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Preface

This book addresses the issue of international security after the end of
the Cold War. Thirteen renowned experts of five research ingtitutes
analyze the key changes in the field of international security since
1989, investigate the main security problems today, and offer their
views on trends that are likely to shape international security policy in
the coming decades. The contributions were presented partly at the
3 International Security Forum, held in Zurich 19-21 October 1998,
partly at a preceding workshop jointly organized by International Secu-
rity Studies (ISS) at Yae University and the Geneva Centre for Secu-
rity Policy (GCSP).

The book contains articles by Dr. Mats Berdal (International Institute
for Strategic Studies, 11SS), Dr. PA Dunay (GCSP), Prof. John Lewis
Gaddis (ISS), Prof. Curt Gasteyger (Graduate Institute of International
Studies, IUHEI), Prof. Victor-Yves Ghebali (IUHEI), Prof. William 1.
Hitchcock (ISS), Prof. André Liebich (IUHEI), Ambassador Y uri
Nazarkin (GCSP), Dr. Fred Tanner (GCSP), Dr. Gregory F. Trever-
ton, Dr. Marten van Heuven and Andrew E. Manning (RAND), and
Dr. William C. Wohlforth (ISS).

The 3" International Security Forum brought together more than 200
researchers, civil servants, military officers, and media representatives
to discuss various aspects related to the challenge of “Networking the
Security Community in the Information Age.” The Forum was the lat-
est in a series of similar events earlier organized in Zurich (1994) and
Geneva (1996), then named “Institutes and the Security Dialogue.” The
next International Security Forum will be organized by the Geneva
Centre for Security Policy and will take place in the year 2000.

The 3 International Security Forum was a the same time the
1% Conference of the Partnership for Peace Consortium of Defense
Academies and Security Sudies Institutes. The purpose of this impor-
tant joint conference was to promote defense and security policy exper-
tise within the government and private sector, contribute to the devel-
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opment of professonal military education, and encourage
collaborative approaches to defense education. Participating at the
conference were governmental defense academic ingtitutions and secu-
rity studies institutes as well as non-governmental institutes, univers-
ties and other similar bodies, particularly those with a focus on national
security and foreign and defense policy.

The event was co-organized and co-sponsored by the Center for Secu-
rity Studies and Conflict Research at the Swiss Federal Institute of
Technology Zurich, the Swiss Department of Defense, Civil Protection
and Sports, the George C. Marshall Center for European Security
Studies, and the NATO Defense College in Rome. It was conducted in
cooperation with the Geneva Centre for Security Policy and the United
Nations Ingtitute for Disarmament Research.

As co-organizers of the International Security Forum, the editors
would like to thank al the participants of this successful conference.
They express their particular gratitude to the authors of this volume for
their important contributions. Furthermore, they recognize the generous
financial and other aid by their co-sponsors and co-organizers. In this
context, the editors would like to acknowledge especialy the support of
Swiss Federal Councilor Adolf Ogi and of Dr. Theodor Winkler of the
Department of Defense, Civil Protection and Sports.

With regard to the organization of this book, Daniel Mdckli merits
special mention for his editorial assistance. Further thanks go to Marco
Zanoli, Derek Mller and Kilian Borter who all contributed to the suc-
cessful outcome of this publication. The editors would aso like to
thank Mrs. lona D’ Souza for her help with the manuscript.

The views expressed in the articles are those of the authors and do not
necessarily reflect the opinions of the editors.
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What better occasion is there to reflect on the notion of international
security than the turn of the century? It is a suitable moment to pause
and look back as well as ahead. This book both analyzes the devel op-
ment of international security policy since the demise of the Cold War
in 1989 and discerns trends that are likely to dominate the security
agendain the coming decades.

While much has been written recently about post-Cold War interna-
tional security, the unique advantage of this compilation of articles is
its comparative approach. All the studies ponder upon and respond to
the same set of questions. These are:

What are the key changes that have taken place in the debate on
international security policy since the end of the Cold War? What
lessons can be drawn from that experience? What were the key fac-
tors driving change?

Consequently, what are the main problems and issues to be
addressed today?

Based on this analysis, what are the likely currents in this area to
be reckoned with at the threshold of the 21% century?

Considering the range of distinguished experts who present their views
in this book, the method of comparison is a particularly fruitful way of
figuring out trends that will shape international security in the decades
ahead. But more than smply pointing to similarities among the respec-
tive analyses, the comparative approach will also provoke debate con-
cerning the various discrepancies of interpretation that it will reveal.
The following articles have thus the double aim of deepening our un-
derstanding of international security and at the same time drawing our
atention to the many uncertainties left to us by the end of bipolar an-
tagonism.

The book comprises two different kinds of studies. The first three arti-
cles are comprehensive surveys that deal broadly with the questions
outlined above. Commissioned by the Swiss government, these papers
were written by three of the leading institutes in the field of interna-
tional security — the London-based International Institute for Strategic
Studies, the Graduate Institute of International Studies in Geneva, and
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RAND — and presented at the 3" International Security Forumin Zu-
rich in 1998. Complementary to these surveys, the book contains eight
case studies that dea with the same questions but
approach them on an issue-specific level. These papers were presented
at a joint meeting organized by International Security Studies at Yae
University and the Geneva Centre for Security Policy in the run-up to
the Zurich conference.

With regard to the surveys, athough al three of them pursue their
analyses aong the given lines, there are obvious differences in their
focal points. The first study, International Security after the Cold
War: Aspects of Continuity and Change, by Mats Berdal on behalf of
the International Ingtitute for Strategic Studies, puts particular empha-
sis on the changing nature of conflict and argues that future conflicts
tend to be intra-state challenges. It aso examines issues such as non-
proliferation, technological change in military affairs and the impact of
globaization on security. Moreover, much thought is given to the role
of institutions like the United Nations, the OSCE, and other
regional organizations in international conflict management. The author
holds that a growing number of multilateral conflict management inter-
ventions are based on an expanding normative agenda.

The second study, written by Curt Gasteyger of the Graduate Institute
of International Studies, explores Old and New Dimensions of Interna-
tional Security. The author describes the world as an unruly place and
reflects on the growing economization of politics that will have a pro-
found effect on the notion of security and further increase the need for
international cooperation on al levels. Other aspects of investigation
include legacies of the Cold War such as nuclear weapons and the pro-
liferation of conventiona weapons, the mushrooming of
actors, issues, and means in post-Cold War international security, and
the future geopalitica structure of world palitics.

Gregory F. Treverton, Marten van Heuven and Andrew E. Manning of
RAND present the third article in this book, describing the Driving
Forces of International Security. In their study, the authors pay par-
ticular attention to the triumph of the market, the decline of Russia and
the rise of China. They aso analyze the impact of the “information
revolution” as well as the potential meaning of the “revolution in mili-
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tary affairs.” The Bakans, Central Asia, the Caspian Region and the
Middle East are defined as major geopolitical challenges, while prolif-
eration and weapons of mass destruction used by terrorist groups are
forecasted as key global issues on the future agenda of international
Security.

The case studies in this book al deal with Future Challengesin Euro-
pean and American Security Policy. Given the necessity of
restricting the range of topics for the sake of coherence and in order to
enable comparison, the decison to look in more detail at various
aspects of these two key issues, which after the end of the Cold War
stayed at the heart of the security debate, seemed obvious and reward-
ing.

While John Lewis Gaddis presents A Strategic Checklist for the United
Sates in the Post-Cold War World, William 1. Hitchcock
describes the Prospects for Europe and the Atlantic Alliance at Cen-
tury's End. Fred Tanner focuses on Conflict Management and Euro-
pean Security: The Problem of Collective Solidarity, whereas P4
Dunay investigates the European Union Entering the 21% Century.
The elusive issue of Ethnicity in International Conflicts is discussed
by Victor-Yves Ghebali, while André Liebich writes on East Central
Europe: The Unbearable Tightness of Being. Yuri Nazarkin and Wil-
liam C. Wohliforth outline in their respective papers security challenges
related to and affecting the Russan Federation in the new
international context.

The book concludes with an analysis prepared by the editors who, tak-
ing into account and comparing al the studies, attempt to come up with
discernible security trends and to raise those unsettled questions whose
resolution will be decisive for the development of international security
in the 21% century.
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MATS BERDAL

The Internationa Ingtitute for Strategic Studies

International Security after the Cold War:
Aspects of Continuity and Change

Introduction
The “ Post-Cold War Era” in Perspective

The study of international security policy during the Cold War
focused, above dl, on the stable management of relations between two
heavily militarized blocs that shared a common interest in avoiding
direct confrontation, but nevertheless remained deeply divided aong
ideological lines" Srategic Studies was devoted primarily to the mili-
tary dimensions of East-West relations, with a special emphasis on
postures and strategies designed to ensure the continuation of a stable
and predictable pattern of relations (hence the rich and sophisticated
literature on arms control). Within this context, regional conflicts
tended to be defined by reference to the global competition for influence
between the superpowers, with only limited appreciation shown of re-
giona dynamics and indigenous sources of conflict. The chief concern
underlying this skewed, though understandable, focus of interest was
the very real danger of nuclear confrontation.

By the late 1980s, it was apparent that the Cold War order, which had
so permeated thinking about international security, was in the process

1 The author would like to thank research staff at the 11SS (1998/99) for helpful
comments on earlier drafts of this report. Special thanks go to Ellen Peacock,
Deputy Librarian at the 11SS, for her unfailing efficiency.
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of disintegration. The speed and remarkably peaceful nature of this
process, which saw the “velvet revolutions” in Centra and Eastern
Europe, the unification of Germany and the collapse of the Soviet Un-
ion, took Western policy-makers by surprise. It aso fuelled expecta-
tions about the eventua shape of the post-Cold War
international order. The belief of Western governments in a more
rule-governed and centrally regulated world order peaked in the early
1990s and was further boosted by the unity of purpose which charac-
terized the internationa response to Iragi aggression against Kuwait in
1990.

The ensuing spirit of internationalism manifested itself in efforts to
strengthen various forms of multilateral cooperation in the field of in-
ternational peace and security. On the one hand, this has involved at-
tempts to reinvigorate existing institutions (notably the UN and the
CSCE/OSCE) and established practices (such as UN peacekeeping). It
has aso involved, however, the creation of new structures and the
adoption of a more ambitious normative agenda by both governments
and ingtitutions, including the active promotion of human rights, multi-
party democracy and various forms of “preventive action” and “peace
support” activities. The focus on ingtitutions has continued and remains
one of the features of post-Cold War security environment. Indeed, in
the words of one authoritative observer, it is “striking just how much
the debate on international security in the 1990s has revolved around
the competing claims of ingtitutions as the providers of preventive di-
plomacy, crisis management, conflict resolution, and military action.”?

Yet, while the commitment to multilateral approaches and ingtitution
building has continued, in other respects much of the optimism of the
early 1990s has dissipated. It has been replaced in part by a new sense
of concern about the recrudescence of “traditional” threats to interna-
tional security. These are exemplified by the prospect of a nuclear arms
race in South Asia; by the emergence of “new” threats, including the

2 Freedman, Lawrence. “International Security: Changing Targets.” Foreign
Policy, no. 110 (Spring 1998): 48-64, 58.
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proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) to non-
state actors; and by the manifest failure to co-ordinate multilateral
responses to acts of aggression and internal conflict, with the interna-
tional response to the wars of Yugodav succession and the upheavals
in Central Africa as the two most obvious examples. Moreover, while
the specter of East-West military conflict may have disappeared, “sub-
systems’ of the international system — notably the Middle East, Centra
Africa, South Asia—remain unstable and are more easily understood in
terms of the logic of power politics operating within those regions, than
any shared understanding of “cooperative
security.”

None of this should be seen as suggegting that important changes have not
taken place in the field of international security after the Cold War and
that these changes will not continue to shape the conduct of security
policy in the 21% century. What is clear, however, is that the post-Cold
War international system —whilst no longer pardyzed by East-West rivary
— remains divided by conflicts of both interest and value among states and
non-state actors, and by the fact that the use or the threet of use of forceis
il an integra part of internationa relations. There is nothing to suggest
that this will change in the 21¥
cantury.

“International Security” after the Cold War

It was hardly surprising that the end of the Cold War should aso have
ushered in a debate about the meaning of “international security.” The
immediate instinct of many analysts and policy-makersin the West was
to call for a radica redefinition of “security studies.” The traditional
focus on the role of force in international affairs, it was argued, failed
to encompass the myriad of challenges and opportunities, which the
post-Cold War world seemed to offer. The theme was picked up by
distinguished paliticians and made its way into influential reports. For-
eign Minister Gareth Evans of Australia, writing in 1993, argued that
threats to security also had to take into account the economic well be-
ing of a country, its politicd stability and socid
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harmony, the health of its citizens and the environment.® Others have
added various domestic dimensions to the list, including education,
crime and industrial competitiveness. Whilst these areas undoubtedly
merit closer attention, there are at least two reasons why one should
resst the idea that “international security” is no longer necessarily
related to questions of the use or the threat of use of force in interna-
tional affairs.

In the first place, there is a basic methodologica problem whose palicy
implications are aso readily discernible. Whilst the notion of
“security” may fruitfully be explored from many perspectives, an al-
encompassing and excessively broad definition of the term when
applied to international affairs carries obvious dangers. As Lawrence
Freedman putsit: “once anything that generates anxiety or threatens the
quality of life in some respects becomes labeled a ‘security problem,’
the field risks losing al focus.”*

Secondly, while the context in which questions about the use and the
threat of use of force are played out have changed, the questions them-
selves are still very much with us. Any consideration of international
security policy towards the 21% century must take into account proc-
esses of change within the international system and the domestic setting
of actors. We have not, however, reached the stage where the role of
force in international relations can be discounted as a subject of inquiry
and policy concern in its own right.

Scope and Structure of this Study

Even with aregtrictive definition of security, it would not be possible to
cover the whole range of issues that may legitimately be addressed in a
study of international security policy towards the 21% century. The
choice of focus and the genera approach taken by this paper is there-

3 Evans, Gareth. Cooperating for Peace: The Global Agenda for the 1990s and
Beyond. London: Allen & Unwin, 1993, 5f.

4 Freedman, International Security: Changing Targets, 53.
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fore necessarily selective. Whilst forward-looking and policy-oriented,
it does not seek to draw up asimple “check list” of future security chal-
lenges. Instead, its approach is analytic and thematic. Specifically, an
attempt has been made to explore the changing context of international
security; to identify some of the central themes that are likely to remain
high on the security agenda; to consider some of the major constraints
on the formulation of security policy; and, finally, to evaluate the role
of security ingtitutions in international affairs.

To this end, this study first considers broader changes in the context of
international security. It examines the changing nature of conflict re-
sulting from the fragmentation of established political ordersin various
parts of the world. It aso assesses the ambiguous impact on interna-
tional security of transnational processes usually subsumed under the
popular but ill-defined concept of “globalization.”

It then examines the security agenda of governments and international
institutions more closely and explores how that agenda has expanded to
meet some of the challenges raised by developments discussed in the
first part. Three sets of issues are considered in greater detail: the de-
bate about the emerging threat of weapons of mass destruction; the rise
of “humanitarianism;” and the future of international peace support
operations.

Next, the changing context of decision-making is examined, with spe-
cid emphasis on the congraints imposed on decision-makers by the
growing salience of domestic political considerations. This part also
explores the impact of rapid technologica changes on Western military
thinking and options. With regard to both these issues, much of the
discussion centers on the specific, but crucialy important, case of the
US. Thefinal part critically evaluates the role of security institutions at
the global and regiond level. It analyses how organizations have sought
to adapt to change and assesses, in general terms, the extent to which
they will continue to play acentral rolein international security.

25



Context and Trends
The Changing Nature of Conflict

With the end of the Cold War, violence in the international system has
shifted more markedly towards the intra-state level. A major reason for
this has been the collapse of multi-ethnic federal state structures (the
USSR and Yugodavia) and the disintegration of fragile political orders
in parts of Africa. The degree to which interna or civil wars have
flourished in the post-Cold War period and the broader implications of
this trend can easily, however, be exaggerated. Civil wars were wide-
spread also during the Cold War. Moreover, the eruption of armed
conflict between Ethiopia and Eritrea in May 1998, mounting tensions
in South Asia following the nuclear tests of India and Pakistan and,
more recently, the possibility of armed conflict between Iran and Af-
ghanistan, al serve to show that inter-state or international conflict is
not necessarily a thing of the past. Moreover, the wars of Yugodav
succession and the resumption of large-scale fighting inside the newly
established Republic of Congo in 1998 (involving reportedly as many
as six African states®), highlight another feature of the contemporary
scene: the difficulty of distinguishing clearly between international and
internal conflict. In both these cases, the wars have had both an interna-
tional and an internal dimension, a fact which has presented institutions
and outside powers considering intervention with complex political and
legal dilemmas.

In spite of these reservations about simplistic portrayals of the post-
Cold War world as engulfed in civil violence, ingtitutions and govern-
ments are, and will remain, focused on intra-gtate conflicts for two basic
reasons.

5 Angolan, Zimbabwean and Namibian troops were reported to be fighting along-
side the forces of Laurent Kabila against “rebel” forces supported by Uganda,
Rwanda and Burundi.
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In the first place, empirical evidence suggests that there has been an
increase in the incidence of civil wars. In 1995, al of the most
“serious wars’ in the world were classified as civil wars, while a US
government report in 1996 estimated that more than 40 million people
were “directly threatened” by civil conflict.® The overwheming
majority of casesin the ICRC 1997 survey of “current ‘official’ and de
facto humanitarian emergencies (39 cases listed) are linked to
intra-state conflicts.”’ The African continent in particular is likely to
see more conflict, while the situation in the Balkans remains tense and
may well spread beyond Bosnia. In both cases, the potentia for
regionalization of violent conflict, with the creation of new refugee
populations, is al too rea. Thisrisk of internationalization of domestic
conflict provides the most obvious link between civil wars and interna-
tional security and is one reason why “no civil war today is ever wholly
internal .”®

Secondly, civil wars will continue to figure prominently on the interna-
tional security agenda, because the “international community” has cho-
sen, through a variety of means, to be much more directly
involved in addressing the political and humanitarian consequences of
such conflicts. Between 1992 and 1996 alone, nine out of 11 new UN
operations were related to an intra-state conflict

What, then, are some of the characteristics of modern civil wars? Most
of them have been identity-driven conflicts, involving the

6 See King, Charles. Ending Civil Wars. Adelphi Paper, no. 308. Oxford: Oxford
University Press for the 1SS, 1997, 17. This study includes detailed information
and analysis about the incidence and significance of “civil war”-type conflictsin
the 1990s.

7 World Disasters Report, 1998. International Federation of Red Cross and Red
Crescent Societies. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 165.

8 King, Ending Civil Wars, 17.

9 Beyond what has aready been said there is, for the purpose of this study, no
need to enter into a discussion of the precise definition of what constitutes “civil
war.” For the problems of definition see King, Ending Civil Wars, 18-23.
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mobilization and exploitation of ethno-nationalist sentiment and vio-
lence, within countries and across regions that have been weakened by
severe economic and social disdocations. In some cases, notably in for-
mer Yugodavia and parts of the CIS territory, conflict has been linked
to the breakdown of multiethnic federal structures. In other cases, no-
tably Somalia, Liberia and Sierra Leone, violent conflict has been pre-
cipitated by “the collapse of State institutions, especialy the police and
the judiciary, with resulting paralysis of governance, a breakdown of
law and order.”*°

Sudtained by a grester availability of light weapons and ammunition, con-
temporary civil wars have aso been characterized by intense levels of vio-
lence, widespread destruction of economic infrastructure and substantial
movements of refugees and displaced persons. According to one esimate,
light wegpons were responsible for over 90% of the deeths and injuries in
the 90 armed conflicts that took place in 1993 The greater availability of
light wegpons after the Cold War appears to be closdly linked to a combi-
nation of three factors. Firdly, the
manufacture of and internationd trade in small arms has become ever more
decentrdized. A growing number of potentid suppliers means constant
downward pressure on prices. Secondly, the collapse of the Soviet Union
and the absence of effective export-control mechanisms in former Soviet
republics where light weapon manufacturing has been extensive (Russia,
Belarus, Ukraine and Georgia) resulted, in the early 1990s, in a “sudden
availability of massve amounts of new and  surplus

10 Position Paper of the Secretary-General on the Occasion of the Fiftieth Anni-
versary of the United Nations. A/50/60-S/1995/1, 3 January 1995. Supplement
to Boutros-Ghali, Boutros. An Agenda for Peace. 2™ rev. ed. New York: United
Nations, 1995.

11 See Small Arms and Intra-State Conflicts. UNIDIR Research Paper, no. 34.
Geneva: UNIDIR, 1995.
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light wegpons.” ™ Many of these have since resurfaced in aress of civil and
regiona conflict. Thirdly, large quantities of surplus wegpons from past
conflicts (eg., in the Horn of Africa) make their way to zones of conflict
through avariety of semi-officia and covert ams pipelines.™®

The levels of violence and the destruction of nationa infragtructure in-
volved are linked to another trend in modern warfare and a particular fea
ture of contemporary conflict: the blurring of the distinction
between combatants and non-combatants and the tendency for civil
society to become fully caught up in a conflict. The actua figures in-
volved, which are dways difficult to verify precisely, are truly stagger-
ing. More than 300,000 people are thought to have died as a direct
result of the resumption of civil war in Angola in late 1992. At least
800,000 people logt their lives between April and June 1994 in the
genocide of Rwanda's Tuts minority and moderate Hutus. An esti-
mated 150,000 people have died since Liberid s collapse into civil war
in 1989.

A concomitant feature of these and other civil wars has been the crea-
tion of massive flows of refugees and, especiadly, internally displaced
persons. In 1997, the total number of internally displaced persons was
estimated to be 8,170,000 in Africa, 1,054,000 in South and Central
Asia and 2,760,000 in Europe.** Such refugee movements not only
place unprecedented strains on international bodies such as the
UNHCR and humanitarian NGOs, but also often provide the basis for
afurther regionalization of conflicts.

12 Laurance, Edward J. “ Surplus Light Weapons as a Conversion Problem: Unique
Characteristics and Solutions.” In Coping With Surplus Weapons: A Priority for
Conversion Research and Policy, ed. Edward J. Laurance and Herbert Wulf, 31.
Brief Series, no. 3. Bonn International Center for Conversion, 1995.

13 For a more detailed discussion of these issues see Berdal, Mats. Disarmament
and Demobilisation after Civil Wars. Adelphi Paper, no. 302. Oxford: Oxford
University Press for the 11SS, 1996, 18-20.

14 World Disasters Report, 1998, 150-159.
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The Political Economy of Civil Wars

Whilst much has been written about civil wars in recent years, relatively
little attention has been given, expecidly in policy-making circles, to the
political-economy of civil wars and the variety of “functions’ which
violence may perform, especialy in politically fragile, ethnically frag-
mented and economically wesk states.® The fact is, however, that much
of the violence which the international community has sought to contain
and dleviate, has been driven, not by a Clausewitzian logic of forwarding a
st of political ams, but rather by powerful economic matives and agendas.

As David Keen notesin astudy for thelISS:

[Internal conflicts have persisted not so much despite the intentions of
rational people, as because of them. The apparent “chaos’ of civil war can
be used to further local and short-term interests. These are frequently
economic (...). War is not simply a breakdown in a particular system, but a
way of creating an alternative system of profit, power and even protection.’®

Evidence of this can be found, to a greater or lesser degree, in most
of the civil wars that have raged in the 1990s, with particularly striking
examples being provided by Sudan, Sierra Leone, Liberia and
Cambodia. In each of these cases, understanding the sources of vio-
lence requires an understanding of “the economics underpinning it:”

Conflict can create war economies, often in the regions controlled by rebels
or warlords and linked to international trading networks; members of
armed gangs can benefit from looting; and regimes can use violence to de-
flect

opposition, reward supporters or maintain their access to resources. Under

15 Berdal, Mats and David Keen. “Violence and Economic Agendas in Civil Wars:
Some Policy Implications.” Millennium: Journal of International Studies 26,
no. 3 (1997): 795-818.

16 Keen, David. The Economic Functions of Violence in Civil Wars. Adelphi
Paper, no. 320. Oxford: Oxford University Press for the I1SS, 1998, 11.
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these circumstances, ending civil wars becomes difficult. Winning may not
be desirable: the point of war may be precisely the legitimacy which it
confers on actions that in peacetime would be punishable as crimes.”

These insights are of much more than academic interest since the exis-
tence of economic agendas inevitably affects the efforts of external
actors to address intra-state conflict. Indeed, evidence suggests that the
failure to account for the presence of economic interests by warring
parties has critically undermined attempts to provide meaningful assis-
tance. This has been particularly notable in two areas of externa sup-
port: the disarmament, demobilization and reintegration of combatants
after conflict, and the restructuring of the “security sector” in war-torn
societies.’®

The role played by economic motives in warfare is hardly new. Never-
theless, economicaly motivated violence appears to have become in-
creasingly significant. This trend is linked to processes of “globaliza-
tion” that have made it easier for warlords and elites in war-torn socie-
ties to benefit from conflict. Specifically, war economies have been
able to tap into global networks of production and exchange, the result
of which has been to influence adversely the balance of incentives in
favor of peace. The Cambodian Government and the Khmer Rouge
have had few difficulties exporting rubies and high-grade tropical tim-
ber. Charles Taylor in Liberia has successfully sustained himself in
power by exporting large quantities of rubber to Europe; and both
UNITA in Angola and rebel forces in Sierra Leone have been kept
going partly through the sale of diamonds and gold on the world mar-
ket. These examples highlight just how complex is the relationship
between globalization and international security.

17 lbid., 12.
18 Berda and Keen, Violence and Economic Agendasin Civil Wars, 807-815.
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“ Globalization” and International Security

The term “globalization” is widely used to describe the cumulative
impact of various transnational processes, especialy striking within the
world's economic and financia system, that are thought to be trans-
forming the internationa system. It is a notoriously imprecise term.
Indeed, as Jean Marie Guehenno makes clear, “there is not yet an ac-
cepted definition of the word, and that uncertainty is probably a symp-
tom of the conceptual uncertainties of our time”® Yet, as
Andrew Hurrell dso notes, the term “has become a very powerful
metaphor for the sense that a number of universal processes are at
work generating increased interconnection and interdependence between
states and between societies.”® Few would deny that both the intensity
and variety of transactions within the international system are increas-
ing and that these are contributing to greater “interconnection and in-
terdependence” among states and societies; the difficulty liesin evaluat-
ing the precise effects of globaization on international security. Per-
haps the most influential, essentially liberal, approach to globalization,
sees it as larglly a benign  phenomenon that  will
eventually lead “to an unprecedented and growing conscious
ness of ‘globa problems and of belonging to a single ‘human
community.””* On this view, globalization, driven by the “integrating
and homogenizing influence of market forces’ and the “increased flows
of values, knowledge and ideas’ across borders, is seen as a source of
conflict mitigation that is hastening the emergence of a

19 Guehenno, Jean-Marie. Globalisation and its Impact on International Strategy.
Paper presented at the 40™ 11SS Annual Conference, Oxford, September 1998,
1.

20 Hurrell, Andrew. “Explaining the Resurgence of Regionalism in World Poli-
tics.” Review of International Studies 21, no. 4 (1995): 331-358, 345. The arti-
cle provides an excellent background to some of the debates surrounding the ef-
fects of globalization.

21 Ibid., 345.
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world society.”? There is an unmistakable echo here of 19" century
positivist socia thinking; the views of men such as Herbert Spencer
and August Comte who felt that industriaization and the growth of
international commerce would eventualy make war so evidently dys-
functional that it would simply cease to occur.

There is as yet, however, little evidence to suggest that globalization is
having this effect. Indeed, developments in the 1990s point to a far
from uniformly positive relationship between globalization and interna-
tional order. The fact is that the impact of globaization varies from
region to region and is determined, to a very large extent, by the state’'s
capacity to adapt to change and thus to meet the specific challenges
presented by the processes of globalization. Generalizing about the
stabilizing or destabilizing consequences of these processes on interna-
tional security as awhole is therefore likely to be hazardous. In techno-
logically advanced and economically developed parts of the world, the
effects of globaization may be to reinforce the power of the date; in
weaker, less developed and economically fragile countries and regions,
globalization is likely to undermine both the authority and autonomy of
the state. Because the impact of globalization is so uneven, its relation-
ship to international security is most meaningfully examined by refer-
ence to specific issue areas.

Three such areas clearly illustrate the ambiguous and often less than
obvious connection between globalization and security:

the impact of uneven rates of globalization on societal and political
stability in the developing world;

the impact of various globalizing trends on the growth of transna-
tiona crimina organizations,

22 1bid., 345. Susan Strange, for example, speaks of the “visible homogenisation of
world society at the upper and middle levels of civil society.” See Strange,
Susan. “The ‘Fall’ of the United States: Peace, Stability and Legitimacy.” In
The Fall of Great Powers, ed. Geir Lundestad, 197-214, 208. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1994.
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the spread of technica know-how and enabling technologies to
facilitate the manufacture and upgrade of weapons systems, includ-
ing weapons of mass destruction.

Most writings about globalization have identified the international eco-
nomic and financial system as the most startling area of transformation
with severa, closely related, processes at work. In the first place, the
increasingly unencumbered flow of capita and services, powerfully
boosted by the wave of financial deregulation in the 1980s, is being
continuoudly stimulated by technological change, especialy by the
revolution in eectronic banking and information processing. This in
turn has facilitated the “internationalization of production,” reflected in
the growth of foreign direct investment and an increasingly centra role
for transnational corporations in the world economy. All of this has
provided the basis for rapid growth, weslth creation and an increas-
ingly integrated world economy.

As indicated above, however, it is necessary to recognize that global-
ization is a highly uneven process which, at least in the medium term, is
likely to accentuate and increase inequalities among dtates. As
Hurrell and Woods point out, the “benefits of globaisation flow to
those states with the greatest capacity to absorb and adapt to new types
of transactions.”®

Moreover, as James Robinson makes clear, “having new technologies
and being able to effectively use them remain largely the privilege of
the advanced industrialised democracies.”?* Thus, “to the extent that
new information and communications technologies create new wedlth
and are adopted at different rates by different international actors, the
‘Information Age’ has the potentia to lead to increasingly skewed pat-

23 Hurrell, Andrew and Ngaire Woods. “Globalisation and Inequality.” Millen-
nium: Journal of International Studies 24, no. 3 (1995): 447-470, 457.

24 Robinson, James. “ Technology, Change and the Emerging International Order.”
In The Information Age: An Anthology on Its Impact and Consequences. Part
IV: International Affairs, ed. David S. Alberts and Daniel S. Papp, 591-638,
618. Washington, D.C.: National Defense University, 1997.



terns of distribution of wealth within and between international ac-
tors.”®

In the short run, as the financial and political turmoil in Indonesia in
1998 demonstrated, there is an even more direct link between economic
globalization and security. The rapidity and ease with which capital
now moves in response to market and other signals can be highly de-
stabilizing in politically fragile and economically less mature econo-
mies. As many developing countries have opened their markets and
accepted the strictures of IMF stabilization programs, they have aso
become more vulnerable to sudden shocks in the system. The extent to
which such shocks can be absorbed without magjor socia and political
upheaval, possibly with region-wide implications, will clearly affect the
international security agenda in the years to come. In its annua survey
for 1994/95, the 11SS highlighted the relationship between aspects of
globalization and the operations and increased sophitication of trans-
nationa crimina organizations. It noted how the “growth of interde-
pendence among dtates, the development of rapid transport and com-
munications systems, the vast increase in
international trade, and the emergence of a global financial market have
dramatically changed the context within which organised crime
operates.”? |t concluded that “organised crime has taken advantage of
new opportunities provided by globalisn to become a transnational
phenomenon that poses novel challenges to nationa and international
security.”? lllicit drugs, for example, have become a “truly global
commodity” whose associated trafficking industry has assumed stag

25 “Introduction.” In The Information Age: An Anthology on Its Impact and Con-
sequences. Part |V: International Affairs, ed. David S. Alberts and Daniel S.
Papp, 545-553, 552. Washington, D.C.: National Defense University, 1997.

26 Strategic Survey 1994/95. International Institute for Strategic Studies. London:
Oxford University Press for the IISS, 25.

27 1bid., 25.
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gering proportions.® Similarly, trafficking in people and, above all,
money has been greatly facilitated by the globalizing trends outlined
above.” Even more ominous is the evidence that has emerged about the
trafficking in nuclear materials. Given the perilous state of the nuclear
safeguards regime in Russia and the growth and sophistication of or-
ganized crime in that country, this is bound to remain an area of con-
cern to Western governments.®

A striking feature of the “information revolution,” generaly seen as a
driving force behind globalization, is that it is “steadily eroding any
clear-cut distinction between civilian and military applications in cer-
tain technological areas.”® In particular, technologica developments,
aided to some extent by the removal of Cold War export restriction
regimes (such as COCOM), are gradually “reducing the barriers to the
global diffusion of dual-use technologies.”* While there are still sig-
nificant  qualitative  differences  between  military  and
commercia technologies, technical and manufacturing know-how have
become much more widely dispersed.® Thus, the “global market place”
in the 21% century will provide a number of capabilities that in theory
should be available to “any country, group or even individual with the
resources to finance their acquisition.”®

28 Williams, Phil. “Transnational Criminal Organisations and International Secu-
rity.” Survival 36, no. 1 (Spring 1994): 96-113. According to Williams, “some
estimates suggest that it is worth $500 bn a year — larger than the global trade in
oil.” Ibid., 99.

29 Srategic Survey 1994/95, 28-31.

30 For details about the illegal diversion of weapons-usable material since 1992,
see “Nuclear Security after the Moscow Summit.” 11SS Strategic Comments 2,
no. 5 (June 1996).

31 Strategic Survey 1994/95, 33f.
32 lbid.

33 This is not exclusively a function of globalization; “leakage” of expertise and
technologies from Russia’s military-industrial complex, for example, has facili-
tated the devel opment of long-range missile development in Iran.

34 Srategic Survey 1995/96, 31f.
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The specific capabilities listed by the 11SS include, inter alia:
Stealthy techniques that significantly lower radar signatures.

Precision guidance provided by the US Global Positioning System
(GPS) or the Russian GLONASS satedllites.

Ship- and land-attack cruise missiles using both of the above tech-
nologies.

Sophisticated anti-ship mines and torpedoes which can be delivered
by advanced diesel submarines.

Upgrade packages for aging weapon systems that raise their stan-
dards to the best Western standards.

High-resolution satellite imagery and sophisticated processing.
Communications and computing technology.

Enats)»l5 ing techniques — all dual-use — for weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

None of this means that a country such as the United States is ever
likely to be matched in a conventional set-piece setting. Its superiority
may, however, be blunted in certain areas, while determined powers
may significantly enhance the quality of their existing capabilities, thus
affecting local and regiona balances of power. As with other aspects of
globalization, the effects of the proliferation of dual-use technologies
are not necessarily all negative. For example, the application of new
technologies, many of them commercialy available, may improve the
effectiveness of some types of peace support
operations.® The point here, as the 1994/95 Strategic Survey makes
clear, is that processes of globalization generate risks as well as
opportunities:

35 lbid.

36 See Gliksman, Alex, ed. Meseting the Challenges of International Peace Opera-
tions: Assessing the Contribution of Technology. Center for Global Security
Research: Lawrence Livermore Nationa Laboratory, 1998.
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[T]he global spread of dual-use technologies has mixed implications for the
post-Cold War security environment, regiona stability could be enhanced
in some ways by commercially available technologies; higher-resolution
imagery data and precision navigational data improve a nation’s defensive
capabilities. Access to such advanced technologies can strengthen the de-
fensive military capabilities of local powers reducing their vulnerability to
foreign military threats and diplomatic coercion. Similarly, civilian imaging
satellites could be used to foster regional transparency in the military ac-
tivities of potential adversaries (...). On the other hand, regional instabili-
ties might be exacerbated by the unrestrained proliferation of certain dual-
use technol ogies.™

An Expanding Security Agenda

Weapons of Mass Destruction:
New Actors and New Proliferation Threats

In the collective memory of the Cold War, the specter of nuclear
Armageddon was the defining and most unsettling feature of the con-
flict. Not surprisingly, release from the condition and “logic” of “mu-
tual assured destruction” (MAD for short) was seen as the single most
important consequence of the end of East-West confrontation.

The latter half of the 1990s, however, has seen a renewed concern
about the threat posed by weapons of mass destruction (WMD), though
the nature and perception of that threat differ from that of the Cold
War period.® The nuclear tests by India and Pakistan in May 1998

37 Srategic Survey 1994/95, 39f.

38 The WMD category refers to nuclear, chemical and biological weapons.
Although used as such in this paper, there are mgjor qualitative differences be-
tween these categories of weapons that are to some extent obscured by lumping
them together. The destruction from nuclear and, potentially, biological wesp-
onsisfar greater than that of chemical weapons.
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confirmed what was aready known, namely that both countries have
already developed a capability. Whilst these tests are worrying in terms
of their potential impact on regional stability, renewed concern about
WMD have centered less on the known “threshold” states than on other
aspirants. Attention has focused, in particular, on the development of
WMD capabilities by countries variously referred to as “rogue’ or
“maverick” states (notably Iraqg, Iran, North Korea, Libya and Sudan),
as well as on the proliferation of weapon systems, expertise and ena-
bling technologies to other potential users, including non-state actors.
The 1993 bombing of the World Trade Center in New Y ork, the attack
on the Federal Building in Oklahoma and the nerve gas attack on the
Tokyo subway system in 1995, have raised concerns, especialy within
the US, about the dangers of WMD technology faling into the hands of
state-sponsored and/or religiously motivated terrorist organizations.

One of the most important stimulants to the WMD-debate in recent
years has been the experience of the United Nations Special Commis-
sion on Irag (UNSCOM). Not only has UNSCOM raised awareness
about emerging threats, but it has aso highlighted the possibilities and
limits of internationa efforts to confront actors determined, for what-
ever reason, to acquire WMD capabilities. It is useful, therefore, to
examine the growing concerns surrounding WMD development against
the background of the UNSCOM experiencein Irag since 1991.

UNSCOM was st up in the immediate aftermath of the Gulf War to
ensure the destruction of Iraq's capability to rebuild its weapons of
mass destruction, specifically its chemical, biologica and missile capa-
bilities.* The significance of the UNSCOM experience in terms of the
wider debate about emerging threats to internationa security is two-
fold:

What it has actualy uncovered about Irag's WMD capabilities
and, by extension, the wider dangers of proliferation in this area.

What it has reveded about the difficulties, both technical and po-

39 See Section C of UN Security Council Resolution 687 (1991).
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litical, of sustaining an effective control regime.

The policy response of governments to the WMD threat has been, and
is likely to be, powerfully influenced by the lessons of UNSCOM in
these two closdly related areas. With unprecedented powers of monitor-
ing and verification, UNSCOM has been able to revea the extent of
Irags WMD capability and the relative ease with which that
capability was acquired. Throughout its work in Irag, UNSCOM,
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and the Security
Council have been continualy surprised, by the size and scope of
Irag’s weapons programs. the advanced state of the nuclear weapons
program; the scale of chemical weapons production and the range of
modern agents involved (notably VX); the size of the biologicd weap-
ons program and alarger than expected missile program.®

Of particular concern to the West, but above dl to the US, was the
discovery in 1995/96 of three biological weapons programs and evi-
dence that large quantities had in fact been produced (specificaly,
19,000 liters of botulinum toxin, 8,500 liters of anthrax and 2,200
liters of aflotoxin).** Substantial progress was also found to have been
made in an area hitherto considered the most challenging aspect of
biological weapons development: the weaponization of various agents.”
The concern about an emerging biological threat has been powerfully
reinforced by two other developments. The first of these was the sarin
nerve gas atack by the Aum Shinrikyo sect on the
Tokyo underground in March 1995 (killing 12 and injuring more than
5,000 people) and the subsequent revelation that this obscure religious

40 For a more detailed overview of what has been uncovered and destroyed, see
Srategic Survey 1997/98, 62f. See aso “Challenges Facing Verification: The
UNSCOM Experience in Irag.” 11SS Srategic Comments 3, no. 1 (January
1997).

41 |bid. See also “Responding to the Threat of Biological Weapons.” |1SS Srategic
Comments 2, no. 9 (November 1996).

42 |bid. UNSCOM found that Irag had prepared artillery shells, bombs and war-
heads as delivery means for biological agents.
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sect had also experimented with anthrax bacteria® Secondly, the ad-
mission by Russian authorities in 1992 that the Soviet Union had built
up avery considerable biological weapons program (even though it was
asignatory to the 1974 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention) has
also dented faith in the effectiveness of non-intrusive verification prac-
tices® It is partly against this background that the 1SS concluded:

Preventing determined proliferators from acquiring biological and toxin
agents appears to be virtually impossible. The complexities associated with
weaponizing and delivering biological and toxin agents might prevent
large-scale attacks, at least in the short term. Nevertheless, these barriers
are crumbling, and revolutionary advances in biotechnology will probably
remove them altogether in the first decade of the twenty-first century.®

As indicated above, the reaction to what is seen as an emerging WMD
threat has been particularly pronounced in the US, where it has been
magnified by the fear that sophisticated balistic and cruisemissile
technology is becoming more readily available for those determined to
acquireit.*® In April 1998, for example, apanel of presidential advisers
cdled for a srengthening of US defenses against chemica

43 Asindeed have the revelations about South Africa’s former biological weapons
program, the full extent of which was uncovered by the South African Truth
Commission in 1998.

44  Assurances to the effect that the vast Soviet effort has been finally terminated
by Russia have plainly been less than satisfactory and concerns about “leakage”
of both technology and expertise persist. See, for example, Quinn-Judge, Paul.
“The Breeding of Death.” Time, 16 February 1998.

45 Srategic Survey 1996/97, 41.

46 For the proliferation of ballistic missiles and technology, see the views of
William Schneider, member of the Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile
Threat to the United States, in Schneider, William. “Europe comes into range.”
The Financial Times, 25 August 1998. For an assessment of the cruise missile
threat see “Assessing the Cruise Missile Threat.” Strategic Survey 1996/97,
16-31.

41



and biologica attack, including the stockpiling of vaccines and emer-
gency equipment throughout the US.*

But perhaps even more significant in the long run is the evidence of
growing skepticism about the value of multilateral and consensus-based
mechanisms, arrived at through the traditional “arms control” route, as
ameans of meeting emerging threats. Indeed, it is against the backdrop
of the aforementioned developments that domestic political pressure in
the US has mounted for unilateral responses to counter what are seen
as immediate threats. Thus, the cruise missile attack against a plant in
Sudan in August 1998 (now widely considered to have been launched
on the basis of dubious intelligence assessments) was judtified as a
necessary defensive measure against an emerging chemical weapons
threat. The willingness to contemplate unilateral actions of this sort is
aso likely to be reinforced by the second mgor lesson from the
UNSCOM mission aluded to above, those relating to political difficul-
ties associated with maintaining an effective control regime.

The operating procedures and activities of UNSCOM have clearly
shown that an intrusive ingpection regime, underpinned by solid
political support from the UN Security Council, can achieve a great
deal. At the same time, experience has shown that when these two con-
ditions — a truly intrusive inspection regime and continuing political
support — are weakened, the scope for successful evasion and cheating
by the target country, in this case Irag, is considerable.
Indeed, in spite of UNSCOM'’ s undoubted achievements, it has proved
exceedingly difficult to “destroy, remove and render harmless all
chemical and biological weapons, and all stocks of agents and all re-
lated subsystems and components and all research, development and
support and manufacturing facilities.”*®

UNSCOM, established in the wake of Irag's crushing defeat in 1991,

47 For US concerns see, for example, “Pentagon to get tough on biological terror-
ism.” Jane's Defense Weekly, 29 January 1997.

48 Srategic Survey 1997/98, 55.
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has had unprecedented powers of inspection and monitoring. Its staff
members have not only been competent and resourceful but have also
been able to draw upon the intelligence assets of key countries in order
to carry out their tasks (including access to material from U-2 high-
atitude reconnaissance aircraft and high-grade satellite-imagery).
These are conditions which smply ae not likdy to be
reproduced elsewhere. But there is, arguably, an even more important
reason behind the comparative success of UNSCOM: international
consensus behind its activities and the continuing support it has
received from the Security Council. Without a united and determined
front in the face of Iraq's repeated attempts to circumvent and under-
mine its activities, the effectiveness of UNSCOM would have been
much curtailed. There is now, however, growing evidence that this
united front has cracked and that this, as much as any technical limita-
tions, is likely to reduce the effectiveness of the control regime. Russia
in particular has indicated that it wishes to relax the sanctions regime
againgt Irag (which is linked to compliance with UNSCOM demands).
As a result, UNSCOM activities have been punctuated by periodic
crisis and the overdl quality of the inspection regime has been under-
mined.

The broader lesson here for international security is significant. It used
to be said that with the end of the Cold War, the Security Council
would finaly be able to operate as originaly intended and devote itself
to measures that would maintain “international peace and security.”
The breakdown of consensus over Iraq — a country which has never
cooperated with UNSCOM, which has worked hard to create a WMD
capability and has demonstrated its readiness to use such weapons® —
bodesiill for the future. It is difficult to think of another issue that could
provide a better basis for building a critically needed consensus.

49 Irag is known to have used chemical weaponsin 1983 (mustard gas used in the
Irag-Iran war), 1987 (sarin and mustard on the Al Faw peninsula during the
Iran-lraq war), and 1987 against the Kurdish village of Halbgja.
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The Expanding Normative Agenda:
Intervention and “ Humanitarianism”

The classica definition of intervention in international law refers to the
“dictatorial or coercive interference, by an outside party or parties, in
the sphere of jurisdiction of a sovereign state.”* Since the end of the
Cold War, however, much of the public and academic discussion about
“intervention” has been linked not to coercion but, instead, to the provi-
sion of outside assistance designed to contain, mitigate and, where pos-
sible, resolve conflicts within states. The practice of such interventions,
amost all under the auspices of the United Nations, has led some ob-
servers to talk of the “rise of humanitarianism.” Associated with this
development, has also been a greater emphasis on the active promotion
of human rights, “good governance” and demacratization by many
governments and international organizations in the 1990s. The effec-
tiveness of the UN and regiona organizations in meeting new chal-
lenges in this field is discussed in  grester  detall
below. The “humanitarianism” and the expanding security agenda of
states and institutions in the 1990s, raise broader issues that are rele-
vant to the assessment of future trends in international security. The
experience of outside involvement on “humanitarian grounds’ since the
late 1980s is mixed and would tend to support three propositions:

A “right of intervention” on purely humanitarian grounds by states,
or even by the UN, cannot be said to have clearly emerged in the
1990s.

The collectivity of states, as reflected in the diverse membership of
the UN, has not reached a consensus about the basis for interven-
tion in internal conflicts.

50 Bull, Hedley. “Introduction.” In Intervention in World Politics, ed. Hedley Bull,
1-6, 1. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984.



Evidence strongly suggests that some countries, most notably the
US, are becoming more wary of involvement in interna conflict,
even where a powerful humanitarian case for intervention can be
made. All three propositions merit further discussion.

Surveying state practice and developments in internationd law in the
1990s, Christopher Greenwood, writing in 1998, concluded that “the
proposition that States have a right of intervention in the territory of
other States on humanitarian grounds remains intensely controver-
sial.”>" Whilst the UN Security Council in the 1990s has frequently
authorized military action on humanitarian grounds (as it did in
Somalia and Haiti), this is aso a contested area. One difficulty, for
example, has been the striking selectivity with which the Security
Council has chosen to intervene in humanitarian emergencies around
the world, raising questions in the minds of many member states about
the wider legitimacy of Security Council action. This is closely rdated
to the second proposition listed above.

The 1990s, as discussed in the first part of this chapter, have seen an
increase in the incidence of violent conflict a the sub-state level. The
UN Charter, however, is a document essentially about inter-state con-
flicts and member states have yet to examine how it may effectively
intervene in “civil war”-type conflicts. The much-vaunted Agenda for
Peace, presented by the UN Secretary-Genera in 1992, did not in fact
address this issue since it placed its analysis squarely “within the
framework and provisions of the Charter.”> There was an important
reason for this, however. It reflected a deep concern, felt by many
countries, about encouraging developments that would, ultimately,
undermine the state-centric approach of the Charter and the rule of
non-intervention on which it is based.

Writing on the subject of “intervention in world politics,” Hedley Bull
argued in the mid-1980s that “if there is a way forward now, it lies not

51 Greenwood, Christopher. International Law and the Conduct of War. Paper
presented at the 40" 11SS Annual Conference, Oxford, September 1998, 8.

52 The Agenda for Peace and the debates surrounding it are discussed more fully
below.
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in seeking to replace the rule of non-intervention with some other rule,
but rather in considering how it should be modified and adapted to meet
the particular circumstances and needs of the present time.”>* He added
that “developments in international law in recent decades, especiadly in
the field of human rights, and the wider changes in moral attitudes to
internationa relations of which these developments are an expression,
provide a wide mandate for legitimate forms of outside involvement in
what was previously considered the sphere of jurisdiction of States,
which the rule of non-intervention should not be alowed to obstruct.”
And he posed the question of how that rule could “best be formulated
S0 as to meet the requirements of world order in the closing decades of
the twentieth century?’> The pertinence of this question and the diver-
gent responses it elicits among member states of the UN are just as
striking at the close of the century as they were when Bull explored the
subject in the mid-1980s.

The fact is that the revitalization of the UN in the early 1990s has been
accompanied by a growing concern among non-aligned and
developing countries about what they perceive to be a tension
between the UN’s new role in internal conflict and the cardinal princi-
ple of international society, namely, the sovereign equality of states and
its corollary that there is a duty of non-intervention by states in the
internal affairs of other states. Some of these concerns are clearly self-
serving and, in many cases, inspired by a desire to protect dubious
human rights records. Nevertheless, the subject of intervention and
“humanitarianism” remains controversial and there is very little evi-
dence to suggest that a common and agreed set of criteria for interven-
tion in internal conflict (as caled for by some NGOs) will be
arrived at in the near future.

The third issue that is likely to affect the future of humanitarian
operations is the increasing reluctance of key UN member states to

53 Bull, Hedley. “Conclusion.” In Intervention in World Poalitics, ed. Hedley Bulll,
181-195, 187. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984.

54 1bid., 189.
55 Ibid., 187.
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become actively involved in attempts to address both the causes and
consequences of internal conflicts, as distinct from passing Security
Council resolutions about them. Events in Somalia in 1992/93, Bosnia
in 1992-1995 and Rwanda in 1994-1996 have dispelled some of the
illusons about how an outside force can manipulate, let alone
“resolve,” interna conflicts. But it has aso made countries more
reluctant to commit themselves. This can be seen in the growing
unwillingness of Western countries in particular, to commit troops to
situations which may involve casualties. This should perhaps not come
as a surprise: it isdifficult for any democratic government to explain to
its electorate why its own nationals should risk their lives in conflicts
where the warring factions themsel ves often appear less than anxious to
end the fighting and where a clear-cut “national interest” is not easily
identifiable. This diminishing political commitment has been most strik-
ing in the United States. For military, financia and psychological rea-
sons this development is aso certain to have the most far-reaching
consequences for the future.

Peace Support Operations:
From Peacekeeping to Enforcement?

The new-found activism of the international community in the post-
Cold War climate of the early 1990s was most striking in the area of
peacekeeping, or what is now more broadly referred to as peace
support operations (PSO). The UN has launched the majority of these,
though a growing number of other organizations, most notably NATO,
have aso moved into the field. A few figures suffice to illustrate the
scale of the changes that have taken place. Between 1948 and 1987, 13
operations were launched by the UN; nearly 30 operations have been st
up dnce 1988 The number of <oldiers deployed has
increased from 9,500 in 1988 to a high of nearly 80,000 in 1994, while the
pool of troop-contributing nations has grown from 26 to nearly 80 (and
now includes dl five permanent members of the Security Council). This
dramatic increase in the number of deployments has been
accompanied by a proliferation of tasks assigned to military forces
sarving under the UN flag. Missions have become more complex
(often involving large civilian components and close co-ordination with
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NGOs) and multi-faceted in their objectives. Some of the new tasks
include:

Electora support (e.g. Cambodia, Mozambique).

Repatriation of refugees/displaced persons and humanitarian
assistance (e.g. Cambodia, Bosnia).

De-mining activities (e.g. Angola, Mozambique, and Cambodia).

Observation and verification of ceasefire agreements, buffer
zones, foreign troop withdrawals and human rights compliance
(e.g. Central America).

Preventive deployments (Macedonia).

The separation of forces, their demobilization and the collection,
custody and/or destruction of weapons (e.g. Angola, Mozambique,
Cambodia).

Disarming, demobilizing and support for reintegrating ex-
combatants into civilian life (eg. Namibia, Mozambique,
Angola).®

But the reviva of peacekeeping has also been characterized by
another dgriking development: peacekeepers have become more
involved than ever before in civil wars and interna conflicts. Only one
of the five UN operations in existence in 1988 was related to an intra-
state conflict. By contrast, nine of the eleven operations launched in the
period 1992-1996 have been concerned with intra-state conflicts. One
consequence of this has been that peacekeepers, as in the Congo in the
early 1960s, have often been forced to operate with only partial or spo-
radic consent from warring parties. It has aso meant that peacekeeping
forces now face greater risks and are more likely to sustain casualties.
Nowhere was the changing context of

56 Many of these tasks overlap and are all discussed more fully in Berdal, Mats.
Whither UN Peacekeeping? Adelphi Paper, no. 281. London: Brassey’s for the
1SS, 1993, 12-25.
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peacekeeping more evident than in the former Yugodavia, where a
mixture of civil and international war, involving various armed
factions and near-limitless quantities of weapons and ammunition
presented the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) with a
highly volatile operational environment in the period between 1992 and
1995.

The expansion of peacekeeping outlined above was closdly linked to the
post-Cold War improvement in relations between the major powers and
the belief that the organization could be used more effectively as an
instrument also for addressing intra-state conflicts, many of which had
been fuelled by Cold War rivalry. The experience of the 1990s (espe-
cidly in Somalia, Bosnia, Angola and Rwanda), however, has high-
lighted two issues that will continue to influence the discussion and
practice of peace support activitiesin the future.

The first of these relates to the question of resources and capabilities
for peace support; specifically, whether the UN is able effectively to
mount, direct and sustain operations. Not surprisingly, the rapid expan-
sion of activities discussed above has placed serious strains on the UN
machinery for planning and supporting operations, as well as on the
executive direction of peacekeeping. Deficiencies in areas such as
logistic support and procurement; command, control and intelligence;
training and the lack of specialized personnel (especialy engineering
and communications), have al, at various times, been cruelly exposed
on the ground. Many of the deficiencies continue to be a source of frus-
tration to troop-contributing nations supporting UN operations. Thisis
aso the one area where NATO'’s involvement in Bosnia after Dayton
has made the most striking difference.

The second issue raised by the growth of peacekeeping and outside
involvement in intra-state conflict, however, isin some ways more fun-
damental and has to do with the question of the use of force in peace
support operations, specifically, whether or not the very concept of
“peacekeeping” is outmoded and irrelevant to the kinds of conflicts the
international community has been called upon to address.

The aforementioned changes in the context of many UN operations
have contributed to a reassessment of the effectiveness of peacekeeping
as an instrument to meet the challenges of contemporary, notably inter-
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nal, conflict. The obvious shortcomings of the international
response to the wars in Bosnia in 1992-1995 and, even more so, to the
genocide in Rwanda in 1994, led some observers to suggest that tradi-
tional peacekeeping and the principles supporting it can have no rele-
vance to contemporary operations. In particular, it has been suggested
that consent and impartiality should be discarded in favor of a more
forceful posture, though one which supposedly still falls short of tradi-
tional war-fighting. Whilst it is certainly true that developments in the
1990s have exposed deficiencies in existing structures for mounting
UN operations, this is different from suggesting that the defining char-
acteristics of peacekeeping — consent, impartiality and its essentially
non-threatening  character — should be discarded as
determinants of operational activity. Indeed, there are very good
grounds for maintaining a basic distinction between consent-based
activities and enforcement.

The fundamental reason for this is that a peacekeeping force cannot
and should not itself seek to impose a solution by coercive means. As
events in Somalia in the summer and autumn of 1993 demonstrated all
too clearly, peacekeeping and enforcement cannot be combined in one
operation. Waging war and peace at the same time is bound to be op-
erationally destabilizing. Although consent in civil warsis unlikely ever
to be absolute, the activities of peacekeepers in the field should be
geared towards sustaining, promoting and expanding the margin of
consent that exists. To that extent, the principles underlying traditional
peacekeeping, retain their viability, even though peacekeepers now
engage in awider and more multifaceted range of tasks. Aslong as the
fundamental distinction between consent-based activities and enforce-
ment is not blurred, peacekeeping will continue to be a useable instru-
ment in some, though clearly not in al, circumstances.

To stress the importance of clearly separating peacekeeping (or more
broadly, consent-based operations) from war fighting is not tantamount
to ruling out enforcement as an option available to the international
community. Indeed, in many cases peacekeeping will not be the appro-
priate instrument to meet a particular contingency. Yet,
enforcement action requires political will (and willingness to accept
casualties), as well as proper military resources to prosecute it. These
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conditions were not evident in the case of the former Yugodavia until
the summer of 1995.

Thus, clearly distinguishing between consent-based activities and en-
forcement makes the choice of instrumentality starker by stressing thet in a
number of cases, peacekesping will not be gppropriate and hard decisons
regarding the use of force will have to be made. These decisons rest ulti-
mately with governments and depend therefore on the wise and skilful exer-
cise of political leadership. There can be little doubt thet the lack of such
leadership has in the 1990s often clearly undermined the qudity and effec-
tiveness of internationa responses to conflict. The attempt to exercise lead
ership has aso, however, been complicated by other developments and new
congraints.

Factors Affecting Policy-Making

The Primacy of Domestic Palitics:
The Case of the United States

It has long been understood that domestic considerations influence the
foreign policies of states and that policy outcomes cannot be fully ex-
plained without reference to such factors as the structure of govern-
ment, the role of pressure groups and electoral politics. This was quite
clearly aso the case throughout the period of the Cold War. Neverthe-
less, with the remova of a concrete, central and unifying threat, the
domegtic dimension has become more pronounced in the foreign and
security policies of Western governments. This is true especialy with
regard to the US and the following observations will focus on that case,
even though the growing importance of domestic poalitics is clearly a
wider phenomenon. There is an obvious reason, of course, for devoting
gpecia attention to the US. As the IISS Strategic Survey of 1996/97
concluded: “it is as true as ever that if the United States does not lead,

51



very little is done globaly. For this reason, ubiquitous domestic politi-
cal struggles ripple out from Washington and cause heavy waves else-
where.”*’

There are at least three aspects of the growing salience of domestic
considerations that need to be distinguished. First, there is the straight-
forward process of displacement: domestic concerns — the state of the
economy, health care, education, law and order issues — take prece-
dence over international issues. Within government, the domestic
agendaiis prioritized at the expense of foreign policy. This was particu-
larly evident during the first two years of the Clinton presidency, when
the administration’s focus on domestic issues
adversaly affected the development of a coherent policy towards such
conflicts asthose in the former Yugosavia.

Secondly, the formulation and adoption of specific policies towards the
externa environment have become, to a grester extent than they were
during the Cold War, influenced by domestic linkages and
political struggles a home. In the case of the US, the unspoken
assumption of the “imperia presidency” that “partisanship stops at the
water’'s edge,” is no longer automatically accepted. Again, linkage poli-
tics is not a new phenomenon, but it has assumed new forms and has
become more endemic. One striking example has been the insistence by
the Republican-controlled Congress that any repayment of dues to the
UN would have to be linked to a ban on “international family planning
groups receiving US aid for promoting abortions overseas”*® The
American stance towards so-called “rogue states’ — Cuba, Iran, Iragq
and Libya — have aso been powerfully influenced by domestic politics
in the US. The Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act (other-
wise known as the Helms-Burton act) passed by Congress in March
1996 and the D’ Amato Act (intended to further isolate Iran and Libya)

57 Srategic Survey 1996/97, 15.

58 The US and the UN had reached a tentative deal for repayment of $926 million
but it stranded on Congressional linkage to the abortion issue. See “UN Offi-
cials Fear Lasting Rift with U.S.” International Herald Tribune, 4 May 1998.
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passed a few months later, were both reluctantly approved by the
President as the presidential election began to loom larger. Similarly,
the veto wielded against the re-election of Boutros Boutros-Ghali as
UN Secretary-General in 1996 was also very largely the result of do-
mestic political considerations.

There is a third, less direct, way in which domestic politics have
increasingly come to impinge upon the foreign policies of Western gov-
ernments, namely that “such foreign policy asis developed concernsthe
domestic policies of other states.”* As the 1SS Srategic Survey con-
cluded in 1997 “foreign policy, like domestic policy, now has a twin
meaning, and thisis perhaps one of the genuinely new characteristics of
the post-Cold War world: in some way or the other,
domestic politics has become the concern of other countries, even if
that concern does not always trandate into action.”®

The significance of these developments for the future of international
security policy is evident in at least two ways. In the first place, they
increase the risks of policy paralysis with regard to internationa
issues that need urgent attention and leadership. Thus, for the last four
years, the role of the UN in international affairs has been at the mercy
of US domestic politics. Similarly, there are those who argue that
President Clinton’s preoccupation for much of 1998 with his personal
integrity at home has diverted attention away from the international
financial crises, continuing turmoil in the Balkans and the stalemate in
the Middle East peace process.®

Secondly, domestic-driven policies threaten to harm relations between
allies a atime when severa international security issues require a joint

59 Srategic Survey 1996/97, 6.
60 Ibid.

61 The issue here is not just, of course, that the administration is unable to pay
sufficient attention to international issues. US introspection allows foreign lead-
ers, especialy the likes of Saddam Hussein and Slobodan Milosevic, to pursue
policies inimical to US and Western interests, policies that would hopefully
otherwise have met with firmer and more calibrated response.
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and coherent approach. Disagreementsin one area may poison relations
more generaly, thus undermining the scope for effective multilateral
action. For example, the introduction in 1996 of “secondary boycott”
legidation by Congress — i.e the Hems-Burton and D’ Amato Acts
which are designed to punish any businesses, whether US or not, deal-
ing with Cuba, Iran and Libya — are seen by European governments as
ideologically-driven and harmful to European interests. Sir Leon Brit-
tan, speaking on behalf of the EU, described both US Acts as “objec-
tionable in principle, contrary to international trade law and damaging
to the interests of the European Union.”® While disagreements of this
nature sour relations and may weaken the transatlantic ties in the long
run, in other cases the link between domestic palitics and effective pol-
icy responses is much more direct. The gradual wesakening of the
UNSCOM ingpection regime aluded to above is, at least in part, linked
to differences among the permanent five members of the Security
Council that can be traced to domestic interests, as much as to any
change in the perception of the Irag WMD threat.

The role of domestic factors in US foreign policy raises the broader
issue of the role of public opinion in the shaping of foreign and
defense policy after the Cold War. The absence of a concrete and easily
identifiable threat has made it more difficult to evoke “nationa inter-
est” as a basis for long-term and costly commitments outside the US.
The growing sdlience of domestic considerations has meant that ex-
plaining why the US might be better served by engagement, rather than
disengagement, is a much more difficult task. Developing a foreign
policy that can command support at home now places a premium on
effective leadership a a time when the “imperial” character of the
presidency (which evolved in response to the exigencies of the Cold
War) is being challenged.

The attention that has been given to destructive humanitarian conse-
guences of civil wars in the 1990s does not appear to have made the
task of mobilizing public support any easier. Indeed, there is a post-

62 Quoted in Strategic Survey 1996/97, 45.
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Cold War paradox here in that we have witnessed a greater declaratory
concern about the consequences and scale of suffering generated by
civil wars but less willingness by major powers, especialy the United
States, to become directly or deeply involved over the “long haul.” The
US decision to continue with its SFOR deployment beyond 1998 is an
encouraging exception. Indeed, even in Bosnia, where the “nationa
interest” of the US could most plausibly be invoked as a basis for in-
volvement, the US armed forces were initially extremely reluctant to
become involved after the UN’s withdrawal in 1995.% Developing a
policy that can command support at home places a premium on effec-
tive leadership in rallying public support for particular policies. And
many feel that the extreme senditivity shown by the US with respect to
the issue of casualties has hampered the effectiveness of its operations;
especialy its support for the civilian side in implementing the Dayton
Accord.

Technological Change and Military Developments:
A * Western Way of Warfare’

The passing of the Cold War overlapped with the onset of what is often
described as the “information revolution,” a phenomenon widely seen
as a magjor force behind the processes of globalization discussed above.
The technologica basis for this revolution lies in the major advances
that have been made since the 1980s in a number of enabling technolo-
gies, including semiconductors, computers, fiber

63 See Holbrooke, Richard. To End a War. New York: Random House, 1998,
216-20.
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optics, cdlular and satellite technology.®* Improvements in each of
these areas have dramatically enhanced our ability to transmit, process
and store large amounts of electronic data. According to one group of
analysts, these developments are helping “humankind to overcome the
barriers imposed on communications by time, distance, and location
and the limits and constraints inherent in human capacities to process
information and make decisions.”®

The wider ramifications of the “information revolution” are beyond the
scope of this paper. There is one important area, however, that does
need to be addressed more closdly: the impact and significance of these
changes on military affairs.

It has become increasingly apparent throughout the 1990s that the
United States is indeed the sole remaining superpower. Its position of
military preponderance in particular is growing and unlikely to be chal-
lenged for the foreseeable future. The US is now the only power with a
truly global power projection capability and in high-intensity warfare it
simply has no “peer competitor.”® In areas such as global communica-
tions, strategic mohility and intelligence, the assets of the US are and
will continue to remain in aleague entirely of their own.

This unigque position has been reinforced by the application of
advanced information and communications technologies to warfare,

64 See Alberts, David S., Danidl S. Papp and W. Thomas Kemp. “The Technolo-
gies of the Information Revolution.” In The Information Age: An Anthology on
Its Impacts and Consequences. Part |: The Information and Communication
Revolution, ed. David S. Alberts and Daniel S. Papp, 83-116. Washington,
D.C.
National Defense University, 1997. The other key technologies where major ad-
vances have, according to Alberts, Papp and Kemp, contributed to the on-going
“information revolution” are “advanced networking, improved human-computer
interaction, and digital transmission and digital compression.” Ibid., 85.

65 Alberts and Papp, The Information Age: An Anthology on Its Impacts and Con-
sequences. Part |, 1.

66 Freedman, Lawrence. The Revolution in Strategic Affairs. Adelphi Paper, no.
318. Oxford: Oxford University Pressfor the |1SS, 1998, 33.
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giving rise to what is now commonly referred to as the Revolution in
Military Affairs (RMA). This involves, on the one hand, the applica-
tion of technologies to improve the performance of specific systems and
capabilities and, on the other, the effort to integrate these various sys-
tems with a view to achieving “dominant battle knowledge.”® It is this
prospect of complete integration through effective “command, contral,
communication and computer processing” which justifies the term
“revolutionary” since it promises, at least in the eyes of the most enthu-
sastic proponents of RMA, to do away with Clausewitzian “friction”
dtogether.® An essay on the RMA in the IISS Strategic Survey
1995/96 offers a glimpse of its potential impact on the future of war-
fare:

With the level of situational awareness potentialy available through
advanced information technology, firepower can be brought to bear simul-
taneously throughout the theatre of operations, denying an enemy the abil-
ity to recover from the kind of sequential attacks that formerly character-
ised attrition warfare. With respect to manoeuvre-dominated operations, the
linear battlefield with its front, rear and flanks will dissolve into the
non-linear battle-space — wherein small, highly mobile, and extremely le-
thal forces can create operational and strategic-level effects against larger,
traditionally equipped and led opponents.®

From a military-technical point of view, these developments (RMA)
reinforce what Professor Lawrence Freedman, in an important study
for the 11SS, has described as the “key features of the developing West-
ern Way of Warfare”™ a growing reliance on professional armed
forces, intolerance of casualties and “collateral damage.”™ It is hardly

67 Nye, Joseph and William Owen. “America’s Information Edge.” Foreign Affairs
75, no. 2 (1996): 20-36, 24.

68 Ihid., 23. See also Owens, William A. “Introduction.” In Dominant Battlespace
Knowledge: The Winning Edge, ed. Stuart J. Johnson and Martin C. Libicki, 3-
8. Washington, D.C.: National Defense University Press, 1995.

69 “Is There aRevolutionin Military Affairs?’ Strategic Survey 1995/96, 32.
70 Freedman, The Revolution in Srategic Affairs, 15.
71 For a detailed discussion of each of these features and their relationship to
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surprising that the promise of RMA has been embraced most enthusias-
ticaly inthe US.

Yet, as Freedman aso notes, the aspirations embodied in this way of
warfare “may not necessarily be shared by others’ and the “Western
Way of Warfare’” may well prove to be of limited relevance to the kinds
of conflicts that characterize the contemporary era’® While
the Gulf War demonstrated that the US cannot be matched in a
conventiona set-piece setting, the American debacle in Mogadishu in
1993 showed the limits of US military power when the terms of
engagement and degree of commitment differ. The problem with so
much of the RMA debate is that it has been divorced from any discus-
sion of the political context in which force may be used.

As Freedman perceptively notes, “when facing Western states with
overwhelming srength but underwhelming commitment, it will
aways make sense to avoid open battle and concentrate instead on
raising the costs to the point where Western losses outweigh potential
gains.”™ “If the problem for the West is not the ability to prevail as
such, but to do so at tolerable cost, opponents may need to do little
more than keep going, avoiding a definitive defeat while continuing to
cause pain.”™ Seen in this light, commitment to the “Western Way
of Warfare,” especidly strong in the US, may become a magor
constraint on the deployment of Western military power in the kinds of
conflicts that have come to characterize the contemporary strategic
environment.

RMA, see Freedman, The Revolution in Srategic Affairs, 15-17.
72 Freedman, The Revolution in Strategic Affairs, 15.
73 lbid., 40.
74 1bid., 41.
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The Role of Institutions
The United Nations (UN)

As relations between former East-West adversaries began to improvein
the late 1980s, it was widely assumed that a mgjor beneficiary of any
lasting rapprochement would be the United Nations, an organization
set up at the end of World War 11 to “save succeeding generations from
the scourge of war.” It was hoped that with the end of bipolarity, the
world body would cease to be what Hans Morgenthau had once derided as
litle more than a “new seting for the old techniques of
diplomacy.” Willy Brandt expressed the wish of many when, in 1991, he
cdled for a serious effort “to enable the United Nations to identify the com-
plex sources of conflicts and to control security risks a an early stage.” ™

The record of UN involvement in the settlement of regionad and internd
conflicts between 1988 and 1992 appeared to support the view that the
UN’srole in internationa peace and security had been transformed by the
end of the Cold War. The UN'srole in facilitating the withdrawa of Soviet
troops from Afghanistan (1988), its involvement in the trangtion process
from South African rule to independence in Namibia (1989), and its contri-
bution to the peace process in Centrd America (1987-1992), were seen as
foreshadowing a more prominent role in the organization of international
security. Even more sgnificant in this respect was the UN's legitimizing
role in support of alied military action againgt Irag in 1991. Taken to-
gether, these developments convinced many that the parayzing influence of
the Cold War would no longer impair the effectiveness of the Security
Council as the organ with “primary responghility for the maintenance of
international peece and
security.”

It was againg this background, that the Security Council, at its first ever

75 Brandt, Willy. “The Aftermath of the Cold War.” In Beyond the Cold War: New
Dimensions in International Relations, ed. Geir Lundestad and Odd A. Westad,
1-5, 5. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993.
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meseting a the level of heads of government in January 1992, asked the
new Secretary-General, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, to prepare an “analysis
and recommendations on ways of strengthening and making more effi-
cient within the framework and provisions of the Charter the
capacity of the United Nations for preventive diplomacy, for peacemak-
ing and for peace-keeping.” By the time this report, known as An
Agenda for Peace, was completed in June 1992, the Council had
aready authorized two of its most ambitious field operations in
Croatia and Cambodia.

This early optimism, however, has been profoundly shaken by the experi-
ences of UN involvement in the former Yugodavia, Angola, Somdia and
Rwanda. The African continent, in particular, has in the 1990s witnessed
politica, economic and socia didocations on a scale unsurpassed by
the independence struggles and drawn-out proxy wars of the 1960s and
1970s. To many, the course of events in these places has been taken as
evidence of a broader failure on the part of the UN to adapt to the changing
circumstances of the post-Cold War era and, in particular, to develop the
skills and management practices needed for more complex military opera-
tions to be launched and sustained.
Continuing financial problems and the dramatic swings in American
commitment to the organization have aso added to a genera fedling
that the organization is facing a near-permanent crisis of credibility.
Some of the specific difficulties encountered by the UN in areas such as
peacekesping and conflict prevention have dready been dluded to. The
more generd criticisms leveled againg the organization, however, raise
important issues about the role of internationa organizations in the field of
internationa security and needs therefore to be considered.

It is in fact much too convenient to view the failure of the UN to
satisfy the expectations placed on it in the immediate aftermath of the
Cold War simply as the fault of the organization itself. While the UN’s
record of reform leaves much to be desired, the difficulties it has en-
countered reflect an international political system which continuesto be
divided by conflicts of interest and value, even though the workings of
its organs may themsdves no longer be  subject
to the vagaries of East-West tension. The post-Cold War spirit of
cooperation notwithstanding, the Security Council remained deeply
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divided over policy throughout the conflict in the former Yugodavia
More recently, divisions have surfaced over the crisis in the Serbian
province of Kosovo, and it has been clear for some time (as noted
above) that Russia, France and China do not see eye to eye with the
UK and the US on palicies towards UNSCOM and Iraqg.

Even where there is agreement in principle about the seriousness of a
situation, it is no guarantee of politically effective and practicaly
meaningful action on the part of UN member states. The failure to heed
Willy Brandt’s call for action to deal with “security risks at an early
stage” illustrates part of the problem. Much of the work on conflict
prevention in recent years has emphasized the need to develop early
warning mechanisms that will adlow for a timely and appropriate re-
sponse to crises. The fact is, however, that there is very rarely alack of
warning about impending conflict. Certainly, none of the international
security challenges facing the UN in the 1990s can be attributed to lack
of advance warning and information. Instead, effective
responses usually depend on a combination of two factors.

In the first place, information needs to be “read” and analyzed correctly
before a consensus on how best to respond can be agreed. As Christo-
pher Cviic observed with respect to former Yugodavia, “the slow-
motion dissolution had been in progress for a long time, but interna-
tiona mechanisms for understanding and decoding the situation were
not working; those studying Yugodavia (and there were many) were
not concentrating on the right issues and were not asking the right ques-
tions”®  Similarly, there were more than  enough
indicators suggesting that Rwanda might be heading towards a catas-
trophe in 1994. Secondly, there is the problem of generating sufficient
political will for effective preventive action to be taken.

The deployment of a small UN force in Macedonia aong its border

with Albania and Yugodavia in late 1992 shows that this is possible.
The case of Burundi since 1994, however, shows just how difficult it is

76 Cviic, Christopher. “Review Article: Perceptions of Former Yugodavia.” Inter-
national Affairs 71, no. 4 (1995): 819-826, 823.

61



for the UN Secretary Genera to persuade the Security Council and
member states to take preventive action even when the case for it is
overwhelming. As Jonathan Eyal has perceptively noted, Western de-
mocracies may in some respects be particularly ill-equipped to take
early preventive action since “foreign policy issues are usudly viewed
by electorates as a diverson from the government's rea task of
improving economic wealth; they only assume importance once crisisis
acute.” "’

These cautionary and sobering remarks should not, however, be taken
to suggest that little has changed and that the UN cannot or should not
take on new tasks. Indeed, in some of the areas indicated — most nota-
bly election monitoring and various humanitarian relief operations — the
UN has been both innovative and highly effective. What it does mean,
however, is that a centrally regulated world order based around the UN
is smply not on the agenda and that many of the obstacles in the way
of afully functioning “collective security” system have not disappeared
with the end of the Cold War.

Regional Organizations and International Security

The idea that regiona and sub-regional groups ought to play a more
central role in the security field has been a congtant theme in the
international security debate of the 1990s. For his part, the UN Secre-
tary Genera called on member states in 1992 to examine the role of
“regiona arrangements and agencies’ in the field of peace and security,
observing that regiona initiatives “as a matter of decentralization,
delegation and co-operation with United Nations efforts’ would

77 Eyal, Jonathan. “No one cares until it's war.” The Independent, 10 March 1994.
As Eya adds: “No politician has won votes by claiming to have prevented a con-
flict which, by definition never existed because it was prevented.” 1bid.
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lighten the burden on the UN.” A number of organizations have
indeed taken up the chalenge and explored ways and means of
expanding their activities into the field of international security.
Activities have ranged from low-intensity fact-finding missions to
large-scale military involvement at the high-intensity end of the spec-
trum (eg. NATO's IFOR and SFOR commitments in Bosnia and
ECOWAS's “peacekeeping” functionsin West Africa).

While the range of activities has varied, the rationae for engaging re-
giona actors usualy rests on a combination of arguments. First, as a
global organization the UN is overloaded and unable to meet the
demands placed on its under-funded and over-stretched Secretariat.
This was certainly a valid argument in 1994/95 when the number of
soldiers and civilians deployed world wide was nearly 80,000. Even
though this figure has come down, there are still significant constraints
on UN capacities. Above all, the financial crisis facing the organization
remains unresolved and will inevitably limit the scope for UN-
sponsored  action and initistives into the next century.
Secondly, the members of a regiona organization (or even of a looser
grouping or coalition of states) close to a conflict, are likely to have a
more direct stake or interest in the resolution of that conflict.

To the extent that this is the case, a regiond initiative is likely to be
underpinned by a higher degree of politica support than is usualy
found in UN operations, and this in turn should facilitate speedy and
resolute action. Italian concerns about the continuing influx of refugees
from Albania was undoubtedly a major reason for taking the lead in
organizing Operation Alba when, in 1997, its Adriatic neighbor to the
East appeared to be on the verge of a full-scale civil war. Thirdly, a
regional organization may be better equipped to deal with a conflict
whose complex roots require a politicaly nuanced and senstive
approach.

78 Boutros-Ghali, Boutros. An Agenda for Peace: Preventive Diplomacy, Peace-
making and Peace-keeping. New Y ork: United Nations, 1992, 35-37.
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Although there is some merit to each of these arguments, the promise of
regionalism has clearly not been entirely fulfilled. The performance of
institutions has varied considerably and significant obstacles to effec-
tive action have been highlighted. These fall broadly into two catego-
ries:

Uneven capacities of regiona organizations.
Palitical condtraints on effective action.

Since both of these factors will undoubtedly continue to influence the
scope for regiona action, they require more detailed consideration.
Although much attention has been given to the indtitutional and finan-
cia constraints facing the UN, it is often forgotten that most regional
entities, especialy outside Europe, are in fact less well-endowed in
terms of capabilities, financial resources and even decision-making
structures.

As far as capabilities are concerned, only NATO is in a position to
conduct a full range of military operations. Equally important, NATO
is in possession of a tested decision-making structure and a planning
mechanism which allows it to respond, at least in theory, to changing
mandates and developments on the ground. In former Y ugodavia, once
the politica decison had been taken to support the UN, common
NATO assets were rapidly employed alone or dongside UN and WEU
forcesin severa parallel operations, including the monitoring of the air
space over Bosnia-Herzegovina and maritime operations in the Adri-
atic. Additionally, NATO provided both staff and equipment from its
NORTHAG headquarters in Germany to support UNPROFOR'’ s head-
guarters in Bosnia. Throughout the UN'’s presence in Bosnia, NATO
became ever more deeply involved in planning for operations in the
former Yugodavia, focusing initidly on enforcement of the air-
excluson zone, the establishment of safe havens insde Bosnia, the
prevention of the expansion of the conflict to Kosovo and Macedonia
and the measures necessary to secure the implementation of a peace
settlement in Bosnia. With the signing of the Dayton Accord in late
1995, NATO assumed the centra role in the implementation of the
Bosnian peace accord. It was able to do
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S0 because it had the military resources and appropriate planning
mechanisms.

By contrast, the more than 50 states that make up the OSCE lack the
instruments and the organizational machinery required for large-scale
operations. Moreover, whilst “mechanisms’ and “concepts’ for preven-
tive action have been agreed by member states, a detailed study of con-
flict prevention in “the political practice of internationa organizations’
by the Netherlands Institute of International Relations (Clingendadl)
arrived at the following conclusion:

[T]he effectiveness of the OSCE response to possible conflictsis, in generd, re-
dricted because of the nature of its decision-making. With few exceptions dedi-
sons can only be taken with the consent of al member daes. While
consensus is necessary to obtain politica support for a response to signds of
(impending) conflict, it hinders timely and effective decison-making. Thus a
procedure such as the Berlin mechanism is not very effective as the decisons
taken by the Senior Council in the final stages of this procedure have to be based
on consensus. The sameis true for the mechanism on unusua troop movements

(.)."°

This does not mean, however, that the OSCE cannot and has not made
a very vauable contribution to certain aspects of conflict prevention.
The OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities and various
OSCE missions have shown that when consensus for action is dbtained
and when the OSCE taff are able to work in a low-profile and unob-
trusive way, a real contribution to mitigating tension and facilitating
didogue can be made. Even so, as the Clingendael study aso hotes, the
work of the Commissioner on National Minorities “is serioudy ham-
pered by limited resources and the small size of his staff. The same is
true for OSCE missions, which never exceed more than a dozen func-
tionaries despite the demanding nature of their mandate.”®

79 Walraven, Klaas van and J. van der Vlugt. Conflict Prevention and Early
Warning in the Political Practice of International Organizations. Clingendael:
Netherlands Institute of International Relations, 1996, 19.

80 Ibid.
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Similarly, little real effort has been made to buttress the capacities of
the Western European Union to take a more direct role in the field of
security and this, despite considerable debate in the early 1990s about
the future role of the organization.

Outside Europe the resources available to regiona organizations and
the sense of corporate identity required for collective action is even
more limited. One example is the Organization of African Unity
(OAU). Its weaknesses were firgt revealed in late 1981 when it
decided to send a peacekeeping force to Chad. The force took nearly a
year to organize and, once deployed, suffered from an acute shortage of
military expertise, logistic and financial support. These deficiencies
contributed to its early withdrawal in 1982. In spite of this setback, in
the 1990s the OAU has attempted to strengthen its capacity for secu-
rity-related activities, focusing specifically on early warning, conflict
prevention and peacekeeping activities. Significantly, it has aso indi-
cated that interna conflict is no longer automatically outside the pur-
view of the organization. Still, the OAU remains financially and or-
ganizationally poorly equipped to address African conflicts, even
though the domestic nature of a conflict is no longer, at least in
principle, a barrier to involvement. Its record of achievement in the
1990s is deeply discouraging, though Africa's woes can hardly be
placed at the hands of the OAU.

The OAU isfar from being the only regiona body whose aspirationsin
the security field are bound to be limited by resource constraints. In
fact, the magjority of organizations whose representatives met formally
with the UN Secretary-General to discuss relations with the UN in
1996 - including the Association of South-East Asian Nations
(ASEAN), the Caribbean Community (CARICOM), the League of
Arab States and the Organization of the Idamic Conference — suffer
from resource and decision-making constraints that are bound to limit
their ability to assume security functions.

The second and, arguably, more fundamenta limitation on regiona
action is political in nature and stems from the difficulty for regional
powers — even when operating at the behest of the UN — to maintain
impartiadity in the eyes of the parties to a particular dispute. Thus,
paradoxicaly, proximity to a conflict, one of the supposed virtues of
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regional initiatives, may sometimes be a maor obstacle to effective
action. For example, the effectiveness of EC involvement in the Y ugo-
dav conflict in late 1991 was critically undermined by the local percep-
tion that individua EC members, for historical and political reasons,
were taking sidesin the conflict.

In other cases the perception of partiality is more clearly judtified, as
with the so-called “peacekeeping” activities of Russian-dominated CIS
forcesin places such as South Ossetia, Eastern Moldova and Tajikistan
in the 1990s. Similarly, since its arrival in November 1990, the West
African peace force (ECOMOG) in Liberia, established by the Eco-
nomic Community of West Africa (ECOWAS), has been viewed by
neighboring states not as an impartial third actor but as an instrument
furthering the regional interests of Nigeria. In 1992 the UN Security
Council endorsed a peace plan put forward by ECOWAS, and the UN
has since referred to the relations between the UN and ECOWAS as a
model of cooperation between global and regiona organizations. The
record of achievement, however, is decidedly mixed, with some
neighboring states continuing to see ECOMOG as a vehicle for Nige-
ria's pursuit of regional hegemony. This specific case supports Paul
Diehl’s observation, made in a study of ingtitutional alternativesto UN-
sponsored peacekeeping, that “ one often finds great splits among mem-
bers of regional organisations when dealing with regional conflicts.”®

Wider Implications for the Role of International
Organizationsin the Security Field

This admittedly brief survey of the record of the UN and regional or-
ganizations after the Cold War points to some genera conclusions.

81 Diehl, Paul. “Institutional Alternatives to Traditional UN Peacekeeping: An
Assessment of Regional and Multinational Options.” Armed Forces & Society
19, no. 2 (Winter 1993): 209-230, 212.
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Organizations are most likely to make a contribution to international
security when they concentrate on tasks and activities in which they
have a comparative advantage, a track record of experience and
adequate resources. The OSCE has been relatively successful in its
low-profile monitoring and fact-finding missions, while the UN has
perfected an efficient machinery for organizing and monitoring elec-
tions. Both organizations should be encouraged to strengthen their ac-
tivities in these areas and there is little value added in having these
functions duplicated by other bodies.

One of the principa advantages of the UN as a vehicle for collective
action remains its ability to dissociate an intervening force from the
politics of a particular conflict. Whilst regiona action should be
encouraged for reasons discussed above, the experience of the 1990s
suggests that such action should seek to draw on the legitimizing au-
thority of the UN. Finally, it needs to be stressed that there will dways
be limits to the effectiveness of international organizations in the field
of international security. Not only are limited resources and political
congraints of different kinds likedy to influence ther
performance, but the resort to multilateralism may itsalf reflect an
unwillingness to take hard decisions about appropriate action. The
search for consensus, as severa peacekeeping operations in the 1990s
have shown, is often also a search for the lowest common denominator.
For this reason, the creation of *“codlitions of the willing”
designed to overcome precisely the kind of problems discussed above
(lack of political will and insufficient resources to act) may well be
required to meet future challenges in the field of international security.
Both the protection of values and the pursuit of interests by states will
play a role in determining what challenges to confront and whether
effective coalitions will be formed.
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Old and New Dimensions of
International Security

Introduction

As the next millennium approaches, forecasts and speculations abound
about what mankind might or should expect. Of course, we aready
know that most of these predictions and expectations will be faulty,
wrong or, even worse, misleading. This much we should have learned
once we realized how precious little our hopes were fulfilled after the
end of the Cold War. Neither the “new world” nor the “end of history”
nor even the “clash of civilizations’ came about, for better or worse.
The result was at best relief, at worst disappointment. There emerged a
feeling of resignation that, however positive the event, mankind did not
really take advantage of it.

Today, we seem to be on the verge of a similar experience, abeit under
rather different auspices. “Globalization” has become the keyword for
conjuring up either the world's long awaited material blessing for eve-
rybody or the abysmal failure of its unending search for purely materia
gain. Two  other  specters ae  presently  haunting
today’s world. They are “interna wars’ with scores of innocent
victims, refugees and widespread destruction on the one hand and
economic-financial crises sweeping over entire continents on the other.
Both are unexpected and unpleasant. They are seen as serious obstacles
to what many had aready perceived to be the dawning of an era of ever
wider prosperity, healthy competition and unhindered communication.
Instead, we seem to be back to parochia nationalism and economic
protectionism. The effects of both are made even worse by a lack of
leadership and strategic vision.
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Perhaps — who knows? — the current crises in Asia, Russia, the Middle
East and large parts of Black Africa are only what the French call “un
accident de parcours,” a passing hick-up, unpleasant, perhaps, but
soon to be overcome. “Progress,” defined by re-election-seeking politi-
cians and profit-seeking businessmen, may be dowed down but eventu-
aly cannot be stopped as it is bound to benefit everybody.

What does “international security” have to do in al this? Obvioudly
less, it would seem, than during the Cold War. Back then, notions like
“drategic deterrence,” “regiona security systems,” armament and dis-
armament had operational meaning. As such they made headlines. They
made publications like defense “White Books,” the Military Balance
and the SIPRI Yearbook indispensable reading when it came to take the
temperature and state of international security.

No longer. International security — or concern over it — has ether
moved into the background or is overshadowed by loca or regional
concerns principaly of “non-military” nature. Given the topicality of
the latter and the inadequacy of the United Nations as the guarantor of
global security, this was probably inevitable. But there remain global
“security regimes’ that are meant to maintain a global security con-
sciousness such as the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention and, hopefully, the ban of anti-personnel landmines.
Few would dispute their utility. But important countries either stay out
or challenge them. The reason for their doing so may vary. But they
share one argument, namely that their understanding of their own na-
tional security needs does not, or only partialy, coincide with that of
“international security.” The United States for instance, has made this
clear with regard to the landmines convention. More recently India and
Pakistan demonstrated, with their nuclear tests, their disagreement with
the NPT philosophy.

In this sense, if in no other, we must recognize that the notion of
“international security” is still far from being universally shared.
“Globalization,” however defined, has not yet helped; some people may
even contend that it is making consensus more, rather than less, diffi-
cult. However that may be, the fact remains that the sense of
“security communality” is gill underdeveloped worldwide. Even in
Europe the search for common and undivided security has only begun.
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Perhaps, or hopefully, the upcoming century will prove us to be too
pessimistic or prudent. If progress towards a wider and more widely
shared concept of international security is to occur, the global commu-
nity will have to tackle three very demanding tasks at the same time.
Firstly, it will have to cope with the legacies of the preceding genera-
tions. Secondly, it will have to decide who the responsible
actors on the world stage will or should be. Finaly, it will have to pro-
mote and strengthen those ingtitutions that are not only essentia to
prevent the kind of wars that have bedeviled the twentieth century, but
also assure its own survival in the next.

The Legacies of the Cold War
The Loss of an Order

There is certainly more than one legacy that forty-five years of East-
West confrontation with its struggle for ideological superiority and
weapons supremacy has bequesthed to “the world after.” This double
competition was globa only in the perception of the erstwhile leaders.
Redlity was more complex. In many parts of the world people's lives
and thinking were hardly or only marginaly affected by it. And ye, it
had a disciplining effect: it structured the political thinking and strate-
gies of the main actors along some organizing principles. “contain-
ment,” alliances and balance of power on the one hand, “socidist inter-
nationalism” and its concomitant, the “Brezhnev doctrine,” on the
other.

There was little doubt about the necessity, if not pre-eminence of mili-
tary power. The very notion of “mutual assured destruction” implied a
clear division of the principa actors into two camps. The idea of a
“zero-sum-game’ in more distant fields of global competition suggested
again that there were only two players in town, al others being little
more than spectators or side-shows at best. All this found its numerical
expression in what was then labeled the “First” (i.e Western), the
“Second” (i.e communist) and the “Third World” (i.e the developing
and/or non-aligned countries).
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For al intents and purposes, this seemingly clear and unchangeable
order has gone for good. Its demise was caused by that of the
standard-bearer of the “Second World,” the Soviet Union. However,
some communist countries il find it difficult to say good-bye to what
would seem to be a by-gone era. There is troublesome Serbia in
Europe’'s Bakans, and there are what we may cal the three last
musketeers in Asia, i.e China, North Korea and Vietnam. Each of
them represents a different brand of communism. They thus demon-
strate that a once unifying doctrine is now divided into very diverse off-
spring. Thisis one more demonstration of how pluraistic the world has
become.

After a brief spell of optimism in the wake of the Gulf war we were
soon to discover that the much hoped-for “new world order” was not to
be. Once the barbed wire at the Austrian-Hungarian border had been
cut and the Berlin wall fallen, most of the indicators and measurements
by which strengths and weaknesses of each player could be judged had
gone as well. Politica frontlines, military balances and trade barriers
lost their erstwhile and long cherished significance and symbolic value.
The much consulted and quoted Military Balance of the 1ISS de-
scended from the rank of a political document to a simple collection of
military data.® However useful the latter may still be, it no longer re-
flects — at least not in Europe — military structures in a landscape
where the notion of “East” and “West” has lost much, if not al, of its
political connotation.

All thisis not necessarily bad, nor should it cause aloss of orientation.
The sudden disappearance of so many cherished or despised taboos,
borders, restrictions, interdictions and impositions can, on the whole,
only be welcome. It opens the door to a “free for al” and — almost — to
an “everybody with everybody.” A handful of voluntary or exorcised
outsiders apart — North Korea belonging to the former, Libya and Cuba
to the latter — countries are free to choose their friends and partners, to

1 Gasteyger, Curt. “Neue Konturen européischer Sicherheit.” Internationale
Palitik 51, no. 12 (1996): 21-28.
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witness the proliferation of “partnerships’ of al kinds and contents.
The only visible restrictions would seem to be those imposed by sanc-
tions and their various off-spring (e.g. embargoes, boycotts, credit de-
nia, etc), imposed either by the United
Nations or by a single country, today principally by the only remaining
superpower, the United States.

International Organizations

Above and beyond that, the international community breezes freely
without fear of serious political, let alone military punishment or
retribution. It has preserved most of the international institutions that
were created immediately before or during the Cold War. Many of
them grew amost exponentially by admitting new members (the UN,
NATO, OECD, ASEAN, the Council of Europe and OSCE). But
rarely was there sufficient consensus, or courage, to adapt these
organizations to a still changing international environment or to new
requirements.

Most of these institutions were created either under the impression of a
devastating World War or as an instrument to fight the Cold War or, at
least, moderate its stifling effects. The United Nations belongs to the
first category, NATO to the second and the OSCE to the third. With a
major war having become, at least for the time being, unlikely and the
end of the Cold War, these ingtitutions are in search of new functions,
if not more legitimacy. The United Nations (and some of its offspring)
made vaiant attempts at reform so as to adjust itself to newly emerging
tasks or perform better when it comes to dealing with traditional ones.
Some of these attempts succeeded. The magjority of them however
stalled or stalemated. At best, they generated the kind of semi-reform
that nobody is really happy with.

Many regiona organizations sought their salvation or new justification
in opening up their doors to those countries which, in Europe, had been
“on the other side of the fence” or, asin Asia, were considered to be on
the way to becoming at least economicaly “papabile’ as partners.
There is little evidence that these two kinds of enlargement were based
on well thought-out strategic design or political vision as to what the
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end product or find destination of such open-ended
enlargement process should or could be. The Partnership for Peace
program is useful and historically and conceptually unique. It promotes
cooperation and possibly concertedness. However, because of its very
informality and flexibility, it does not and can not pretend to promote
structures on which a more broadly based and solid security order can
be built.

“Peace and stability” in Europe is too vague a dogan to satisfy political
rhetoric. It is surely not sufficient if called upon to cope with the new
challenges that European countries — and surely many others — will be
faced with in the future. It can be argued that the existing and currently
enlarging organizations are neither appropriate, nor in fact entitled to
take on such new tasks. In this case they should either say so much
more clearly or find the necessary means to make themselves “fit for
change.” The third aternative is a much closer concertedness and coor-
dination with other bodies. Experience tells us, however, that neither
has been a brilliant success so far. International organizations, are, like
governments but possibly even more so, in constant need of justifying
their utility and hence legitimacy. This makes them usually very reluc-
tant to share whatever responsibility and authority they were given at
their creation.

And yet change and reform there should be. The second half or the
outgoing century is replete with what we call “unfinished business.”
Some have their origins in the Cold War; others are due to reasons
partly related and partly the result of other developments. We name
here but three such “legacies’ that, in one way or another, have some
relevance for security in its broader sense.

Weapons of Mass Destruction

The first “legacy” has to do with the unfinished business of disarma-
ment and its counterpart, the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, particularly nuclear weapons. The double event of multiple
nuclear tests by India and Pakistan reminded the world that the Pan-
dora box of nuclear proliferation that the Non Proliferation Treaty
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(NPT) was supposed to have closed is still open. Whether or not other
countries will also want to get out of the box is uncertain. It remains a
possibility. An Indian scholar, in his understandable pride about his
country’s technical achievement and political bravura, declared the
Cold War nuclear age dead and proclaimed the arrival of a “second
nuclear age.”? Such an announcement may seem rather premature. It
still warns us against being complacent about the declining military
role and political value of nuclear weapons. It is true that India and
Pakistan are among the very few countries that have always left the
door open for nuclear armament by signing neither the NPT nor the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. Thus, they remain outside the lega
framework of international interdiction and renunciation. But the case
of Russia and her reluctance to ratify the START-II agreement reveds
that “to sign or not to sign” remains a means of pressure or protest of
last resort. Countries in a position of real or perceived weakness may
still feel tempted to have recourse to it.®

By one of the ironies history still holds in store for us, the International
Monetary Fund and the World Bank, prompted and assisted by the
United States, agreed, in mid-July 1998, to another bailout package to
Russia. It decided to inject $17.1 billion in new loans into the belea-
guered Russian economy only a few weeks after having threatened,
again encouraged by the United States, to punish India and Pakistan for
having dared to carry out nuclear tests. Of course, the near-
smultaneity of these two decisions is a coincidence. But it does create
the impression that Russiaiis being bailed out because her breskdown is
feared to be a politica and economic disaster for the world at large
whereas that of India and Pakistan is not. This may be so. But Russia
is aso a major nuclear power and as such deserves special considera-
tion. India and Pakistan — and possibly others — on the other hand have

2 Chellaney, Brahma. “India as a Nuclear Power.” Lecture at the Graduate Insti-
tute of International Studies, Geneva, 8 June 1998.

3 We leave out here considerations of the massive problem of probably deterio
rating nuclear stockpiles and unsafe fissile materials in Russia.
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to be punished because they purport to attain, though on a smaller
scale, such an obvioudly privileged status as well. Candidates for nu-
clear armament could, in the light of what the world is prepared to
grant nuclear Russia, come to the concluson that,
besides becoming nuclear powers, they will have a better chance of
being helped than if they renounce such an ambition.

Admittedly, such a conclusion is somewhat flawed. It is more emo-
tiona than rational. But as emotions run high in countries like India
and Pakistan — and possibly elsewhere later — we cannot dismiss them
as simple posturing and, as such, ignore them. International security is
made — and unmade — not just by facts. Perhaps more than in any other
sector of international relations it is moved and steered by perceptions.
If delicate issues like financia assistance are perceived to be condi-
tioned by the way a country handles the no less delicate issue of acquir-
ing or possessing nuclear weapons — a rather new linkage in interna-
tiona politics — then we have to watch out. Without wishing to over
dramatize the two events, let aone construe a possible link
between them, we have to take the possibility of double standards seri-
oudly.

Nuclear disarmament is till a long way off. The “happy few” are re-
luctant to part with it. Others may want to keep it as an option, and
again others may, if the international environment deteriorates, feel
even obliged to withdraw from the NPT. Whether we then will gill be
in the “first” or by now in the “second” nuclear age is not relevant as
long as we must assume that nuclear weapons remain an important
factor of international politics. It is, incidentally, worth noting that, in
terms of wespons proliferation and its prevention there was “globaliza-
tion” avant la lettre: the concern about such an uninhibited spread of
weapons of mass destruction (nuclear, chemical and biologica) was
globa in scope and prompted globa negotiation to prevent such a
spread.

Conventional Weapons

A second legacy of the Cold War has to do with the enormous stock-
piles of conventional weapons. Most of them were accumulated
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during that period. To be sure, a substantial number of these weapons
were either destroyed or removed on both sides of the East-West
divide, either because of their obsolescence or as a result of disarma-
ment agreements. Thus the Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe
(CFE) of November 1990 brought substantial numbers of heavy weap-
ons down to lower levels. But many of these weapons were transferred,
either for free or at areduced price, to third countries.

One single example may illustrate this point: in order to meet the
CFE’'s weaponry limits, the United States donated nearly 2,000 tanks
and more than 600 armored personnel carriers (APC) to some of
its less well endowed dlies. Germany in turn exported 500 tanks and
1,400 APCs, most of them to Turkey and Greece. It is, as one
source cals it, a negative (and certainly controversial) by-product of
disarmament.’

Such spill-over effect of arms reduction finds its prolongation in the
excessve and amost unlimited arms sadles to many regions of the
world. During the Cold War it was the result of mutual competition in
regions considered to be of political or economic importance. Conflicts
in the Middle East, Africa, Central America and South Asia left the
parties with an abundance of conventional weapons of al kinds. From
Mozambique via Angola to the Horn of Africa, from Afghanistan via
Kampuchea to Sri Lanka, from Colombia via Nicaragua to, most re-
cently, Kosovo, we find Kalashnikovs in the tens of thousands, land-
mines and Stinger missiles, more often than not in the hands of rebels
or private “armies’ rather than under government control. If there is
one threat to persona and national security, it is this
indiscriminate and uncontrolled availability of so-caled light
weapons — atask for arms control for years ahead.

4 Conversion Survey 1997: Global Disarmament and Disposal of Surplus
Weapons, Bonn International Center for Conversion Yearbook, 103. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1997.
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Mercenaries

There is a third legacy, till widely ignored but closely related to what
was just mentioned. It is the appearance of modern mercenaries. Some
are recruited by private, still mostly American firms,® others are free-
lance volunteers joining resistance movements either out of idealism or,
more frequently, for money. To the latter belong, for instance, the Is-
lamic volunteers who joined the Afghan resistance groups fighting the
Soviet occupants and the Afghan communist regime. They were re-
ported to have been paid for mainly by Saudi Arabia and the US, with
Pakistan often providing the home base. After 1989, these volunteers
were sent to North Africa and the Near East where they now seem to
form the “backbone of Islamist terrorist acts.”®

It would be all too simple, if not even mideading, if these three — and
possibly more — factors (i.e. nuclear weapons, the proliferation of con-
ventional weapons and volunteer armies) were solely attributed to the
Cold War. till, this “triad,” whatever its precise origin, makes us
aware that the world of today is confronted with developments that are
bound to shape the nature of international security, and threats to it, for
along timeto come.

More “ Unfinished Business’

But there is more. Turning to the situation in the industrialized societies
themsalves — till the backbone of the post-war and post-Cold War
international system — we recognize a disquieting amount of

5 See Shearer, David. Private Armies and Military Intervention. Adelphi Paper,
no. 316. Oxford: Oxford University Press for the 1SS, 1998, 17.

6  See Hartmann, Angelika. “Die Islamisten — Reformer oder Ewiggestrige?’ Neue
Zircher Zeitung, 10 June 1998.
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“unfinished business.” There is no doubt that forty years of economic
growth on the one hand, and socia competition with the competing
communist system on the other, have left their mark on the respective
societies and their socia and politica fabric. Placing the central
emphasis on externa defense and on socio-political resilience at home,
governments either did not fed the necessity of, or shied away from,
major reforms of the system that were supposed to support both.

Today, in a new and much more demanding international environment,
this system is coming under severe stress. It turns out to be inadequate
when it comes to dealing with the mostly new challenges of technologi-
cal, demographic and social developments. It is felt to be inadequate
when it has to confront less traditiona threats to security than were
classic war and external aggression. This inadequacy is now seen as a
source of insecurity: the state with its regular armed forces is perceived
by large sectors of the public as lagging behind in adjusting its protec-
tive role to new security threats. Unless this gap between people's ex-
pectations and government’s performance,
between the former’s anxieties and the latter’ s assurances is closed, we
must fear that it develops into a serious source of insecurity.

“Unfinished business’ is also when governments are expected to cope
with such conflicting developments as demographic change (or, in most
of Europe, decline) vs. providing socia security for the growing num-
ber of elderly people; the rationalization and mergers of firms vs. job
security; and the still growing output of academics vs. scarcer opportu-
nities of employment. It can — and is being — argued that such contra-
dictions or insufficiencies are neither dramatic nor in fact a serious
threat to security.

Thismay be so if one’'s understanding of “security” is strictly limited to
physical protection against acts of violence. It is not, however, if secu-
rity is seen as a function of a viable and credible state capable of pro-
viding its citizens with the feeling of being protected, physicaly as well
as socidly a home, while simultaneously being capable of
defending its corresponding interests abroad. Without predicting the
doom of the nation-state, we must nevertheless note the fact of its
weakening. The ever stronger dominance of market forces, pushed by
privatization a home and, in the words of Arthur Schlesinger Jr.,
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“computer capitalism”’ in a globalized economy, are in fact perceived
as undermining the regulating function of the state. Some would even
go as far as to conclude that the nation-state's chance of surviving is
due only to the fact that there is so far no viable alternative in sight. In
a sense, that may also hold for the state’s prolongation on the interna-
tional level, meaning the international governmental organizations.
Indeed, some of them appear to have outlived their usefulness as
indispensable tools for handling issues of globa or regiona impor-
tance, while others are incapable of overdue reform. The Geneva“ Con-
ference on Disarmament” would seem to be the example for the first
(its year-long stagnation has become a general embarrassment); institu-
tions like UNCTAD, ASEAN, the OSCE and even partly the European
Union might be seen as examples of the latter.

Thus, there is much, too much unfinished business both within states
and on the international scene. Some, but by no means all, is no doubt
due, directly or indirectly, to the Cold War and its legacies. It is likely
to stay with us for quite a while, either as a sheer fact or as a way of
habit, thinking and perception. It may gradually disappear. But it can
also come back with a vengeance. We are not talking here about a re-
turn to the schematics and semantics of the Cold War. Rather, we sug-
gest that the fluidity of the present power constellation — to which we
will come later — is such that new antagonisms and rivaries, new re-
giona groupings defending specific interests, may emerge. The tempta-
tion then to resuscitate successfully tested devices like “containment,”
“engagement” or “dominance’ could become amost irresistible. We
should not forget that the end of the East-West “blocs’ has made sev-
eral important countries international orphans or smply lonely. In their
search for a new role or attachment, they may antagonize others. Rus-
sia could be one of them. But there are others like Turkey, Ukraine,
Vietham and Yugodavia. All of them are mostly, through no fault of
their own, unpredictable as regards their final destination. As such they

7 Schlesinger Jr., Arthur J. “Hat die Demokratie Zukunft?’ Européische Rund-
schau, no. 1 (1998): 19-27.
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remain a source of uncertainty, if not
insecurity.

The upshot of it al isthat, a the end of the 20™ century, after murder-
ous wars of al kinds, with an accelerating technological revolution of
globa dimension, an as yet unstopped demographic growth in
major parts of the world, and inextricable economic interdependence,
the international system still resembles, or resembles again, the one that
emerged in the 19™ century with, as its central pillar, the nation-state.
This tells us much about the reslience of the latter and the
insufficiency of the former.

An Unruly “World After”

The not too surprising conclusion is that the Cold War has left us with
more, and more lasting, legacies than many of us would have thought.
To this we must now add a number of basically new developments in
the “world after.” Some have their origin in amore or less distant, even
prewar past. Others are of more recent date. Taken together, they
show us that, besides the traditional players — the nation-state and the
international organizations — the globa stage is becoming ever more
crowded, the “script” more complex and diversified, and the instru-
ments for action more varied. The combination of al makes the “con-
cert of nations’ more cacophonous and concertedness, if not consensus,
ever more demanding if not outright impossible.

A More Complex International System

We have tried to systematize — surely incompletely — this newly emerg-
ing scenery in the form of a table on page 80. It lists the multitude of
actors on the various levels, the issues at stake and the means by which
the actors can pursue their gspecific interests. From this
admittedly smplified picture we can draw at least three conclusions
relevant for our analysis. The first conclusion would be that the number
of actors, issues and means has substantially increased. Thus,
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the break-up of the three more or less artificial “federations’ (the So-
viet Union, Yugodavia and Czechodovakia) is largely responsible for
adding some twenty new-old states to the international community; the
OSCE alone has grown from 35 to presently 53 members. Also, while
not being entirdly new sources of tenson or conflict,
issues like water, migration and access to technology and information
are likely to become more acute, affecting more “actors,” states and
non-states alike. As regards the means by which these actors, be they
governments, drug cartels, Greenpeace, or a multinationa company,
pursue their specific objectives, they, too, offer a widening gamut on
ever more levels with often more lasting consequences (not counting the
actua use of force).

Soft Power

The second conclusion relates to the multiplication of means. With
major wars — or war in general — becoming aless promising or at least
useful option for foreign policy, states look for other means to pursue
their interests. We thus note a clear shift from “hard” to what is now
caled “soft power.” The first obvioudy refers to military hardware
with its wide range of tools and applications; the second to whatever
other means a state may have at its disposal to pursue its interests,
impose its will or, if need be, punish those unwilling to comply
withit.

The gamut and number of such “soft” instruments has substantially
widened over time. As the table shows they can be found in al fields
that affect the status and well-being of a state and its ever more
vulnerable society. With a still growing economic, socid, financial,
technological and ecologica interdependence this vulnerability tends to
grow as well. It needs surprisingly little to hurt entire regions by, for
instance, cutting off their water supply or their electricity grid. Sanc-
tions and their “offspring” or “relatives’ (such as boycotts and embar-
goes) too can take many forms and have many effects. From the denial
of financia assistance to reducing economic and development aid, from
raising import and export barriers to banning investment or withdraw-
ing funds — the possibilities of making “one's point” are unlimited.
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Unfortunately, it is only the stronger player who can make his point
and use these instruments. Today, the United States stands out as the
principal “sanctioner.” In the period between 1993 and 1996 alone it
has imposed sanctions of various kinds and duration on 35 countries.
Their results are mixed. They occasionally hurt the “sanctioner” almost
as much as the “sanctioned.”

Most recently, Japan and Australia, for reasons of their own joined the
United States in its sanctions against the “nuclear sinners,” India and
Pakistan. The European Union, in turn, has been trying to force, by
way of sanctions, Serbia to the conference table — to little avail so far.
The problem with sanctions has not only to do with the somber conclu-
sions that their success is, at best, tenuous and uncertain, a worst
counterproductive. It has aso to do with the fact that there are few, if
any criteria by which to decide with any precision if and under what
conditions sanctions should be lifted. In most cases there
remains a fuzzy area between compliance and cheating or eventual
accommodation. Conditions for the ending of sanctions against Irag
have been exceptionally clearly spelled out by the UN Security Coun-
cil. But even here their precise interpretation is left to those who, in the
end, take the final or fata decison. “To end or not to end”
becomes a matter of feelings rather than facts to those who have
imposed sanctions in the first place.

The case of India and Pakistan is likely to illustrate this point: it will
not be easy to determine the exact conditions which the two countries
have to fulfil in order to be exonerated and thus qualify for
re-admission to the international community.

The value of sanctions in their various forms and applications for in-
ternational security is therefore at least debatable. They are, as men-
tioned before, a privilege of the stronger, or one of the few
instruments an international organization like the UN has at its disposal
to exert pressure. In the first case there is much, possibly too much
room for arbitrariness and unilateralism; in the case of the latter sanc-
tions are mostly weak or short-lived or both, being inevitably the result
of compromise on the lowest common denominator.

The panoply of means, as described here, while broadened in many
directions and on many levels, does, on balance, not seem to be a guar-
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antee that international security is being better served by such “soft
powers.” To be sure, it may be less destructive and hence more accept-
able. But it gives us little assurance that those who are capable and
willing to use it, will necessarily do so in the name and for the benefit
of the international community at large. Nor indeed can we be sure that
these means will be adequate to cope with the many sources of conflict
that our “multiplied” or unruly world hasin store.

Growing Dissent

The third conclusion is a simple one but not particularly uplifting: the
triple “multiplication” of actors, issues and means renders consensus on
even seemingly simple issues more difficult or tenuous. Perceptions and
interests diverge, short-term interests conflict with long-term strategies,
parochialism contradicts globalism.

Such dissent or even conflict may not necessarily occur along cultural
or ethnic fault lines. It may be ssimply due to the multitude of parties
concerned and the issues at stake. They often make a quid-pro-quo
impossible or unlikely. It is true that, unanimity and thus formal equal-
ity of members in the UN Generd Assembly notwithstanding, power
and influence are unequally distributed in the world. Besides the United
States, regiona groupings or blocs are gaining more weight. Financia
clout ill does count. And so does the capacity to deploy military
power  over long  distances. But a  broadranging
consensus on such delicate issues as environmental protection
or disarmament is difficult to arrive a even under the best of all
circumstances.

Such circumstances are, however, extremely rare. Some would pretend
that they are becoming even rarer. This forebodes ill for bringing issues
of international security to the global conference table. One possible
explanation for this has to do with the fact that security, even widely
defined, ranges today far behind other, seemingly more immediate con-
cerns. Economic downturn is one of them, political reform another.
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How Many Asian Crises?

The changes described make indeed for an unruly world. It appears so
far to lack the kind of consensus — or even the willingness to search for
it — that would bring us safely into the next millennium. It is thus not
the much celebrated Gulf War that is representative for this “new
world” which was expected to emerge after the Cold War. Rather, it
would seem to be the “Asian crisis’ or perhaps, more correctly, the
proliferation or accumulation of several economic crises at amost the
same time. Thisfor at least two reasons.

Firstly, the Asian crisis (singular or plural) demonstrates how a conti-
nent (or, to be precise, a very important part of it) that was hailed to
become the dominant player in the 21% century, can be brought to heel
not by arms but by money (Schlesinger, cited above, might even say
“computers’), if not, as many Asians contend, by mere speculation.

Secondly, the crisis revedled the fragility of the politica system of
many, if not most Asian countries, whether democratic, authoritarian,
or a combination of both. The test for their resilience lies, one would
think, in their capacity for reform, be it political, social, economic,
financia or ingtitutional. No country is more important here than
Japan. Who, only a few years ago, would have dared to think that,
when it comes to testing the strength and determination of a country,
Japan would not be in front? Today, some observers are inclined to
place it in terms of its “reformability” even behind countries like China
or Thailand. But the jury is still out. It is too early to say how each
country will perform under pressure from both inside and outside, the
World Bank and IMF included. One thing, however, would seem evi-
dent: that the manifold economic and financia ties among the Asian
countries are no guarantee for either mutual political support or soli-
darity amongst them. Perhaps quite the contrary is the case: aslong as
these economic linkages are not sustained by some kind of political
commundality or solidarity, the individual countries will remain vulner-
able. Economic interdependence has thus a political price: either that of
increased vulnerability or of delegating some
national authority to a common international institution.
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This leads us to the third and probably most important conclusion: the
Asian crisis can be seen as a watershed in our thinking about interna-
tional security and global order. The reason for saying this lies in the
realization that we have no guarantee whatsoever against a recurrence
of a sSmilar criss situation in the foreseeable future. It need not
happen in Asia nor in the same manner. The mere fact, however, that
its repetition sometime, somehow and somewhere cannot and should
not be excluded is cause for serious concern. How many crises of this
dimension can the world economy and finance, nay, world stability,
absorb without deep and lasting repercussions for practicaly every-
body? It is both the possible recurrence of such crisis and the possibil-
ity of its globa repercussions that gives the recent experience its full
meaning.

Nobody dares to predict the consequences should China collapse or
disintegrate or, for that matter, India. Nobody wants to envisage the
possibility of another crisis in Mexico or, for that matter, Brazil or
Argentina. Nobody can be sure that the Russian Federation will
reman intact or will pursue successfully its economic reforms,
including the complete overhaul of its derelict and ill deteriorating
infrastructure. In sketching out these or other scenarios we still
operate with the assumption that these various crises do not happen
simultaneoudly, nor will they affect the rest of the world. It is a mgjor
assumption indeed.

The “ Economization of Palitics’

The upshot of al this would seem to be fairly clear: globalization is
declaring its price and the price is called unpredictability and vulner-
ability. Both are, in some ways, a function of what might be called “the
economization of politics.” Perhaps the most visible and lasting symbol
of this trend will be the Euro. It gives, or forces on, the European Un-
ion a monetary solidarity and discipline that, until further notice, is not
backed up by anything like a political unity or authority. Even assum-
ing that within the foreseeable future all present members will have
joined the Economic and Monetary Union (the Central Eastern Euro-
pean newcomers will have to wait a long time for that moment to ar-
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rive), we smply do not know what politically unifying effect this will
have.

Some observers have already pointed out that the strategic implications
of the Euro will be both far-reaching and, as yet, unmeasurable. Thisis
even more likey if and when the Euro should (as can be
expected) become, after the Dallar, the second reserve currency. This
could radically transform the relationship between the United States
and the EU. It can, for instance — as Frangois Heisbourg has pointed
out — raise expectations with oil producing countries with regard to the
Union's strategic responsibilities towards them. After al, with magjor
deposits from these countries, the Union should be as interested in their
stability and security as the United States has been so far. This, how-
ever, would require the availability of strategic forces that the Unionis
desperately short of. Or else it has to prove that being financialy and
economically strong is sufficient for also playing a commensurate po-
litical role. Such atest has yet to be passed. To date, the EU has failed
it on almost al accounts.®

Simply put: even in a world where great wars seem, for the time
being, unlikely, economic muscle will not do. To rely forever on the
policing and ordering mission of one single power, i.e the United
States, is expecting too much from the latter and underestimating the
vagaries and fragility of the international system just described. But
unipolar systems are, as past experience shows, either unstable
or hegemonic. At some point their capabilities abroad will be
overstretched or their support at home will be overestimated. The result
is either fatigue and retraction, or arrogance and overbearing on the
part of the “hegemon,” and growing irritation or resistance on the part
of itsfriends or rivals.

The logical conclusion — if there is such athing in international politics

— from al this would be, ssimply phrased, to move from an amost anar-
chical situation to a minimum of shared political leadership. It would

8  See Gasteyger, Curt. An Ambiguous Power. The European Union in a Changing
World. Gltersloh: Bertelsmann Foundation, 1996.
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have to go beyond the increasing blandness of a G-7, G-8 or
G-X (meaning, for instance, the inclusion of countries like China or
India) and the strengthening of regiona cooperation beyond sheer eco-
nomics. But where would such new “politica blood” come from?
Where are the candidates able and willing to share not only power, but
also the responsibility for political order and security that goes with it?
As we are going to show, it will simply not do to go to “big” countries.
Not all of them are at the moment “great.” Nor are some of them pre-
pared to support concepts of an international order that go beyond an
often narrow interpretation of their own nationa interest. At best, they
may be in a learning process. Experience shows that such process can
be longwinded and is bound to experience some accidents de parcours:
the bigger the pupil, the greater may be the damage of such “accident”
for the international community. International security would most
likely be one of itsfirst victims.

Inflated Institutions, Reduced Armies

But a reformed or expanded G-7 is only one possible remedy. We can,
and probably must, aso refer to the United Nations, unreformed and in
al likelihood unreformable in its fundamenta structure and
philosophy. However, in spite of its limitations, some notable progress
was achieved in peacekeeping and even peace-enforcement. We can
also mention a sort of come-back of the Organization of African States
that many believed to be defunct. In a different vein, the Atlantic Alli-
ance with its rather ambitious p