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| believe that the biggest problems to our security in the 21° century and to
this whole modern form of governance will probably come not from rogue
dates or people with competing views of the world in governments but from
the enemies of the nation-date, from terrorists and drug runners, and organized
ciminaswho, | predict, will increesingly work together and increesingly use
the same things that are fueling our prosperity: open borders, the Internet, the
miniaturization of al sophidticated technology, which will manifest itsdlf in
smdler and more dangerous wegpons. And we have to find away to
cooperate, to ded with enemies of the nation-gates, if we expect progressve
governments to succeed.

President Bill Clinton, November 21%, 1999

The security of people recognizes that globd security extends beyond the
protection of borders, ruling elites and exclusve dae interests to indude the
protection of people. It does not exclude military threats from the security
agenda. Ingtead, it proposes a broader definition of threats in light of pressng
post-cold war humanitarian concerns.

Commisson on Globd Governance, 1995

Introduction

Since the end of the cold war, s0 cdled “new” or “non-traditiond” security challenges
have become the source of growing concern around the world. Indeed, many expect
that they will become the dominant security chdlenges of the new millennium. But
what are they and how do they differ from “old” and “traditiond” security problems?
Do they warant such concern? How should they be addressed—udng traditiond
goproaches and ingruments or novel ones? And what should be the role of the United
Nations in tackling them? Depending on whom one asks the answers to these

guedions ae likdy to vay wildy. In generd, however, the spectrum of opinion



typicdly gravitates toward one of two poles that represent competing *“security
paradigms.”

At one end, there are orthodox beiefs about the primary object of security,
namdy thet it is to ensure the survivd of the nation date (or ruling regime) from
externd atack and subjugaion or internd subverson and overthrow. In both cases
the threst and use of countervailing force to deter and defend againgt the enemies of
the date are the primary means by which security is sought and mantained. Thus, for
adherents of this security paradigm, “new” or “non-traditiond” threats can sSmply
mean a different st of enemies or, dternaively, novd means of inflicting harm to the
state.

At the other end of the spectrum, there is a normative re-conceptudization of
security that puts primary empheds on protecting the wdlbeng of people and the
planet in generd rather than the survival of the date By doing so, the range of
concelvable security concerns broadens dramaticdly — some would argue limitlesdly —
to indude a hog of economic, sodd, politica, environmentd, and epidemiologicd
problems. Whether they emanate from outsde or ingde the boundaries of the date is
immaterid to ther condderation as security threats. Likewise, whether they are the
product of ddiberate or inadvertent acts is irrdevant. The harmful impact on the
individud or the surrounding ecosysem is what maters. What makes these problems
“new” or “nontraditiond” threats, therefore, is not that they ae truly novd
phenomena or products but rather that they are now treated as security concerns.

One can ague that the two paradigms are not mutuadly exclusve. Defense of

the date as a policy god can coexigs dongsde a dedre to improve the human



condition regadless of geogrgphical location and ditizenship. Indeed, some have
made such a cae in suggesting the complimentarity of “nationd” and “human’
security concerns. Others, however, would doubtless disagree arguing tha the State —
its sdfish priorities and sovereign encumbrances to say nothing of the sometimes
negligent and repressive treatment of its cdtizens — can be as much a pat of the
problem as the solution. Either way, there are overlgoping concerns and important
linkages between the two paradigms. More importantly, the goproaches that are being
proposed and practiced to address both “nationd” and “human” security concerns are
quite smilar. This could be intapreted as evidence that a “paradigm Shift” is
undeway and dready wel advanced. However, the consderable reslience of the
dae dong with traditiona security practices should caution us that this is not
imminent. Rather it can be dtributed to the impact of globdization and the policy

logic thet it engenders.

The Impact of Globdization

Globdizdion—heregfter used to describe the growing inter-dependence of sodd,
politicd and above dl economic activity as a rexult of the increesngly unhindered
movement of goods, services, information and idess around the world—can be seen to

be having both positive and negative effects on nationa and human security agendas.

National Security Agendas



In a sense, traditiond nationd security concans have long been “globdized” as a
consequence of the cold war. Through the intercontinenta reach of modern wegponry,
the extenson of dliance rdaionships, and the use of dients in miscdlaneous proxy
wars aound the world, the U.S-USSR confrontation progressvely evolved into a
globa contest. Every country on the planet became to a lessr or grester extent
embroiled in the cold war and dl were likdy to suffer ether directly or indirectly if it
turned “hot.”

The end of cold wa — in pat the result of the forces of globdization — has
clearly brought rdief from such fears. This has not been to the extent one might have
expected, however; many thousands of nucdear amed missles 4ill sand a the ready
to used in a mater of minutes. For some countries, moreover, traditiond security
concerns reman jus as red and may even have grown worse. One can cite in this
repect some daes in the former Soviet Union, the Middle East and East Asa For
those countries who have dearly benefited most by the demise of the superpower
confrontation—principaly in Western Europe and North Americe—new fears have
emerged that can be partly attributed to the effects of globalization.

The firg is the threat from s0 cdled “rogue sates’ — essentidly countries that
ae peceved to flaunt generdly accepted rules of internationd behavior, thereby
undermining peece and dability. Though they can be conddered just a new name for
an old problem, rogue dates have arguably grovn more menacing because of the
military cgpabilities they can potetidly acquire in the form of wegpons of mass
dedtruction (nuclear, chemicd and biologicd) dong with the associaed means to

deiver them over long digances Globdization has execerbaed this concern by



lowering the baries to the worldwide diffuson of the rdevant technologies
materids, and expertise for rogue dates to deveop or purchase such wegpons and
delivery systems.

Similar fears make up the second new type of security concerns that slem from
the growing empowerment of non-state actors such as separdit movements, rdigious
cults, anti-government extremists and other groups that use terrorigt tactics as well as
and organized coime syndicaes incdudingg, mog  prominently, drug trafficking
“catels’. Though, again, this threat is hardly a product of the post-cold war era, the
cgpacity of such groups to pursue their gods has increased condderably as a result of
globdization. Access to financing and advanced wegponry — induding even WMD —
has become esser for the same reasons as it has for rogue states—perhaps more so.
Ther adility to operae globdly hes likewise growvn not only because internaiond
travd is esder and hader to monitor but dso through the increesng use of
cooperdive arangements or “drategic dliances’ with like minded groups around the
world. Networks based on globdly digpersed emigrant communities have dso added
to thereach of non-state actors.

Beddes the physcd threat that such groups can pose to people and property,
there is adso rigng concern about their ability to disupt the vitd computer based
information systems that modern societies increesngly depend upon through the use
of 20 cdled “cyber wafae’ tactics And for those able to draw on profitable illicit
busness enterprises, the corruption of dae officids a every levd induding the apex
of governments represents a extremely pernicious threat as numerous cases have

demondrated. Ovedl, some condder the growing threat posed by transnationd



terroriam and organized crime to be greater threat than that represented by rogue state

actors.

Human Security Agendas

For adherents of the human security paradigm, globdization hes a paradoxica
meaning. On the one hand, it arguably buttresses their case for a re-ordering of policy
priorities. By meking the world more integraled and inter-dependent, globdization
has rendered the classic threat of inter-gtate war less likdly if not obsolete. Aggresson
and territoria aggrandizement is smply becoming too difficult and codly for dates to
contemplate. The propageation of democratic vaues and practices around the world—
agan hdped by globdizaion—and the pacific tendencies this dlegedly foders
further reinforces this trend. The rationde for large sanding (or rapidly mobilizesble)
naiond amies to defend the boundaries of the dae thus diminishes. Cetanly such
concerns have receded among the countries of Western Europe and North America to
the point of effectivdy venishing as saious security imperatives A Smilar
trandformation is expected to eventudly teke place in the res of the world though
some regions clearly lag behind othersin thistrend.

On the other hand, the downdde of globdization is thet it is engendering a
growing sense of exposure or vulnerability to whet hes previoudy seemed didant or
inconsequentid whether it be far away conflicts, contagions, crop falures or currency
fluctuetions. The effects of such events can now resonate around the world more

rgoidly and touch the lives of many more people than was previoudy the case. The



megnitude of the underlying forces propdling globdization, moreover, is engendering
agrowing sense of individua helplessness and resignation.

Of course, not dl of the threats to human wellbeing should be lad a the door
of globdization. Vey basc factors of a radd, ethnic, biologica, geogrgphicd and
cdimatic naure ae often the chief culprit. Yet globdization is an important factor in

meany of the commonly cited items on the human security agenda. These indude:

- Racid and Ettnic Conflict. Communa drife can be dtributed in part to new idess
and culturd influences that chdlenge the prevaling socio-politicd order as wel as
new economic pressures tha may erode the traditiond base of employment and
wedth and/or creste new ones that open up schisms within society. As noted earlier,
avil conflicts can ds0 be inflaned and cause greater ham to non-combatants by the

ability of warring factions to gain access to modern wegponry.

- Economic Insecurity. The progressve lowering of physicd, politicd and economic
barriers to the movement of capitd and commerce has increased the exposure of firms
and thar workforce to foreagn compdition and the vidsstudes of the globd
marketplace in generd. As the recent Adan financid crigs indicated, the economic
fortunes of countries and ther dtizens can plummet with little or no warning, leaving
many unemployed and even deditute Events a the 1999 WTO summit in Sedttle
point to the widespread sense of unease and discontent with the effects of economic

globdization.



- Environmentd Degradaion. The expanson in globd economic activity hes
accderaed the damage, dedtruction, and modification of locd ecosystems and the
planet's dimae in generd (due mogt importantly to global warming, ozone depletion,
deforestation and desertification). At the same time, the natura resources of the earth
(fresh water, arable land, fish socks, and sources of energy) essentid for sustaining
life and, more genedly, for fodering continued economic growth, ae dso
diminishing Beddes the Iimmedide sodd and economic  consegquences,
environmenta degradation may adso increese the risk of conflicts over access to

Scarce resources.

- Epidemiologicd Thregis The dramdic growth in persond travel whether for
busness or pleasure, dong with the expandon of globd trade, have increased the risk
that outbresks of infectious disease in one pat of the world will soreed to others. The

AIDS pandemic represents the most obvious case, but there are many other examples

These “new” security concerns are not mutudly exdusve important overlaps and
linkeges exis. Thus the most commonly cted “rogue daes’ ae known to be
interndly repressve of ther people The typicd methods employed by the
“interngtiond  community” to contan and punish them — economic sanctions and
sometimes military action — aso afect the welbeing of ther citizens — arguably to
a gregter extent than that fdt by members of the ruling regime. Smilarly, messures
taken to ded with nondae actors can be egudly repressve and hamful to the

gened population. Recent examples indude Kosovo, Eas Timor, and Chechnya



where separatis movements were in each case cited as “national security thrests’
judifying severe, and to many obsarvers, inhumane countermessures by the armed
forces of Serbia, Indonesiaand Russa respectively.

Conversdly, many of the chalenges that make up the human security agenda
can have ndiond security implications of the traditiond kind. Civil conflict can
embroil neighboring countries in the form of cross border migraion and incursons by
the warring paties This can rase tendons and even lead to conflict a the
internationd levd. Again, Kosovo is a recent prime example. Not only did the fear of
a widening conflict force NATO to act but a falure to respond was widdy percaved
to risk undemining the credibility of the dliances traditiond security commitments.
Environmentd degradation and resource scarcity may dso exacerbae, if not cause,

internationd friction.

Addressing the Challenges

Regadless of which security paradigm one favors, the logic of internationd
cooperation and collective action to address the new or nontreditional security issues

has become reedily apparent for severa commonly cited reasons:

Fird, many of the issues are beyond the capecity of individud Sates to tackle adone,
though dearly independent messures can be taken to reduce the vulnerability to

certain threats.



Second, the increesing interdependence of security — in which events in one
pat of the world can undermine the security of those in another — necessitates broad
cooperation that spans nat just nationa borders but aso regiona boundaries.

Third, the empowerment of transnationd non-state actors as security threats
necesstates internationd cooperation to deny them access to sanctuaries, wegponry,
financing and other resources.

States, of course, have long sought the cooperation of others to enhance ther
security—principdly  through peacetime defense  dliances and wartime coditions.
Thee have typicaly been directed, however, & specific military threasis and have
therefore been limited in geogrgphicd scope and duraion. New or nonttreditiond
security thrests cal for broader, desper ad more durable forms of internationd
cooperdion—broader in tha they have to be globdly indusve, desper in tha they
require dates to accept further limits on their sovereignty, and durable in that they
have to be sustainable over the long term.

Such coopeaion is the functiond equivdence of wha is often loosdy
referred to as “globd  governance’—essantidly norms and rules of behavior that
regulate internationd society for the common good. Globd governance defined this
way is dready well advanced even if it is not widdy gppreciated. It can be seen to
have progressed, dbeit hdtingly, in two phases with some evidence that we may
now be entering athird.

The first phase of globd governance effectively dtarted & the end of the 19"
century with the dramaic expanson in world trade, communications, and travdl.

Saes increasingly acknowledged the need to regulate cross-border activities in the

1C



interests of public sAfety, effidency and mutud economic benefit. Though
predominantly focussed on peacetime interactions, efforts were dso made to regulate
hodtile relaions between dates by proscribing the use of certain “inhumane’ wegpons
and edtablishing codes of conduct for the treatment of the wounded and prisoners of
war. Though some of these agreements worked better than others, efforts to outlaw
aggressive war and establish a collective security system failed entirdly.

The second phase began with the establishment of the United Nations and its
condituent dements in 1945. This phase is characterized not just by the extenson and
intengfication of previous efforts to regulate internationd behavior but dso control
the use made of the globd commons (the amosphere, the oceans, and outer pace)
and increassngly the domedic conduct of Sates. As a consequence an enormous
corpus of internationd regulatory arangements is now in effect, many of which ae
designed to address both traditiond and non-traditiona security concerns.

The mog important and well edtablished of the former are enswrined in the
Charter of the United Nations, which among other things commits gtates to respect the
territorid integrity and sovereign equdity of other dates, to not interfere in ther
interna  affars, and to sdtle internationd  digoutes pescefully. It adso provides the
legd beds by which dates can individudly and collectively respond to thredts to
international peace and security including, if necessary, the use of force. The security
of dates has dso been enhanced by severd globd ams control and disarmament
regimes limiting wegpons of mass dedruction among others More recently, globd
efforts to tackle terorism and organized crime by limiting the opportunities for

money laundering have been implemented.



At the same time, severd globd regmes have been put in place that directly
address the key human security issues outlined aove. Among other things these
commit daes to respect basc human rights to protect the environment from pollution
and other hamful effects of human devdopment; to reduce human suffering in
watime (induding mogs recently a globd ban on the production and use of anti-
persond landmines); to ensure free and far trade; and to limit the spread of infectious
disscases. Given the inherent nature of the internationd system, however, the
effectiveness of these agreements and regimes have ultimady rested on the
inclination or cgpacity of the dae paties to comply with them. Some agreements
have consequently fared better than others.

However, in what could hedd a new phase in the evolution of globa
governance, dates have shown a greater willingness since the end of the cold war to
buttress new or exiding international regimes with the threat of sanctions and other
punitive messures induding the use of force to ensure compliance. Internationa
organizaions edablished to monitor and manage vaious cooperaive arangements
have in severd cases been empowered to peform these functions, dbet Hill with the
acquiescence of member states.

Another feature of this putative new phese in the evolution of globd
governance has been the greater engagement of non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) in both the process of rule meking and implementation. For addressng many
of the new and nontraditiond security chdlenges, the role of the non-governmentd
or privale sector has become essentid. For example, banks and other financid

inditutions represent the fird line of defense in combating the money-laundering



activities of organized crime. The assgance of domedic and indudrid chemicd
producers are likewise necessary to redrict diverson of materids to make illicit drugs
as wdl as chemicd wegpons. Airling, shipping agencies and port authorities can help
in detering and detecting illegd smuggling. Vaious human rights watchdog groups
often provide ealy waning of commund violence while humanitarian rdief agendes
can help reduce the consequences. These are just afew examples.

How these trends develop and what course globa governance in generd takes
in the future will depend greetly on how much sovereignty States are prepared to cede

to internationa bodies above them and non-governmenta organizations below them.

The Role of the UN

The United Nations can play an important role in helping to address many of the new
and non-traditionad security chdlenges by contributing what can be described as the
four “L’s” leadership, legitimacy, labor and logigics:

Leadership When addressng a paticular problem, preventive or proactive
goproaches are generdly recognized to be more efficent and less codly than remedid
measures. New or non-traditiond problems are no different. Mohbilizing the necessary
politicd will for collective action whether it be under direct UN auspices or 0 cdled
“coditions of the willing” has often proved difficult, however, and in some cases
faled dtogether. This problem is even grester when the threst is gill disant and open

to doubt. To overcome this obstacle, the United Nations can serve not only as the



internationd  community’s early waning sysem but dso as its primay mohilizing
force for action.

Legitimacy The effectiveness of multilaterd initigtives to address specific
problems derives grealy from the perceved legitimacy of the endeavor. While
legitimacy can be built on various factors the degree of indusveness and the mord
weight that this can convey is especidly important. Given that every date is a member
of the UN, the legitimacy invesed in decisons and actions teken by the body is
obvioudy enormous. In paticular, for sanctioning enforcement actions that may
require breaching the sovereignty of a dae, the ultimate goprovd of the United
Nationsis arguably indispensable.

Labor  All cooperdtive endeavors inevitably entall discussons, sometimes
acrimonious, about burdensharing. Left unresolved they can prove divisve to the
extent of undermining the viability of collective actions. The perennid debates about
UN funding bear out the persstence of this problem. The greatest burden that a date
may potentidly have to bear, however, is that its dtizens lose ther lives for the
common good. The fear of suffering such losses especidly for causes that may not
have a direct bearing on ther nationd interests often dissuades dates to commit
personnd. Though the possble loss of life by UN personnd is no less a concern,
fewer obsacles gand in the way of their timey use in the sarvice of the internationd
community. At the same time, they are dso viewed as more impartid than nationdly

affiliated personnd, which in certain Stuations is a digtinct advantage.
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Logistics The globd reach of UN organizations and networks provides a vitd
resource for addressng new and non-traditional  security problems. As indicated
earlier, many are dready dedicated to this task.

Like any large organization, the United Nations needs to adgpt condantly to
new demands placed on it tha over time may excead its origind purpose. It is dready
meking a vauable contribution to tackling many of the new or non-traditiona security
chdlenges. With the necessty aupport and commitment of the internationd

community it can dearly do more.



