places. Violence and resentment, poverty and illness—in places such as Africa, Central Asia, or the Middle East—travel across the world through terrorism, transnational crime, or pandemics. Instead of allowing insecurity to travel, we need to send security in the opposite direction. The kind of security that Americans and Europeans expect to enjoy at home has to spread to the rest of the world. We can no longer keep our part of the world safe while  ignoring other places. The world is interconnected through social media, transportation, and basic human sympathy.

The idea of human security was first put forward in the 1994 Human Development Report published by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). The report argued that the concept of security has “for too long been interpreted narrowly: as security of territory from external aggression, or as protection of national interests in foreign policy or as global security from a nuclear holocaust. It has been related more to nation states than to people.”1  The report identified seven core elements, which together made up the concept of human security—economic security, food security, health security, environmental security, personal security, community security, and political security.

At that time, the main concern was to make sure that the peace dividend expected from the end of the Cold War would be devoted to development. The aim of the 1994 Human Development Report was to use the concept of security to emphasize the urgency of development. This broad definition of human security was adopted by the Japanese government and taken up by the United Nations’s High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change in their report, In Larger Freedom, and in the Secretary-General’s response to that report.2


A narrower definition of the concept of human security, developed by the Canadian government, is closely associated with the concept of Responsibility to Protect—the idea that the international community has a responsibility to protect people threatened by genocide, ethnic cleansing, and other massive violations of human rights when their governments fail to act. This definition is reflected in the Human Security Report, published in 2005, and the subsequent Human Security Briefs, documents that provide valuable information about political violence—particularly violent conflicts.3


Our version of human security emphasizes what the UNDP calls personal security—the security of human beings in violent upheavals. Thus we agree with the idea of Responsibility to Protect. But we also think that it is impossible to protect people from violence without taking into account all of the other dimensions of insecurity—the conditions of violence. In the Report of the Commission on Human Security, the Nobel Prize-winning economist Amartya Sen focuses on what he calls the downside risks: “the insecurities that threaten human survival or the safety of daily life, or imperil the natural dignity of men and women, or expose human beings to the uncertainty of disease and pestilence, or subject vulnerable people to abrupt penury.”4


A human-security approach aims, above all, to prevent violence by tackling the conditions that lead to violence. But where people are in the midst of violent upheavals, as is the case now in Afghanistan, it also focuses on how to dampen down the violence rather than on how to “win.” And in the aftermath of violent upheavals, a human-security approach looks not just at reconstruction but also at preventing new outbreaks of violence, since the conditions that led to violence—weak rule of law, unemployment, criminality, surplus weapons, loss of livelihood, or extremist ideologies—are often worse after conflict than before.

So, are we arguing that armies should turn their swords into plowshares? No. There is an essential role for force in human-security operations: sometimes you need to be able to protect people using what is known as hard power. But militaries must work together with civilians—police officers, health workers, development experts, and others—and their role is very different from traditional war fighting. In the Barcelona and Madrid reports, the study group that Kaldor convened developed six principles of human security that apply to both military and civilians working together in zones of insecurity.

These are1. The Primacy of Human Rights. In human-security operations, the goal is protecting civilians, not defeating an enemy. This means that human rights, including the rights to life, education, clean water, and housing—must be respected—even in the midst of conflict. If they are not, outside interventions can fuel insurgencies.

2. Legitimate Political Authority. In the long run, human security can only be provided by local authorities whom people trust. This might be a state, a municipality or a provincial administration. The job of outside forces is to create safe spaces where people can freely engage in a political process that can establish legitimate authorities.

3. A Bottom-up Approach. The population affected by violence and insecurity must be involved in a human-security strategy, and yet the international community often operates in protected enclaves without communicating with people. Ultimately, the people who live in areas of insecurity must solve their own problems. Outsiders can help but only if they understand what is needed; otherwise they risk making things worse.

4. Effective Multilateralism. If outsiders are to have the consent of the local population, they must be seen as legitimate, which means operating within the framework of international law, especially under a UN mandate. Security policies cannot be effective if they are spread out among many different agencies, governments, and NGOs.

5. Regional Focus. Human insecurity has no clear boundaries. It spreads through refugees, criminal and extremist networks, and through economic and environmental calamities. There are many ‘bad neighbourhoods’ in the world such as Central  Asia, the Horn of Africa, the Caucasus, and parts of the Middle East and Central Africa.

6. Clear Civilian Command. In human security operations, civilians are in command. This means that the military must operate in support of law and order and under rules of engagement that are more similar to those of police work than to the rules of armed combat. Everyone needs to know who is in charge, and leaders must be able to communicate politically with local people as well as people in the sending countries.
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We are frequently asked how a human security paradigm applies to ongoing conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan. In particular, how would a human security approach fit in the alternatives that are being proposed, at the time of writing, by the Obama Administration? The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan were conceived (in 2003 and 2001) as conventional military conflicts and they remain substantially affected by that initial conception. In both places, the level of violence, as we argue in Chapter 4, is much higher as a consequence of the way force was used in the early stages. It is very difficult, half way through an as yet incomplete war, to shift direction if for the previous several years you have been shooting at the people you are now offering to protect. It lacks credibility. Local populations are deeply sceptical of such claims—and with good reason.

So while the principles of Human Security are important in both countries, the application of them is hindered by the fact that conventional miltiary engagements have recently dominated in both places.

The human security that the book describes is aimed at helping to end conflict in Afghanistan and Iraq but, much more, at preventing the future misuse of ineffective twentieth century militarism  without denying the fact that the world’s democracies need to be engaged in the politically and economically needy insecure parts of the world. So, bearing that qualification in mind, what would a human security strategy for Afghanistan entail?

Human security is both an ends and a means. If a human security approach were to be adopted in Afghanistan, the goal would be the security of ordinary Afghans. At present, the goal of Western operations in Afghanistan is the defeat of what are seen as foreign enemies. As President Obama put it in his speech announcing the surge at West Point on December 1, 2009: “Our overarching goal remains the same: to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat Al-Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan, and to prevent its capacity to threaten America and our allies in the future.”5


Those who oppose the war in Afghanistan argue, with some justice, that far from defeating Al-Qaeda, the international presence in Afghanistan provokes new attacks. Al-Qaeda is one of those Hydra-headed phenomena that pop up in different places. The terrorists who attacked London in July 2005 were all British and all went to school in Huddersfield, Yorkshire, even though they later trained in Pakistan. The terrorist who nearly blew up a KLM plane travelling to Detroit on Christmas Day 2009 was a British educated Nigerian who trained in Yemen. The raison d’etre of Al-Qaeda is the war against the west, which they call jihad. The more Al-Qaeda is attacked, the more it attracts disenchanted and alienated young people. Every air strike, especially when civilians are killed, seems to offer evidence for a storyline in which to make sense of their frustrations.

A human security approach would favour the international presence in Afghanistan but not primarily to defeat Al-Qaeda rather to protect Afghans. Of course, the surge strategy emphasises the security of Afghans. In his surge speech, President Obama talked about bringing an end to the “era of war and suffering,” but this is seen as a means to an end—the defeat of Al-Qaeda—rather than an end in  itself. In a human security approach, it should be the other way round. It might be necessary to defeat Al-Qaeda in order to protect Afghans. The difference is not merely semantic. It matters in both political and practical terms. Afghans will never fully trust the outside presence as long as they fear that Afghan lives are secondary to the lives of internationals,. In practical terms, Afghan lives will be risked if the primary goal is to defeat Al-Qaeda. If attacking terrorists, with air strikes or drones or whatever, is considered necessary—even if it means risking the lives of Afghan civilians—then it will be very hard for Afghans to trust the international presence and it will be even harder to stabilise Afghanistan. The tension between the security of Afghans and the war against Al-Qaeda, the War on Terror in another guise, is the central contradiction of current operations.

Western policymakers and policy shapers argue that the Western public would never accept a rationale based on the security of Afghans rather than the threat of Al-Qaeda. Richard Holbrooke, the U.S. Special Representative to Afghanistan and Pakistan, insists that it is only because of the link between the Taliban and Al-Qaeda that the international presence is needed.


“If the Taliban were just another awful odious social movement with terrible values, with certain points of view we don’t agree with, it would be a serious problem, but it would not justify the commitment of what will ultimately be 100,000 American troops after this build-up is completed and a good number of our allied troops numbering in the 35 [thousand] to 45,000 range at least, including build-up and commitments still to come.”6




Why, it is argued, should we protect Afghans and not, say Congolese or Somalis?

There are two answers to this question. One is that we have a special responsibility to Afghans because we invaded their country  in 2001. Whatever the rightness or wrongness of that initial decision, we cannot now leave Afghans less secure and less free than they were in 2001. The other is that if we are to be secure, the world needs to be secure and we do, indeed, need to be able to help Congolese and Somalis along with others. In the long-term, this means a much greater global commitment to providing the resources - people, money, expertise—for human security. This may not mean a commitment on the scale of Iraq and Afghanistan simply because, as we elaborate in this book, the use of conventional military force in twenty-first century crises makes things much worse.

So if human security is the goal, what are the means? It would involve a big commitment of military and civilian personnel acting according to the principles of human security. Perhaps the biggest difference between a human security approach and a counter-insurgency approach is the first principle—primacy of human rights. Of course, the Taliban and Al-Qaeda are the main groups violating human rights. But other sources of human rights violations would have to be addressed and the Taliban is adept at exploiting those violations to mobilise support. Particularly important is collateral damage. Roughly the same number of civilians (slightly less) have been killed in air strikes as killed by the Taliban and Al-Qaeda. General McCrystal, the Commander in Afghanistan, has ordered troops not to pursue Taliban fighters at the risk of civilian casualties—nevertheless some 1013 civilians were killed in Afghanistan in the first half of 2009, at least half from American air strikes. Moreover there have been some 600 drone attacks against targets in Pakistan since President Obama took office.

There is a strange disconnect in thinking about attacks on Al-Qaeda. President Obama is very sensitive to the need to follow the precepts of human rights and ‘just war’ doctrine as he made clear in his speech accepting the Nobel Peace Prize. This is why he ordered an end to torture and the closing down of Guantanamo Bay. Yet drone  attacks are also human rights violations. They would be unthinkable against home grown terrorists. Imagine if the British government had decided to attack Huddersfield in the aftermath of the 7/7 bombings. Of course we have to catch terrorists, but through intelligence and policing. Suspects need to be arrested not arbitrarily killed. Drone attacks exemplify the double standards about the lives of Afghans and Pakistanis compared to Americans or Europeans. The lyrics of a popular Pakistani song say the Americans regard Pakistanis as insects.

Other human rights violations experienced by Afghans include violations by the government, the police, and governors—who rule in a corrupt, repressive, predatory way within a weak rule of law and an absence or perversion of justice; domestic violence including widespread violations of women’s rights; criminality, especially the drug trade, which now accounts for a large share of the total economy; unemployment; poverty; lack of access to healthcare and education; clean water and sanitation; and other violations of economic and social rights. These human rights violations need to receive as much attention as the threat from the Taliban insurgency.

There has been, at the time of writing, a lot of emphasis on the civilian surge—assistance in helping build up security forces, police and justice systems, and development aid—especially for agriculture as an alternative to the drug economy. But the numbers of civilians are tiny in comparison with the military effort and they are hampered by the dominance of the military.

The civilian effort depends on the establishment of humanitarian space—protected zones in which economic and social needs can be addressed and in which a political process free of fear can be initiated. But that is extremely difficult in the midst of a shooting war against the Taliban and Al-Qaeda, even though there are very important efforts going on now to help create protected communities along these lines.

The second principle is legitimate political authority. Perhaps the biggest obstacle to a human security approach at the moment is continued Western support to the Karzai government. The Hamid Karzai’s administration includes many former commanders, often known as warlords, who violate human rights and are heavily engaged in the drug trade—and which just passed repressive legislation on women. In particular, the police, whom the West trains, are corrupt and predatory. The fraudulent elections in the autumn of 2009 may have made things worse, even though Western governments extracted promises from President Karzai to reform.

What is needed is much more emphasis on justice—the vetting of people in key positions like members of parliament, governors, police, and soldiers—and the reconstruction of governance at local levels. As McCrystal has said: “It is not about how many people you kill—it’s about how many you convince.”7 As long as the government lacks legitimacy and indeed preys upon the population, Afghans may seek protection from the hated Taliban. Recent proposals to start a reconciliation process with the Taliban are seen by many Afghans as a way of making the government even less legitimate, creating an unholy alliance of warlords and the Taliban. They also fear that effort to attract low level fighters to the government side through inducements may merely result in increased recruitment to the Taliban.

To establish a legitimate political authority, the bottom-up approach  is critical. Legitimacy is all about the relationship between the government and the people, and it is civil society that mediates this relationship. Unfortunately, most members of the international community that remain are confined to bases and travel around in protected convoys so they have little interaction with the population. A lot of emphasis is placed on cultural understanding and the assistance of anthropologists and other experts. But the real point is that Afghans are at least as sophisticated and self-reflective as Americans.  The best way to understand what is going is to have long discussions with Afghans, not social scientists, although the latter can help. The emphasis on culture is actually a bit patronising—Afghans can understand different cultures, but there is such a thing as basic human respect and politeness. A very important element of the surge strategy is the injunction to ‘Live alongside the population’; this is critical for developing a bottom-up approach at local levels. But it is also important to engage with civil society in the cities. It is often argued that the English-speaking intellectuals in Kabul do not really understand what is going on in the countryside. Actually, many civil society activists in cities do not speak English and complain that internationals take their translators to talk to warlords but not to them. But whether or not they speak English, those educated Afghans who organize NGOs and human rights groups or who teach in schools and universities, know at least as much as internationals and need to be much more involved in discussions about strategy. It would be odd if governments in London or Washington ignored the policy communities in those cities on the grounds that they are out of touch with the rest of the country.

Internationals tend to talk more to the warlords because they are often the problem but, though this may be necessary, civic activists can offer guidance on the best approach.

The third principle is effective multilateralism. At present, in Afghanistan, there are two commands—the NATO command authorised by the UN and the U.S. Command Operation Enduring Freedom. Even though McCrystal has taken command of both, in effect these two commands epitomize the tension between human security and the War on Terror. There should be a single UN command, explicitly aimed at the protection of Afghans.

In addition, in Afghanistan there are huge numbers of different agencies, governments, NGOs etc, very badly coordinated and all absorbing the aid effort that is supposed to be for Afghans. There  needs to be better coordination, fewer separate agencies, and a common coherent strategy. Indeed, this is one of the arguments for a human security approach. It is very difficult to achieve institutional coherence when every new mechanism created to coordinate the institutions tends to add another bureaucratic layer. But human security could provide the basis for conceptual coherence—something that is impossible at the moment because not all of the agencies and NGOs accept the American rationale.

The need for regional focus, the fifth principle, is obvious. The “new war” in Afghanistan extends over borders, especially into Pakistan. Indeed, the terrorist attacks on Mumbai in November 2008 exposed the regional ramifications of the violence. The drug routes and human trafficking routes go through Iran and Uzbekistan. And Russia and China are needed to help with alternative supply routes. This is why Afghanistan’s neighbours have to be involved in a common strategy. There should be regional talks at all levels of government and civil society.

The final principle is clear civilian command. Counter-insurgency is a military strategy. A human security approach needs to be led by a powerful civilian—the UN Special representative or Richard Holbrooke as the U.S. Special Representative. Even though Richard Holbrooke is supposed to be the civilian counterpart to General Petraeus, he is much less visible both in the region and internationally. The military need to be thought of as contributing to a civilian strategy rather than the other way round. Civilian control is necessary if the needs of people are to be put at the top of the agenda in practice as well as in theory. Civilian control would have to mean different rules of engagement, based on human rights rather the “laws of war.” It would also create more space for economic, social and political development.

The surge strategy undoubtedly moves in the direction of these principles. But they are hampered both by the strategic narrative -  the emphasis on the defeat of Al-Qaeda—and by the fact that they are militarily led. The McCrystal strategy should have been the Holbrooke strategy. There needs to be a public face to the international effort—a person who communicates with Afghans as well as the international community and who is not seen as a war leader.

The argument for a human security approach is not an argument against addressing the problem of terrorism. On the contrary, the terrorist threat is so serious we cannot afford to elevate the status of Al-Qaeda by treating them as traditional enemies. Rather than being defeated or killed, they have to be isolated, marginalised and arrested. That is how criminals are dealt with in societies that take human security for granted such as the United States or Britain.
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If ours is an era of persistent conflict, as the United States Army Chief of Staff has said, then we must change our thinking, change the paradigm, and change the language. This book is a kind of manual for human security and, at the same time, it is a learning process. It is not intended to blame any one political grouping or philosophy, but rather to challenge twentieth century conventional wisdom and to start a discussion about a new language that is relevant to all people in the twenty-first century. This new language is as important for the government, academia, NGOs, and the general public as it is for the military. It is a 360 degree shift in security thinking.

This book journeys through various regional conflicts and tries to show the limitations of twentieth century approaches to the kinds of security challenges that we believe will characterize the current era. It also tries to describe what an alternative approach might look like.

We conclude by reflecting on our title: “The Ultimate Weapon.” The ultimate weapon in the twenty-first century simply cannot be something like the F-22 combat aircraft—not even something conceptually close to it. Indeed, we argue that in some circumstances the F-22 is almost as damaging to its user as it is to its targets. Finding the ultimate weapon requires a radical change of mindset. Even though most of us believe in human equality in the abstract, in practice, we do not act as though Afghan or African lives are equal to American and British lives. But they are, and that is where human security begins.






2

The Twenty-First Century Risks


The twenty-first century began when the Cold War ended. During the Cold War, we believed that a third world war, a nuclear holocaust, was the worst possible threat to human security. While the use of nuclear weapons is an ever-present possibility, our more immediate concern is a much more complicated mix of political violence, crime, material deprivation, and environmental degradation. Twentieth-century militaries were developed to defeat the ground forces, air forces, and naval forces of an enemy state. The threats of the twenty-first century will more closely resemble forces of nature. The instruments of security developed in the Cold War are increasingly unsuited for managing this.

In this chapter, we tell the stories of Sarajevo and Goma, two cities that typify the kind of human insecurity experienced in many parts of the world in the twenty-first century.
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Returning to Sarajevo in July 1993 in the middle of the war, on a mission to support the Helsinki Citizens’ Assembly, Mary Kaldor  was greeted by Haris Pasovic, the theater director. “Welcome to the twenty-first century,” he said. “Come and see the beginning of the end of Western civilization.” At that time, what the Bosnians called the “multi-multi spirit” (multiethnic, multicultural, and multireligious) of Sarejevo was being strenuously preserved. Mixed marriages and mutual celebrations of festivals were still taking place. More importantly, the city was determined to remain secular, irreverent, cultured, and as Sarajevans liked to say, “European.” Because the airport was being shelled, Kaldor got stuck in Sarajevo. She spent her time doing what Sarajevans did: going to concerts and art exhibitions and, of course, to the theater. She watched a naughty English comedy performed by candlelight. It was called How to Get Rid of Your Wife, and the audience rocked with laughter as wives, prostitutes, men dressed up as women, and policemen frolicked about on the darkened stage—drowning out the sound of shelling outside. “What’s it got to do with Sarajevo?” someone asked the director afterwards. “Everything,” he said. “It’s funny.”

All this took place against the backdrop of war. The week before Kaldor’s visit, some thirty-one people had been killed and 194 wounded. Since the siege of Sarajevo, which began in 1992, 8,871 people had been killed, including 1,401 children, and 16,660 people wounded. On the streets you could be hit by sniper fire from Serbs encamped in the hills around Sarajevo. Shelling was continuous—it felt like a permanent thunderstorm. Locals learned where to take cover and how to cross the more exposed roads—the road from the airport, for instance, was known as Snipers’ Alley. You could easily get picked up by one of the more fearsome Bosnian commanders and find yourself forced to dig trenches while exposed to Serbian fire. There were some thirty-six groups who called themselves armies (militias, criminal gangs, self-defense groups) in Sarajevo alone. Crime was rife.

Imports were blocked by the siege—except what came through the United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) by air, which was totally inadequate. The monthly rations, which arrived by the same plane as Kaldor, included, for each family: one kilo of flour, half a kilo of rice, half a liter of oil, one tin of beef, three soaps, and a packet of biscuits for people over sixty. The black market flourished; a lot could be bought with foreign currencies or cigarettes. People were exhausting their life savings.

As one person put it, living in Sarajevo was like a very expensive foreign holiday. There was no water or electricity; gas was supplied intermittently, when permitted by the Serbs. Most of the trees in Sarajevo had been cut down for fuel. A colleague of Kaldor’s, Zdravko Grebo, a professor of international law at the University of Sarajevo and chair of the Yugoslav branch of the Helsinki Citizens’ Assembly, showed her how to soak the pages of books in water and roll them out when dry to make fuel for cooking. The works of Lenin, he told her, made particularly good fuel.

The people of Sarajevo were trying to preserve the city’s multimulti character while it was being attacked by Serb nationalists. Both Serb and Croat nationalists wanted to carve out ethnically pure territories. The technique of the nationalists was ethnic cleansing. The Serbs, for example, would start by shelling a village and terrifying the local inhabitants. They would then send in a paramilitary group with lists of rich Muslims or Croats as well as intellectuals, who would be killed and their homes looted. They would separate men and women. Men were often detained in detention camps; women were raped and expelled. Historic buildings and cultural symbols were destroyed. The long-preserved footprint of Gavrilo Princip, when he assassinated Archduke Ferdinand, sparking the First World War, was concreted over by Muslim nationalists because Princip was a Serb. The beautiful national library of Sarajevo, a unique example of Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian architecture,  was shelled; all of its irreplaceable manuscripts in Persian, Arabic, Latin, and all of the Yugoslav languages—which documented the “multi-multi” history of Bosnia and Herzegovina as well as Yugoslavia—went up in flames. The shreds of burned manuscripts that floated around Sarajevo were known as “black butterflies.”

Sarajevo during the siege was full of foreigners. United Nations peacekeeping troops were supposed to be delivering humanitarian assistance. International agencies like UNHCR and the International Committee of the Red Cross were represented. There were international NGOs and solidarity groups like the women’s groups who delivered humanitarian aid in vans called Faith and Hysteria. The Montpelier branch of the Helsinki Citizens’ Assembly had established an office in Sarajevo. There were foreign mercenaries who helped to train and equip the thirty-six armies. And, of course, there were many journalists. The foreigners were, by and large, protected from the war. They wore flak jackets and helmets to protect themselves from snipers. They had special blue passes that allowed them to cross checkpoints and move from Serb-controlled zones to Bosnian or Croat zones and back again. Many of them lived in the Holiday Inn, where they paid in foreign currency and were able to take baths or showers and eat proper food. Early in the morning, American journalists could be seen jogging along the corridors before their morning trips to report on what was happening. When they all returned after curfew at ten o’clock, dinner was served in the dining room, which was full of well-known people, like Christiane Amanpour and David Rieff, and abuzz with card games and discussions of the latest news. They all lived in a wildly different, and much healthier, reality than the Sarajevans.

Yet all of these foreigners seemed powerless to stop the war. Kaldor met General Morillon, the commander of the UN troops (who had his own chef flown out from France). He told her that he had developed plans to lift the siege of Sarajevo and that he thought  it was feasible with the troops currently in Sarajevo. He also asserted that he had the mandate to lift the siege; United Nations Security Council Resolution 770 authorized UN troops to use “all necessary means” to ensure the supply of humanitarian assistance to the civilian population of Bosnia and Herzegovina. This was what is known as a Chapter VII operation, which allows UN troops to use force even without the consent of local parties. But not until the very end of the war was the order given to lift the siege.

The Helsinki Citizens’ Assembly and other groups issued a long stream of proposals to the international community. They called for an international protectorate for Bosnia and Herzegovina. They called for safe havens, for lifting the siege of Sarajevo, for war-crime trials, and for protection of the civilian population from ethnic cleansing. Yet although some of these proposals were adopted, they were never fully backed and implemented. Not nearly enough troops were sent to defend the safe havens, and although the mandate was strong on paper, they never received the orders that would have allowed them to defend the safe havens. Moreover, peace proposals never got as much press coverage as violence. Kaldor, Zdravko Grebo, and Haris Pasovic held a press conference in the Holiday Inn to issue what they called the “Last-Chance Appeal for Sarajevo,” but only two journalists came. The main effort of the international community was talks with the warring parties—the very people who were committing heinous war crimes.

The war finally ended when ethnic cleansing was complete. At least 100,000 people1 were killed and more than two-thirds of the population expelled from their homes. It is true that Western aircraft shelled Serb positions at the very end of the war and that British and French ground troops lifted the siege of Sarajevo. But basically, the international community, through talks and in the Dayton Peace Accords, legalized what had happened on the ground: the partitioning of Bosnia into separate Serb, Muslim, and Croat parts. A substantial  international presence remains in the country to sustain that agreement and to prevent the few remaining flashpoints (Sarajevo, Brcko, and Mostar) from flaring up again. A hugely complicated and dysfunctional state apparatus provides jobs for the extremist parties and presides over a largely illicit economy in which unemployment is very high and crime is rampant. The “multi-multi” spirit has largely ebbed. Many young people want to leave. Sarajevo, by any reckoning, is hardly “secure.”
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