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A Window into Peace Studies

Three Windows and Critical Peace/Nonviolence Research

Chaiwat Satha-Anand
Professor of Political Science, Thammasat University

Director, Peace Information Center, Thammasat University
Introduction: window

Have you ever wondered what the word “window” means?

When asked to write “A Window into Peace Studies” article for Hiroshima Peace
Research Journal, the assignment led me to look up the etymological root, not of the word
“peace” but “window,” a word seemingly common but does conceal something profound.
Here is what I found: the word ‘window’ comes from an Old ¢.1200 Norse word “vin-
dauga” which is a combination of “vindr” or ‘wind’ and “auga”: “eye”, or “to see.” Liter-
ally, it is “eye-hole” or “eye-door”. In Old Frisian ‘window’ literally means “breath-door.”'
Put another way, window allows us to breathe through and to see something outside our

confinement and beyond.

In my academic life as a peace/nonviolence researcher, I have been touched by
extraordinary people whose teachings enable me to breathe and see the world in a particular
way. They are my “windows into peace/nonviolence studies.” Through these windows, I
have come to believe that peace studies without seriously taking account of nonviolence
theory and practices leave much to be desired in a world presently consumed by deadly and

destructive conflicts.

What follows is a brief discussion of three “teachers” whose ideas constitute the three
“windows” through which my understanding of peace/nonviolence has been formed. The
paper then ends with a note on an example of how understanding “windows” as a portal to

breathe and to see influenced my peace/nonviolence research.
First Window: Glenn D. Paige (1929-2017)

In August 1977, I was only 22 years old when I left Thailand to pursue my graduate study
with the East-West Center scholarship at the Department of Political Science, University
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of Hawai’i at Manoa. A year earlier my university in Bangkok was the site of perhaps the
most brutal attack against peaceful protesters ever occurred in Thai society commonly
known as the “October 6, 1976 incident.” At dawn of that fateful day, Thammasat Uni-
versity was viciously attacked by paramilitary groups and government forces. Many who
peacefully protested inside the university were burned alive, some dead bodies mutilated
while bystanders watched as though they were watching a play, not the gruesome killing of
human beings. Thousands of protesters were arrested. A coup d’etat followed and a most
right-wing government with extremely authoritarian control was installed.’

With the bloody episode still in the back of my mind, I took Glenn Paige’s course
titled: “Nonviolent Political Alternatives.” Paige introduced me to literature I had never
known before. They included Johan Galtung’s classic essay “Violence, Peace and Peace
Research” (1969), Ruth Leger Sivard’s wonderfully informative World Military and Social
Expenditures (1978), Gene Sharp’s magnum opus The Politics of Nonviolent Action (1973),
Robert Cooney and Helen Michalowski’s colorful The Power of the People: Active Non-
violence in the United States (1977), and Gopinath Dhawan’s profound The Political Phi-
losophy of Mahatma Gandhi (1957). Through these readings, among many others drawn
both from social sciences and the humanities, and Paige’s teaching, I learned that peace
is not merely an absence of war, but also for people to live free of injustice or structural
violence such as poverty; that global resources wasted on military expenditures robbed
the world of opportunities to peacefully better human lives through social expenditures;
that Gandhi’s thought was much more sophisticated upon philosophical reflection; that his
was not the only example of nonviolent actions, but there have been so many successful
examples of people from various cultures including in the US who chose nonviolent action
grounded in a radical understanding of a consent theory of power to fight against different

forms of oppression.

I still remember the feeling which resulted from taking Paige’s course. It was a mix-
ture of amazement and joy to learn that there were indeed nonviolent alternatives to fight
against violent oppression and massacre; and that they were not ideal but had been put into
practices by real people in history; that great though they are, Gandhi and King are not the
only ones, there have been many others. Some were lesser-known names to me at the time
such as Danilo Dolci, Cesar Chavez, Dom Helder Camara, or Kenneth David Kaunda.’
Importantly, most who took part in nonviolent movements, both men and women, have
been nameless heroes.

Moreover, these alternatives could be understood from solid theories while the pos-

sibilities of getting rid of/getting out of violence for humans are supported by ground-
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breaking empirical and scientific knowledge. Paige’s teaching served as my peace studies
educational foundation that gave me a knowledge-based hope necessary to free myself
from the heavy chain of violence that had earlier trapped me in despair.*

At the defense of my Ph.D. dissertation in December 1981, Paige asked me a ques-
tion: as a Muslim what would I say to violence carried out by Muslims in the name of Islam
around the world? My first research work once I returned home in 1982 was to look into
how Muslim separatists in Southern Thailand use Islam to justify their violent action.’ Five
years later, Paige challenged me again with an invitation to contribute a paper on Islam and
nonviolence to the UN first ever conference on that subject he organized and held in Bali.
Paige’s critical questions including his nonkilling turn have influenced my peace/nonvio-
lence research during the next three decades.’

Paige’s teachings constitute a large window that allows me to see that there are indeed
nonviolent alternatives to violence, that these alternatives are based on solid social sciences
and humanities, and that one should dare to raise critical and at times hurtful questions in

undertaking a journey as a peace/nonviolence researcher.
Second Window: Johan Galtung (1930-)

The experience of being in a class taught by the legendary Johan Galtung, the person
considered the father of modern peace research by many, was unlike anything else. The
fact that he is ambidextrous, and that he could write all kinds of formulae on several
boards with incredible speed could make one feel a little dizzy at times. On questioning
him how he managed it, he alerted me to the world of mathematics. This is perhaps what
has informed the mathematician Galtung’s numerous conceptual contributions to peace
research.

I have found Galtung’s concept of violence and analytical framework useful for my
research. It began with a seemingly simple formulation that peace is the absence of vio-
lence. But violence is a complicated concept which can be distinguished as direct, structural
and cultural. To work towards peace is to get rid of violence in all three forms. In analyzing
the phenomenon of violence, Galtung’s formulation could be understood in terms of layers
of variables. The first layer, easily visible, is that of agency which could be construed with
agency-related theories such as theory of action. Then the second layer, less visible, is that
of structures and institutions which includes laws, education, and economics which serve
as sources of violence. The third layer, invisible and near pertinent, is the cultural layer
which legitimizes the other two. It is the complex domain of belief systems that include

religions, ideology, language, art, and science.” For example, at the time of this writing,
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Kazakhstan just abolished capital punishment from its legal system.® But the success or
failure of death penalty abolition will ultimately depend on to what degree that society’s
culture supports the new structure, namely punishment law for murder cases. If people in
that society believe strongly in retributive justice, sanctioned by some forms of religious or
folk belief, then it will be very difficult for the change to succeed because cultural variables

are the hardest to change.

Galtung’s analytical framework is so important, especially for those working on reli-
gions and violence/nonviolence such as myself because it puts to rest once and for all the
false question of whether a religion such as Islam causes violence. Instead, Islam or any
other religion including the most pacific Buddhism can be used to justify violence.’ This is
because religions reside within the cultural layer which works as justification, not causa-

tion, of violence.
Third Window: Gene Sharp (1928-2018)

In 1980 at a Yokohama regional meeting of the International Peace Research Associa-
tion (IPRA), a question was raised as to whether it would be possible for IPRA to take up
the subject of “nonviolence” as part of its work. A distinguished colleague from Europe
responded that IPRA should not be associated with “pacifism” since it would “discredit
peace research.”'’ It is interesting to note that the European colleague equated “pacifism”
with “nonviolence,” and that in his view “nonviolence” or “pacifism” was not an academic

subject worthy of peace research.

At about the same time, Gene Sharp who wrote the now world-famous The Politics of
Nonviolent Action "' was a visiting scholar at Harvard University’s Center for International
Affairs, and just published an award winning essay discussing the implications of civilian-
based defense: Making the Abolition of War a Realistic Goal."” In the same year, Sharp
published Social Power and Political Freedom arguing that in order to effectively tackle
grave political problems namely: dictatorship, genocide, war, and social oppression, there
is a need to rethink politics. The obvious must be questioned because “We usually take the
familiar for granted, and do not really ‘see’ it. We often fail to ponder that which is unmis-
takably before us, to give it our close attention, and to ask simple but fundamental questions

about it, as we would if it appeared before us for the first time.”"

Studying nonviolent action from Sharp’s The Politics of Nonviolent Action is to learn
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to question the obvious in politics, namely the way power works. In addition, it is to under-
stand the theory behind nonviolent action, the numerous historical cases supporting the
world famous 198 methods, and how they work to alter the conflict dynamics. Apart from
these, while serving as a translator of his The Politics of Nonviolent Action into Thai, I have
also learned how Sharp was so careful with language choice for his book as we struggled

for the appropriate translation of the term “nonviolent action.”

Precision of the terms used in nonviolence studies/research is so very significant to
Sharp that he would sometimes chastise me for using the term “nonviolence” loosely in
my works because it broadly covers nonviolent direct action, love of all humanity, passiv-
ity and surrender, among others. For him, using “nonviolence” in one’s research is “often

highly ambiguous, contradictory, and even moralistic-all quite unsuited for description and

2514 9 ¢

analysis of conflicts.” * Therefore the term “nonviolence” “should not be used as a syn-
onym for the technique of nonviolent action, because nonviolent action is often practiced
for pragmatic reasons and is not necessarily tied to a general belief in abstention from all
violence.”" Those who use nonviolent action may not be pacifists who may support or
oppose the use of nonviolent action. In fact, pacifists who oppose nonviolent action do so
because for them “some methods of nonviolent action may be too conflictual, coercive, or

. . 16
provocative of violent responses.”

Sharp’s belief about precision is with Tocqueville whose quote he used as epigraph
to his Sharp’s Dictionary’s introduction: ‘An abstract term is like a box with a false bot-
tom, you may put in it what ideas you please, and take them out again without being
observed.”'"His first two sentences in the book clearly reveal his intention. They read:
“Every field of study and thought requires clear concepts, terms, and understood meaning.
Without them, description, analysis, communication and the transfer of knowledge are
impaired, if not impossible.”"® For Sharp, such precision is needed for the advent of non-
violent struggles studies/research to help the world cope with deadly threats from genocide

to dictatorship and other forms of tyranny.
Conclusion: a note on “windows” and critical peace/nonviolence research

Looking through the three fantastic windows, and though there are others in my life, these
have helped me see the familiar with the unfamiliar eyes so that new questions can be
raised. Critical peace research framework enables me to place variables in appropriate lay-

ers that help elucidate how different faces of violence work to trap humans in its deadly
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space. Then nonviolent action grounded in knowledge from diverse fields of study in both
social sciences and humanities continue to kindle my hope in critical peace/nonviolence

research as knowledge-based alternatives that could help foster a more peaceful world.

Since I began this article with a peculiar understanding of “window,” let me end by
showing how this understanding of “window” as something that helps one “breathes” and

“sees” can connect with peace/nonviolence research/studies.

On July 8, 2013, in Lampedusa, a small Italian island some 70 miles from Tunisia
known as North Africa’s “gateway to Europe” where so many migrants have died crossing
from Africa, Pope Francis raised the question: “Has anyone of us grieved for the death of
these brothers and sisters?” Rephrasing the Pope’s question to underscore the pain it deli-
cately suggests, I am curious about why when seeing the sights of human suffering, in this

. . 19
case the migrants’, one does not or cannot grieve.

In meditating on why this is so very difficult, I have argued that the difficulty arises
from a profound sense of human failure to realize how one’s life is connected to others’,
and that to be able to do so-to see their sufferings and to hear the cries of the oppressed,
there is a need to call into question the dominant role of “thinking” as the defining qual-
ity of being human. Beyond the critique of “thinking,” breathing is then proposed as an
alternative epistemic ground necessary for peace/nonviolence in the twenty-first century.”
In this sense, “windows” could serve as portals to “see” and “breathe” the world one lives,

both as a peace/nonviolence researcher and a human being.

References

' (https://www.etymonline.com/word/window, accessed December 30, 2020).

* Thongchai Winichakul, Moments of Silence: The Unforgetting of the October 6, 1976 Massacre in
Bangkok (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 2020).

Marjorie Hope and James Young, The Struggle for Humanity: Agents of Nonviolent Change in a
Violent World (Maryknoll, New York: Orbis Book, 1979).

For an elaborate treatment of Paige’s influence on educating me as a peace/nonviolence researcher,
see Chaiwat Satha-Anand, “Teacher Glenn: how a political scientist educated a peace researcher,”
Journal of Peace Education Vol.15 Issue 3 (2018), 255-266.

Chaiwat Satha-Anand, Islam and Violence: A Case Study of Violent Events in the Four Southern
Provinces, Thailand, 1976-1981(Tampa, Florida: University of South Florida Monographs on
Religion and Public Policy, 1987).

See Glenn D. Paige, Chaiwat Satha-Anand and Sarah Gilliatt (eds.) Islam and Nonviolence
(Honolulu: Center for Global Nonviolence Planning Project, Spark M.Matsunaga Institute for Peace,
University of Hawai’l, 1993). Throughout my academic life, I have worked on the subject of Islam



Three Windows and Critical Peace/Nonviolence Research 11

and nonviolence, see also Chaiwat Satha-Anand, Nonviolence and Islamic Imperatives (Sparnas,

Sweden: Irene Publishing, 2017).

Johan Galtung, Peace by Peaceful Means: Peace and Conflict, Development and Civilization

(London, Thousand Oaks, Delhi: SAGE, 1996), 201-207.

¥ The Astana Times, January 5, 2021.

’ See Chaiwat Satha-Anand, “’Red Mosques’: Mitigating Violence Against Sacred Spaces in
Thailand and Beyond,” in Ken Miichi and Omar Farouk (eds.) Southeast Asian Muslims in the Era
of Globalization (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015), 197-220. See also Michael K. Jerryson,
Buddhist Fury: Religion and Violence in Southern Thailand (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2011).

' Glenn D.Paige, “To Leap Beyond Yet Nearer Bring: From War to Peace to Nonviolence to
Nonkilling,” International Journal of Peace Studies Vol.2 No.1 (January 1997), 97.

"' (Boston: Porter Sargent, 1973).

"> (Winner of the Ira D.and Miriam G.Wallach 1979-1980 Awards, sponsored by the Institute for World
Order in New York.)

" (Boston: Porter Sargent, 1980), 13.

" Gene Sharp, Sharp’s Dictionary of Power and Struggle: Language of Civil Resistance in Conflict
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), xiii.

" Ibid., 193. But elsewhere I have argued that Sharp’s distinction is too restrictive. See Chaiwat
Satha-Anand, “Overcoming Illusory Division: Between Nonviolence as a Pragmatic Strategy and
a Principled Way of Life,” in Kurt Schock (ed.), Civil Resistance: Comparative Perspectives on
Nonviolent Struggle (Minneapolis and London: University of Minnesota Press, 2015), 289-301.

'S Ibid., 211.

' Ibid. The epigraph is from Alexis De Tocqueville’s Democracy in America (1889), Vol.2, 63.

" Ibid.,xi.

" See a philosophical discussion of “grievability” in relation to “equality” of lives in Judith Butler, The
Philosophy of Non-Violence (London and New York: Verso, 2020), 28.

* Chaiwat Satha-Anand, “Breathing the others, Seeing the lives: A Reflection on Twenty-first-century
Nonviolence,”in Joseph Camilleri and Deborah Guess (eds.) Towards a Just and Ecologically
Sustainable Peace: Navigating the Great Transition (Singapore: Palgrave Macmillan, 2020), 228-
248.

7






it PR O Z%S & B B, Ay b7 =2, BT O r s VA 13
AR L

TR B O NI 7 &
WL, &y F7—2, #iflaat T 4O ARG

Bk #A
(LURE STy N

=4925]

KegnT—=< [HHROFHIE ANH ORI T 28] & —F LRI,
FFRVOL BRI SFTH A )0 T ABDOLETE D D4 BB T
MABZENTED s TNOERALL22BWIE, FRICE B ISR S UG 7228,
S HOEBHENSHLGBICLT LA IR TETWw LI b Tidhv, #
Nz 1 20RIBHRE LT, FHIE AR OZREPREEO T % 1813 2 BRI T
HHEADERAS T KITROSNTWS, JERBHTE LS T2, 1R
DA E N ORERBEZOWTIE, WFL VI BBOAL ST, SRR
WA S ZOMEZREAETLEIELTWDE ERB|ETE DL, T TARTI,
COF—BREEAESE > HE 2 TV E 720, BRI, R R
(World Health Organization: WHO) DM Ay N7 —27 24585 %5 2 & T, WHO
W LT EEHR, ZOEE, A UEE L IS 5,

Z 2T, ot & U TR A B & iR ORI A OR R E O
MRZ BT 5, 2T, WHO ® 2N T COGE)Z MM ICHO 5, PR E
Grir & N o2& REOBRIE. [ARBIZ L H1994]) CTRBEOR &R S LT
R S N7z 2 2 TIdgsE & R & S E O S8 08\ R FF I D 2 4 h3 8 )
ENTWAHEEE LT, EREREN I, FHAERESRTWE, 20 641K
WZiE AMoZERERE S M L -dus#E [Refiio 4 HREE] 2/,
Pt A B A N D2 B o — M & LT BiF sz’ iz srs 2k
BABOZEREOHE L TVED S, MERBBEOEYWE, ERICB®E L
B B ek L BEETE T L AR O R AR L OO & AR S
N7zo MA T, HAROFHE DR TIZ, FIAIE F— R FRKE T ICHIT L
ARAL Y o A VT NE R aa ;T 4V A EGE (COVID-19) 7 AR
B BRYEDOTAT 2 AR T UL, PRMER A S B AR ORI A 0 TREE S
ZATCWAZ EIIHLNEA D,

AFTIND FiF % WHO &, € OPpfatfi A 500 UL #El 2 K7 LT & 72,
BEAE R D TYMBAE R DSk, IEGIE NI XIS T 5 72 9 19694F 12 [EIBS PR B 4 il



14 [REFFARZE - Hiroshima Peace Research Journal, Volume 8

B4R 3R
1948 [t IR GEMEEI(WHO)ER ST
1969 |EFRERAIFEIR QLS. R EROAREET)
1978 |7 -FREE (T4 ~NLR T TIRIE)
1980 |RAERMEES
1994 |[UNDP[ ARIBIFHREEZ 194](BEDRERE)
2000 [AFORLEEZESHRESE . BMGFRIL, GAVIFEIL
2003 |SARS(EIBERIRAIZKET IO X Difik)
2005 | EB R ERBIRET (EISME A REE EDBRERNR)
2009 [FEATILIUH(HIND
2012~ [MERS
2014~ |TAHRZHMEFET7IYH)
2015~ [CHENTA)HKEE)
2020~ [#FFE2OFVAIILRERESE(COVID-19)
2020 Jan. |ERFMICBESNES A RELELORSFEREE(A30H)
2020 Mar.|[COVID-19/8>T3vSE S A11H)
2020 July [7A)ADWHOR BB (202157 A 6B R F5E)

L. 19804F 11 KRG DBEWIZ N T % 7 &% { O % EiF 7z FFIZT 54
Y AN T ERBEL, RIEGYEISTINT 20H % 5F, §XTOAL
OEFREZRE T 2 7201208 LT b, SI4E, 5T 2 IBYYE 0 IR HATICD
Wl 20034F O EHE SVEIPIRSHERERE (SARS) OURAT % ZLHIC EIBR O B A
WET SN, EBE 7 AR E L OB BICHHE T 2 A0 2 Sz, WHO IE
COVID-19DFATIZEE LT 20204F 1 A30H ICEREMICIF & S L5 SR AE Lo
SR (PHEIC) HE., MW T3 HIIHIZ Y FIv 27 2ES L, MIBLTWwAY
ARIEL LD X9 R BEME.O2 B AIZ LT, EI220004E LD WHO W B
RAY NI =210V THET 5. DT, 1. TR AR BT Bl Fe T L3,
WHO FHOZERLHHEZME T 5, #d. 2. HRREREA Y b7 —27 0%
AT, WHO 2 v b7 —27 02 b L7cv, 2 LT3, AR & 3
Bl a a7 AV ZEGE T, COVID-19NDxft & WHO ofedl, #HiszicE T T
EREAMET 5. Bb DI, FREEEST RO & ABORERED
MR 2 QD TELT 5,

1. HFREEREMER DR

(1) PROHER (199247 5 20184F)

AFTIE, WHO PHOLERLWH AW ST 5% 13 LI WHO FH O
BEEELTW, WHO ®7 a2 J LFH (programme budget) (. JN¥[E 5
4 (assessed contributions) & L3P 4 (voluntary contributions) @ 2 FlJH CTHERL
SND, MYEESHEE, MEEZERENO GBI b S &4, TR



MRRAEREBE QWAL EE - ML Ay Y7 =27, oo o4V AEGYE 15

P41 WHO N E & IEER R % S H LR RO AR R Tl D 7.5
Twho £1 (1992-20184F WHO 711 75 A P8, MBESEE, FEmH4)
1319924E 2 5 20184FE F TP WHO FHEOLIHH OERIERISESNTWSS, #1
Tk, TRTOEHAMML T2 EAIZEHTE S, Ll Zo8nEE4
HHTRZ D, 19924F L2018 FE 2 LS UL, 7027 T 2513597 %, i E s
H413154% ., EEIH4131,665% DBIMEE %25, ML, 7as I A FHEIC
50 5 FEHOEA T, Y EGHETIRT0% 2 518% 123 L, i 4T

1329% %> 581 % 2B L 720 2% 0 19924E %> 520184E 1243 T WHO FHOE
LM ESHED» SEERB SIS -2 PO E 5 b, OB ESH

#1 2 1992-20184E WHO 711 75 A T45, MMESE4, T34 CERL)

BAFE4 ==
AT0s5n | B mEEs | o mam | e alt | FERE

FH8=B+C B & EEE R

=B/A =C/A

1992 459,500,680 324,771,106 134,729,574 70.7 29.3
1993 546,828,285| 365,438,171 181,390,114 66.8 33.2
1994 511,799,615| 364816580 146,983,035 71.3 28.7
1995 698,275,598 481,306,082| 216,969,516 68.9 31.1
1996 575,034,742| 359,270,090 215,764,652 62.5 375
1997 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
1998 668,124,339| 408,386,000] 259,738,339 61.1 38.9
1999 786,557,406 418,751,0001 367,806,406 53.2 46.8
2000 978,821,959 414,093220| 564,728,739 423 57.7
2001 932,871,727 421,279,990 511,591,737 452 54.8
2002 817,221,271 395,219,391| 422,001,880 484 51.6
2003 969,157,379| 397,306,745 571,850,634 410 59.0
2004 |f 1,162,865,000( 426,925,000| 735,940,000 36.7 63.3
2005 |f 1,394,396,000( 431,550,000] 962,846,000 30.9 69.1
2006 |l 1,732,493,000{ 442,000,000 1,290,493,000 255 74.5
2007 1,921,497,000[ 451,115,000 1,470,382,000 235 76.5
2008 1,581,335,817| 470,062,155( 1,111,273,662 29.7 70.3
2009 |l 2,103,382,680| 470,062,155 1,633,320,525 223 71.7
2010 1,943,720,992| 472,557,200( 1,471,163,792 243 75.7
2011 1,900,006,246| 472,557,200( 1,427,449,046 249 75.1
2012 | 2,017,018,640| 474,609,150 1,542,409,490 235 76.5
2013 || 2,404,578,672| 474,640515( 1,929,938,157 19.7 80.3
2014 |f 2,493,604,095| 491,865,238| 2,001,738,857 19.7 80.3
2015 || 2,298,971,000| 462,651,000( 1,836,320,000 20.1 79.9
2016 || 2,187,427,000{ 470,036,000( 1,717,391,000 215 78.5
2017 || 2,567,277,000| 456,712,000 2,110,565,000 17.8 82.2
2018 || 2,737,527,000] 500,751,000{ 2,236,776,000 18.3 81.7

SEWHA46(1993), 12; WHA47(1994), 12; WHA48(1995), 12; WHA49(1996), 12;
WHA50(1997), 12; WHA52(1999), 10; WHA53(2000), 12; WHA54(2001), 10;
WHA55(2002a), 12; WHA56(20034a), 6; WHA57(2004a), 12; WHA58(2005a), 12;
WHA59(2006a), 14; WHA60(2007a), 10; WHA61(2008a), 14; WHA62(2009a), 29;
WHA63(2010a), 35; WHA64(2011a), 31; WHA65(2012a), 44; WHAB6(2013a), 67;
WHA67(2014a), 72; WHA68(2015a), 72; WHA69(2016a), 174; WHAT0(2017a), 128;
WHA71(2018a), 65; WHA72(2019a), 69% £ (ZEH/ERL,



16 [LBEFFAZ : Hiroshima Peace Research Journal, Volume 8

2 1 1992-20174F FELE PIRBIRM T Bah bl (BR Fv)

WHO FAO ILO UNIDO | UNESCO
1992 352 365 150 138 82
1993 357 307 131 139 87
1994 330 267 111 67 77
1995 396 242 106 79 99
1996 341 240 103 67 116
1997 341 241 102 71 130
1998 359 269 98 93 84
1999 331 268 86 88 111
2000 557 314 94 77 198
2001 531 320 115 88 260
2002 776 310 132 89 264
2003 711 310 132 101 303
2004 1,011 317 129 104 317
2005 1,150 317 174 118 351
2006 1,371 425 181 120 291
2007 1,840 425 189 121 228
2008 1,254 568 207 124 208
2009 1,659 568 243 140 179
2010 1,565 891 248 229 323
2011 1,504 899 271 247 309
2012 1,573 775 271 190 391
2013 1,929 744 281 157 369
2014 1,970 805 278 182 365
2015 1,857 744 225 250 352
2016 1,726 770 252 228 246
2017 2,058 751 293 256 261

$UN Specialized Agencies: Voluntary Contributions, 1971-2017
(https://www.globalpolicy.org/images/pdfs/images/pdfs/Voluntary Con
tributions_UN_Specialize_Agencies_Voluntary 1971-2017.pdf)(20204E6
A271HR#REBESRL. £E51E/H.

& L EERBE O RO OMEZ20004E 124 L TB Y. ERUEBE E TEICER
U 47 WHO OO & %> T b7,

Z O WHO FH OB, Mo EEE MR & DIEIZB VT, LD X5
BT OENDLDIES ) e 322 (1992-20174F [ M H 4% RE ARt 4 k) %
Bt 5% 32 TIX19924E 4 520174 F T WHO, [EH AR 2R (FAO).
B S7 A% R (ILO). [ T3R5 BS (UNIDO). [El A5 e b A% B
(UNESCO) @ 5 2o E#E TR DML BB S OERMERIRIN TS, [T
P A & v ) Ml Ak WHO i EH o PR A TlE % < BEREEPTREBIC)L < A7
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LTS, ZOWM, 3T EES MR TR S5 L v 2 f8]a)
ZIMTE 5, WHO UMD EGEEMFBIZB W THEHE, EERIEEDORET)
MEFE 5> TWD, HICH 2 MEHESHEOEGIIA I L, i E o
WENMETFTLTWA E IR S5NDE, WHO OILEILE 413, 19924E DB T
& FAO 12 <" 385,200 KIVTH o 72A% 201 74E 12 [ PRI O o Tl K
D20ME5,8007 W F THEM L 720 WHO 1%, o E S & ik s L &
FIEFREE2HMEE TV, 20E2H5 5D WHO OFEEIH 40 E M
IRIETE %o

MBI WHO R OBEZ LD LI L T 505, FHEOBLMRI % i
B3 5, WHO 132018-19FE 0 FHFI TR Y A A (1065 F)V), BYWE (8
RV F5 7. UGV, PERIE 6.8 M), BadE G5V, &
BEdEE (3.8M8 Fov). JREMRE 35NV oFHEFELTWS, £
WHEZHIC LT, BYEN RO SIFICEN T 25 TH D 2 L 3bh b,

(2) EERBEOMNE

Z 2Tl WHO OB SIS R 28 ) Mt 2D 5, 13 LI WHO OfF:
BB ESOEXRMERZMHRL L 5. 23 (1955-20184F WHO (L4, Rt
) 12195547 520184F F T WHO LRI SO KIER TH 5. WHO L
H4id, 1956%E2 S b, 20184F F THIMO—i& &l - 72" & OALEMR
MED 1 DofEi s LT2000FE 2R TE 5. 7% 5. 20004E %> 5 20044F F
TOMEHRIEE (K286 F)V) A%, 19564E2> 599 F TOAMEH OEEHNAE (F)
2ME R V) & B BIRRICEAL L7056 Th b, £1. K2 THIRMLATER
IO FEENER20004E L VI TR 2R3 20 BB TE 5,

ZITId %, WHO FHIZ20004F 2 ZERICHEE 2 2L 3870725 ) h Z
T 32ODERNZIMT 5. 1 oHIZZa— ke 2hchE) FFERFERO
NELR OB TH D, 70— AL HED 2 & TIEER FARDEBE %2 B 2 T4l
B3 ABEEPHIM L 720 20004E13, Rik$ 57 4 Y E (Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation: BMGF) *° GAVI 7 7 F 7 A4 7 ~ A (Global Alliance for Vaccines
and Immunisation: GAVI) 2Si%37 S L. PR A 05712 BV 2 JEER FARO G L
RKOWHFITH o720 TN OIFERERDOIGEIPLRA WHO FRIIE 4 I8 B %
Bl L7z 20HIE BECOREREOMESILTH %, LbD L H 12, ABOE
RO —MTH & U CTREEEAS19944 1LY FiF S, 20004 1280 T A B o4
REZBRTHEDT Sz, TORE, PR A58 O RBUE S EBR I I3 &
N5 EHITRY, HEFRICIANT 2R AR SN Twno7Z &b, &
OEALOBERE LTIEWMTEX 5, mEIZENLANLRERISMZ T, WHO O
RN IERTE %, WHO FRHOANILWHETH 5, 1990454812 WHO FH D
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3 3 1 1955-20184F WHO &t 4. 2RE14 CkFv)

EEPHE | HEEE EEHHE REtEE
1955-65| 28,457,836 28/457,836| 1992 128,094,226 1,107,576,256
1966 1567,523] 30,025,359] 1993 || 178,010,066 1,285586,322
1967 851,102| 30,876,461| 1994 || 145445848| 1431,032,170
1968 2593238 33469,699| 1995 209,169,637| 1,640,201,807
1969 1,684,749] 35,154,448| 1996 || 204,302,894 1,844,504,701
1970 2,743315 37,897,763| 1997 || 226,187,743 2,070,692444
1971 6,853977 44,751,740| 1998 | 262,948,559| 2,333,641,003
1972 5,306,209 50,057,949| 1999 | 367,946,260| 2,701,587,263
1973 12,224,367| 62,282,316 2000 || 566,289,009 3,267,876,272
1974 15,823955| 78,106,271 2001 || 513,391,699 3,781,267971
1975 32,365,549 110,471,820] 2002 || 422,001,880| 4,203,269,851
1976 32,230,869| 142,702,689] 2003 || 571,850,634 4,775,120,485
1977 35,131,862 177,834,551] 2004 || 735,940,000/ 5511,060,485
1978 47954,729| 225,789,280] 2005 || 962,846,000| 6,473,906,485
1979 32,122,078| 257,911,358 2006 [[1,290,493,000| 7,764,399,485
1980 36,948,457| 294,859,815] 2007 [[1,470,382,000| 9,234,781,485
1981 38,841,213 333,701,028] 2008 [(1,111,273,662)| 10,346,055,147
1982 38,539,505 372,240,533 2009 [(1,633,320,525|11,979,375,672
1983 39,609,466| 411,849,999|2010 (1,471,163,792|13,450,539,464
1984 35,106,836| 446,956,835] 2011 [[1,427,449,046)|14,877,988,510
1985 38,819,220| 485,776,055| 2012 [[1,542,409,490| 16,420,398,000
1986 52,774919( 538,550,974| 2013 (1,929,938,157|18,350,336,157
1987 61,735,554 600,286,528 2014 [12,001,738,857|20,352,075,014
1988 79,762,239 680,048,767| 2015 [/ 1,836,320,000{ 22,188,395,014
1989 76,750,178 756,798,945| 2016 [/1,717,391,000{ 23,905,786,014
1990 90,626,017 847,424962|2017(2,110,565,000{26,016,351,014
1991 132,057,068| 979,482,030] 2018 |[2,236,776,000( 28,253,127,014

WHASB5 (2002b), 12 R PRI EE(CEFERL, 1955 H 52001 FIXWHAS5
(2002b)D P EE, 2002FE M 52018 F (X R1DPLHEEE,

I EG S, SCHBIER ALY T 18R 2R A2 Tz
THRUE R EPMTbN T 2hs Bl 21X, 19954121, M E 4% 78 7 [
(42%) 4L Db RVHEEDIA LT, ZOR WHO O3 2 E&HTH -
7ZMBEAHEC X B TEEE, WE#EIC 2> TWDTH %,

ERLD 3 ODENAY Y e ) WHO FHIF20004E 2 Bl H 2 2L s g7 &
BRbo TORM, Bl C2AREIIN S OB & v ) i, b Es4H 4
DARRG R, WEEEZHOGbELEEHER > T, TOZELThlkd
Ziidy mRESHE AR S OEDOENTH L. 2 h . IEEsH
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& AR SO E & RIIBLACTRE AU I E XS AR T A
HPNEDS Vb IF Tl whSs MEEMAET A0, WHOIZE 5 TFHD
WAARDNLORREN MR EAEIT SND. —HOMLERM A, I ERIE
ERFEARO AR L T D, 20720, PEBNIZIE WHO FH %2 RE5E
LS8R EZFOLEZ S, FIFMAZINUL. EHED WHO FH O L 45
HORMEZRBEINZ, ST THAENLL TWARWVA, WHO MBOAZELE V)
EAA LT SE) RN Z ED Tz, i35 COVID-19I2 & » T2 OiRE
WAL L2 E 2 DN D,

BT, EEMBEONRE R T 5, WHO OFEFME 413, I ETTE SR
4 & JEER EREEI S0 2 D125 TE 5, 4 (2000-201 84FAT- B
ah N E R OFEER EREERE S HE) 1220004 70 520184 DAL AL
FrEMMBE K CEER EROTEIRBAE, TOHEIRENTWE, O/,
?Nf@ﬁﬁf&ﬁwméﬁﬁmﬁéﬁm%%fmnéo&B#N%ﬁktfﬁ
BB EOEGOELE B TE 5, HIZIE 20024F & 20174E DT ZILARET

4 1 2000-20184F R RN AR R, N E N ORI R EARME IR 4 H A

CkFW)
N _
A EEMLEH| B MEEEE |0 T | iﬁggﬁ
=B+C me EERNHS s Kk vaboia
(%)=B/A (%)=C/A
2000% 610,900,989 379,001,890 231,899,099 62.0 38.0
2001* 610,900,989 379,001,890 231,899,099 62.0 38.0
2002 488,326,944 340,200,692 148,126,252 69.7 30.3
2003 637,981,962 429,388,865 208,593,097 67.3 327
2004 797,510,879 543,072,714 254,438,165 68.1 319
2005 1,014,334,618 670,739,839 343,594,779 66.1 339
2006 1,001,019,664 621,616,005 379,403,659 62.1 379
2007 1,497,044,267 800,715,980 696,328,287 535 46.5
2008 1,111,325,223 475452020 635,873,203 428 57.2
2009 1,633,268,963 960,742,930 672,526,033 58.8 412
2010 1,471,163,792 773,750,281 697413511 526 474
2011 1,427,449,046 787,548,199 639,900,847 55.2 448
2012 1,639,390,127 768,594,748 770,795,379 499 50.1
2013 1,929,938,157| 1,039,295291 890,642,866 53.9 46.1
2014 2,001,713,247| 1,032,868,359 968,844,888 516 484
2015 1,836,970,206| 1,020,279,072 816,691,134 555 445
2016 1,717,219,177 920,319,765 796,899,412 53.6 464
2017 2,110,685,173| 1,040549,547| 1,070,135,626 493 50.7
2018 2,243,377,613| 1,164,716,548] 1,078,661,065 51.9 481

HWHA55(2002b), 4-10; WHA56(2003b), 4-9; WHA57(2004b), 4-11; WHA58(2005b), 4-10;
WHAB59(2006b), 4-14; WHA60(2007b), 4-12; WHA61(2008b), 4-16; WHA62(2009b), 4-14;
WHAB3(2010b), 4-23; WHA64(2011b), 5-19; WHAB5(2012b), 5-25; WHAB6(2013b), 4-14;
WHAG7(2014b), 4-15; WHAG8(2015b), 4-19; WHAG9(2016b), 4-16; WHAT0(2017b), 4-14;
WHA71(2018b), 4-14; WHA72(2019b), 4-12%E(TEH /L.

*2000F R U 2001 F (. 2F D ERMHKLE . MEERVIERERERREEEFHYLIS
Z(E.
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b7 & 2 N E K OFEE R ERMEER B S oG 2 Wi 5 & I EEE 4
DEEIE T0% 2> 549% T Ly FEERR EMREERIDEOHEG1E. 30%0 5
50% ZHIIN L 720 MEAE T, BRI o0 2 EE R A L Tw 5,
I2FE 1 24be s L, 201840 WHO TR, MMBESHAE18%., Hi E1T:
)E'\?Luujj‘z42%\ FEE R EMT BN 439% TR SNDEHH E %45, WHO F5H
(320004E AR, EEIHE £ EMMAHE - 7225, EEMBEONE D H L 1221 L.,
JEER EROIHEIE IS 28/ %50 5 720 WHO FEOK 4 #% JEER E
A AFEINCHH > TV 2RV, 19904 o FE /0404 % F:8h & L 72 WHO 7
BOAOEALTHhEZ EIEHLNEA S, BlfED WHO IF, Bkl FRBGEC
O CEBRBEE L V) —RWEFRE TR ENZ2VIFBEALTWDELEZDD
b Lk, =T MBEEE VO A TTREZR B, MREE S
T O E EUT S 4% A7 WHO THEIZHD 28413 6 BIFEE L 2 ) WHO
ERZMEEOEE%TIEE L TWwa EHMED TSN L, WTFhICE LI TR
% piid. WHO FHOMEIZ20004E 2 ZBRICER L2 Lw ) Hilh 5,
ZNTIE, EERILAE. Eo L) ZER. FERERICI > THRIES A TY

75 1 2000-20184F 0 WL T AL 4 1AL 5 o E R O, G CR V)

. MBEEEELEE
ERAE L f15hE - | MR | cans Easym
e FREDEIE®

2000-2001 | A¥UYR | #5v% 7HA)HA | /4 [ 4507 HE

— 591,428,193 780
EEBLHEE [1190,057,815[169,147,558]147,920,099| 48,124,080 | 36,178,641 ] 340,000
2002-2003 || A¥FYR FH)H HhHE | Jumza | A58 HE

— 583,303,213 758
{EEBLHEE ||186,656,137[163,561,632| 73,985,156 | 80,457,838 | 78,642,450 | 340,000
2004-2005 | A¥FYR FA)H Hh+8 | suza [ZY—F]  HE 851,865,804 102
EEPLHEE ||255,295,887(226,463,468| 172,498,068| 101,380,169| 96,231,302 | 4,460,000 T -
2006-2007 | 7AUH AFYR 8 | snza [RY—F]  E 949780952 668
{EE PLH4E |305,668,404(303,593,823| 150,849,285|102,395,274| 87,274,166 | 7,305,391 T ’
2008-2009 | F7AUH AFYR | 9z q Hhry A58 HE 911937990 635
{EEHLH4E [|424,540,852(205,510,011]103,923,252| 96,356,532 | 81,607,343 | 4,232,333 T ’
2010-2011 | 7AU% AFYR hrg |/ — 5]

— Ea Noozd WoARSUA FE L 000089803 696
{EE L 4E [1438,285,683(288,952,392| 154,147,294 113,889,562 91,814,872 | 2951,149

2012 AJH R —ZF5YF /L

2 T A 1¥Y h+E H—RSUA x4 FE 545,000,587 709
{EEBLHEE [|214,9185555(115,690,011| 95,333,304 | 65,782,429 | 53,285,288 | 1,710,000

2013 AFYR FH)H Hh+E | sz —ZSUA HE

= 701,674,895 675
{EEBLHEE [|270,558,531(179,744,341|121,699,438| 68,240,578 | 61,432,007 | 6,057,062

2014 TA)h AFYR hr5 oA F—ARRSY T PE 635202747 615
{EEBLHEE [|300,671,805(155,129,268| 79,796,770 | 49,808,970 | 49,795,934 | 7,040,000 T ’

2015 FAH AFYR | FACIIT| HFE | Jvz4 HE 658.153919 645
{EEPLH4E |305,744,839(195,678,335| 67,610,799 | 47,158,403 | 41,961,543 | 2,857,811 T '

2016 TH)H AFYR =] FA — 2571

— = A7 _WoARSUA FE oo oa0403 658
{EEHLHAE |324,156,696(133,843,104| 68,247,123 | 39,662,977 | 39,660,593 | 5,170,000

2017 FH)H AFYR KAy BE /LA HE

= 743,143,115 714
{EEHLHEE [1401,108,929)163,734,475| 89,942,082 | 46,726,068 | 41,631,561 | 10,584,499

2018 TH)H YR A —

2 ) ) KAy ZES g9z —hk HE 787879850 676
{EEBLHEE [281,063,159[205,262,406| 154,538,249| 86,516,036 | 60,500,000 | 6,315,132

HKRADWHOE M EEIEF R,
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DS hro AABMMBEOKRE VAL S HE &I FEFIEAZIY EiF5, %5
(2000-20184F B EAE B 4 BAZ 5 7 L R OV EL FI4)  13220004F 2 5 20184
T CTOMEEEEMRNED A5 7 E R O EOFERIER TH 50 PEIZERD I
Wt D72 BISMI R L7zo BAL5 7 E ORI R REHIR & 2 A& 5
N0y, MEEEEE S0 2 B A EOFGIFEIC6HZBRTED .,
I EME I 4. FIC RS P EICKZ BNTWDE 2 Ldbnrd, TOHT
DHELELMUE 2R TIUL, TAVAEAF)RER DD WENX20024E0 5
20184F T TH N B EHE IR SO HR AR ETH > 72,

BV Ty # 6 (2000-20184FE I E 5 BRI G 1AL 5 IR, #4) 1320004
A 520184 £ TOIEER EMEER M F O L7 5 [ Iﬁ(@@(/’t?ﬁ%“(‘% o Sk
FFERERDPIE L T 2290, FEREREEM S 40 5 B 5 HE &G

ZBIGHED B A3 6 FIRIE L 22 o T ho FEREMEEMMES . IR EEER

W& L MR, FAT AL 5 BRI 2 T b, F72. 20004F & 20184E % Lk 3 %

36 : 2000-20184F I [E R ML EIRM & B4 5 Hifk, #HE CREFV)

T ESEA FEERTAEER
EEHEEE E A5 pren HEICEHBH LS
FAREOBEIE®
2010—2001 UNICEF USA RI UNFIP World Bank | Kobe Group 355,745,901 167
EEPLHEE | 198,325,904 [ 61808714 | 60,770,697 | 21,707,895 | 13,132,691
2012—2003 GS BMGF UNIFIP RI UNAIDS 184442516 517
EELHEE || 43497610 | 40886824 | 39,870,584 | 35213809 | 24973689
2004-2005 CEC UNDP* UNIFIP BMGF RI
EEHLHEE | 115982518 [ 82446318 | 71,923926 | 61,804,897 | 35638745 367.796.404 615
2016—2007 World Bank*{  BMGF CEC UNIFIP UNCERF 640542537 490
EEHLHEE || 208,964,320 | 148,174,632 | 128,127,194 | 92596354 | 62,680,037
2008-2009 BMGF RI EC GAVI HLR
EEBLH%E || 338,737,334 | 155,669,958 | 93569,572 | 85,185,306 | 84,000,000 757162170 ba4
2010-2011 BMGF RI UNDP GAVI EC
EEHLHEE || 446,161,801 | 116,565,898 | 109,890,218 | 98,832,852 | 96,566,523 868017292 649
2012 BMGF GAVI EC UNCERF RI
EE P4 || 266,405,630 [ 92582495 | 63,786,386 | 54,937,681 | 42937124 520,649,316 675
2013 BMGF GAVI UNCERF EC UNDP
EEHLH%E || 301,338,333 | 130,356,707 | 50095877 | 41,787,631 | 38,501,502 562,080,050 831
2014 BMGF GAVI RI EC UNDP
EEPLHEE || 256,521,237 [ 127,754,707 | 66516459 | 58,639,262 | 56,458,643 565,850,308 584
2015 BMGF GAVI NPT RI UNDP
EEPLHEE | 185,272,525 | 126421673 | 86,252,168 | 56,302,924 | 47221524 501470814 614
2016 BMGF GAVI NPT RI EC
EEPLHEE || 275,858,618 [ 75420327 | 66,650,000 | 52,842,093 | 45573,156 516344194 648
2017 BMGF World Bank GAVI EC RI
EEPLHEE || 324,654,317 [ 145568331 | 133,365051 | 81956035 | 62,111,937 747655671 699
2018 BMGF GAVI UNOCHA NPT RI
1 4.0
EEpLHEE || 228970,196 | 158545964 | 135922608 | 85820,188 | 81429465 69068842 6

KRADWHOBHEEICEH R,

*UN Development Group Iraq Trust Fund

*kFund from GAVI Fund Affiliate

CEC: Commission of the European Communities, EC: European Commission, GS: Glaxo Smithkline, HLR: Hoffmann-La
Roche, NPT: National Philanthropic Trust, RI: Rotary International, UNCERF: UN Central Emergency Responce Fund
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& WHO 7u 75 AFHITHD 5 P75 BAEOEER M EOH G1318% 72 525%
WHEIN L 720 AE4E. MEENCIZ . S S 0IEEFR TR D WHO B b THEE
BEEZHCDOOH L I L ELDTRHTE 5. TR LIEERFEARDOFTLH BMGF
& GAVLIZ K & BB % o T b W FRIZ20064E 2 5 20184E 12 2 F THLHY
T AL 5 IEER EARDO I IE ST SN TW 5, FEZ BMGF 1220084E 2 5
B T CIRER BTN ORI EARTH 5, BIAEEHRBEO Y
HEE LT B EALELE LD DRR 2R L7205 20 2 D0IEEF IR
OWVTIE, £ DEERBEZRENRE L TW A 720, ZOERTHEEIL
ZWZH b oT,. ThTTWHO FEORENICHELG L TWS EMEDIT SN
%o

P k. WHO PHOMERRLTERMEOME # G5 5 2 & T 20004E LA, AT
BERMEOEEMNHE Y, TOPFTLEELERELTT AV A, A XY A
BMGF, GAVI DfEESH S H & %5 72,

2. HFREHERY NT—-JDOKS

(1) 7AYHEAL X)) ADLEIHE DR

E2ETIE, T AU, 4 XY A, BMGF, GAVI DAL 405 DM
R ERE T 50 SITET AV A EAF) ZOMEERBEORFHEH S HIT
b

7 (2010-20184E7 AV A1, A ¥ A, WEIHHPMEEIRE4) 1320104570 5
2018FFTOT AU A, A F YA, WEOMEBAHEE HENWBEIRENT
WA, ZORTTHDIIRIETE 5 ML, EERBEONRIBIFETIZ 8HEE
WAL ENT VBB TH D, ZOPHAIL, TEHINEZ A O WHO &L
TOMBEZNENOIIGTRLE LR EZFHED, WHO 26 ZofllA IRz
X, SHHICH L ENEERME T TFOMENFEHEINTE Y., EERT4E
OWHEIBKHEADIEH 2 HESELEEL 750, LS & OB h kA
WHO DOFEBMEZ PR S BB F- v, M)y, W coMBE,» S Z o
MAEZPRZ B L, TOLEMNEOMEZDFTHIENTE, HLOHERHE
W WS 5 2 LA RE e A & U CRRRES 50 Z ONFEIE. N E S04 &
W5 &—EHL2E RS, WHO HSINMEESEE 2 5 L &% WHO ©
HKETHASTELESEE LTVEDT 5NE . FGHIGHEETIAGENZ & 5 T,
MEEGHEEL, HR2IEETET, EERBEICHEENZRILIZCVWE
X LTHEMOT S5, BRSSO AR GIEEZ R L %R, 2
DX MBESEE L EERBEOHEOENDIERTE L. ZORME
F 2 UE 20004ELIFE, WHO PR OELHPMEEIMHEICBE L2 2 Lk, K
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The COVID-19 pandemic struck early in 2020, amidst intensifying trade war between the
United States and China and speculations that a cold war may be descending between the
two (Kaplan 2019). The timing of the pandemic could not have been worse, as the prospect
of great power rivalry returning seemed more tangible after a decade of rapid expansion
of Chinese influence in global affairs and declining American hegemony. Indeed, as if to
put the current international system under a stress test, the global health crisis highlighted
the fundamental weakness of the United Nations (UN) system to facilitate international
cooperation when it is beset by great power discord and rivalry. The UN’s global health
body, the World Health Organization (WHO) was the first to fall victim, as it failed to rise
above the blame game between China, the source of the new coronavirus, and the US under
the helm of an impetuous “America First” president Donald Trump, who each had a major
hand in crippling the organisation’s ability to guide the world in fighting the new coro-
navirus. The fate that befell on the WHO echoed the situation at the UN, as the Secretary
General Antonio Guterres’ warning in April 2020 that the global health crisis was “the
gravest test since the founding of the Organisation” and that the “unity and resolve of the

Security Council was critical” (Guterres 2020) fell on deaf American ears in particular.'

However, what happened to the WHO or the UN was neither new nor unforeseen.
Great power competition, particularly among the permanent five members of the UN
Security Council who have the veto power, has always been and still is a major factor in
how the UN functions. The UN as an organisation of inter-governmental dialogue and
consensus-building has evolved and maintained its relevance in part because of the veto
which, as Stoessinger observed during the Cold War when the veto gained its noteriety in
the context of US-Soviet rivalry, “has been not an insurmountable obstacle, but a constant
incentive toward greater inventiveness and improvisation in international problem-solving”
(Stoessinger 1973). Rather, the current crisis of the UN system induced by the specter of

US-China rivalry speaks of a more complex and comprehensive challenge to the interna-
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tional system itself, which is the increasingly complex nature of security threats—traditional
and non-traditional—in a globalised world, and the pressing need for great power relations
that facilitate rather than obstruct international cooperation. As Richard Haass summarised
the situation: “What makes this a crisis is that the need for international cooperation is
great. We face not only the revival of great power rivalry but also multiple global chal-
lenges, from pandemics and climate change to nuclear proliferation and terrorism, for

which there are no unilateral answers” (Haass 2020).”

The US-China competition has now spilled well over from the economic sphere, and
it will be transformative to the US-led international liberal order. This article argues that,
while US-China rivalry is of great concern in itself, it should not be seen or explained
through the lens of the previous great or superpower rivalry between the US and the Soviet
Union. Furthermore, while how their relationship develops has bearing on the future of
the international order, discussing great power relations as something to be managed or
balanced is rather like seeing the tree and not the forest that is also moving. The nature
of the international system and how it operates have changed rapidly in the past 30 years
as a result of the global expansion of the liberal international order. Great power relations
and rivalry are interlocked in a larger the process of transforming this liberal international
order toward a “World Order 2.0” (Haass 2017)’ that reflects the contemporary world of a
global community that now has elements of a post-Westphalian construct of the world, and
in this picture great powers should (ideally) find in their interest to cooperate rather than
compete against each other. This is particularly so for great powers that are able to influ-
ence or coerce the behaviour of other smaller states, and by extension facilitate or obstruct,
as the US and China have done over COVID-19, international cooperation that is crucial to

addressing the challenges of non-traditional security issues.
The Cold War and now: the security order

The end of the Cold War between the US and the Soviet Union and the collapse of the
bipolar structure brought back a world where security conditions are not as tightly disci-
plined and restrained (Bertram 1995; Cooper 2002; Kagan, 2002).* The high tension of
the Cold War meant that any small provocation or the misreading of the other’s intention
or moves by either the US or the Soviet Union, or by their allies, would trigger a chain
of highly charged and frantic diplomatic maneouvres to prevent either side from pushing
the nuclear button, as in the Cuban missile crisis of 1961. The tense security environment

also meant that the other major powers, particularly Britain and France in the Western alli-
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ance, had little to no autonomy in their security policy decision-making, even though both
countries tried to maintain a facade of greatness or grandeur despite signs of diminishing
international standing and influence vis-a-vis the superpower US, a poignant point that

became clear over the American intervention in the 1956-7 Suez Crisis.

The world today is not divided by ideology nor controlled by the tight leash the two
Cold War superpowers kept on the behaviour of other powers and smaller states. Instead,
the non-free world of the eastern camp became liberated from Soviet control, and joined
the “free” world of the West, creating a world connected by a single economic system,
capitalism. But it is no more peaceful than the world of strategic, cold peace under the con-
stant fear of nuclear annihilation; rather, it is the opposite. What we have been witnessing
since the 1990s is the remilitarisation of international politics among the hitherto-bound
smaller states or powers that became unhinged from the iron grip of superpower discipline,
“uninhibited by the prospect of an eventual superpower confrontation” (Rothschild 1995).
If the Cold War temporarily stopped the national, regional or subregional clocks from tick-
ing, freezing free interaction (peaceful or otherwise) and evolution of relations between
nation-states—most born out of decolonisation in the 1950s and 1960s and not necessarily
amicable to each other—then the end of it ushered in the “return of history” (Kagan, 2002)
and a world of anarchy. From the disintegration of Yugoslavia to ethnic, tribal and religious
conflicts that erupted in Africa, the Middle East to Asia, liberation also meant re-activating
older fault lines and feuds, both within and between states. This, combined with the prolif-
eration of nuclear weapons technology and weapons of mass destruction (WMD) among
authoritarian states and international terrorist groups, like al Qaeda and ISIS, make a potent

new cocktail of security threats.

In this new international condition there may be excessive “securitisation” of all
aspects of everyday life. But an all out war between great powers is unlikely compared to
localised conflicts, such as in the Middle East and Africa. The logic of mutually assured
destruction (MAD) that kept large scale wars between the US and the Soviet Union at bay
is still operative, and nuclear deterrence remains important to the strategic stability between
the nuclear powers (the P-5 of the UN Security Council: China, Britian, France, Russia
and the US) and America’s non-nuclear ally powers, such as Germany, Japan and South
Korea. Thus, the two main US-led regional security set-ups that survived the Cold War, the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and hub-and-spokes system in the Asia-Pacific,
continue to function as pillars of order and stability for the respective regions. Countries

in these alliances have the greatest interest in maintaining the liberal international order.
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However, the new revisionist powers, particularly China and Russia and de facto nuclear
states like Iran and North Korea, bring new uncertainties to how the security order might
be organised. To say that the world has simply returned to the age of balance of power does
not accurately describe the complexity of the power struggle in this post-Cold War world
and beyond.

Moreover, the pandemic made it plainly known that the threats to peace and security
do not come in the form of inter- or intra-state conflict alone, they cannot be combatted
with guns and bombs, and that existential threats to societies and states are now more com-
plex than ever. The UN Secretary General Guterres repeatedly warned that the COVID-
19 pandemic is a “major stressor” in conflict or weaker states and a threat to global peace
and security, a point he reiterated in his speech at the UN General Assembly in September.’
The wide-ranging impact of the pandemic on the politics, economy and society of states
and relations between states was a clarion call for the international community to upgrade
efforts to address non-traditional security (NTS) threats that require concerted international
action. Whether they are terrorists, pandemics or climate change, non-traditional security
threats are so called because they cannot be met by one state and require functional, inter-

national cooperation.

Needless to say, globalisation had a major part in creating this complex security envi-
ronment and compounding the challenges for states and the international system to cope.
The unbridled expansion of the neoliberal capitalist model of growth, driven by the finan-
cial markets trading on “derivatives”, flooded the world market with money, created ultra-
rich billionaires, and gave face-lifts to urban landscapes globally, but it also impoverished
the poorer and widened the gap between the rich and the poor even in better off countries,
from Europe to Asia, especially after the Lehman shock in 2008. The rise of populism
and demagoguery in democracies, the slide to authoritarianism in weaker states, and the
resurgence of nationalism globally were political symptoms of the cummulative impact of

globalisation.

Open and liberal economic system propelled global movements of labour, capital and
goods, but this borderlessness also had its downsides, where crime, diseases, terrorism to
‘illegal’ migrants, refugees, and incessant exploitation of the natural environment were also
going global: “what goes on inside a country can no longer be the concern of that country
alone” (Haass, 2017). The point about today’s notion of security is in its scope, variation

of actors and nature of threats they pose, in that security threats do not come from states
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alone, and nor are they only of a military nature. Terrorist threats to states and society have
elicited unconventional responses from states. Post-9.11 America’s global “war against
terrorism”, from the Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iraq to the Philippines or Indonesia, has far
exceeded the conventional understanding of war in its geographical and operational scope
as well as the nebulous nature of the “enemy” (Dalpino 2001; Daalder & Lindsay 2001).°

The global community and sovereign obligations

Perhaps more than climate change, the deadliness of the pandemic struck a chord in the
minds of policymakers and ordinary people alike of the dangers of living in an inter-
connected world, especially without international cooperation to mitigate them. As a
problematique for the international system and the global community, it has certainly called
into question the concept of “security” that still prioritises nation-state security over non-
traditional, human security concerns at all levels of policy making, from the local, national
to the international. The idea that the state-centric notion of security of the Westphalian
system cannot adequately address them is already well established, at least in academic
discourse and particularly the EU policy circles for whom multilateralism is the norm. This
approach gained prominence in the 1990s, where “the concept of security [has] extended---
from military to political, economic, social, environmental, or ‘human’ security’”
(Rothschild 1995). The UNDP Human Development Report is a cornerstone document
that introduced the term, “human security” that put human protection from “freedom from
fear” and “freedom from want” as the referent object of security to the international com-
munity. It reflects an imagined global community where the state is not the only actor nor
“central to the whole concept of security,” and international organisations, civil societies,
institutions and multilateralism serve to temper the egotistic behaviour of states to pursue

common interests, such as protecting the planet from environmental catastrophe.

In this conception of international relations, the state itself is a far more compromised
and complex construct today; it is a multifaceted phenomenon (Buzan 1991) that makes the
securing of it an equally complicated task. The nature of the state today sits in the “strug-
gle” between two main systemic forces (or schools of thought in international relations)
that inform state behaviour and international relations: the Westphalian system of sovereign
states (the realists) and the realm of international society of international institutions and
multilateralism (the idealists/internationalists or the English school). The two paradigms of
international relations are not parallel universes, but they are distinct from each other in the

way they define the notion of sovereignty, which in turn defines the nature of the state and
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relations between states in their conceptual universes. The former operates on the classical
notion of sovereignty being absolute and indivisible; in the latter, sovereignty is divisible
and can be diffused and receded to the background. International organisations like the UN
are a halfway house of the paradox between the two world constructs, because they uphold
state sovereignty on the one hand and yet require member states to surrender it on the other
in order for the organisations to function. In this description of international politics, the
conventional balance of power between states constitutes only a part of a more complex,
simultaneous equations to maintain international peace and security, however fundamental
and overriding it still may be to framing international relations as geopolitical competi-
tion. Indeed, Akira Iriye has also noted that international organisations that are central to
the global community have played a significant role in easing tension in relations between
antagonistic powers, be they among great powers in Europe before 1945 or the US and the
Soviet Union during the Cold War (Iriye 2002).

That states can and are willing to surrender sovereign rights is fundamental to the
UN system, not to mention the European Union (EU). This notion of sovereignty is fun-
damental to the conception and expansion of international society or global community.
But Robert Cooper notes that in Europe’s state system this goes even further in breaking
down the “absolutist tradition of state sovereignty” and going beyond nation-states, where
states have acquired “postmodern” characteristics. The defining element of the state, the
monopoly on force is subject to “international — but self-imposed constraints”, and impos-
ing democracy and human rights as qualifying conditions to be part of this system throws
out the idea of non-interference in the domestic affairs of others. In sum, “[a] postmodern
system does not rely on balance; nor does it emphasize sovereignty or the separation of
domestic and foreign affairs” (Cooper 2002). Haass’ aforementioned World Order 2.0,
where “states have not just rights but also obligations to others” is a similar conception.
(Haass 2017).

However, Cooper also crucially notes that parts of the world are not yet ready to leave
the modern world, and that how to spread the “postmodern idea” is precisely the challenge
to upgrade the world order to version 2.0. Revisionist states like China and India are inde-
pendent-minded and sovereignty-conscious, with a high priority on strong national defence
that adds to their prestige. They are establishing their foothold as great powers with the
view to challenging the Western dominated status quo, the liberal international order. This
also reflects a deeper, historical tectonic plate that influences today’s international politics.

For, regional conflicts, civil wars and threats of international terrorism are in some respects
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violent manifestations of the desire for recognition and respect by the nations and peoples
hitherto marginalised or subjugated in the last 200 years, while their world was being
organised and ruled first by Western imperial powers and then by the superpowers during
the Cold War. The rising new powers, particularly China, have the strong desire to have a
say in how the world should be organised. The US is also a sovereignty-conscious power,
and is capable of behaving unilaterally, as has been prominently so during the Trump
administration. But US unilateralism is not unknown. What makes the US appear as if it is
different from the other sovereignty-conscious, revisionist powers is that it is a hegemonic
power in the current liberal international order. The emergent great power rivalry between
the US and China, thus, has the facet of a struggle over the current liberal international

order.

Great powers behaving badly

—America’s self-destruction

The next US president-to-be, Joe Biden, has iterated time and again during the presidential
election campaign that one of the first things he would do when he assumes office is to get
the US to rejoin the Paris climate accords and the WHO that Trump had US withdraw from.
Biden has made it clear that in foreign policy his administration’s mission is to restore US
relations with allies, re-commit to multilateralism and free trade, and show the US capabil-
ity to lead the world again (Biden 2020). How much of these can be successfully achieved
is up for speculation, because America itself is deeply divided as never before; over 70
million voted for Trump who has embraced autocracy, cronyism, irrationality, and bigotry,
and sold the idea of American greatness based on the unbridled expression of free will. To
convince these Trumpians that free trade is better, working with democratic allies is better,
and that America is great because of its ability to shape and lead the world is not an envi-
able task in the political culture of hyper bipartisanship.

We must also be mindful that “Americans have never been enamored with the 1ib-
eral international order” (Wright 2018), constituted by alliances, institutions and the US
military security guarantee to protect them. This would also include America’s global
role in protecting “public goods” to keep an open and ruled based order, such as freedom
of navigation. As Thomas Wright points out, in reference to the post-1945 phase of the
reconstruction of Europe and Asia, the internationalist-minded “policy elites... couldn’t
drum up enough political support for the idea until they could sell it as a vital part of the
struggle with the Soviets” (Wrght 2018). In the post-Cold War era of US unipolarism,
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Americans have time and again expressed frustration that the US cannot be the policeman
of the world. The perception that the security burden is not shared proportionately has been
a perennial problem between the US and its NATO allies and Japan. From the League of
Nations before 1945 to the UN Convention on the Laws of the Seas (UNCLOS), the Kyoto
Protocol, the International Criminal Court,® the US has opted out of some key international
treaties and accords. Even though the liberal international order is its creation, the US is
not necessarily a natural multilateral player nor consciously bearing the responsibility to
protect the world out of a sense of altruism; it does so to the extent that Americans are able
to accept that the cost and burden of US leadership to protect others ultimately serve US

national interests.

But a striking aspect of Trump’s America has been the senseless destruction of the
liberal international order of alliances and institutions that the US led to build, to the detri-
ment of America’s own position vis-a-vis China and Russia, the two revisionist powers that
find the liberal international order threatening to their regimes. Trump has been obsessing
with checking China’s growing influence in trade, finance and technology, which in itself
is not surprising. But his strategy has contributed to actually weakening America’s strate-
gic bargaining position vis-a-vis China in his all out “America First” policy that made no
sense. He imposed tariffs on allies and friends, from Canada, Mexico and Japan to the EU.
He pulled the US out of a string of international treaties and agreements, from the Paris
Accord, the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (the
so-called Iran nuclear agreement), to the INF (Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces) treaty.
Trump’s dislike of multilateralism and disregard for fact-based reality and science, the two
traits that were problematic from the beginning of his presidency, were especially conse-
quential. His misleading tweets and dysfunctional COVID-19 task force that ignored the
advice of public health officials and epidemiology experts abetted in making the US one of
the worst hit countries in the world. As the world watched in disbelief the rising death tolls
in the US, Trump’s America sent out the message that the most powerful nation had neither

the inclination nor the capability to lead the world out of the pandemic.

—China’s self-destruction

Xi Jinping’s China, on the other hand, had its own challenge in winning the trust from the
rest of the world in the absence of US leadership, as the country was implicated in control-
ling the information about the new virus coming out of the WHO in order to save face, as

succinctly summarised in the article in The Atlantic (Gilsinan 2020):
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The most notorious example came in the form of a single tweet from the WHO account on
January 14: “Preliminary investigations conducted by the Chinese authorities have found
no clear evidence of human-to- human transmission of the novel #coronavirus.” That
same day, the Wuhan Health Commission’s public bulletin declared, “We have not found
proof for human-to-human transmission.” But by that point even the Chinese government
was offering caveats not included in the WHO tweet. “The possibility of limited human-
to-human transmission cannot be excluded,” the bulletin said, “but the risk of sustained

s 9
transmission is low.”

No amount of subsequent charm diplomacy to help affected countries, such as sending
face mask and testing kits to Europe or promising vaccines to weaker states from Africa
to Southeast Asia, has been enough to shake off the suspicion toward the authoritarian
regime, let alone be seen as a desirable alternative to the US as a global leader. In 2017,
Xi Jinping impressed some to speculate that China may be the “new champion™'® of the
liberal international order for his keynote to the World Economic Forum in Davos, where
he defended globalisation in an ostensible jibe at Trump’s turning toward protectionism and
trade wars. However, the pandemic struck at a time when the downside of China’s growing
global influence was finding its way to international conversations and commentaries about
the country’s hubris and coercive behaviour. In the seventh year since the launch in 2013,
China’s Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) began to lose its initial appeal as China’s altruistic
contribution to global economic development, as the project became increasingly identi-
fied as a vehicle of Chinese debt-trap (or crony) diplomacy and “salami-slicing” strategy.
The consequences of the over-reliance of the world’s economies — from Europe, Africa to
Asia, not to mention the Americas—on Chinese money and supply chains have been rela-
tive losses of political, economic and geostrategic freedom from Chinese influence for the

“client” states.

Futhermore, mounting accusations of human rights abuse toward the Uyghurs and
Tibetans, political unrest in Hong Kong over Beijing’s breaching of the international agree-
ment of “one country, two systems” until 2047, and the threatening tone and actions toward
Taiwan since the election of President Tsai Ing-wen were all painting a poor, if not danger-
ous, picture of China in the eyes of the international community. China’s effort to exclude
Taiwan from the WHO has been received particularly poorly in the context of the COVID-
19 pandemic. Countries as well as businesses and academic institutions are pressured to
treat Taiwan or Tibet “correctly”, to acknowledge them as part of China and not a separate

entity, often with threats to withdraw financial support or trade deals. The bullying side of
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China’s “wolf warrior diplomacy” has done little to enhance the “soft power” appeal that
the country so craves. In addition, the coronavirus outbreak attracted international attention
to China’s domestic conditions, from poor hygiene in wet markets, government information
control, propaganda and surveillance, and persecutions of “dissenters” by the authorities
(such as the whistle-blower doctor in Wuhan). The lack of transparency and accountabil-
ity in the country’s public health governing structure only added to China’s trust-deficit.
If China was aspiring to challenge US hegemony in the liberal international order, Xi
Jinping was doing a poor job: As a hegemon, the US (even under Trump) appears far more

“benign” than China being one.

—Okthers in sober reflection

The absence of US leadership and China’s inability to fill the global leadership gap during
the pandemic not only put the future of the liberal international order in doubt, but put other
major powers in Asia and Europe to recalibrate, although more as cautious adjustments
than overhauls, their relationships with both the US and China. Two related issues regard-
ing the US stand out as pivotal for those with a higher stake in the maintenance liberal

international order, America’s “democratic” allies in Europe and Asia.

First, the Trump administration’s foreign policy shook America’s standing with tra-

»! aside, his demands on

ditional security allies. Trump’s disdain for NATO as “obsolete
America’s security allies in Europe and Asia (particularly Japan and South Korea) to share
more of the security burden by increasing their defence spending, are not especially new.
Previous four presidents have all expressed similar frustrations with reluctant allies, par-
ticulary Germany and Japan that are the richest of US allies but also highly dependent on
US security guarantee. Donald Trump, however, did it in a shockingly undiplomatic man-
ner accompanied by damaging actions, such as withdrawing from the INF and announcing
to withdraw from the Open Skies Treaty (that includes Russia), not to mention the abrupt
withdrawal of US special forces from Syria in the autumn of 2019 without informing the
NATO allies who also had troops. But what added insult to injury and deepened the mis-
trust of Trump’s views toward alliances was his unabashed boasting of friendly relations
with autocrats and authoritarian regimes, who have been and are considered adversaries
to democracy and open society.”> German Chancellor Angela Merkel drew the line when
she refused to attend the G-7 meeting hosted by Trump that would include the Russian

President Valdimir Putin.

These US actions not only belittled relations with allies and friends and ignored con-
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fidence building measures with adversaries, but also undermined the long-term strategic
cohesion of America’s trans-Atlantic and trans-Pacific security communities that allow the
US to project power across the globe. Francois Godement and Gudrun Wacker describe
the problems as manifested in relation to China: “[Fairly] convergent views on China’s
domestic and international trends have been overshadowed in the last years by debates on
multilateral institutions and alliance politics. This, and perceived differences over values,
has impacted large sectors of European public opinion — in some cases, almost as large as
China’s authoritarian and aggressive behavior. US demands to the EU or member states for
alignment with the US agenda (including threats of secondary sanctions, end of cooperation

and information sharing, etc.) have not been helpful” (Godement & Wacker 2020)."

This brings us to the second point, which is about the role of democracy in US lead-
ership. For the self-apointed custodians of the liberal international order, particularly the
Western powers, the Brexit movement in the UK to leave the European Union (EU) and
the “Make America Great Again” Trumpsim in the US were an ominous sign for openness
and democracy as the underpinning principles for the economic and political aspects of
the liberal order (Ikenberry 2011; Kundnani 2017), as both countries saw the hollowing
out of their democratic institutions and the closing of “borders” by their own leaders. And
the security dimension of the order was in peril after 4 years of the Trump administration’s
often impetuous and transactional foreign and security policy decisions. Trump’s incessant
attack on the government agencies and institutions of democracy in the US itself, includ-
ing the media which he infamously declared are the “enemy of the people”, was deeply
worrisome. Facts and truth became contestable with the news outlets divided over partisan
lines, and with the Republican Party refusing to call out Trump’s authoritarian behaviour
based on lies and cronyism, disoriented the public’s relationship with government agencies,
from the police, the intelligence community to public health authorities. The success with
which he had managed to incite hatred and violence and deepen the cleavage in American
society, particularly over race, became apparent in the presidential election in Novem-
ber. Although Joe Biden has won, the closeness of the race has not been an inspirational
moment for American democracy, although the number of votes for both men exceeded
previous records. The critical issue here is that the erosion of the image of America as a
strong democracy weakens its “soft power” appeal and the legitimacy base of the country

to be the leader of the liberal international order.

In Asia, the geopolitical situation is both diverse and tense, and the regional order is in

flux. Moreover, the order is not organised around principles of human rights and democratic
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values as in Europe. In the absence of an overarching security architecture, principles of
non-interference and respect of state sovereignty in the classical Westphalian sense have
a stronger meaning in the conduct of relations between states. Here it has been China’s
ruthless pursuit of great power status and economic and military threats towards countries
that resist or question Chinese actions that stirred the region’s anxiety about US leader-
ship. From territorial disputes in the South and East China Seas, the authoritarian takeover
of governance in Hong Kong, the diplomatic steps to isolate Taiwan and to the retaliatory
intimidation of Australia that called for transparency regarding the origins of the coronavi-
rus, there are few states that have been spared of the Chinese attempt to shake the post-war
status quo of the US’s hub-and-spokes system of bilateral alliances and the San Francisco
system. The impact of unfettered Chinese expansion of political and economic influence
without effective US counterbalancing policies and actions is most prevalent in this region.
The Trump administration has abetted in China’s adopting a more aggressive diplomatic
and military behaviour in the region by waging a trade war and portraying China as the
next “evil” enemy, and shaking the confidence of allies and friends in the US by forcing
them to choose sides. But this situation had actually been developing since George W
Bush’s “strategic engagement” and Barack Obama administration’s ambiguous “Pivot to
Asia” policies that essentially gave China manoeuvring space to develop militarily than

acting as a leash that other Asians, especially Japan, may have preferred.

The countries in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), the only
regional grouping that is remotely comparable to the European Union (EU), are particularly
wary of their manoeuvrability to hedge between the larger powers to the north, namely
China, Japan and the US being choked by Chinese dominance. To be fair, they have always
tried to avoid entanglement in great power rivalries since the Cold War days, and to that
extent ASEAN states have been wary of taking the side of US as well. However, this cau-
tious stance toward the US is nothing comparable to the sense of threat and suspicion that
ASEAN harbours toward China. The figures in the annual survey conducted by the Institute
of Southeast Asian Studies in Singapore prove it: 52.2% acknowledge that China is the
most influential political and strategic power in Southeast Asia, while the number is 28.7%
for the US. Yet, at the same time, 53.5% see China as a threat to ASEAN country’s interests
and sovereignty, compared to 21.8% for the US, 5.0% for Japan, and 3.5% for the EU. On
the other hand, in the question regarding ASEAN’s options in US-China rivalry, 48% chose
“enhance ASEAN resilience and unity”, while 31.1% chose “not siding with China or US”.
In terms of confidence to “do the right thing to contribute to global peace, security, prosper-

ity and governance”, over 60% have little or no confidence in China and just under 50%
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for the US. In this question, Japan and the EU receive 61.2% and 38.7% confidence rating
respectively. In fact, only 10.5% see China as a “responsible stakeholder that respects and
champions international law,” compared to 15.4% for the US, 51% for Japan, and 68% for
the EU." As ASEAN’s preferences for multilateralism and rule-based international order
demonstrate, as reflected in the high expectations toward Japan and the EU to “do the right

thing”, the restoration of trust in the US is a challenge for the next Biden administration.
Middle powers and the reform of the liberal international order

Europe has recently woken up to the threatening aspect of working with China without a
reliable US, and began to revise their global strategy," as individual states and collectively
as the EU. Any illusion in the early 2000s that the liberal international order can transform
anti-West (or US) great powers, China and Russia, to become responsible stakeholders
and become “more like us” is now gone. Instead, they have chosen to engage China where
cooperation is possible and desirable, such as in the UN Conference on Climate Change
(COP 21) and the nuclear agreement with Iran, while strengthening their defence against
China on issues that concern the coherence and security of the entire bloc, from telecom,
critical infrastructure, business ownership to the upholding of democracy and human rights.
In this strategic outlook, there is a conscious effort of European states, notably France,
Germany and the Netherlands, to be engaged in the Indo-Pacific, and to work with Asian
powers, Japan, India, South Korea, Australia and ASEAN in areas of security as well as
on Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Europe appears also more mindful of reform-
ing the liberal international order, where in the past the inconsistencies and controversial

aspects have gone ignored, especially where the notion of liberal and open are concerned.

The liberal international order has the element of Western liberal thought based on the
universality of human rights and “liberal” democracy. The wave of democratization that has
swept across the globe in post-Cold War decades has often been understood as the triumph
of the Western liberal order over the socialist model of political economy.'® Wealth creation
through capitalism and political liberalization (or democratization) were supposed to go
hand in hand, and at the end of the road history is supposed to ‘end’ with the proliferation
of liberal democracies. This Western-centric idea of how the world should be organised (or
where the world should be headed), based on the notion that liberal values are universal,
has been buttressed by the institutions, norms, rule and regulations of Western design that
bind—and indeed organize—international politics today. This part of the liberal interna-

tional order package is not necessarily appreciated as “universal” as the West would like
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to think by the rest of the world (Kundnani 2017)."” This includes the democratic countries
such as Japan and South Korea that have a greater stake in maintaining this order because

of their role as US security allies.

Indeed, human rights and liberal values are arguably central to the discourse between
West and the rest, notably revisionist, authoritarian powers like China and Russia but not
just them, as an area of negotiation, if not outright contestation, in the course of a more
complex and intense intercourse between the West and the rest. For example, both the
developing and developed states in East Asia question a list of universal values, especially
those enshrined as basic human rights that need to be respected, not because they neces-
sarily disagree with the Western proposition, but because they are embedded as codes of
conduct in international agreement and institutions with penalties (such as sanctions and
intervention) for violation and abuse in the current UN system. Moreover, this unversal-
ist pretention has been perceived as privileging the status quo of the affluent West (or the
haves), if not as a legacy of colonial domination. The discomfort had less to do with the
validity of the actual values per se, but more to do with how they are expressed, promoted
or protected in the international arena, such as the liberal logic of humanitarian interven-
tion (or R2P) that allows the transgression of state sovereignty by the “international com-
munity” because of the universality of human rights. It is no accident that Japan, which is
an ardent supporter of the UN and the concept of human security, keeps its distance from
the concept of R2P in part because it permits the overriding of state sovereignty (the other

reason being R2P risks military intervention).

This situation reflects the broader problem of the hypocrisy in the UN system, where
the disagreement over who has the power or even the authority to ensure compliance on a
cluster of internationally protected human rights (at least on paper) needs to be ironed out.
Improving international institutions and regimes, such as the make-up of the permanent
members of the UN Security Council or who sits on the UN’s human rights commission,
to better reflect the reality today that has morphed beyond recognition from the original set
up is certainly an important international political agenda toward restoring a sense of global
community. Asians, now more confident than they have ever been in modern times, have
had reasons to bemoan and defy Western dominance over issues of cultural, political and
even philosophical import to any political society. This is their post-colonial era position,
and one that would include Japan because its experience with modernisation was status
seeking in the Western dominated world. And, as European powers seek enhanced strategic

cooperation with the powers in Asia to reform and maintain the rule-based internationaal
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order, they need to be mindful that democracy’s path in Asia may not lead to the liberal dem-
ocratic model in the West, but that it is being shaped out of the social and political struggle
in pushing back postcolonial legacies, including the strong role of the military, resisting the

Western imposition of “universal” vales while keeping a guarded stance against China.

Conclusion

The US-China rivalry has made apparent that there is a need for a more robust international
consensus on the extended definition of security, especially among great powers, where
the referent object is not just the sovereign state. Another aspect of this systemic change
would involve conscious efforts to address issues in the post-colonial dimension of global
politics today, where the legacies of Western domination and subjugation of the world
persist and inform the toxic Manichean worldview of the West versus the rest, or Us versus
the Others. Japan once tried to impose its reactionary, Occidentalist order through the East
Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere, and failed catastrophically. China, in principle an anti-colonial
regime and mindful of this Japanese past, negotiated the anti-hegemonic clause in the joint
statement in 1972 that normalised relations between the two. But the irony is that China
is behaving in almost in the same way as Imperial Japan did 80 years ago. China appears
driven to seek great power status with ultra-patriotism and nationalist pride, fed by the nar-
rative to restore Chinese greatness by overcoming 100 years of humiliation. In this picture,
how the current liberal international order evolves would be contingent upon two things:
how the post-Trump US engages with China, in relation to America’s allies and friends, and

how China can avoid the trap of repeating Japan’s mistake.

Needless to say, the theoretical and philosophical discussions for this less state-centric
definition of security are anchored in the English school and liberal internationalists. But
more often than not their contribution is obscured by the disagreements within the aca-
demic discipline of international relations theory, if they are not pitted against the dominant
realists and neo-realists to compete for an authoritative voice. A discernable challenge is
how much impact the academic, theoretical debates have on policymakers, particularly
those in the foreign and security policy community of great powers. This is not to say that
the theoretical world that offers a more nuanced approach to international relations has
had no bearing on the real policy world and conducts of great powers. Nor do the realists,
particularly prevalent in the US, only see the world in the classical balance of military
power terms, if only because of the “discovery” of the utility of power of persuasion, or

soft power, as an effective tool of American diplomacy in winning friends in the Cold War.
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But in mainstream policy discussions about geopolitical competition between the US and

China, there appears little room for nuance.
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Introduction

Much has been written about human security (Hanlon and Christie 2016; MacFarland
and Khong 2006; Peou 2019a, 2014a), but more work is still needed to help us assess the
overall impact of this concept on human life over the last 25 years. The 1990s was one of
the most optimistic decades in world history. In 1989, the UN General Assembly declared
the 1990s as “the decade of international law.” The decade is also known as the “sanctions
decade,” as the number of sanctions imposed on regimes that violated international law
increased exponentially (Cortright and Lepez 2002, 2000). In the middle of that decade,
human security as a concept and a global policy objective also emerged. Proponents of
this concept also developed a vision for a new system of global governance capable of
addressing global challenges, such as threats to human security (Commission on Global
Governance 1995). Human security and global governance together gave rise to what may
be called global human security governance (GHSG). Overall, the 1990s looked set to
bring a greater sense of optimism about the future of humanity.

This article takes stock of GHSG and argues that the last two decades have witnessed
an overall decline of activity in the idea of human security, as a global policy commitment
to making the world more humane has weakened. Evidence points to the growing reality
that the idea of securing people has once again been succumbing to the traditional concepts
of national security and regime security, as it did after World War II. Part of the problem
can be found in a lack of conceptual clarity and some of the policy instruments adopted by
proponents of human security. Economic development, sanctions, military intervention,
peacebuilding and criminal prosecution, regarded as policy instruments to protect people or
promote human security, have proved to be either insufficient or ineffective and might have

been counter-productive.
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Global Human Security Governance

This section sheds light on human security as a concept and briefly discusses its histori-
cal development. The concept is distinct from others also related to security, most notably
national security, regime security, collective security, common security, comprehensive
security, cooperative, and global security (Peou 2014a; Capie and Evans 2002). Although
the terms used to characterize human security are not completely new, the concept was for-
malized only in the mid-1990s at the time when the concepts of global security and global
governance also emerged.

The concept of human security can be disguised from other concepts of security by
answering four basic questions: What is the referent object of security? What is being
secured against? Who provides for security? How is security provided? (Terriff et al.
1999). Based on these questions, human security is not the same as national security. The
realist referent object of national security is states, which function as the primary actors in
international politics under anarchy. National security is about the security of states, which
have been legally recognized as sovereign since the Westphalian Peace Treaty was signed
in 1648. States are subject to no higher body of authority and in need of protection from
external and internal threats to their interests, the most important of which is survival. In
other to ensure their survival, states are assumed by political realists to pursue the policy of
maximizing their security or power through the building of national defense systems and
military alliances, as well as through maintaining adversarial but stable balance-of-power
or balance-of-terror systems. Nuclear deterrence is an important military doctrine. The
accumulation of national wealth is another state priority. The term of economic security has
also been used to redefine national security, not only associated with the security of states
but also of their populations or national citizens (Leffler 1990).

Critics of national security point to the reality in many states in which political
regimes are insecure. Regime insecurity is one related to political regimes that exist in insti-
tutionally weak, failing and failed states because of their lack of political legitimacy. Such
regimes are usually illegitimate because they are not democratically elected or come to
power by coercive means and then resort to repressive violence as the method of maintain-
ing power and security. For instance, they may even use biological and chemical weapons
in response to internal security threats like military coups, insurgencies, and domestic rivals
(Koblentz 2013).

Human security is not the same as collective security either. The latter concept is
based on the assumption that the preponderance of power (not the balance of power) helps

maintain international peace and security (Kupchan and Kupchan 1991, 1998). The inter-
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national community has the collective power based on international law to protect states
and punish state aggression. As one scholar puts it, “Collective security operates on the
strength of an authoritative decision by a body of the international community” (Dinstein
2005: 278). States can still protect their national interests (such as ensuring their survival
based on the principle of self-defense) but can do so by forming an international com-
munity in which they all are under the universal obligation to act collectively when one
of them behaves aggressively in violation of international law. The United Nations (and
its predecessor the League of Nations) represents that community whose members are
assumed to comply with international law and take collective action to punish any aggres-
sor state regardless of whether it is an ally to any of them.

Common security as another concept is also different from national and collective
security in that more emphasis is placed on international disarmament and arms control,
as well as a commitment by states to their joint survival. The Independent Commission on
Disarmament and Security (1982) was the first to develop this concept under the chairman-
ship of Olof Palme, whose report stresses that no state can ensure its security at the expense
of another’s. The Commission states that, “4 doctrine of common security must replace
the present expedient of deterrence through armaments. International peace must rest on a
commitment to joint survival rather than a threat of mutual destruction” (Ibid.: 139, italics
original). Proponents of this concept do not seek to abolish military force immediately but
seek to temper it with the process of diplomatic reassurance. Military deterrence is still rel-
evant but must be balanced by the need for states to reassure one another of non-offensive
intentions by also adopting the strategy of “non-provocative defense.” Ultimately, however,
the concept of common security necessitates real policy steps toward nuclear and conven-
tional arms control and disarmament.

The economic component of security receives greater emphasis in the concept of
comprehensive security, which was first coined by Japanese Prime Minister Masayoshi
Ohira in 1980. Although it remains state-centric, the concept is broadened and deepened
to include economic security and diplomacy (Akaha 1991). In the 1980s, Japan became
known as a “trading state” and was not known as a military power. As a resource-poor
country in need of natural resources from other countries in order to produce and export
manufactured and high-tech goods, Japan placed its priority on economic development
without at the same time sacrificing the need for military security. A major component of
economic security is energy security, which has also been associated with the idea of envi-
ronmental security.

The end of the Cold War further witnessed global efforts to promote the concept of
cooperative security, based on the assumption that state security can only be achieved
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through cooperation rather than competition or self-defence alone. Like common security,
cooperative security recognizes the need for arms control and disarmament; however, the
latter places more emphasis on the need to promote multilateral cooperation among states
through various policy measures and instruments such as non-proliferation of weapons,
security- and confidence-building measures, peace operations, and economic development.
The objective is to either reduce damage caused by war or prevent war from breaking out
and to build and maintain peace, which can be achieved when states in this security frame-
work recognize that they have an equal right to security and that their security is mutually
interdependent (Zellner 2010).

The concepts of security discussed so far are largely state-centric, but one of the two
concepts that is more people-centered are global security and human security. Although one
can make the case that the two concepts are two sides of the same coin, it is worth empha-
sizing that global security is more comprehensive than human security in that it covers just
about everything, from military to nonmilitary security. For instance, the Commission on
Global Governance defines global security as inclusive of national, international and human
security, as well as the security of our planet earth. National security includes the protection
of boundaries, institutions and values but is not exclusive of human protection, more than
just ruling elites. Survival of states is still recognized, but the security of people is just as
or more important. According to the Commission, “the security of people must be regarded
as a goal as important as the security of states. Ultimately, the two objectives are not in
conflict: states cannot be secure for long unless their citizens are secure” (Commission on
Global Governance 1995: 81).

Upon closer examination, the concept of human security has been regarded as more
important than national security in that the latter cannot be used to justify political leaders
taking action to consolidate power by silencing the domestic opposition and suppressing
their citizens or their human rights. However, it may also be useful to clarify here that
human rights and human security are not quite the same, although some of their conceptual
elements overlap. Human rights are concerned with the way in which governments treat
their own citizens who are assumed to enjoy such individual rights as civil and political
rights, as well as economic, social and cultural rights. Thus, international human rights law
is quite broad and has a long list of its violations, not all of which are about human security.
Adopted in 1948 by the UN General Assembly and part of international human rights law,
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights contains rights, including two fundamental
elements of human security. Its Preamble states that, “disregard and contempt for human
rights have resulted in barbarous acts which have outraged the conscience of mankind, and

the advent of a world in which human beings shall enjoy freedom of speech and belief and
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freedom from fear and want has been proclaimed as the highest aspiration of the common
people” (Italics added). These human rights can also be traced back to 1941 when U.S.
President Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) delivered a major speech that laid out four free-
doms: freedom of speech, freedom of worship, freedom from want, and freedom from fear
(Engel 2016; italics added). Human security is more specifically about freedom from fear
and want, as defined by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP 1994).

Freedom from both fear and want refers to the idea that individual human beings,
not just states or their leaders, are the key referent object of security. According to UNDP,
“human security is people-centred” (UNDP 1994: 23. Italics added). Proponents do not say
that all humans are equally insecure, as some more secure than others. They pay most of
their attention to civilian populations who are most vulnerable to physical and non-physical
violence, such as victims of war and mass atrocities as well as other serious forms of depri-
vation, such as unemployment, illiteracy, poverty, hunger, poor health, and lack of medical
care.

The UNDP idea of human security has led proponents in two different but arguably
mutually reinforcing approaches: development-based” and “protection-based” (MacFarland
and Khong 2006). Freedom from fear means freedom from direct or physical violence,
which includes a number of threats to community security and personal security such as
sectarian and ethnic violence, threats from the state (physical torture), threats from other
states (war), threats from other group of people (ethnic tension), threats from individuals or
gangs against other individuals or gangs (crime and street violence), and threats directed at
children based on their vulnerability and dependence (child abuse). Proponents of freedom
from fear pay close attention to the tragic events after the end of the Cold War, such as
intra-state armed conflicts and mass atrocities that took place in countries like the former
Yugoslavia and Rwanda, where unarmed civilian populations based on their religious and
ethnic backgrounds were subject to what came to be known as mass atrocities like war
crimes, genocide, and crimes against humanity. In short, the legal foundation of freedom
from fear is built not only on international human rights law but also on various other insti-
tutions such as international humanitarian law and international criminal law and global
norms such as the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) (Bellamy 2011).

The development-based approach gives priority to freedom from want or the absence
of indirect or nonphysical violence. This aspect of human security is centered on the idea
of prevention rather than intervention, bottom-up rather than top-down, placing emphasis
on social-economic and human development rather than coercive international interven-
tion. Proponents of this freedom also pay much attention to the threat of environmental

degradation as a major threat to human survival (Mohajan 2015). They adopted the idea
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of “sustainable development,” formulated by the World Commission on Environment and
Development (1987:8) making the case that development is “sustainable” when it “meets
the [human] needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations
to meet their own needs.” Global climate change and the loss of biodiversity have given
rise to the politics of scarcity. Thus, there is a need to preserve our global commons and
ensure environmental security if our human welfare and security are to be maintained.
There is also a sense of urgency to get different actors to take collective action that would
reverse environmental threats (Brainard ez al. 2009). In September 2015, for instance, 193
UN member states adopted the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development with 17 goals to
ensure world peace and prosperity for people and the planet.

The policy instruments designed to ensure and enhance freedom from fear and
freedom from want include the following: smart sanctions, military intervention (peace
enforcement and peacekeeping), and peacebuilding (democratic and rule-of-law institution
building as well as international criminal justice through the work of international crimi-
nal tribunals and courts, such as the International Criminal Court or ICC), and economic
development (Peou 2019a, 2014a). The role of other nonstate actors such as global civil
society organizations (such as Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, the Interna-
tional Committee of the Red Cross, and various international development organizations)
play a formal and informal role in helping to protect people and contributing to their socio-
economic wellbeing.

In short, GHSG is narrower than what some scholars refer to as global security gover-
nance (Sperling 2007) in that human beings are the key referent object of security. Broadly
defined, GHSG is a system of governance made up of formal and informal institutions (i.e.,
international law) and processes in and through which different actors (state and nonstate)
take collective action to address threats to human freedom from both fear and want. States
and nonstate actors (especially international organizations like the United Nations, the
European Union, the African Union, and the ICC) are capable of taking collective action
through relying on the above policy instruments to ensure and enhance the twins of free-

dom.

Mission Accomplished?

The extent to which individual human beings around the world have become more secure
since the mid-1990s when the concept of human security was formalized and entered the
security lexicon is a matter of debate and further research. What is clear is that the idea of

human security has been confronted by several major challenges and appears to be on the
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decline in terms of policy practice, as the concepts of national and regime security have
regained momentum.

On one hand, some proponents of human security have observed some positive devel-
opments in recent years. In the Asia-Pacific, for instance, they highlight what major coun-
tries like Australia, Japan and South Korea have done to improve human security. Australia
is said to have coordinated with Japan, Indonesia and the Pacific Islands Forum on this
front. Japan has engaged in peacebuilding in fragile states. Some Japanese writers char-
acterize the Japanese approach to human security on the basis of the “Tokyo Consensus”
(Hoshino and Satoh 2016). Even sovereign-centric states like China appear to be moving
slowly in this direction, despite the fact that human security has yet to appear on the gov-
ernment’s policy agenda and despite China’s “people-first” doctrine (Tow 2016; Ren and
Li 2016; Zhang and Zeng 2016).

On the other hand, much of what has been positively observed tends to highlight
freedom from want in terms of policy commitment to such issues as health care, energy
security, and sustainable development, and yet few of these have been accomplished in
various parts of the world. A proponent of development-based human security has this to
say, “despite the commissions, resolutions, reports, declarations and a multimillion-dollar
Trust Fund, and despite the consensus of like-minded countries on the protection of people,
human security is far from having been achieved, or even adopted as a global — let alone
national — goal” (Tadjbakhsh 2014: 2). In her assessment, “the term ‘human security’
still courts rejection twenty years after its inception” (/bid.). This is not to suggest that no
progress has been made in terms of human development. One indicator of this progress
is poverty reduction: “global poverty has fallen substantially, with a major portion of the
decline attributable to China. Even when China is omitted from the sample, poverty reduc-
tion is still considerable” (Fosu 2017: 306).

But efforts at meeting human security objectives are far from ideal, as the policy
objective to promote freedom from want has been meet with growing challenges. When
broadly defined, the promise of human security as a global policy agenda also remains
unfulfilled. While the general human development index shows an overall improvement,
global poverty remains a threat to people. Although “[p]overty rates in the developing
world have decreased dramatically over the past decades” (Wietzke 2019), many people
remain poor. According to the United Nations, more than 700 million people still live under
the international poverty line of $1.90 a day and most of them belong to Southern Asia
and Sub-Saharan Africa. High poverty rates remain evident in conflict-affected countries
(UNDP 2016). By 2018, many of the 17 Sustainable Development Goals remain unful-
filled. Even in the Asia-Pacific, where economic growth has been impressive, states are
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not even on track to achieving any of the goals in 2030. According to a UN report (ESCAP
2019), for instance, progress in some areas (such as ending poverty, access to quality edu-
cation, as well as affordable and clean energy) remains limited; however, trends in other
areas have even been negative. Clean water and sanitation, economic growth and decent
work, as well as responsible consumption and production show negative trends.

Other developments have not been particularly encouraging either. The system of
global health governance, for instance, has come under challenge when Covid-19 became
a global pandemic early in 2020. By early 2021, the virus had infected almost 100 mil-
lion people and claimed more than two million lives. Lack of international cooperation to
mitigate the threat quickly became evident. A group of scholars have this to say about the
lack of coordination on global health: “COVID-19 has highlighted the need for action at
local and national scales, as well as cooperation that is multilateral for providing global
public goods™ and “closer coordination” among states in the area of economic nationalism
is required (Oldekop et al. 2020: 3). Global trade governance has weakened since the Doha
Round of trade negotiations began to stall and has since made no progress, giving way to
regional and bilateral trade agreements (Cohn 2016: 260). The trade ‘war’ between China
and the United States escalated, proving to be harmful to multilateral trade, and is likely to
cause collateral damage in the Asia-Pacific. Global energy governance also has to confront
with the reality of growing geopolitical competition among states, as finite energy resources
are fast-depleting (Lehmann 2017).

Geopolitics appears to be making a comeback (Walt 2018; Mead 2014; Kaplan 2014;
Mearsheimer 2014 and 2006). The terror attacks on the United States on 11 September
2001 turned world politics backward: more war on terrorism with a renewed emphasis on
national security. The U.S. invasions of Afghanistan in 2001 and Iraq in 2003 were driven
by the United States’ alleged policy to reassert its hegemonic position in world politics
(Butt 2019) and produced deadly consequences, such as the global spread of terrorism, the
rise of ISIS (Islamic State of Iraq and Syria), counterterrorism, and an internationalized
civil war in Syria. Major flashpoints around the world continue unabated. In the Near East
and Middle East, the major flashpoints include the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the wars in
Afghanistan, Iraq and Syria, the threat of Iran’s regional ambitions and its nuclear program.
The Russian annexation of Crimea in 2014 exacerbated difficult relations between Russia
and the West (Mearsheimer 2014). In Northeast Asia, North Korea’s nuclear threat contin-
ues. In South Asia, the standoff and territorial disputes among three nuclear protagonists —
China, India and Pakistan — remain unresolved.

The rise of China has also complicated relations among states in and outside East

Asia, as territorial disputes in the East and South China Seas as well as the Taiwan Strait
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have escalated in recent years. Under President Xi Jinping who claims to be committed to
the SDG agenda, China continues to spend much on defence and protects political regimes
that are undemocratic, corrupt, and abusive of human rights. Beijing has sought to build a
“world-class military” by 2049 (Fravel 2019). China has been accused of using its develop-
ment assistance to promote its national interests, establish security alliances, and undermine
efforts by Western democracies to promote democracy, human rights, and good governance
(Dreher and Fuchs 2015; Naim 2007; Tull 2006). For its part, Japan has been transformed
from a state once characterized by commercial pacifism to one that shows an inclination
toward realism (Peou 2021; Green 2001). Tokyo has built its first aircraft carriers and
plans to buy more advanced military aircraft (42 F-35s and 105 F-35As) over the next 10
years. Japan, whose military alliance with the United States has survived the Cold War, is
reevaluating its dependence on the latter’s security guarantees as it is confronted with the
possibility it might need to prepare for war (Smith 2019).

Since the turn of the 21* century, global military spending has also increased. Total
global military spending in 2018, for instance, rose to $1,822 billion. China (with $250
billion) and the United States (with $649 billion) alone represent half of the amount (SIPRI
2019a). Global arms sales are still moving in a similar upward trend. In 2017, arms sales
and military services by the world’s top 100 arms-producing and military services compa-
nies reached $398.2 billion, representing an increase of 44% since 2002. The companies
based in the United States (with $226.6 billion) accounted for 57% of the amount, followed
by those based in Russia (with $37.7 billion) (SIPRI 2018). According to the Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute, “The volume of international transfers of major
arms in 2014 —18 was 7.8 per cent higher than in 2009—13 and 23 per cent higher than in
2004-2008” (SPRI 2019). In Asia and Oceania, to where 40% of global arms sales went
from 2014 to 2018, the five top importers were India, Australia, China, South Korea, and
Vietnam. The second largest importer region was the Middle East, which received 40% of
global arms imports in the same period (SIPRI 2019b).

At the same time, global spending on peace operations is nowhere close to global
defence spending. Global efforts at global peacekeeping and peacebuilding remain woefully
limited (Peou 2014b). Currently the UN Department of Peace Operations leads 14 peace-
keeping missions around the world, most of which are in Africa. As noted, global military
spending has increased and far exceeded spending on peacekeeping and peacebuilding.
The UN budget approved for the 14 peacekeeping operations deployed around the world,
most of which were in Africa (from July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019) was comparatively
miniscule: only $6.69 billion. Between 2006 and 2017, the UN Peacebuilding Fund, which

was designed to prevent a relapse into violent conflict, allocated only $772 million to 41
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countries (UN 2019).

Meanwhile, armed conflicts and political violence around the world (especially in
the Middle East and North Africa) as well as other nontraditional sources of insecurity
continue. They have produced large numbers of internally displaced persons and refugees
who are among the world’s most vulnerable and insecure groups. More than 70 million
people had been forced out of their home by 2018 and nearly 30 million of them were
refugees. According to a UN report, “the world is witnessing the highest levels of displace-
ment on record” (UN n.d.a.). A report by the UN Office on Drugs and Crime also shows
that homicidal violence in 2017 killed far more people worldwide (464,000) than armed
conflict (89,000) and terrorist violence (26,000) in the same year, representing an increase
from 362,000 in 1990. According to the report, “Between 2015 and 2017 the total number
of homicide victims worldwide increased by 4 per cent, or around 19,000 victims.” “If this
trend continues,” says the report, “target 16.1 (‘significantly reduce all forms of violence
and related death rates everywhere’) under Sustainable Development Goal 16---set in 2015,
will not be met by 2030” (UNODC 2019: 11).

Overall, according to the global peace index of the Institute for Economics & Peace
(IEP 2020: 1), which measures global peacefulness by covering 99.7 percent of the world’s
population, “the level of global peacefulness deteriorated, with the average country score
falling by 0.34 per cent. This is the ninth deterioration in peacefulness in the last twelve
years.” The largest factors that contributed to the deterioration in peacefulness are terrorism
and internal conflict, despite a decline in terrorism-related deaths. The number of natural
disasters has also seen a threefold increase in the last four decades and the total economic
cost associated with this phenomenon jumped to $200 billion in the 2010s from $50 billion
in the 1980s (/bid.: 1).

The question remains: Why is it that the idea of human security appears to have
made no significant impact? There may be many reasons, some of which can be readily
identified. Conceptually, there is no global consensus on what human security means, and
this makes it difficult for the global policy community to take collective action to address
threats to human security. Critics have pointed to the lack of conceptual clarity. Roland
Paris (2001) was among the first critics to make the case against the concept by question-
ing its usefulness because it lacks a precise definition and because its proponents prefer to
keep the concept expansive and vague. The concept of human security is something that
most people can talk about, but one of the main challenges is the extent to which it can
be operationalized. One of the questions is: If human security covers almost everything,
what is not human security? The concept has certainly opened a Pandora’s Box: it almost

means different things to different people. This concept has become amorphous to the point
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where any collective action required for ensuring the security of individual human beings
has become extremely difficult, if not impossible, to be taken. As noted, the concepts of
national and regime security have become increasingly pervasive.

Theoretically and empirically, scholars and policy makers disagree on how to imple-
ment the human security agenda. Some advocate a “bottom-up” approach (Hanlon and
Christie 2016). Others adopt a “top-down” approach in favor of military intervention,
economic sanctions, and judicial deterrence (Peou 2014). States, especially powerful ones,
continue to maximize their power and security far more extensively than what they have
done for humanity. The world is not decisively moving toward global human security gov-
ernance. Some progress has been reversed. Realism continues to cast a shadow over the

vision for a more humane world.

Challenges to Human Security: Global
Actors and International Policy Instruments

In spite of their noble vision for a more humane world, proponents of human security have
largely engaged in making normative arguments, one of which is that states alone cannot
address global challenges such as armed conflicts and mass atrocities and that nonstate
actors should play a greater role. Evidence appears to challenge this thinking and the policy
instruments developed to realize the vision are limited in terms of effectiveness or even
counterproductive.

The trouble with the normative thinking on human security is that it tends to overstate
the utility of nonstate actors, most notably intergovernmental organizations like the United
Nations, international nongovernmental organizations, and multinational corporations.
In fact, an argument can still be made: States remain the best provider of human security
Barry Buzan still makes a compelling argument when making the following remark: states
remain “a necessary condition for individual security because without the state it is not
clear what the other agency is to act on behalf of individuals” (Buzan 2001: 589). While
the state remains the best, if insufficient, actor in ensuring human security, national govern-
ments have yet to place the security of individuals beyond their national borders as a top
priority on their policy agendas.

Even countries that keep human security on their policy agendas still largely adhere
to national security. With the United Kingdom’s exit from the European Union, anti-EU
populism, illiberal nationalism and the inability of EU members to speak with one voice on
major foreign and defence policy issues, regional integration in Europe has become unrav-

eled (Walt 2019; Gramer 2019). Although many democratic states within the European
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Union are treated as post-Westphalian, those in the Asia-Pacific are not moving in this
direction. In the Asia-Pacific whose countries are known for their economic ‘miracles,’
states remain Westphalian in policy orientation as they remain wedded to state sovereignty
and security, still “preoccupied with protecting autonomy and independence, retaining a
gatekeeping role, and avoiding external interference in domestic and constitutional arrange-
ments” (Sperling 2007:282). According to William Tow, “in the Asia-Pacific context, the
state largely remains the referent object of security and the securitizing agent” (Tow 2016:
10). National security also continues to shape Australia’s foreign policy agenda (Walton
and Akimoto 2016). In short, governments in various regions of the world remain commit-
ted to the concept of national security or regime security, moving nowhere much closer to
the idea of human security.

Moreover, the idea of human security appears to suffer from implementing certain
policy measures that have proved to be insufficient, ineffective, and even counterproduc-
tive. It is interesting to recall that Franklin Roosevelt’s idea of freedoms did not pave the
way for the development of human security after World War II and may have contributed
to the strengthening of national security, the emergence of the Cold War, global terrorism
and the war on terrorists around the world, and possibly the post-Cold War resurgence
of geopolitics. The American president’s idea was evidently designed to prepare the
Americans for a collective war against the Axis Powers and survived his presidency. The
fear of holocaust, the fear of communism and the enlargement of national security were
instead justified in American foreign policy. The four freedoms were pursued “everywhere
in the world” (Hitchcock 2016) but may have produced unintended consequences. The U.S.
policy ended up reinforcing and reiterating American exceptionalism, as well as stimulating
American imperialism that sparked “hatred intense enough to motivate terrorist attacks on
the United States” (Costigliola 2016: 186).

It is also questionable whether economic growth would produce the overall enhance-
ment of human security. On one hand, economic growth in various parts of the world
appears to be insufficient in ensuring the security of people because of poor national gover-
nance, as evidenced by the challenges that states in Africa still face (Peou 2019a: 175-76).
On the other hand, impressive economic growth in East Asia has not made people in the
region fully secure either. States that are economically developed or developing (such as
Australia, China, India, Japan, South Korea, and Vietnam) tend to increase defence spend-
ing or maintain high defence expenditures. Most noteworthy is the fact that Japan, one of
the world’s most developed countries, used its newfound wealth to complete its rearma-
ment in the late 1980s by turning its Self-Defence Forces into a modern, technologically

advanced force (Smith 2019). More can be said about China: Driven by economic growth,
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it has increased defence spending.

Smart sanctions as a policy instrument have been adopted by the United Nations and
its members, such as those in the European Union and the United States, to change state
behavior or stop human rights violations, and to counter to terrorism committed by non-
state actors, but it remains a controversial measure. As pointed by one writer, “a targeted
sanctions regime is now the preferred Security Council sanctions instrument. Indeed, all
of the recent sanctions measures imposed by the Security Council have been targeted”
(Stephanides 2002: ix). Since the mid-1990s, this policy tool has been refined and imple-
mented to avoid collateral damage (Cortright and Lepez 2002). It is assumed that this pol-
icy tool has been effective not only in minimizing pain for vulnerable civilian populations
in target countries but also in improving human rights in non-target countries (Carneiro,
Christiane De Andradelucena 2014). Some findings, however, suggest that civilian popula-
tions in target countries suffer, but those in non-target countries benefit from sanctions. As
one scholar puts it, “sanction activity may yield increases in respect for human rights at the
global level, but that increase likely comes at the expense of those that live in states where
human rights sanctions are imposed” (Clay 2018: 134). Overall, however, some scholars
even talk about the end-times of human rights (Hopgood 2014). Others point to the world-
wide retreat of liberal democracy (Freedom House 2019; Economist 2018).

What is clear is that the “sanctions decade” has not given rise to a global system in
which the concept of human security prevails upon those of national and regime security. In
fact, sanctions have exacerbated geopolitical competition to the detriment of human secu-
rity. The recent U.S. sanctions on Iran imposed by the Trump administration, for instance,
have not only harmed the Iranian economy but also “empowered anti-US forces within
Iranian politics, and armed conflict with the US remains a possible outcome” (IISS 2019).
The sanctions imposed on Syria have resulted in human suffering, despite the fact that its
government has been the target. Nour Samaha (2019) is correct in making the conclusion
that “sanctions can never be ‘smart’.” Instead of weakening the repressive regime in Syria,
the U.S. and E.U. sanctions have strengthened it. The West “needs to be far more honest
about the counter-productiveness of a tool, and particularly sectoral sanctions, which will
produce little in its stated intentions and instead have a detrimental impact on the wider
population” (Samaha 2019). The cases of North Korea and Myanmar show smart sanctions
still cause human insecurity (Peou 2019b).

Military intervention for human protection has been a controversial topic. As noted
above, the amount of spending on international peacekeeping is miniscule when compared
to global military spending. Even some democratic countries like Canada and Norway that

used to embrace human security also have no longer explicitly embraced the concept (Peou
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2009). When it came to power in 2006, the conservative government shelved the concept
and slashed the funding. The country “dropped out of sight internationally as a promoter of
the concept” (Small 2016: 1). The liberal government, formed after the 2015 election, did
better in terms of its commitment to human rights, but the Canadian contribution to peace-
keeping diminished substantially: only 68 troops in 2017 and 112 in 2016. During the Cold
War and into the 1990s, Canada was the world’s top contributor to UN peace operations
(with over 3,000 troops).

For proponents of human security who embrace the norm of Responsibility to Protect
(R2P), the use of force is necessary when civilian populations are being massacred or come
under the threat of mass murder; however, outcomes are not always desirable. For instance,
they view NATO’s military attacks on Libya in 2011 as the first instance of R2P in action,
this was “the first time that the Security Council has authorized the use of military force for
human protection purposes against the wishes of a functioning state” (Bellamy 2011: 263).
The NATO intervention in Libya proved to be harmful to many people in this country and
globally divisive. It has now become clear that the intervention has yet to make the people
of Libya more secure. Bellamy writes: “the form of intervention in Libya was highly imper-
fect, that it delivered indirect and patchy protection at best, and that it placed the region’s
long-term stability in the hands of fractious rebels about whom little is known” (Ibid. 269.
Italics added). Developments since 2011 have been detrimental to human security. Accord-
ing to Mark Curtis (2019), “the West’s war in Libya spurred terrorism into 14 countries.”
Alan Kuperman (2015) regards the military action as an “abject failure”: Not only has
the country “failed to evolve into a democracy,” but it also “has devolved into a failed
state.” According to a report by Amnesty International (2019: 1), “Militias, armed groups
and security forces continued to commit with impunity crimes under international law
and gross human rights violations and abuses, including war crimes, throughout the year.
Clashes between competing militias resulted in an increased number of civilian casualties.
Thousands of people were held indefinitely without any judicial process following arbi-
trary arrest, including many detained since 2011.” Human Rights Watch (2018) also paint
a grim picture of post-2011 Libya. Worse still, no collective action has been taken in the
name of R2P to put an end to the civil war that broke out in 2014 in Syria (Nasser-Eddine,
M. 2012), a country that has become a major battleground for geopolitical competition
between major powers, most notably Russia and the United States. NATO’s intervention in
Libya angered Russia, but its failure has also emboldened the latter to play a more active
role in the Middle East and Northern Africa (O’Conner 2017).

The pursuit of international criminal justice also does not appear to become more

effective than the use of military force and economic sanctions, despite the optimistic
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assumption that international criminal tribunals and courts would be able to help end armed
conflicts and mass atrocities or deter them. The establishment of the International Criminal
Court (ICC) in 2002 does not seem to have produced any significant effects on the actions
of political regimes that violate human rights or threaten the security of their own people.
The ICC and other criminal tribunals such as the International Criminal Court for the for-
mer Yugoslavia, the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, and the Extraordinary
Chambers in the Court of Cambodia have not yet made many parts of the world safer for
civilian populations. Cambodia has moved away from a nascent democracy back toward a
one-party state (Peou 2019). Many countries in East Asia are still under authoritarian rule.
Ethnic violence is still pervasive in Myanmar, where ethnic cleansing has been committed
by the military-dominated regime against Rohingya civilians. According to one scholar,
“neither the ICC nor R2P can confront the underlying causes of many conflicts: to do that
requires a commitment to radical change in international economics, not international poli-
tics or international law” (Ainley 2015: 53).

All in all, the global use of economic, military and judicial threat to change bad politi-
cal behavior since the 1990s has not given rise to an international system based on the idea
of human security. From Cambodia to Indonesia and East Timor and from Myanmar to
North Korea, the threat of judicial punishment directed at ruling elites tend to be ineffective
or detrimental to the security of civilian populations (David and Holliday 2006; Peou 2016,
2014a). Instead of giving up power, authoritarian leaders dig their heels in when coming
under threat and hold on to power even if it means causing human suffering. According to
their work on Myanmar, for instance, Roman David and lan Holliday (2012: 136) argue
that, “our experts defied much activist opinion in holding that revoking both policies had
the best chance of promoting thoroughgoing reform inside the country.” Their experts
advocated a combination of policy actions: the lifting of sanctions and guarantees of non-
prosecution. Thus, proponents of sanctions, judicial punishment or its threat and military
humanitarian intervention may need to reflect more critically on the fact these policy tools

have been ineffective and may even contribute to human insecurity.
Conclusion

Overall, the last decade of the 20" century ushered in the idea of human security but the
first two decades of the 21¥ century began to witness an overall decline of policy interest
in the promotion of human security. The future for global human security governance is far
from ideal since states are far from obsolete and international organizations as well as other

non-state actors have not yet become the primary agents of change. The vision for a more
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humane world appears to have been sliding back to the old world where states continue to
pursue their national interests and political regimes in many weak states seek to enhance
their security at the expense of human interest, as they spend more on national defence than
on peacekeeping and peacebuilding. Part of the problem is that the concept of human secu-
rity is ambitious but amorphous, thus making it difficult for states and other actors to take
effective collective action. Moreover, policy instruments such as smart sanctions, military
intervention for human protection, and international criminal justice have not delivered
decisive results. In fact, they have proved to be either ineffective or even counterproductive.
In short, it is not an over-exaggeration to conclude that the vision for a world governed
by human security continues to grow dim. Global human security governance needs to be
strengthened, but much more must be done. One of the steps that needs to be taken now is
to draw lessons from past failures by closely and honestly examining what has gone wrong,

including the way policy instruments were designed and implemented.
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1. Security in a Changing Global Environment

Much has changed in the notion of security, brought on and defined by the significant
changes in the global environment. In the post-Cold War era, the state centric, military
orientated understanding of security was critiqued to be inadequate as new threats emerged
that were detrimental to the national security. Issues like environmental degradation, eco-
nomic security and energy security began to gain attention in international policy discourses
and international relations as these issues were deemed to be drivers of domestic unrest and
international conflicts (Mathews 1989, Ullman 1983). Mathews (1989) for instance argued
that resource mismanagement could result in acute transboundary challenges such as forced
migration, which in turn, could result in social and ecological stresses to receiving commu-
nities. Homer-Dixon (1994, 1999) went further to argue that there is a causal relationship
between environmental stress and violent conflicts noting that the impact of environmental
stress on affected, marginalized communities generate frustration and resentment expressed

in violent actions.

Changes in the global security environment did not only result in an expansion of
the notion of security beyond military threats to states but also drew attention to threats to
individuals as the other referent object of security. As the incidence of interstate conflicts
dramatically decreased while the number internal conflicts surged, the security concerns of
individuals and communities compelled a new thinking on security (Buzan, Waever and de
Wilde 1998). From the pre-occupation of national (read state) security came a new security
concept called human security which argued for paying more attention to threats faced by
individuals, groups and communities (UNDP 2004, Hampson 2002, Paris 2001, Newman
2010). According to Mahbuh Ul Haq, we “need to fashion a new concept of human security
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that is reflected in the lives of our people, not in the weapons of our country” (Ul Haq cited
in Bajpai 2000).' The 1994 UNDP operationalizing of the concept outlined 7 threats to
human security: economic security, food security, health security, environmental security,
personal security, community security and political security, and clustered along “freedom
from fear” and “freedom from want” (UNDP 1994: 23).

In the last two decades since the adoption of the human security in academic and
policy platforms, the kinds of threats to human security have expanded, largely driven by
evolving changes in the global environment. The looming threats of climate change have
drawn attention to extreme weather events, catastrophic natural disasters, massive displace-
ment of population, and food and health security among others. That these issues have
shown to have transborder impact and scope, as well as compound human security threats
have significantly reinforced the need to take a multilateral approach to address these
transboundary challenges. The rationale being that unless the impacts of these transnational
challenges are addressed and mitigated collectively, these issues can escalate into threats to

global peace and security.

The transnationality of these threats to human security further led to the introduction
of the concept of non-traditional security (NTS). Conceptually, NTS shares the conceptual
space of human security, but regards threats to human security like climate change and
environment as challenges to the well-being and security of not only individuals but also
states. As defined, non-traditional security issues are challenges to the survival and well-
being of peoples and states that arise primarily out of non-military sources, such as climate
change, environment degradation and resource scarcity, infectious diseases, natural disas-
ters, irregular migration, food shortages, people smuggling, drug trafficking and transna-
tional crime. It is in this conceptualization that human security is explicitly linked to non-
traditional security issues; that human needs are best met and protected when the economy
is functioning well, pollution levels are low, food, water and energy are adequately avail-
able, society is resilient to disasters, and criminal activities are curbed. These cross-cutting
issues often defies unilateral remedies and require comprehensive — political, economic,
social — responses, as well as humanitarian use of military force (NTS-Asia, cited in
Caballero-Anthony, 2016).

Against this background, this article looks at the kinds of non-traditional security
issues endangering human security and examines how these threats are addressed in South-

east Asia. By focusing on climate change and environmental issues, we argue that while
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regional states through ASEAN have put in a lot of effort in addressing these challenges
collectively, more can certainly be done to deal with these issues comprehensively. These
include confronting difficult challenges such as resources, working around the norms of
non-interference and sovereignty and recognizing the environment as an important referent

of security. At the very least, these comprehensive approaches help ensure human security.

2. Dealing with transnational security challenges in Southeast Asia and beyond

Transnational security threats like climate change bring dire consequences to both societies
and states. These threats are often complex and cross-cutting in nature, and their impact
are difficult to reverse when we look at desertification and loss of habitat caused by climate
change. More importantly, national solutions are often inadequate to respond to these com-
plex and transborder threats and would thus require regional and multilateral cooperation
(Caballero-Anthony 2016).

The need to foster and strengthen regional cooperation in dealing with transna-
tional, non-traditional security threats has gained a lot of traction in the ASEAN region
and beyond. This is reflected in the official deliberations in ASEAN and the ASEAN-led
regional institutions such as the ASEAN Plus Three, the ASEAN Regional Forum, the
ASEAN Defence Ministerial Meeting Plus (ADMM-+) and the East Asia Summit. Civil
society groups across the region and track-two networks like the Council for Security and
Cooperation in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP) have also been advocating for greater regional
and international cooperation in their various policy platforms. More significantly, non-
traditional security has now become part of the security lexicon not only within Asia but

also beyond the region.

Adopting a comprehensive regional approach to security challenges has been the
ASEAN story. For most of its 53-year history, the security thinking in ASEAN is that
security can only be achieved comprehensively, with economic development and political
cooperation being the core pillars of regional peace and security. The close nexus between
security and development and the need to have a comprehensive approach have been
notable features in ASEAN’s security practices. This approach remained consistent over the
years but was recalibrated with the adoption of the 3-pillared ASEAN community, namely:
the ASEAN Political-Security community (APSC), ASEAN Economic Community (AEC)
and ASEAN Socio-Cultural Community (ASCC) in 2003.
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The APSC and its relations to the other Community pillars are interesting as it is
significant. Mindful of the changing nature of security threats confronting the region that
were becoming transnational such as environmental degradation and irregular migration,
the APSC was geared to raise the level of political and security cooperation in ASEAN to
a higher plane. In its latest iteration, the APSC is seen as a means to “ensure a rules-based
and inclusive community in which peoples enjoy human rights, fundamental freedoms and
social justice, live in a safe and secure environment with enhanced capacity to respond
effectively to emerging challenges---” (ASEAN 2015). It has 4 constituent elements: (1)
a rules-based, people oriented, people-centred community bound by shared values and
norms, (2) a resilient community---with enhanced capacity to respond effectively and in
a timely manner to challenges for the common good, (3) an outward-looking community
that deepens cooperation with external parties, and (4) a community with strengthened
institutional capacity through improved ASEAN processes and coordination with ASEAN
institutions (ASEAN 2015).

The APSC is significant in that it revealed the decision of ASEAN member states to
re-think and calibrate their security practices in order to make the association more relevant
in changing times and enhance its capacity to respond effectively and in timely manner
to emerging transnational threats. In effect, the APSC is both a normative and functional
framework of security cooperation. It is an approach that also encourages regional solu-
tions to regional problems, based on the understanding that ensuring national and regional

security requires working beyond borders.

The approach of the APSC in stepping up cooperation on security issues is the same
approach that informs the modalities in the other 2 pillars of the ASEAN community. This
is particularly important to the ASCC as well given that issues like the environment and
climate change are placed under this pillar. ASEAN has also been promoting the so-called
cross-pillar approach to dealing with transnational challenges giving the cross-cutting
nature of these threats. In brief, the 3-pillars can also be regarded as the pathways to peace

and human security.

3. Threats to regional peace and human security: why regional and multilateral
cooperation matter?

There is a long list of non-traditional, transnational issues that pose threats to regional peace

and security in Southeast Asia. In this section, we highlight threats that revolve around the
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issue of environmental security and climate change. We discuss why these issues threaten
the security and well-being of states and societies across borders. We then examine why
these transnational issues require regional, multilateral approaches and assess how these
have been addressed at the regional level. Reflecting on these experiences, we then attempt
to engage the current conceptualization of human security in light of environmental secu-
rity. Instead of treating it as a one-way relationship where environmental security acts as a
pre-requisite and contributor to human security, we suggest that the interaction between the
two needs to be bi-directional. This means that ensuring environmental security necessar-
ily requires humans to be aware of environmental limitations and treat the environment as

another referent of security that needs protection.

3.1 Haze

Forest fires and attendant transboundary haze are a recurring issue in Southeast Asia. This
issue has its historical beginnings in the early 1980s (Gellert 1998) and repeated itself fre-
quently with the most recent being in 2019. Although not occurring uniquely in Indonesia,
forest fires resulting in major episodes of transboundary haze pollution have been the ones
originated from the country. The clearing of lands, most notably peatlands, for palm oil
planting purposes through burning is believed to be the main reason behind the intractable
problem. Burning is largely perceived as the most cost-effective means to clearing lands,
and factors that may lead to uncontrollable fires include weak law enforcement, inadequate
regulations against forest burning, overlapping rules and regulations across government
agencies, strong patronage culture in the plantation sector, draining of peatlands, and a lack
of resources for firefighting capability (Sunchindah 2015). It was suggested that an over-
whelming majority of these forest fires were deliberately set by private companies and their
sub-contractors instead of small farmers doing slash-and-burn (Varkkey 2012). Ultimately,
the various economic interests in the plantation sector are seen to be the major driver that

significantly weakens other priorities, including commitments to protect the environment.

The fire incidences have brought serious environmental, health, economic and politi-
cal consequences. During the 2015 haze episode, hundreds of thousands of people suffered
from respiratory infections in different provinces in Sumatra and Kalimantan islands of
Indonesia (The Jakarta Post 2015). The number of asthma cases in some areas of Malaysia
doubled during the same period (O’Callaghan 2013). Concerns over health implications
also led to a temporary closure of schools in Malaysia and Singapore (Today 2015; Lee et
al. 2016). The latest incident in 2019 in Indonesia saw the deaths of a 69-year-old resident
in the Riau Province who tried to quench fires that reached his farmland, two siblings of
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7 and 11 in West Kalimantan Province, one fire-fighter in Jambi province, and at least six
farmers in Riau, West Kalimantan, and Central Kalimantan provinces (Rayda, 2019). In
September 2019, the air quality index reached hazardous levels of 580 in Pekanbaru, Riau
Province, and 347 in Jambi province, forcing schools to close and residents to stay indoors
(Rayda 2019).

The economic implications are equally concerning. The smoke haze has repeatedly
forced flight cancellations and hurt the tourism industry (Kojima 2016). The 1997 forest
fires exacted about USD 3.1 billion in damages on agriculture and forestry and USD 1
billion on short-term health and the tourism sector (Glover and Jessup 1999). Indonesia
suffered USD 4.1 billion worth of damages whereas Malaysia and Singapore incurred
about USD 321 million and up to USD 78.8 million losses respectively (Glover and Jessup
1999).

The situation was worse in 2015, as Indonesia’s economic losses reached USD 16.1
billion (The World Bank 2016). Agriculture, forestry, and environment were among the
hardest hit with losses and damages totalling USD 13.0 billion (The World Bank 2016).
Companies and small-holder farmers of estate crops such as palm oil, rubber and coconut
suffered an estimated USD 3.1 billion of losses (The World Bank 2016). Farmers’ liveli-
hoods were similarly affected with USD 1.7 billion of losses in food crops, which signified
lower incomes for farmers and subsequent implications in their capacity to secure food
(The World Bank 2016). In the health sector, the Indonesian government registered 19
deaths and more than 500,000 acute respiratory infection cases within two months after the
start of the haze (Agence France-Presse 2015). Immediate health costs amounted to USD
151 million with additional lost wages due to sickness standing at USD 3.8 billion (The
World Bank, 2016).” Challenges in managing forest fires and attendant transboundary smog
are mostly evident in their recurrence. Regardless of various measures that have been taken
at the national level, the regional reach of the otherwise domestic issue prompted Southeast
Asian countries to take a collective approach to solve the problem. Following the 1997
haze crisis, the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) member states drafted
the 1997 Regional Haze Action Plan (RHAP) that devised regional cooperation measures
in three areas: prevention, monitoring and mitigation of land and forest fires (ASEAN-
Singapore Secretariat 1997). It sought to strengthen the capacity of the existing ASEAN
Specialised Meteorological Centre (ASMC) for early warning and monitoring system and

establish a mechanism to deploy regional fire-fighting operations.
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In 2002, the ASEAN member states adopted the first legally binding “ASEAN Agree-
ment on Transboundary Haze Pollution” (“Haze Agreement”) that sets provisions for moni-
toring, assessment, prevention and response, technical cooperation and scientific research,
institutional arrangements and procedures (ASEAN 2002). Aside from envisioning a joint
emergency response, the Haze Agreement calls for the establishment of the “ASEAN Coor-
dinating Centre for Transboundary Haze Pollution Control” to facilitate cooperation and
coordination among ASEAN member states to manage forest fire and haze issues.

After all ASEAN member states ratified the Haze Agreement, with Indonesia being the last
one to do so in 2014, the Roadmap on ASEAN Cooperation towards Transboundary Haze
Pollution Control with Means of Implementation (“Roadmap”) was first drafted in 2016.
The Roadmap aims for transboundary haze-free ASEAN by 2020. It identifies eight strate-
gic areas that include implementing the Haze Agreement, sustainable management of
peatlands, agricultural land and forest, strengthening regulations and their implementations,
enhancing cooperation in information and technology, public awareness and cross-sectoral
and stakeholders’ participation, securing adequate resources, and reducing health and envi-

ronmental risks and protection of global environment.

Although the 11" Meeting of the “Conference of the Parties to the ASEAN Agreement
on Transboundary Haze Pollution” on 29 October 2015 in Hanoi has endorsed Indonesia’s
request to host such a Centre (ASEAN 2015a), and the Roadmap envisioning it to be fully
operational in 2018, the Centre is yet to be established up to the present time. This signals
challenges in implementing the regional treaty, which is further evidenced in a series of
forest fire incidents that continued to occur even after the adoption of the Haze Agreement
in 2002. The Agreement’s limited reach in influencing and transforming the domestic
contexts, such as overlapping land use and weak environmental law enforcement in Indo-
nesia, could be the reason behind its apparent ineffectiveness from stopping the fires from
recurring. The current Indonesian President Joko Widodo, however, has taken improved
measures to address the problem, especially after the major fire in 2015. These include the
establishment of the Peatland Restoration Agency (Badan Restorasi Gambut or BRG) in
2016 (Humas 2016), the launching of One Map Policy in 2018 (Mufti 2018) which idea
was initiated by then President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono in 2011 (Aqil 2020), the mora-
torium of palm oil concessions in 2018 (Sapiie 2018), and the permanent moratorium on
new forest clearance in 2019 (Today, 2019). The BRG aims to rehabilitate about 2 million
hectares of degraded peatlands in seven Indonesian provinces within five years (Reuters
Staff 2016), and the One Map Policy envisions to solve overlapping land claims in the

country. Both initiatives are due for completion this year.
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Regardless of the absence of a Centre, ASEAN member states continue their coopera-
tion on forest fires and transboundary haze through existing mechanisms such as regular
meetings among environmental ministers or officials. In times of very serious forest fires,
member states have also rendered assistance to the affected neighbour by sending in their
firefighters to help douse the fires.

3.2. Climate change

Climate change has been framed as a threat multiplier, given the cross-cutting and grave
impact that a change in the global temperature above 1.5 degrees centigrade. Like eco-
nomic security, the impacts of climate change such as more frequent and intense weather
events threaten human lives and livelihood which directly affect millions of people across
the world. The multiplicity of risks associated with climate change like food and water
security are also well-established drivers of conflict, that can in turn destabilise already

vulnerable regions, including Southeast Asia.

Climate change therefore has received lot of attention in ASEAN not least because
of the region’s vulnerability to the risks of the changing climate that include increased
frequency of unprecedented heat extremes and heavy rainfall events leading to intensified
flooding (ADB 2017), and their potential socio-economic implications particularly, but
not limited to, food security. The frequency and intensity of weather-related disasters such
as floods, tropical storms and landslides have increased in the last half a century, and eco-

nomic losses have consequently been on the rise (The ASEAN Secretariat 2017).

In Southeast Asia, 362,000 lives had been lost as result of natural disasters between
2000 and 2016 and had affected 250 million people (ESCAP 2017). The economic loss
had also been staggering. For example, Thailand’s floods in 2011 caused more than USD
45 billion in economic loss and damage whereas the Philippines’ Typhoon Haiyan in
2013 inflicted USD 10 billion in loss and damage (ESCAP 2017). Floods in Thailand that
started in July 2011 and lasted for a few months were the worst in fifty years prior (Reuters
Staff 2011). The flood crisis inundated large parts of human settlements, farms, infrastruc-
tures, and many other areas, affecting 12.8 million people (Poaponsakorn and Meethom
2013), displacing more than 165,000 (The World Bank 2012), and resulting in 728 deaths
(Poaponsakorn and Meethom 2013). Some 9,859 factories were affected, and 600,000 jobs
were lost (Poaponsakorn and Meethom 2013), triggering fear of further economic hardship
for individuals and families. Moreover, considering Thailand’s role as the world’s top rice

exporter, the flooding that affected 16,558.55 km® of agricultural area (Ministry of Agri-



Global Threats to Peace and Human Security: Finding Regional Solutions to Transhoundary Threats in Southeast Asia 99

culture and Cooperatives 2011) rose concerns over rice shortage and food security. Health
impacts saw more than 700 cases of food poisoning or diarrhea, 12 cases of leptospirosis,
7 cases of chicken pox, 2 events of chemical intoxication, 26 cases of conjunctivitis, and
2 cases of measles between October and early December 2011 (Department of Disease
Control 2011).

Typhoon Haiyan in 2013 was the fastest moving and strongest typhoon ever measured
since 1945 whose recurrence is estimated to be within 200 years (Takagi and Estaban
2016). The sheer scale of the disaster saw more than 7,000 deaths, more than 4 million
people displaced, 1.1 million homes destroyed (Sherwood et al. 2015), 14 million people
affected, and 6 million people losing their sources of income (BBC 2014). Health concerns
included treating the injured, attending to pregnant and nursing women and newborn chil-
dren, breaking out of diseases such as measles, polio, dengue, and typhoid, treating non-
communicable diseases such as heart attacks and diabetes, as well as trauma and other men-
tal health problems (WHO 2014). Additionally, 1.1 million tonnes of crops that included
coconut, rice and corn, were similarly affected (FAO n.d.) thereby posing food security

concerns.

Challenges posed by climate change are being addressed at multiple levels in ASEAN.
In response to the frequency of natural disasters happening in the region as a result of
climate change, ASEAN adopted the ASEAN Agreement on Disaster Management and
Emergency Response (AADMER) which came into force in 2009. AADMER is a legally
binding agreement that allows ASEAN to establish a number of regional mechanisms to
help its member states cope with the devastating impact of natural disasters and provide
critical assistance in disaster response and assistance (The ASEAN Secretariat 2010). These
mechanisms include the establishment of the ASEAN Coordinating Centre for Humanitar-
ian Assistance and Disaster Management (AHA Centre) which was launched in 2011 as
the operational and technical body of AADMER. The AHA Centre essentially facilitates
the cooperation and coordination among ASEAN members of states, with the United
Nations, other international organisations and dialogue partners of ASEAN for disaster
assistance and emergency response in the region. The AHA Centre also works closely with
the national disaster offices of every ASEAN state. In times of disasters, the AHA Centre
deploys the ASEAN Emergency Response and Assessment Team (ASEAN-ERAT) and
coordinates the deployment of relief items to disaster-affected areas in the region (The AHA
Centre 2018).
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ASEAN also conduct disaster simulation exercises to test, practice, review and assess
ASEAN’s emergency response. These exercises are the ASEAN Regional Disaster Emer-
gency Response Simulation Exercise (ARDEX) and the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF)
Disaster Relief Exercises (ARF DiRex). In order to test interoperability of disaster relief
forces, the ARDEX, in particular, helps to improve the Standard Operating Procedure for
Regional Standby Arrangements and Coordination of Joint Disaster Relief and Emergency
Response Operations (SASOP). The ARF DiREx, on the other hand, is a large-scale disas-
ter scale exercise bringing all 27 participating members and involving multiple partners and
stakeholders. Both exercises which are held every two years also serve to promote capacity

building through exchanges of skills and expertise in the field of disaster relief.

The challenge of improving the adaptive capacity of states and communities to
respond to the different impacts of climate change is also addressed on several fronts and
at different levels. At the national level, various legislations and initiatives are being done.
Collectively, ASEAN member states express their commitments, aspirations and positions
on climate change through various declarations and statements.’ The regional coopera-
tion on climate change is not manifested in jointly-agreed actions such as establishing
a legally binding emission reduction target or commitment to set aside a certain budget
for decarbonisation efforts. Rather, it aims at building national capacity to mitigate and
adapt to climate change through sharing of knowledge and best practices at the regional
level, technology transfer, finance and investment (ASEAN 2012), and collaborative time-
bound projects with extra-regional partners. Examples include projects with partners on
the Sustainable Use of Peatland and Haze Mitigation in ASEAN (2018-2023), the ASEAN
Peatland Forests Project (APFP) (2009-2014), and SEAPeat, and two projects with India
that aimed at enhancing ASEAN capacity for climate change projections, assessments of
impacts, and adaptation. ASEAN also put forward a Programme on Sustainable Manage-
ment of Peatland Ecosystem (APSMPE) (2014-2020) in support of the implementation of
the ASEAN Peatland Management Strategy (2006-2020).

The main body in charge of various aspects of climate change cooperation is the
ASEAN Working Group on Climate Change (AWGCC) established in 2009. The AWGCC
is also tasked to serve as a consultative forum that brings together different ASEAN
Sectoral Bodies whose work relate to climate issues such as energy, forestry, agriculture,
transportation, science and technology, and disaster management. To support the opera-
tionalisation of the ASCC Blueprint 2025, the AWGCC Action Plan was formulated and
was integrated into the ASEAN Strategic Plan on Environment (ASPEN) 2016-2025. The
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AWGCC Action Plan identifies five programmatic areas namely adaptation and resilience,
mitigation, technology transfer, climate finance, and cross-sectoral coordination and global
partnerships (ASEAN n.d.(a)). Lead countries are to develop detailed workplans to imple-
ment proposed activities within the five programmatic areas, implement them in coordina-
tion with other ASEAN member states and the ASEAN Secretariat, and update the AWGCC
of progress regularly. Similar to the usual approaches in ASEAN, the proposed activities
listed in the AWGCC Action Plan also heavily focus on capacity building that includes
conducting assessments and studies, forums and dialogues, trainings and workshops, as

well as producing handbooks and reports.

In addition to the AWGCC, climate change is also considered in the plans of other
ASEAN Sectoral Bodies (Letchumanan 2010). For example, in the energy sector, ASEAN
aspires to have 23 percent of renewable energy (including hydropower of all forms and
sizes) in the total primary energy supply (TPES) by 2025, 35 percent of the renewable
energy share in ASEAN’s installed power capacity by 2025, and 35 percent energy inten-
sity reduction based on 2005 level (ACE 2020). The implementation of the ASEAN Plan
of Action for Energy Cooperation (APAEC) 2016-2025 (ACE 2015) is divided into two
periods namely the first phase (2016-2020) that focuses on energy security, and the second
phase (2021-2025) that emphasises on energy transition. Similar to the AWCGG Action
Plans, the APAEC’s strategy for renewable energy is primarily geared towards capacity
building through network creation and information sharing through dialogues, trainings,

guidelines, and studies.

Another example is in the transportation sector. The ASEAN Transport Strategic
Plan 2016-2025 identifies pursuing sustainable transport as part of its strategic goals (The
ASEAN Secretariat 2015). Regional cooperation for sustainable transport aims at crafting
policy framework for cleaner fuels and vehicles and environmentally friendly ships, green
freight and logistics, in addition to conducting trainings and seminars, and developing

guidelines and monitoring framework.

The 2016-2025 Vision and Strategic Plan for ASEAN Cooperation in Food, Agricul-
ture and Forestry includes climate change adaptation as one of its strategic thrusts. Listed
action programmes highlight the importance of developing capacity at the national level.
These include increasing R&D investments, promoting good agriculture practices, build-
ing the capacity of small-scale producers, managing and maintaining natural resources,

pursuing resilient agro-forestry system, integrating gender issues, and providing access to
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climate-related financing (ASEAN 2015b).

Part of the regional efforts done by ASEAN to mitigate the impact of climate change
on food security, particularly with regard to availability and access, is the ASEAN Plus
Three Emergency Rice Reserve (APTERR) mechanism, which provides a ‘virtual stock-
pile’ of rice that is made up of rice pledges/commitments by ASEAN Plus Three countries
(i.e., ASEAN and China, Japan and South Korea). There is also the ASEAN Food Security
Information System (AFSIS), which focuses on systematic collection, analysis and dis-
semination of food security related information as part of its early-warning mechanisms on

food security.

3.3. Marine Pollution

One environmental concern that does not often get much attention in marine pollution.
Marine pollution, especially plastics, emerged as a major issue in ASEAN following an
influential study that shows Indonesia, the Philippines, Vietnam, Thailand, and Malaysia
being ranked among the top 10 polluters in the world in 2010 (Jambeck et al. 2015). Annu-
ally, 8 million metric tons of plastics enter the ocean in addition to the existing 150 million
metric tons already trapped in the marine environment (Ocean Conservancy n.d.). Of 4.8
to 12.7 million metric tons of plastic waste entering the oceans in 2010, the five countries
contributed about 28% of the total amount (Jambeck et al. 2015).

Waste can enter the oceans as a result of sea-based activities, such as through dis-
charges from ocean vessels, military operations and ship casualties, as well as land-based
activities, including effluents of untreated domestic and industrial waste, port and harbour
operations, agricultural and aquaculture production, and mining activity. Marine pollution
affects not only the marine life such as marine mammals (Jones 1995), turtles (Bjorndal et
al. 1994), seabirds (Azzarello and Vanvleet 1987; Moser and Lee 1992) and crustaceans
(Laist 1997), but also poses threats to food security for many people in Southeast Asia who
depend on marine harvest for their food sources (Vo 2013). Plastic debris may transfer
toxic materials to the food chain (Teuten et al. 2009), thereby causing health issues for
those who consume contaminated seafood (Wu et al. 2017). The fishing and tourism sec-
tors, which contribute significantly to the regional economy (Moore 2008; Gregory 2009),

are similarly be affected.

ASEAN member states recognised the transboundary nature of marine pollution chal-

lenges and convened Conference on Reducing Marine Debris in ASEAN Region in 2017
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(ASEAN Cooperation on Environment 2017) to discuss the matters collectively. It was then
followed up by a series of regional meetings to promote opportunities for cooperation such
as the 5™ Our Ocean Conference that was hosted by Indonesia in October 2018. The issue
also made it into the agenda of the 13" East Asia Summit held in Singapore in November
2018 (ASEAN 2018).

In 2019, ASEAN issued two landmark documents on marine pollution, namely the
Bangkok Declaration on Combating Marine Debris (“Declaration”) and the ASEAN
Framework of Action on Marine Debris (“Framework™). The Declaration highlights com-
mitments to reduce marine waste, particularly from land-based activities, by strengthening
national laws and regulations, engaging private sector, promoting innovative solutions and
circular economy, strengthening the role of science, research and development, increasing
public awareness, and enhancing regional, international, and inter-sectoral cooperation
and collaboration (ASEAN 2019). The Framework identifies four priority areas, namely
policy support and planning; research, innovation and capacity building; public awareness,
education and outreach; and private sector engagement (ASEAN n.d.(b)). Among sug-
gested activities that include capacity building through trainings, and information exchange
through dialogues and information sharing, and translating relevant international laws, the
Framework also puts forward a potential collaborative action by establishing the ASEAN
Centre on Combating Marine Debris and developing an ASEAN agreement on manage-

ment of marine debris pollution.
4. Conclusion

The discussion above on how ASEAN has dealt with transnational environmental threats,
including climate change, presents a number of observations on how regional organisations
advance regional solutions to transnational security problems. Based on ASEAN’s compre-
hensive approach to security, and seen through the adoption of the APSC and interwoven
with the ASCC and AEC, ASEAN has committed to a number of regional agreements and
established a number of regional mechanisms geared to raise the level of cooperation to a
higher plane (The ASEAN Secretariat 2019). The regional cooperation on these different
environmental challenges reflects the desire of ASEAN member states to address them col-
lectively given their transboundary repercussions on human security and thus build regional

capacity to respond effectively.

A decade since the adoption of the APSC and the 2 other community pillars, regional
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agreements like the AADMER for humanitarian assistance and disaster relief in response
and the Haze Agreement were adopted and ratified. These agreements allowed ASEAN to
establish mechanisms like the AHA Centre, institutionalize the ARDEX and DiRex; and
institutionalize regular consultations and assistance in dealing with forest fires and mitigat-
ing the impact of transboundary haze. We also see regional frameworks and action plans
being crafted like the ASEAN Framework of Action on Marine Debris aimed at beefing
up regional capacity through trainings, and information exchange through dialogues and
information sharing. In sum, it can be argued that these Agreements are the building blocks
of the evolving normative structure that underpins the APSC as a rules-based community
that is able to respond effectively to transnational security challenges. They inform shared

thinking, develop shared practices and strengthen norms to manage regional challenges.

Nonetheless, implementation of many of these regional commitments/agreements
face significant challenges. While there are remarkable efforts in implementing AADMER
in the area of HADR, particularly the establishment of the AHA Centre, plans to establish
a dedicated Centre for transboundary Haze that will coordinate joint responses is yet to
be realized. Whether a dedicated regional agreement and a Centre will also be set up to
address marine debris pollution remains to be seen. Moreover, even with the progress
made by the AHA Centre in dealing with natural disasters, there are pressures to review its
mandate to expand its work to deal with man-made disasters like the humanitarian crisis
in Myanmar’s Rakhine state and provide assistance to Rohingya refugees. In this regard,
collective responses to transboundary challenges compel ASEAN members to also confront
challenges to its norms of non-interference while preventing internal conflicts to escalate

and become serious threats to regional peace and security.

The heavy emphasis placed on assisting national governments instead of focusing on
regional positions on difficult issues like humanitarian crisis reflects the limits of ASEAN
as an inter-governmental organization advancing regional solutions to transboundary issues.
It further underscores the thinking that national responses play the most critical role in
addressing various security challenges facing the region, including environmental threats.
It is important to note that regional approaches are not necessarily able to reach and address
the underlying challenges that have rendered existing national initiatives less effective in
the first place. These include competing priorities and other specific problems at the domes-
tic level. As such, although ASEAN might have formulated regional frameworks to guide
national actions, created platforms to enable exchanges of information and best practices,

and forged collaborative projects with partners and donors, their progress on enhancing
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human security in the region has been modest. Thus, the goal of APSC to raise regional
cooperation to a higher level would need much more commitment from member states

while confronting and balancing difficult and competing priorities.

As this paper has argued, environmental security is arguably the most important deter-
minant of human security considering the ubiquitous utilisation of environmental provisions
in human life. Yet, at the practical level of policies and actions, the current approach in
dealing with the complexity of environmental challenges remains sectoral in nature. This
siloed approach also explains the generally slow progress at the national, regional, and
global levels. In other words, addressing environmental problems within sectoral agenda
means sectoral priorities sits at the front and centre of policy-making processes, subject to
delays in endless negotiation and accommodation of interests while the environment is left

to adjust or manage accordingly.

At the regional level, ASEAN has acknowledged the cross-sectoral nature of environ-
mental problems, and has perceived that a task-force that acts as a consultative and coor-
dinating body may be better able to streamline approaches to environmental problems that
multiple ASEAN sectoral bodies are attempting to deal with either directly and indirectly.*
It is argued, however, that unless the definition of environmental and human securities are
harmonised and understood as an integral unit, the tension between competing needs is

likely to remain.

In light of numerous existing environmental challenges that are expected to further
intensify given greater pressures coming from increasing population and economic growth,
the conceptual approach to environmental security may therefore need an urgent rethinking.
While human security has been a useful concept and approach to policy thinking to ensure
human security, there is also a need to frame the environment as a security object that
needs protection for humans. In other words, the means to achieve human security must be
done also with the framework of ensuring environmental security. Respecting the limits of

human action is arguably what environmental security is all about.
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Abstract

This article explores how the justice aspect of peacebuilding has been dealt with through
the Program for Normalization between the Government of the Republic of the Philip-
pines (GPH) and the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF), in relation to the Bangsamoro
conflict and peace process in Mindanao. Using a transformative justice model of analysis,
it is argued here that the early-stage implementation process of the Parties’ normalization
agreement demonstrates their transformative interpretation of justice, by addressing its
political, socioeconomic, legal, and psychosocial dimensions. This article contextualizes
these four elements of transformative justice through the implementation milestones of
the peace process’ normalization track: security, socioeconomic development, confidence-

building measures, and transitional justice and reconciliation.
Introduction

A United Nations Security Council statement defined peacebuilding as a process “aimed at
preventing the outbreak, the recurrence, or continuation of armed conflict” through “a wide
range of political, developmental, humanitarian and human rights programmes and mecha-
nisms.”" A successful peacebuilding strategy is one that meets the following criteria: “rel-
evance, coherence and consistency of programmes and actions; the consent and cooperation
of the authorities of the State concerned where they exist; continuity and conclusion of
the process; cooperation and coordination among organizations and other actors involved;
and cost effectiveness of the overall peacebuilding operation.” As a comprehensive effort
aimed at sustainable peace, therefore, peacebuilding must involve mechanisms that aim for
long-term transformation in a post-conflict society’s security, political, economic, and legal

dimensions. Mani (2002) argues that while it is mainly a political task, peacebuilding is a
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process that “rebuilds fractured relationships between people” (15). Considering this com-
prehensive view of peacebuilding, Lambourne (2014) argues that justice “must [therefore]
be seen as more than transitional: it must set up structures, institutions and relationships to
promote sustainability” (22).

Transformative justice theory posits that, based on principles of transformative
peacebuilding, justice is manifested through four key elements or aspects: accountability,
or legal justice; psychosocial justice, including truth and healing; socioeconomic justice;
and political justice (Lambourne 2014: 24). This article utilizes Lambourne’s transforma-
tive justice lens to analyze how the justice aspect of peacebuilding has been dealt with
through the Program for Normalization between the Government of the Republic of
the Philippines (GPH) and the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF), in relation to the
Bangsamoro conflict and peace process in Mindanao. The Comprehensive Agreement on
the Bangsamoro’s (CAB) implementation process has been divided into two main thrusts:
the political-legislative track and the normalization track. The political-legislative track
has achieved significant milestones through the passage of Republic Act No. 11054, or the
Bangsamoro Organic Law (BOL), on 27 July 2018, and the ratification of the Law through
plebiscites conducted on 21 January and 6 February 2019. The BOL serves as the statute
for the creation of the Bangsamoro Autonomous Region of Muslim Mindanao (BARMM)
that replaces the Autonomous Region of Muslim Mindanao (ARMM). The Commission on
Elections (COMELEC) proclaimed the ratification of the BOL on 25 January 2019. With
the ratification of the BOL, the MILF-led Bangsamoro Transition Authority (BTA) took
over as the interim government that will exercise legislative and executive functions as
stipulated in the BOL.

Meanwhile, the normalization track serves as a complementary process to the politi-
cal-legal aspect of implementation. As defined by the Agreement, normalization is a process
whereby conflict-affected communities can “return to conditions where they can achieve
their desired quality of life, which includes the pursuit of sustainable livelihoods and politi-
cal participation within a peaceful deliberative society.” A report from the Office of the
Presidential Adviser on the Peace Process (OPAPP) further stipulates that “normalization
aims to ensure human security in the Bangsamoro and to build a society that is committed
to basic human rights where individuals are free from fear of violence or crime and where
long-held traditions and values continue to be honored” (OPAPP Annual Report 2019: 20).
This article analyzes the implementation process for the CAB’s Annex on Normalization,
signed on 25 January 2014. It traces the implementation milestones of normalization since
the fulfilment of the political-legal track’s objectives in January 2019 and argues that the
process of normalization in the Bangsamoro peacebuilding project engenders a holistic,



Transformation through Normalization: Delineating Justice in the Bangsamoro Peace Process 135

‘transformative’ perception of justice, with the aim of sustaining political momentum for
long-term peace.

This article is structured as follows. To set up the conceptual foundations of the
approach taken in the analysis, it builds a framework based on literature explaining the
relationship between peace agreement implementation and the normalization of political
relations, as well as the intersection between justice and the transition to peace. Second, it
illustrates the progress that the normalization track of the peace process has achieved since
the ratification of the BOL in January 2019. This is deemed to be a significant juncture,
with the BOL facilitating implementation of the CAB’s provisions, including those under
the Annex on Normalization. This section looks at the aggregate implementation of the four
aspects of the Annex: security, socio-economic development, confidence-building mea-
sures, and transitional justice and reconciliation. This is followed by an appraisal of how the
implementation process of the Annex on Normalization has, so far, treated the conception
of justice, through the lens of transformative justice theory’s four aspects: political, socio-
economic, legal, and psychosocial justice. Fourth, the article returns to its argument that the
early-phase, aggregate implementation of the normalization agreement for the Bangsamoro
deals with the normalization-justice nexus through a transformative justice lens. Finally,
the article concludes with recommendations for further research on the junctions between

peace agreement implementation, normalization, and post-conflict justice.

1 Implementing Normalization and Justice

(1) Normalization through Peace Agreement Implementation

This article suggests that an analysis of the contents of a peace agreement, and its imple-
mentation process, can provide meaningful clues to understand the intersection between
the normalization of political relations and the concept of justice in a post-conflict society.
In order to understand the relationship between normalization provisions and post-conflict
justice interpretations, this article, therefore, attempts to make sense of the structural and
procedural aspects of the CAB’s Annex on Normalization. A peace agreement’s overall
impact to the durability of peace depends on the dimensions of interactions it institutional-
izes. More specifically, a peace agreement that addresses interactions in political, social,
cultural, economic, and legal spheres “eradicates sources of noncompliance and, in con-
sequence, improves the sustainability of cooperation” (Badran 2014: 214). The successful
implementation of an agreement is also seen as a “concrete signal of a genuine commitment
to peace” which, according to the literature on civil war termination states, is enhanced

by factors like the presence of a third-party actor guaranteeing compliance to the negoti-
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ated settlements (Hoddie & Hartzell 2003b; Walter 1999; Stedman 1997), and a high level
of economic development in the transitioning state (Hoddie & Hartzell 2003b; Doyle &
Sambanis 2000).

The literature finds further that the following aspects of peace agreement design
have a significant impact on viable implementation. First, the inclusion of provisions for
political, military, territorial and economic power-sharing increases the likelihood of suc-
cess because it signals conciliatory intent and stabilizes the transition process (Hartzell
& Hoddie 2003a). Some studies find that while rebel-military integration may result in
peacebuilding failures due to poor implementation (Glassmyer & Sambanis 2008), mul-
tiple dimensions of power-sharing institutions foster a sense of security between former
belligerents and encourage self-enforcing peace (Hartzell & Hoddie 2003a). Other stud-
ies contend that besides transitional power-sharing institutions, two other safeguards that
facilitate constructive relationships between former adversaries, and lead to more viable
implementation, are dispute resolution and verification mechanisms (Joshi, et al. 2017).
Lastly, given the literature’s acknowledgement of the importance of power-sharing arrange-
ments to implementation success, the scholarship has expanded towards a discussion on
the exclusion-inclusion debate in peace agreement design discourses. Most civil war peace
agreements contain provisions on territorial power-sharing in the form of autonomy grants.
However, the grant of autonomy through territorial power-sharing does not always address
the issue of non-dominant minorities within the sub-state level of governance in the autono-
mous territory (Wise 2018). Exclusion of these sub-state level minorities may pose a threat
to the aggregate implementation of other peace agreement provisions. Also crucial to the
debate on the exclusion-inclusion dichotomy is the involvement of civil society. Scholars
argue that civil society participation increases the peace process’ legitimacy by addressing
the deficiencies of negotiations dominated by macro level actors (McGregor 2006), and
addresses the exclusion problem through a range of options for involvement in Track One
negotiations (Paffenholz 2014). Civil society actors help reduce the risk of relapse to con-
flict when they are part of negotiated settlements (Nilsson 2012).

Despite extensive provisions on power-sharing, both signatory and non-signatory
actors can defect from their commitments when the concessions make them militarily or
politically vulnerable compared to their adversary (Bekoe 2005). Commitment problems
exist when parties do not trust each other and fear repercussions (Kirschner 2014), or when
there is clear uncertainty on the part of certain actors—a situation that can be exploited by
extremists (Kydd & Walter 2002). Spoilers inside and outside of the peace process can halt
the momentum of implementation (Stedman 1997). While it can very well be a problem of

commitment arising from mistrust and fear, spoiling can also be attributable to the vague-
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ness of an agreement, causing actors to interpret it in different ways, and eventually, a
potential deterioration of the political and security situation (Shedd 2008). These problems
of commitment and potential spoiling led scholars to question whether negotiated settle-
ments can, in fact, contribute to sustainable peace. In designing peace agreements, then,
scholars suggest setting up and implementing proper security sector reform (SSR) (Toft
2009), and instituting disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) programs that
can identify incentives for returning to violence, to extend the durability of peace (Aghedo
2012).

The literature informs this article that the practice of designing and implementing a
negotiated settlement is a complex undertaking which may or may not lead to sustainable
peace depending on the suitability of its provisions, the inclusion or exclusion of stakehold-
ers, and the ability to mitigate problems of commitment and spoiling. In terms of its imme-
diate and long-term impact to the normalization of politics between former belligerents,
peace agreement implementation can be seen as both “an integrated collection of parallel
and reinforcing processes” (Joshi & Quinn 2015: 871), and “an outcome that normalizes
political relations between hostile groups, solves commitment problems and addresses
the root causes of civil conflict” (Ibid.: 869). Having established an implementation pro-
cess’ ability to demonstrate former adversaries’ resolve in normalizing political relations,
this article now examines how implementation addresses the core issues that caused the
protraction of the conflict and peace process. At the heart of conflict resolution and peace
agreement implementation are questions on how justice is understood in the context of

normalizing politics, and how justice will be sought in the transition.

(2) Implementing Justice in the Transition

In a transition to democracy, agreements settle political violence by reforming the state, and
create the political condition to transform the relationship between levels of government
and post-conflict society (Zambakari 2013). A peacebuilding project after a civil war, on
the other hand, faces practical challenges that are different from cases of transition from a
repressive state. In such case of post-civil war transition, strategies of prosecution, truth-
telling, reparations, and reform are not easily transferrable to deal with justice claims,
“where the problem of ex-combatant integration requires at least consideration of local-
level, restorative justice approaches,” (Arthur 2009: 360) to address complex issues of self-
determination, power sharing, wealth sharing, re-integration of combatants, and war crimes.
Peace agreement design and implementation, therefore, must consider both procedural
justice (the process) and distributive justice (the outcome) and their relationship with the

durability of peace (Druckman & Wagner 2019).



138 [KEFFMZ - Hiroshima Peace Research Journal, Volume 8

While it is widely recognized that some form of justice is necessary, confronting the
past is especially challenging in contexts where “victims and perpetrators unavoidably
interact, whether in the political arena or in the street” (Kritz 2004: 15). In some cases,
‘temporal distance’ is necessary in post-conflict efforts, whereby former belligerents
allow a certain amount of time to pass before confronting past abuses to avoid a return
to violence, whereas in others, avoidance in dealing with the past is seen as “a necessary
price for obtaining a peace agreement” (Ibid.: 15-16) and a decision made based on the
imperatives of realpolitik. In this context, recent practice by mediators and negotiators in
transitions from civil wars has utilized the conceptual framework of ‘Dealing with the Past’
(DWP), developed by the Bern-based peace research institution swisspeace and the Swiss
Federal Department of Foreign Affairs. The DWP framework aims to be a holistic approach
founded on four pillars: the right to know, the right to justice, the right to reparations, and
the guarantee of non-recurrence. It recognizes that “every context has its own history,
culture, religions, languages and traditions which influence the ways a society may choose
and is able to deal with the past,” and argues that “top-down approaches and externally
imposed measures will neither receive the needed legitimacy nor build a sustainable pro-
cess” (A Conceptual Framework for Dealing with the Past 2016: 15). The contextual and
inclusive nature of DWP allows it to be viewed as part of “a broader set of interconnected
transformations” (Ibid.: 17). While it aims to transform relationships on a more collective,
societal level through symbolic acts such as official apologies and commemorations, it may
also endeavor to change political structures through constitutional reform. A DWP frame-
work allows former belligerents to prioritize political stability and the silencing of weapons
whilst acknowledging international norms of human rights and humanitarian law in their
peace accords (Zoller 2004: 69). Indeed, the post-conflict phase is a complex period that
may involve a comprehensive mixture of options for dealing with past abuses such as using
tribunals and truth commissions, reinforcing prior efforts in the spheres of justice and the
constitution, strengthening actors and public forums for dialogue and negotiation between
civil society and government, and supporting the creation of a factual history of past events
(Massard 2004: 13).

Given the complicated nature of the peace-justice nexus, Lambourne (2014) argues
that justice “must therefore be seen as more than transitional: it must set up structures,
institutions and relationships to promote sustainability” (22). The transformative justice
framework she suggested incorporates locally relevant principles of “both retributive and
restorative justice in accountability mechanisms, as well as structures and relationships
to support future respect for human rights and the rule of law” (Ibid.: 21). There are four

elements or aspects of transformative justice: accountability or legal justice; knowledge
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and acknowledgement of truth; socioeconomic justice; and political justice (Ibid.: 24-32).
This is the perspective of justice and peacebuilding espoused here. This article takes the
view that the normalization of political relations in the peacebuilding process for the
Bangsamoro exhibits transformative justice principles by not focusing solely on institu-
tions and processes for accountability or legal justice. The Annex on Normalization of the
CAB, therefore, is not just an agreement on the political structures and institutions that can
facilitate an environment conducive to peacebuilding, but also a mechanism that speaks to
proponents of transformative justice, who call on both sides of the conflict to address the

legal, psychosocial, socioeconomic, and political aspects of justice.

2 The Annex on Normalization’s Implementation: Through a Transformative Jus-
tice Lens

From a review of the literature above, this article builds a conceptual framework that
weaves together the usefulness of peace agreement implementation analysis with emerging
theories on the intersections between justice and peacebuilding. This conceptual framework
is utilized in this examination of the presence of transformative justice elements in the
normalization process for the Bangsamoro, as manifested in the Annex on Normalization of
the CAB. The following analysis traces the implementation of the four aspects of the Annex
(security, socioeconomic development, confidence-building measures, and transitional
justice and reconciliation) by applying the four elements of transformative justice theory:
political, socioeconomic, legal, and psychosocial justice. This framework is summarized in
the figure below:

The normalization track is an important second step towards peace in Mindanao, with

Figure 1. Transformative Justice in the Normalization Process
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the political-legal track reaching a significant milestone through the passage and ratification
of the Bangsamoro Organic Law and the creation of the BARMM. Executive Order No.
79, signed by President Rodrigo Duterte on 24 April 2019, set forth the implementation
of the Annex on Normalization of the CAB and the creation of the Inter-Cabinet Cluster
Mechanism on Normalization (ICCMN), the institution in charge of coordinating and
mobilizing government agencies in the implementation of the Program for Normalization.
The ICCMN operates through support from the international community,” and through the
environment created by the ceasefire between the GPH and the MILF.’ The following sec-
tion is an analysis of the progress of the Normalization Program since the completion of
the political-legal track in January 2019. Based on the conceptual framework exhibited in
the figure above, it traces how transformative justice principles manifest in the Annex on
Normalization’s four aspects of security, socio-economic development, confidence-building
measures, and transitional justice and reconciliation. The following examination is founded
on a review of the Annex on Normalization and related peace agreements, news articles
detailing the recent progress of the Normalization Program, reports from the Transitional
Justice and Reconciliation Commission (TJRC) such as the Listening Process Report and

the Land Report, official reports from the OPAPP, and interviews with key informants. *

(1) Ensuring Security: Joint Efforts in the Decommissioning Process

The security aspect of the Normalization Program under the BOL contains provisions on
the creation of a Joint Peace and Security Team (JPST), the decommissioning process of
MILF forces and weapons, the disbandment of private armed groups (PAGs), the program
for small arms and light weapons management, the redeployment of the AFP, and the detec-
tion and clearance of unexploded landmines. The creation of the JPST is a crucial aspect
of security transformation in the region. It is composed of members of the national govern-
ment’s military and police forces and the BIAF-MILF, as designated by the AFP, the PNP,
and the BIAF-MILF. Camp Abubakar in Barira, Maguindanao, a former MILF camp, was
turned over to the JPST, and will serve as its headquarters as it safeguards the weapons
turned over during the decommissioning process under the auspices of an International
Decommissioning Body. The construction of the facilities in the Camp Abubakar barracks
was funded by the OPAPP and the United Nations Development Program (UNDP). OPAPP
Undersecretary David Diciano has stated that the turnover of the camp, and the other ten
barracks that will be constructed later on, “symbolizes [their] desire to ensure the imple-
mentation of the security component of the Comprehensive Agreement on the Bangsamoro
(CAB)” (ABS-CBN News, 2020). The JPST and its personnel will serve until 2022, when

the interim government ends its term in office (Pareno 2019).
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These efforts to create a joint security institution conjointly functions with the
decommissioning program for former MILF combatants. A multi-nation Independent
Decommissioning Body (IDB), chaired by Turkey, and composed of three foreign (Turkey,
Norway, and Brunei Darussalam) and four local experts, was tasked to conduct verifica-
tion, validation, and decommissioning weapons. At the time of writing, 12,000 or about 30
percent of the estimated 40,000 firearms held by former MILF combatants have already
been recovered. Observers have lauded the phased decommissioning process, but some
have remarked that it can only help build sustainable peace if private armed groups in the
region are also dismantled (Maitem & Navales 2020). In this regard, the BOL called upon
the National Task Force for the Disbandment of the Private Armed Groups (NTF-DPAG)
in the Bangsamoro Core Territory and the Adjacent Regions IX to XII. Under Memoran-
dum Circular No. 83 (s.2015), the Task Force was created to oversee “policy planning
and implementation of the program for the disbandment of the PAGs.” The NTF-DPAG’s
mission is critical in the decommissioning process because there may still be weapons
presently owned by individuals and families, who are reluctant to surrender weapons due
to the security risks posed by private armed groups in Mindanao. To address these secu-
rity concerns, the new BARMM authorities may need to conduct dialogues and negotiate
agreements with private armed groups at the regional, provincial, or city/municipality
levels (International Crisis Group 2019).

The success of the phased decommissioning process is crucial to the security aspect
of the Normalization Program and is necessarily associated with the progress gained by
the political-legal track of the peace process. The advancement of the Normalization Pro-
gram, and the sustainability of peace in the BARMM itself, is contingent upon the political
momentum for peace efforts from both the GPH and the MILF. Jimenez-Damary notes,
for example, that reconstituting the GPH Peace Panel, such as at the beginning of a new
administration, “puts things on hold” and poses “difficulties in getting back on the right
track.” This, according to her, can be said about the implementation of the decommis-
sioning process when the current Duterte administration replaced the Aquino government
in 2016. Despite the “tricky” role that political will plays in the peace process, Jimenez-
Damary finds hopeful prospects from the current administration’s decision to prioritize
the creation of the BARMM and the BTA, and the schedule currently being followed by
both parties in the decommissioning process. The current proposed Bill for the creation
of a National Transitional Justice and Reconciliation Commission for the Bangsamoro
(NTJRCB) is also a significant breakthrough, but its passage into law will likewise depend
on whether or not the government considers it a political priority. (C. Jimenez-Damary,

personal communication, 7 December 2020).
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Whether political milestones lead to a more stable security environment will depend
on their ability to address the concerns of conflict-affected communities and the other
threats to peace on the ground. It should be noted that while changes in the political, legal,
and institutional frameworks of the country are essential to begin the long process of
healing and reconciliation, some are skeptical about the ability of laws and institutions to
address the multiple drivers of armed conflict in Mindanao (Listening Process Report 2017:
164-165). Even as a joint security assessment is underway to prevent a security vacuum,
and institutions such as the NTF-DPAG are put in place, potential threats to peace and
security remain for stakeholders of the Normalization Program. Some observers perceive
institutions like the JPST as merely an “ad hoc organization with unclear authorities and
resources,” that gives the MILF fewer tools and legal authority to counter the growth of
extremist armed groups in the region (Abuza & Lischin 2020: 18). Hence, the threat of
violence from other militant Moro groups remains,” especially from those that have pledged
allegiance to Islamic State ideology. Furthermore, a United States Institute of Peace (USIP)
Report mentions intra-Moro political competition through private armies of political dynas-
ties, as an endemic security challenge for the Bangsamoro and the rest of Mindanao (Abuza
& Lischin 2020: 14-17). Likewise, violence related to a culture of rido (inter-generational
clan disputes) has, over the years, become intertwined with the conflict between rebels and
the national government. Participants in the TJRC Listening Process have expressed mixed
feelings concerning ‘blood revenge’ through rido. While some were in favor of some form
of reparation as an alternative to retributive justice, others doubted the ability of repara-
tions or livelihood support and financial assistance to create an environment for sustainable
peace, claiming that the painful memory of the armed conflict has made them more vulner-
able and “less human” (Listening Process Report 2017: 167-170).

(2) Socioeconomic Development: A Program for Camp Transformation

The BOL recognizes that a crucial aspect of transition and normalization is the acceleration
of “implementation of development efforts for the rehabilitation, reconstruction and devel-
opment of the BARMM?” (Philippine News Agency 2019). Community-based programs
that reinforce social cohesion while addressing the needs of former combatants, internally
displaced persons, and affected communities are recommended by the Law. The Annex on
Normalization provides for a comprehensive plan to transform the six previously acknowl-
edged MILF camps® into productive communities. This process has been initiated prior to
the formation of the BARMM administration and includes camp transformation projects
“for basic and life sustenance, scholarships, school buildings, farm-to-market roads and

other infrastructure components” (Ibid.). A Task Force for Decommissioned Combatants
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and their Communities (TFDCC) was instituted to deliver socio-economic and develop-
ment interventions for MILF decommissioned combatants and their communities to help
them transition to civilian life. The TFDC’s intervention program will be implemented in
three stages’ through formal engagement between government agencies, and involves proj-
ects for social protection, capacity development, and livelihood assistance (OPAPP Annual
Report 2019: 25). Meanwhile, a Working Group on Vulnerable Sectors was also instituted
to recommend interventions for vulnerable sectors such as widows, orphans, people with
disabilities, and detainees and their families (Ibid.: 26).

Key to the sustainability of socioeconomic development in former rebel camps are
the funding initiatives aimed at helping address the poverty inextricably linked to the
armed conflict. For example, the multi-donor Mindanao Trust Fund (MTF) grant facility,
administered by the World Bank, has been facilitating international development assistance
since 2005. Donors such as the European Union, the Swedish International Development
Agency, and the United States Agency for International Development have contributed
to support community-driven economic development programs. The MTF has provided
assistance in the form of livelihood and infrastructure, pre- and post-harvest facilities,
bridges and water systems, and functional literacy programs to barangays within the six
acknowledged MILF camps (Mindanao Trust Fund n.d.). The Fund also helped in training
the Camps Transformation officers in community organizing and project monitoring, while
also assisting people’s organizations (Trust Fund Recipients) through capacity-building
projects aimed at maintaining community infrastructures for enterprise and income genera-
tion (The World Bank 2018).

More recently, the EU, which is a major contributor to the MTF, together with the
Spanish Agency for International Development Cooperation (AECID) committed to a
60.5 million euro grant for two development projects in Mindanao. Part of the grant (35.5
million euro) will be used for the Mindanao Development Authority-operated Mindanao
Peace and Development (MINPAD) program for agricultural cooperative financing and
other infrastructure projects. The other 25 million euro will be allocated for the Support
to Bangsamoro Transition (SUBATRA) program. The five-year SUBATRA project for
capacity-building aims to help develop the three branches of the BARMM government:
the executive branch, in its implementation of transitional policies; the BARMM Parlia-
ment, in its legislative, oversight, and representation capacity; and the Bangsamoro Justice
System, in its adjudication competence based on international human rights standards
(Inquirer.net 2020). Earlier in August 2019, the Duterte administration suspended negotia-
tions for acceptance of such loans and grants from countries that co-sponsored and voted

in favor of the 11 July 2019 United Nations Human Rights Council Resolution that sought
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a comprehensive report on the human rights situation in the Philippines, amidst charges of
extrajudicial killings and enforced disappearances. A memorandum lifting the suspension
of loan and grant acceptance was issued on 27 February 2020, facilitating the EU grants for
Mindanao and the BARMM.

The transformation of formerly rebel-dominated areas, through the government’s
efforts and the international community’s support, is an important step towards attaining
socioeconomic justice in the Bangsamoro. The focus on providing socioeconomic interven-
tion programs for former combatants, and their families and communities, stems from an
understanding of the pattern of exclusion that has stunted development opportunities for
Bangsamoro and indigenous peoples. The TJIRC’s Listening Process sessions reveal that
the deliberate withholding of public resources, the negative profiling of all Bangsamoro
and indigenous peoples as ‘bad elements’ or ‘rebels,” and the preferential treatment towards
predominantly Christian communities in terms of access to basic services and develop-
ment opportunities, are among the deep-rooted causes of economic marginalization in the
region (Listening Process Report 2017: 98-102). These have not only led to widespread
impoverishment but have also had a negative impact on the demographic landscape of the
Bangsamoro and the rest of Mindanao. Some examples expressed in the Listening Process
sessions are families migrating to places they deem safer than their war-torn communi-
ties, and female Moro migrant workers being exposed to exploitation abroad from foreign
employers (Ibid.: 102).

(3) Confidence-Building Measures: Beyond Amnesty Grants

The search for legal justice is a contentious aspect of conflict transformation. Considering
this, the Annex on Normalization provides that “the Government shall take immediate steps
through amnesty, pardon, and other available processes towards the resolution of cases of
persons charged with or convicted of crimes and offenses connected to the armed conflict
in Mindanao.” Safe conduct passes were issued to some MILF leaders to allow them to
participate in formal matters related to the BTA. For example, MILF commanders who may
have pending cases were given passes to attend the oath-taking of the BTA on 22 February
2019. Al Haj Murad Ebrahim, chair of the MILF and commander-in-chief of the decom-
missioned Bangsamoro Islamic Armed Forces (BIAF), stated that the nomination of BIAF
officials for positions in the BTA is part of the organization’s transformation from a revo-
lutionary to a more governance-oriented organization. He explains that “the main target of
transformation is the MILF top leadership both holding political and military assignments,”
and that for a revolutionary organization transitioning into an institution of governance,

“there is no distinction between those holding political and military assignments” (Arguillas
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2019). The OPAPP reported that it is coordinating with the Department of Justice regarding
amnesty grants and pardons for MILF members. A joint Technical Working Group (TWG)
will be formed to address issues concerning the issuance of amnesties and to consider other
available processes through the Presidential Committee on Bail, Recognizance, and Pardon
(OPAPP Report 2019: 28).

The granting of amnesties to former rebel leaders may be perceived as a removal of
culpability for atrocities committed in relation to the conflict. However, it can be argued
that the amnesty process has been delineated for its conditionality to the continuation of
the peace process and the implementation of other aspects of the normalization process.
Jimenez-Damary, an international law expert and human rights lawyer who was also the
government designate to the TIRC, explains that while indeed, there are internationally
recognized prohibitions on the granting of blanket amnesties, parties in peace process may
have to agree on amnesty provisions as determined by the context of the conflict and the
intended purpose of such grants. She further reiterates that transitional justice and reconcili-
ation advocacy must not be affected by discussions on amnesties, and that the Peace Panels
have agreed on efforts to have amnesty grants in line with international standards through
the TWGs (C. Jimenez-Damary, personal communication, 7 December 2020). Julkipli
expressed concerns, however, regarding the difficulties associated with the processing of
pending amnesty cases. He notes that a situation in which “the parties are close to the final
phase of decommissioning, while questions on pending amnesty cases are still up in the
air” is a significant hurdle for the normalization process’ goals of accountability and truth-
telling. He further remarks that while “it is easy for the Parties to agree on and put out an
amnesty proclamation,” there are thousands of amnesty cases that need to be processed
in multiple courts. For the benefit of former combatants, the government must realize the
urgency of these processes, and wield the same amount of commitment as in the decom-
missioning program (M. Julkipli, personal communication, 11 December 2020).

Notably, the parties appear to interpret confidence-building as a process that manifests
beyond the level of negotiations and related legal processes. Hence, they agreed that the
Camp Transformation Program, and the formation of a Joint Task Forces on Camps Trans-
formation (JTFCT), are equally necessary ‘confidence-building measures’ in the Annex
on Normalization. By building “peaceful and productive communities” and providing
“social and physical infrastructures and--- access to economic opportunities,” the parties
are ‘building confidence’ in the normalization process from the ground up. (OPAPP Annual
Report 2019: 26). The logic behind this, according to Julkipli, is that the transformation of
the former rebel camps is considered as one of the ‘initial steps’ that can happen while the

Parties are determining how to roll out the security- and justice-related aspects of the Nor-
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malization program (M. Julkipli, personal communication, 11 December 2020). In essence,
the parties consider ‘confidence-building’ not only as a provision for legal justice mecha-
nisms that are necessary for the normalization of political relations, but also as an extension
of socioeconomic development strategies for the Bangsamoro. Since 2015, the JTFCT
has been in partnership with the government’s Department of Agriculture in distributing
agricultural supplies and machineries and has delivered other infrastructures such as solar
power systems and Alternative Learning Systems (ALS) for conflict-affected communities.
Apart from these, capacity building of people’s organizations on project management and
participatory area development are also being conducted. As per the 2019 OPAPP Report,
the JTFCT, through its engagement with the Bangsamoro Planning and Development
Authority (BPDA-BARMM), has been crafting the comprehensive development for Camp
Bilal as the pilot area for the Camps Transformation Plan (Ibid.: 26).

As this section demonstrated, the parties in the Bangsamoro peace process, through
the Annex on Normalization and the succeeding Executive Order that provides for its
implementation, perceive confidence-building measures in two ways. First, the amnesty
grants for MILF members had a strategic political purpose, in consideration of the long-
term, broad political landscape of normalization. While this is an important indicator of
the Parties’ commitment to normalization, the arduous amnesty grants process involving
judicial mechanisms must be approached more seriously, so as not to affect the progress
achieved in the decommissioning process. Second, building confidence can be a bottom-up,
economically motivated approach towards a comprehensive peace process, as demonstrated
by the inclusion of the Camps Transformation Program under the confidence-building
measures provision of the Annex. Indeed, the parties, through the Annex on Normaliza-
tion, move beyond the misperception that confidence-building measures are only relevant
in the military field, and utilized them as mechanisms to “improve relationships, human-
ize the other, signal positive intentions and commitment, and avoid escalation” (Mason
& Siegfried 2013: 57). At this early stage of the normalization process, both parties are
carefully treading around the issue of dealing with accountability and impunity, given
their potential implications to the sustainability of peace in the region. The parties’ careful
attitude towards impunity concerns is mirrored in the TIRC’s “future-oriented approach to
‘dealing with the past,’ that is sensitive to the Bangsamoro and Filipino context” (Report of
the Transitional Justice and Reconciliation Commission 2016: xviii). The TJRC’s utiliza-
tion of a DWP framework proposes an “incremental and flexible approach that combines
mutually reinforcing efforts in the fields of truth, justice, reparations, and guarantees of
non-recurrence, while promoting reconciliation initiatives on the national, regional, and

local levels” (Ibid.: xx). While the TIRC explicitly recommended that the parties recognize
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victims’ right to a fair remedy and the state’s duty to investigate and prosecute, a holistic
DWP approach and its recommendations on the right to justice is only a component of
a Bangsamoro and national peace agenda that will be sequentially implemented through
short-, medium-, and long-term measures. As evidenced by the inclusion of the Camp
Transformation Program, confidence-building is an ongoing long-term process that starts
from the ground up and does not diminish in importance even when conflict parties have

already built the political and legal foundations of sustainable peace.

(4) Transitional Justice and Reconciliation: Dealing with the Past

Finally, this section concerns itself with how the parties have so far dealt with the provi-
sion on transitional justice during these early stages of the normalization process. Castillo
(2014) argued that developing a transitional justice mechanism for conflict-affected peoples
of different backgrounds in the Bangsamoro “must be informed by a knowledge of the
diversity of understandings of the past and present, of various notions of truth(s) and the
ability to tell it, the advantages and pitfalls of truth-telling, the weight of emotions, betrayal,
mistrust and memory, as well as people’s desires regarding justice, reparation, relationship
with others, and reconciliation” (29-30). This argument is in line with the transformative
justice model’s psychosocial justice aspect espoused in this article. The theory explains
that psychosocial justice must involve knowledge and acknowledgement of four different
types of truth, as adopted from Parmentier’s (2003) model of transitional justice: foren-
sic or factual truth; personal or narrative truth; social or dialogical truth; and healing or
restorative truth. Lambourne’s (2014) model argues that perpetrators’ acknowledgement
of their atrocities, and their impact on victims, are crucial in justice, reconciliation, and
peacebuilding (Lambourne 2014: 28). Hence, conflict parties, even during the early phase
of a normalization process, must take appropriate measures to acknowledge their culpabil-
ity for actions done in relation to the armed conflict.

Chaired by a Swiss expert and joined by one representative each delegated by the
GPH and the MILF, the TIRC assumed the role of studying and recommending “appro-
priate mechanisms to address legitimate grievances of the Bangsamoro people, correct
historical injustices, and address human rights violations and marginalization through land
dispossession, towards healing and reconciliation” (OPAPP Annual Report 2017: 28). The
ICCMN was tasked to lead the implementation of the recommendations in the reports of
the TIRC, while on 16 August 2019, the parties signed the Terms of Reference for a Tran-
sitional Working Group (TWG) on Transitional Justice and Reconciliation that will for-
mulate a roadmap for the implementation of the recommendations (OPAPP Annual Report
2019: 28). The establishment of the TIRC, as well as the DWP framework inherent in its
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mandate, is critical for the parties’ knowledge and acknowledgement of truth. Officially
convened on 27 September 2014, the TJRC submitted a comprehensive report to the parties
in December 2015 which was later released to the public in March 2016. Submitted to the
Panels in February 2017, the 2016 Report was later followed by a Listening Process Report
and two reports specifically focusing on matters of land dispossession.

The exclusive focus on land dispossession through two reports, Dealing with the Past
and Land Dispossession and Land: Territory, Domain, and Identity, was in recognition of
two important considerations, according to Julkipli. First, the issue of land dispossession
involves fundamental technicalities, such as determination of hectarage and reassignment
of borders, which require rigorous study. Second, the land issue is a critical component of
not only Moros’, but also of indigenous peoples’, narrative of the conflict in Mindanao.
Their story of being driven to the margins using land tenure mechanisms of colonial and
post-colonial governments is central to the Bangsamoro conflict narrative (M. Julkipli,
personal communication, 11 December 2020). Further substantiating the importance of
addressing land dispossession issues at the heart of the conflict, the Bangsamoro Parliament
established the Office of the Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Land Reform of the
BARMM (MAFAR-BARMM). The Office has distributed Certification of Land Ownership
Award (CLOA) titles for a total of 1,200 hectares of land to pre-assessed farmer-recipients
and Agrarian Reform Communities (ARC) in the region. The MAFAR-BARMM aims to
distribute more CLOAs for some 2,000 hectares before 2020 ends (Maulana 2020).

To learn the technical aspects of utilizing the DWP framework, the GPH and MILF
designates to the Bangsamoro TJRC attended capacity-building workshops facilitated
by the Swiss Government and swisspeace. Jimenez-Damary recalls having reservations
about the ‘hard line’ that separates victims and perpetrators in the original version of the
framework, which was based on the Principles against Impunity Concept introduced by
Louis Joinet and Diane Orentlicher. This understanding of the relationship between victims
and perpetrators, however, does not always apply to the local realities of the Bangsamoro
conflict. According to Julkipli, the absence of a rigid dichotomization between victims
and perpetrators in Bangsamoro conflict narratives flows from “a very Filipino concept of
victimhood,” related to people’s stories of resilience, bravery, sacrifice, and heroism as told
in their version of conflict narrative. For example, there are people who were victimized by
atrocities related to the conflict that will not claim to be ‘victims’ because it goes against
their version of events in which they are supposed to be resilient and brave (M. Julkipli,
personal communication, 11 December 2020).

The TJRC, then, modified the DWP framework introduced by the Swiss into one that
does not distinguish between victims and perpetrators in terms of their ability to access
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their “right to know, right to justice, right to reparation, and the guarantee of non-recur-
rence.” The resulting framework, as it appears on the TIRC’s reports, is one that “ensures
principles of applicability, ownership, and acceptance” (C. Jimenez-Damary, personal com-
munication, 7 December 2020) and “takes into account the dynamic relationship between
victims and perpetrators” (Report of the Transitional Justice and Reconciliation Commis-
sion 2016: 77-78). As a future-oriented approach, the Framework requires short-, medium-,
and long-term interventions to prevent the recurrence of human rights violations, thereby
producing an environment that encourages reconciliation. Rather than being retributive, the
Framework’s decidedly restorative nature aims to transform social and political identities
of victimization into “a new sense of ‘belonging,” by which individuals enjoy rights and
duties of citizenship as part of a new social contract” (Ibid.: 78).

Considering this framework of conflict transformation, the TJRC’s Consultation
and Listening Processes were crucial in identifying the four intertwined issues at the root
of the conflict: “the Bangsamoro narrative of historical injustice frames their collective
experience of legitimate grievances, in particular as they relate to the far-ranging effects
of marginalization through land dispossession and widespread human rights violations
[emphases added]” (Ibid.: 62). These four issues, which also became the foundation of
the TJRC’s mandate, are the consequences of “three mutually reinforcing phenomena:”
systemic violence expressed in political, socioeconomic, and cultural exclusion; a culture
of impunity; and deep neglect by the state. To understand how these phenomena resulted
in the four issues at the root of the conflict, the TIRC sought the expertise of facilitators
and key informants coming from diverse backgrounds. The list of facilitators included both
men and women, from academics to NGO staff, of either Moro, indigenous, or Christian
background, with the ability to speak in the local language of participants from various
areas of the Bangsamoro. This diversity among facilitators helped ensure participants’ com-
fort and security in sharing their truth about the conflict. The manuscripts that came out of
these Listening Process sessions are now housed in the Swiss Embassy in Manila under the
safekeeping of the Swiss Government. The findings from these sessions, then, became the
basis for the TJRC’s recommendations to the Peace Panels (C. Jimenez-Damary, personal
communication, 7 December 2020).

The TJRC’s most important recommendation, however, is the creation of the
NTJRCB, which will be charged with the implementation of a Transitional Justice and
Reconciliation Program. From a psychosocial justice perspective, the recommendation to
create an NTJRCB is aimed at operationalizing the DWP framework through the national
body’s four proposed sub-commissions: Bangsamoro Historical Memory; Impunity and the

Promotion of Accountability and Rule of Law in the Bangsamoro; Land Dispossession in
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the Bangsamoro; and Bangsamoro Healing and Reconciliation (Report of the Transitional
Justice and Reconciliation Commission 2016: 83). At the time of writing, a Bill (HB No.
4003) that will institutionalize the recommended NTJRCB is being discussed by the 18"
Congress’ Committee on Peace, Reconciliation and Unity, and is a refiled version of the
one submitted during the 17" Congress, which did not prosper beyond the committee level.
The recent refiling is considered a “timely” effort, coming in the wake of a violent incident
in which at least nine Muslim farmers were shot dead by unknown perpetrators in Kabacan,
North Cotabato on 28 August 2020. Ishak Mastura, the MILF representative in the TJRC,
warned that such incidents “can flare up” without an institution that can investigate within a
DWP framework (Quismorio 2020). Observers have noted, however, that the refiling of the
Bill is currently not considered as one of the priority legislations for this Congress. Accord-
ing to Julkipli, it does not appear to have enough backing from the Peace Panels through
the OPAPP and the BTA, thereby creating a disconnect between peace efforts from the
legislative and executive branches of government (M. Julkipli, personal communication,
11 December 2020). Jimenez-Damary notes that for this Bill to pass the committee level,
there must be concerted effort from the government, through the administration’s legislative
liaisons in the Congress and the Senate, in making it a political priority. Another important
consideration is ensuring that the Bill passes as proposed, without substantive additions that
may dilute its purpose. Jimenez-Damary recalls a consultation session in Congress in which
representatives suggested adding provisions to the Bill which are not directly related to the
proposed mandate of the NTJRCB, as recommended by the TIRC. According to her, this
is indicative of a “capacity gap in terms of understanding transitional justice” and its role
in sustainable peace in the Bangsamoro. She remarks that there must be a comprehensive
lobbying effort mainly from the Bangsamoro constituency, through the assistance of civil
society organizations that are most active in the region, and from other constituencies that
see a peaceful Bangsamoro as a manifestation of a national Filipino identity founded on
principles of multiculturalism (C. Jimenez-Damary, personal communication, 7 December
2020).

3 Transformative Justice amidst Normalization

This analysis of the intersection between justice and the process of normalizing political
relations was perceived through a transformative lens. This perspective shifts the “focus
on ‘transition’ as an interim process that links the past and the future, to ‘transformation’
which implies long-term sustainable processes embedded in society” (Lambourne 2014:

19). In long drawn-out peace processes, such as the Bangsamoro case, post-conflict society
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may have multiple justice needs that require local, cultural sensitivities to co-exist with
western worldviews of transitional legal justice (Ibid.: 19-20). Transformative justice, then,
must exist within a sustainable process that pays “attention to the needs and expectations
of'local affected populations, as well as a coordinated focus on the multi-dimensional or
multidisciplinary aspects of peacebuilding, incorporating attention to all the dimensions
of human security” (Ibid.: 23). Placing transformative justice within the context of a nor-
malization, therefore, implies going beyond the establishment of structures and formal
mechanisms as benchmarks of successful conflict transformation.

This article investigated whether transformative justice has been apparent in the
Bangsamoro peace process, through an analysis of the manifestations of political, socioeco-
nomic, legal, and psychosocial justice in the Bangsamoro Normalization Program’s early
phase of implementation. The examination of the Annex on Normalization’s implementa-
tion delivers the following findings. First, concerning the political element of transforma-
tive justice. Indeed, it can be argued that the Annex on Normalization and its four aspects
(security, socio-economic development, confidence-building measures, and transitional
justice and reconciliation) require some consideration of political justice for its success-
ful implementation. This is because political justice involves institutional transformation
by making the different branches of government accountable to the general population.
Essentially, both the national government, the MILF through the BTA, and the rest of the
BARMM leadership, must be answerable to Bangsamoro society through proper imple-
mentation of all aspects of the Annex on Normalization. In this article, political justice was
contextualized through the Parties’ recent efforts to address peace and security concerns
amidst the normalization process. Institutional transformation is expressed, mainly through
established intergovernmental relations between the State and the BARMM, as well as the
phased decommissioning process and the NTF-DPAG, tasked to deal with private armed
groups, related to a culture of political dynasticism that is rampant in the region. The
maintenance of peace and security is contingent upon the ability of the Parties to sustain
political momentum for the effectiveness of these mechanisms. Second, socioeconomic jus-
tice, typically understood in terms of financial and material compensation, such as through
restitution or reparation, was contextualized through the Parties’ recent efforts to direct
socioeconomic transformation in communities where former MILF camps were located.
The Camps Transformation Program has been complemented by international support
through funding for economic development, with the aim of turning former camps into pro-
ductive communities. Third is the aspect of legal justice or accountability. This comes from
a recognition that “a focus on accountability and prosecutions for war crimes and other past

human rights abuses that does not rebuild relationships through some kind of restorative
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process, is unlikely to overcome the societal divisions that undermine peace and security”
(Lambourne 2014: 25). This is, then, related to the fourth element of transformative justice:
psychosocial justice, or the knowledge and acknowledgement of truth. Efforts towards the
achievement of psychosocial justice were manifested in the formation of the TJIRC, the
implementation of its mandate within a DWP framework, as well as recent actions by the
Parties to adhere to the TJRC’s recommendations, such as the refiling of the Bill that would
create the NTJRCB. In the absence of this national institution for transitional justice and
reconciliation, upholding psychosocial justice, and therefore the knowledge and acknowl-
edgement of truth in post-conflict society, is contingent upon the political will of the state
and other stakeholders, and their keenness to fully implement the justice-related aspects of
the Annex on Normalization.

Scholars have investigated how political relations shape the implementation of
transitional justice strategies in the form of both retributive and restorative mechanisms
(Vinjamuri & Snyder 2015). Proponents of either reconciliation or traditional justice note
that both options have confronted challenges in implementation (Ibid.: 316). In a process
of normalizing political relations after protracted peace negotiations, the gradual response
of conflict parties towards transitional justice and accountability claims can often be dis-
missed as politics “tainting the purity of the legal process” (Ibid.: 319). Furthermore, this
transformative justice-guided analysis of the Annex on Normalization for the Bangsamoro
peace process allowed this author to investigate the transitional justice-related elements
of normalization in the context of an implementation process dominated by security- and
socioeconomic-linked agreement provisions. In implementing normalization with justice
in mind, as in the Bangsamoro peace process case, instituting transitional justice and rec-
onciliation mechanisms can be particularly difficult. Amidst the early-phase implementa-
tion process of normalization, legal and transitional justice concerns are being approached
through a gradual, but holistic manner, consistent with a transformative justice view in
peacebuilding. Predicting whether this approach leads to the advancement of post-conflict
justice and the achievement of lasting peace is beyond the scope of this paper. Nonethe-
less, it offers a way to assess how the Parties in the Bangsamoro peace process have, so
far, viewed the relationship between post-conflict justice and the normalization of political
relations. Justice and reconciliation amidst normalization may take a backseat against other
aspects of the peace process due to temporal and sequencing considerations, but they must
be upheld through efforts like truth-telling, reparations, and guarantees of non-recurrence
(M. Julkipli, personal communication, 11 December 2020). These efforts do not necessar-
ily have to depend on the presence of a formal institution such as the proposed NTJRCB.

Structures and formal institutions alone will not foretell the success of transitional justice
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advocacy in a post-conflict society and must not be seen as an end in itself (C. Jimenez-
Damary, personal communication, 7 December 2020). While institutions can ultimately
contribute to national healing, the process of normalization in the Bangsamoro can only be
a fruitful and sustainable endeavor if the Parties commit to legal and psychosocial aspects

of justice as much as its political and socioeconomic facets.

Conclusion

This article’s argument about the manifestations of transformative justice in the implemen-
tation process of the Annex on Normalization makes limited claims about the finality of
justice in relation to the Bangsamoro conflict. As an appraisal of the early-phase implemen-
tation of the normalization track in the peace process, the full implementation of the Annex
of Normalization’s provisions has yet to be determined; certainly, the milestones achieved
in the first two years of the normalization track do not ascertain the Parties’ ability to attend
to justice claims or to sustain peace in the long term. In relation to this, the inability of
the Parties to secure the creation of an NTJRCB in the early stages of the normalization
track cannot be dismissed as a preference for the implementation of other aspects of the
Normalization Program over its transitional justice element. The literature on sequencing of
peace agreement implementation states that certain processes are implemented before oth-
ers, as necessary preconditions. Because “different areas of accord content exert different
effects at different stages of a peace process,” (Joshi & Quinn 2015: 889) some provisions
are deemed to have a more stabilizing effect on the peace process than others. This article,
therefore, hopes to make a modest contribution to understanding how normalization poli-
tics affects perceptions of justice in the implementation phase of peace agreements, during
which conflict parties have yet to institutionalize any post-conflict justice mechanisms.
In the Bangsamoro case, the implementation of the Annex on Normalization facilitated a
transformative view of justice, that considers not only accountability or the legal aspect,
but also its political, socioeconomic, and psychosocial dimensions. This article encourages
further research concerning the sequencing of implementation of peace agreements, as well
as research on how justice is perceived in the absence of institutionalized transitional justice
mechanisms for peacebuilding processes such as in the Bangsamoro. The simultaneous and
sequential interactions between the politics of normalization and peace agreement imple-
mentation on the one hand, and justice on the other, may have significant implications in

understanding how post-conflict justice institutions develop in cases of intractable conflicts.
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Notes

' United Nations, Security Council, Security Council Addresses Comprehensive Approach to Peace-
building in Presidential Statement. SC/7014, 20 February 2001, https://www.un.org/press/en/2001/
s¢7014.doc.htm.

A Bangsamoro Normalization Trust Fund (BNTF) was created on 30 May 2016, organizing a multi-
donor trust fund for the Normalization Program. The Peace Implementing Panels selected the World
Bank as the Fund Manager, with the Australian Government and the European Union expressing
their support for the Fund (OPAPP Annual Report, 2019: 29).

The Agreement on the General Cessation of Hostilities (ACGH), signed on 18 July 1997 during
the onset of peace negotiations with the MILF, facilitated the creation of the following relevant
institutions: the Coordinating Committees on the Cessation of Hostilities (CCCH), which ensures
the implementation of the ceasefire and takes appropriate action when it is violated, and includes the
Local Monitoring Teams (LMT), the Joint Ceasefire Monitoring Posts (JCMP), and the Joint Task
Forces (JTF); the International Monitoring Team (IMT), which is a third party mechanism composed
of international military, police, and civilian monitors observing the ceasefire and conducting field
verifications for reported violations; the Civilian Protection Component (CPC), which is an NGO-led
mechanism of monitoring the Parties” compliance to their commitments, and helps protect civilian
population and property; and the Ad Hoc Joint Action Group (AHJAG), which is a coordinative body
between the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP) and the Philippine National Police (PNP) on the
one hand, and the Bangsamoro Islamic Armed Forces-MILF (BIAF-MILF) on the other, tasked with
disseminating information on criminal activity within or near MILF communities (OPAPP Annual
Report, 2019: 30-32).

Using an online video conferencing platform, interviews were conducted with key informants:
Cecilia Jimenez-Damary, lawyer with specialization in human rights law and international
humanitarian law and former GPH designate to the TJRC (7 December 2020), and Mohammad
Al-Amin Julkipli, Moro lawyer and former GPH alternate to the TIRC (11 December 2020).
Islamic State Lanao (Maute Group), the Abu Sayyaf Group (ASG), Ansuar Khalifa Philippines, and
the Bangsamoro Islamic Freedom Fighters (BIFF) faction led by Abu Turaife are indigenous militant
groups that have pledged allegiance to the Islamic State (Abuza & Lischin 2020: 17).

In February 1999, the government acknowledged six MILF camps: Camp Abubakar as-Siddique in
Maguindanao, Camp Bilal in in Lanao del Norte and Lanao del Sur, Camp Omar ibn al-Khattab in
Maguindanao, Camp Rajamuda in North Cotabato and Maguindanao, Camp Badre in Maguindanao,
Camp Busrah Somiorang in Lanao del Sur.

The three-stage implementation process of the enhanced socio-economic program for
decommissioned combatants and their families include: (1) settling in and transitioning for a year
from the time of the final decommissioning; (2) normalizing and transforming spanning 7 to 18
months; and (3) stabilizing within 18 to 36/48 months. (OPAPP Annual Report, 2019: 25).
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on the Regulation, but they can be edited at the discretion of the HPI Editorial Committee.

”

research

I11. Evaluation and Publication

Article 3.

(1) When carrying out evaluations mentioned in paragraph 1 of the preceding Article, the
submitted articles are normally peer-reviewed by two anonymous reviewers, and the Editorial
Committee shall decide if the articles should be accepted in accordance with the peer review
results.

(2) Upon request of peer review, reviewers shall be selected in consideration of the following
criteria:

(a) Experts in the concerned field and/or reviewers whose area of expertise is close to the field.
(b) As a general rule, one reviewer will be selected from Hiroshima City University, and the
other from outside the University.
(¢) In principle, those who have taught the author shall be excluded.
It is to be noted that the honorarium will be paid to the external reviewers, in the case that
the request condition is satisfied.

(3) The Editorial Committee shall decide the evaluation method for the peer review procedures

including the form of the evaluation sheet.

IV. Exemption from Evaluation
Article 4. Articles that the HPI Editorial Committee request to submit shall not be subject to
peer review by reviewers.

V. Amendments
Article 5. Amendments of this Regulation shall be proposed by the Editorial Committee and be
approved by the HPI Research Staff Meeting (RSM).

Supplementary Rule This Regulation is deemed to be in effect from the time that has elapsed one
month from the date of the approval of the RSM. It should be noted that the peer review
procedures in line with the established practice in the editing shall be applied until the Regulation
enters into force.

(Approved by the Research Staff Meeting on the 29 September 2016 and in effect 29 October
2016)
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