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INTRODUCTION

INGO TRAUSCHWEIZER

Since the end of the Cold War, a dynamic has become apparent that does
not conform to our deeply held notions of the state’s monopoly of war. For
example, the United States has been at war for a decade, but the wars in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq do not entirely match our conventional understanding
of what constitutes war. Do nonstate actors get to engage the armed forces
of a great power as peer rivals? In the past two decades, the United Nations
has underwritten more peacemaking or peacekeeping missions than in all of
its prior history since 1945. Are these operations within the purview of war
or peace? Students of war, violence, and the modern world have discovered
a paradigm shift since the end of the Cold War, although it could be argued
that the foundations of the old order started to crumble even as the Second
World War came to a close in the Asia-Pacific theater.! A school of thought is
emerging that considers the wars of the late twentieth and early twenty-first
centuries “new wars,” defined by a burst of organized violence outside the
framework of the state and its military.? This may denote a new historical
epoch, one in which the state’s monopoly of significant violence, which had
defined the political history of the West and the expansion of its empires since
the seventeenth century, no longer applies. Anticolonial groups waging wars
of national liberation had begun to erode that monopoly even in the carliest
years of the Cold War era, but climactic events such as the Battle of Mogadi-
shu in 1993 and the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, have served as
stark and visual signs of a new age.

Western observers and policymakers have taken the state’s monopoly of
violence for granted, which has affected the ways in which they have related
to instability and threats. A century ago, Max Weber defined the modern
state as the sole legitimate wielder of power and violence. That definition was
based on a long history of European princely states and nation-states that had

vii



viii INTRODUCTION

developed ever greater bureaucratic reach since the early modern age, when
fundamental changes in warfare and society led to centralized state power.
There may be debate over whether “war made the state and the state made
war,” as the sociologist Charles Tilly famously proposed in the 1970s, but
there can be little doubt about the power of the European state model and its
global projection in the age of empire.> And yet, while modern state structures
also emerged outside of Europe, the monopoly of violence as fundamental
definition hardly fit even the United States, surely a European offspring, until
the First World War.* And in Europe itself, the basis for legitimacy changed
in the second half of the twentieth century from the warfare state to a civilian
state, which thrives on economic integration and interdependency, on com-
merce and welfare, not on war.’ This suggests that successful states can be
transformed, but it also suggests that both stability and prosperity are crucial
pillars. Sadly, that leaves much of the world in a precarious position as the
state’s monopoly of violence has been eroded in the past decades.

The assumption of the post—Cold War years, following either realist
theory or humanitarian instincts, that outside intervention could establish
stability, which in turn would lead to a return of legitimate government—
ideally in a democratic form—has proved to be tenuous at best.® And yet,
what is the global community to do when a regime collapses, as in Egypt;
civil war erupts, as in Libya or Syria; ethnic tensions flare up, as in the
former Yugoslavia; or warlords and rebel groups threaten the fabric of the
state, as in Somalia and elsewhere in Africa? One response, traced in several
contributions to this volume, asserts the responsibility of the global com-
munity to intervene and protect the population on the basis of the modern
human rights regime. The question, however, also raised in these pages, is
how to establish stability and legitimacy as outsiders and at what point and
with what means to intervene. From the perspective of a military historian,
it appears that the division of the world into a zone of peace and a zone
of conflict is a rather grim reality that is based on the tremendous gap in
prosperity more than it is rooted in political ideology or the desire to adjust
borders that colonial powers once drew up too randomly.” The fundamental
question that needs to be considered carefully is what alternative sources of
legitimacy exist for the state and for society.

How much anarchy in the international system can we tolerate? I suspect
the answer would be none until we considered the flip side of the question:
How much order can we afford to pay for? How should the West, or the
United States, or the somewhat diffuse global community respond to the chal-
lenges posed to the state by military threats, political and economic decline, or
social fragmentation? Idealists might propose primary emphasis on nongov-
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ernmental organizations that can operate in conflict zones or poor regions of
the world without some of the encumbrance that comes with official diplo-
macy. Yet the commentator David Brooks surely has a point, even as he states
it with some degree of polemics:

It’s hard not to feel inspired by all these idealists, but their service religion
does have some shortcomings. In the first place, many of these social en-
trepreneurs think they can evade politics. They have little faith in the po-
litical process and believe that real change happens on the ground beneath
it. That’s a delusion. You can cram all the nongovernmental organizations
you want into a country, but if there is no rule of law and if the ruling class
is predatory then your achievements won't add up to much.®

The ideal course of action, then, could be a combination of early recogni-
tion of sociopolitical, economic, or other fundamental crises, state and NGO
engagement, and military intervention as a course of last resort.

At the Baker Peace Conference in the spring of 2011, scholars probed ques-
tions of failed and failing states, fragile and vulnerable societies, and the ap-
propriate international response in contemporary history and in the present
day. In his keynote address, Gen. Anthony Zinni, former commander of US
Central Command and an astute observer of the greater Middle East and
of matters of national and international security, presented a wide-ranging
overview of the problem. From the perspective of the practitioner, as both a
military professional and a peace mediator since his retirement from the Ma-
rine Corps, Zinni offered the fundamental lesson that the best intervention
is an early intervention (i.e., he proposed that outside forces should invest
in economic growth, education, and social and political stability to prevent
states from failing and societies from fragmenting). He expressed great con-
cern about the American propensity to deploy the armed forces as nation-
builders, which in Africa, Asia, and the Middle East has led to the image of
an American as a uniformed soldier, while other foreigners are more likely to
appear in the business attire of an investor, engineer, or educator. Zinni related
his frustration as a regional commander with those in the United States who
were not willing to authorize fairly limited spending on foreign aid, but would
later support and underwrite much more expensive military operations.’

The problems that have led to the weakening and failure of states can stem
from a depletion of natural resources, collapse of the legitimacy of a ruling
party or individual leader, global economic developments, and a whole host
of local issues. These are by no means new phenomena, but the apparent sta-
bility and binary nature of the Cold War tended to overshadow the poverty
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and erosion of power in much of the Third World.'"” As General Zinni put it,
during the Cold War both the United States and the Soviet Union “bought
these problems off.” Part of the payments arrived in the form of weapon sys-
tems that are still being used in the brutal wars in Eastern and Central Africa;
and, of course, we are all too keenly aware of the indebtedness of Afghan
mujahideen groups to the Carter and Reagan administrations, a fact that
has not kept them from fighting NATO and notably the American occupi-
ers with a ferocity similar to that with which they fought the Soviets in the
1980s. But these are the bigger wars in an age where organized violence below
the level of interstate or even intrastate warfare threatens the nature and sta-
bility of the international system, where local warlords make common cause
with crime syndicates, where smugglers help finance perpetual violence, and
where business investments and much humanitarian aid is deflected into the
coffers of the warring factions. And, most grimly, civilians make the most
accessible and lucrative targets. Violence in weakening or failed states, in
short, resembles “ethnic cleansing” more than it resembles “war”; and control
over resources and territory relies on fear more than it depends on legitimate
government.

It is critically important to assess the challenges posed by weakening states
and fragmenting societies. What causes state failure? Can the symptoms be
detected early enough and will the global community develop the political
determination to act on that recognition? Should outside powers unilaterally
intervene, or should the global community design intervention mechanisms?
At the symposium a fault line became visible between historians and politi-
cal and social scientists on these issues. The former suggested that every case
is different and requires careful consideration that might, in some instances,
lead to the decision to stay out of the downward spiral of a state because it
is not apparent that intervention would do any good. The latter tended to
empbhasize the need to develop overarching policies that should be universally
applicable. The surprise was the emergence of a consensus among those across
disciplinary boundaries who study conditions in failing states that new sources
of stability and legitimacy can evolve locally; that society in places like Somalia
or Yemen may find ways to keep some villages, towns, or regions out of the
vortex. And yet, from an international perspective, state failure poses a major
threat not only to vulnerable people on the ground, but also to the world
economy, if shipping routes see increased activity by pirates operating from
bases in Somalia or Indonesia and Malaysia; and to international security, if
terrorists find safe havens in Afghanistan, the autonomous tribal borderlands
of Pakistan, or Yemen. Realists and idealists surely can find common ground
in assessing the depth and the manifestations of the problem. Whether they
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can find common ground in advising policymakers to intervene, and how and
when to do so, appears much less certain.

In part 1, David Carment and Yiagadeesen Samy present a rich and de-
tailed global analysis of what constitutes a fragile state, while T. David Curp
provides a case study of the convulsions of the wars in former Yugoslavia in
the 1990s.

David Carment and Yiagadeesen Samy’s collaboration highlights the
malleability of terms such as “failed state” and “fragile state.” The two au-
thors suggest we should use the latter, which is more inclusive and perhaps
also less controversial. Fragile states are on the brink of collapse in any one—
or more—of three areas: effective and responsive governance, authority over
people and territory, and capacity of the economy and of resource mobiliza-
tion. Carment and Samy’s research identifies anywhere from thirty to fifty
fragile states around the world today that suffer from political, social, and
economic instability, as well as from the lack of legitimacy of their authori-
tarian regimes. They note that there are similarities within regions: fragile
states in sub-Saharan Africa are more likely to be faced by failing economies;
the weakness and the vulnerability of Middle Eastern and South Asian states
tend to stem from regimes that are often deemed illegitimate by significant
parts of the populace. Drawing heavily on the statistical research of the Coun-
try Indicators for Foreign Policy project at Carleton University, Carment and
Samy present three specific case studies—Haidi, Pakistan, and Yemen—that
illustrate some of the different ways in which states can become vulnerable to
a high degree of fragility. They argue that fragility of a state is an evolving pro-
cess that should be closely monitored so that the international community can
determine ways in which to help local actors. Carment and Samy conclude
that doing so will require preparedness to engage early on in prevention rather
than late in intervention, and it will require integrated research criteria across
disciplines and policy-advice mechanisms across national borders.

T. David Curp reminds us of the wars of dissolution in the former Yugo-
slavia, a primary example of what Mary Kaldor has called “new wars,” and he
concludes that the optimism underlying Carment’s study may be misplaced
in particular cases. Specifically, Curp considers the aftermath of the brutal
fighting in Bosnia-Herzegovina and the inherent difficulty of establishing a
sovereign state in a territory comprising Bosnian Muslims, Serbs, and Cro-
ats, who continue to eye one another with great suspicion and hatred born
from historical and recent experiences. Bosnia posed a challenge to outsiders
who in principle wanted to intervene and stop the killing in the early 1990s,
because it made plain that one of the foundational notions of humanitarian
interventionism might not be universally applicable: we cannot assume that
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it is possible to separate enemy peoples, and we may have to face the reality
that intervention requires choosing sides. Curp implies that what stability the
1995 Dayton Accords have helped to establish in Bosnia-Herzegovina may
rest on the disquieting fact that most of the ethnic-cleansing projects of all
combatants had in fact been completed by the time the political agreement
was signed. He further argues that outside intervention, though driven by the
best intentions and pursued in the name of human rights, has caused just as
much harm as good in superimposing legal and political systems that do not
fic the environment. Most pessimistically, Curp concludes that developments
in Kosovo strongly suggest that the Wests failure in Bosnia was not unique
and that there are deeper underlying problems. It may be that the peculiar and
particularly volatile mix of ancient hatreds, ethnic tensions, religious divides,
and contemporary violence in the Balkans has shown us the outer limits of the
modern human rights regime; but Curp suspects that reflexive humanitarian
interventionism may be partially to blame, and he questions whether Euro-
pean leaders have thought through the consequences of their actions.

In part 2, Jonathan House, James Carter, and Vanda Felbab-Brown consider
a range of responses, from humanitarian intervention and nation-building, to
counterinsurgency and war, to the challenge posed to international security
and human rights by state collapse.

Jonathan House, in an essay on the recent past and projected future of war-
fare, offers further insight into that unsettling question. House draws a careful
distinction between insurgencies that are inspired by Mao Tse-tung’s patient
strategy of protracted war built on asymmetrical warfare by guerrillas or other
local forces and older forms of “compound warfare,” in which guerrillas oper-
ate alongside regular armed forces. The Vietnamese Communists, House sug-
gests, offer a modern example for the latter. From a contemporary American
perspective, of course, it is crucial to develop successful counterinsurgency
methods. Here, House draws on historical examples that offer a range of re-
sponses, from brutal repression in dictatorships to the complex “Afghan math”
at present, which highlights that indiscriminate killing of insurgents stokes
the fires of the uprising. Fortunately, modern counterinsurgents have learned
from the past and commonly apply an assumption that their insurgent foes
are not all fighting for the same reasons and purpose. Consequently, in to-
day’s population-centric counterinsurgency approach, it should be possible,
if exceedingly difficult, to appeal to that majority of the people who will fight
only when compelled by circumstances or fear. In short, if it is possible to
provide security at the local level, the hard core of insurgents will be starved
of support, supply, and reinforcements. House draws on the Vietnam War
as an example of the attempt to create positive outcomes through the closer
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integration of civilian nation-building, counterterrorism, and military efforts
from 1967 forward. House concludes that interpreting the past helps us come
to a better understanding of the present—and to better anticipate the threats
and demands of the near future—but it cannot offer firm solutions. We can
safely assume that insurgencies and asymmetrical warfare will be with us for
some time to come, but local circumstances do not conform to rigid doctrine.
The quintessential problem remains: the insurgent wins if he doesn’t lose; the
counterinsurgent has to win decisively so as to avoid a long, grinding, frustrac-
ing path to defeat.

James Carter reveals the close integration of the military-industrial com-
plex of the Cold War era and private contractors in contemporary US foreign
policy and in military interventions. He traces the roots of that pattern back
to the Vietnam War, when private corporations were tasked with building the
infrastructure and much of the logistics that permitted large-scale warfare in
an underdeveloped country. While they contributed to the waging of war,
contractors also played a critical role in the nation-building efforts. Carter’s
essay suggests that this dichotomy persists in the wars of our time. Indeed, he
shows how the relationship between the military and defense contractors has
grown ever more intimate since the 1960s, and he points at the fundamental
problems of control and accountability of contractors, who do not have to
abide by the same rules as the armed forces. Instead of suffering from a draw-
down after the Cold War, contractors gained a greater role in the increasingly
ambitious strategy of the United States, wherein fewer soldiers, sailors, air-
men, and marines were asked to project power around the world. Contractors
filled critical functions not only in the areas of arms manufacture and logistics,
but also in what the public still generally regards as core military missions.
To illustrate the continuities since the Vietnam War, and to show the growth
of the military-industrial-contractor nexus, Carter considers in particular the
role played by dozens of corporations in security and nation-building efforts
in Iraq after the 2003 invasion. As he points out, more than $50 billion worth
of contracts were awarded to some 150 private firms for work in Iraq and
Afghanistan in 2003 alone. The persistent influence of contractors, and the
continuing phenomenon of war profiteering, raises serious questions about
how we conceive of the roles of the state and its armed forces and of capital-
ist ventures in war. Carter’s contribution strongly suggests that there is little
novelty in how the United States pursues the “new wars” of the twenty-first
century. Aren’t we still trying to solve the question of how to win in Vietnam?

Vanda Felbab-Brown argues that while it makes good sense to consider the
wars of the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries through the lens of
asymmetric warfare, this phenomenon has manifested itself in quite different
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ways, and even the assumption that we won't see interstate wars in the near
future appears difficult to support. Consequently, policymakers and military
commanders alike need to weigh the lessons of the past very carefully in order
not to fall prey to rigid misreading of the present. Felbab-Brown reminds us
that religion and ideology have served as motivating factors for challengers of
the established order, but she cautions that a historically determinist view of
quasi-religious wars between civilizations does not capture reality. New tech-
nologies, particularly in the field of communications, and the vulnerability of
cyberspace introduce further complexity to international security and to the
stability of the nation-state. The upshot of Felbab-Brown’s erudite discussion
is the increasing spectrum of war and violence and the resulting concern that
conventional military force and counterinsurgency capability cannot address
the whole range. This is particularly apparent in the responses of Mexico, Co-
lombia, Jamaica, and other countries to crime, a de facto insurgency by drug
cartels, and escalating gang violence. In those cases, the state has been on the
defensive in efforts to rein in illicit economies, which have done great harm
to national prosperity, and in providing basic security for its citizens. Felbab-
Brown concludes that the intertwining of crime, terrorism, and insurgency is
dependent on local conditions and that historical and contemporary examples
suggest the need for muscular peacekeeping on the ground and for careful
intelligence gathering rather than for reliance on airpower and offshore strikes
to topple an odious regime. Decisions on the nature of peacekeeping have to
be made in advance of military intervention, so that the occupying forces can
utilize the initial readiness of local population to cooperate against those who
would thrive from instability and fear. Felbab-Brown ultimately reminds us
that long-term stability requires both local consent and international engage-
ment, and she suggests that intervention in local crises needs to be comple-
mented by rigorous actions against the most rapacious transnational networks
and crime syndicates.

In part 3, Robert Rotberg and Ken Menkhaus suggest two rather different
systemic responses to state failure.

In “Odious and Failed States, Humanitarian Responses,” Robert Rotberg
advances the forceful argument that the world’s great powers and international
institutions have a responsibility to intervene in failing states on humanitarian
grounds. His definition of what constitutes state failure is shaped by a belief
in the universal appeal of democracy and human rights, and he suggests that
states that attack and abuse their own citizens and subjects are highly likely
to suffer from irreparable social stress and economic decline. Rotberg labels
the most repressive regimes “odious,” and he suggests that they are bound to
collapse, which further increases the vulnerability of their already oppressed
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and abused people. He is concerned with two fundamental issues: Should
the world community intervene before an odious state collapses and perhaps
fragments? And, can we agree on a responsibility-to-protect doctrine? Rotberg
considers regimes that one may call the usual suspects, North Korea, Burma,
and Zimbabwe prominently among them; and he discusses the upheaval in
North Africa and the Middle East as the most recent—and in some cases
still ongoing—example of the domestic and international ramifications of the
slide of odious regimes into failed states. He argues that the international com-
munity should act against those that place themselves outside the modern hu-
man rights regime. In a conflict between sovereignty and justice, he suggests,
the global community should emphasize the latter. Doing so will strengthen
the humanitarian foundation of the modern world and help ensure stability
in a fragile world order.

Ken Menkhaus offers a reflective essay on the local response to state fail-
ure in Somalia that proposes an important corrective to the generally deeply
pessimistic assumptions of what happens when a state collapses. Apocalyptic
visions of outsiders and hyperbole of casual observers notwithstanding, the
lack of central governance and the breakdown of what we consider to be the
fundamental functions of the modern state—security and law and order—
have not led to outright anarchy in all parts of the country. Instead, Menkhaus
shows that there are alternative sources for at least a degree of stability based
on customary law, communal voluntarism, and creative ways to establish se-
curity and allow local economies to grow. But if local communities may pro-
vide “governance without government,” in Menkhaus’s words, could they also
serve as the nucleus for new state structures? That is, could there be an organic
response to state failure that would allow for measured engagement rather
than outside intervention? Yet his discussion of the emergence of a radical
Islamist regime also suggests that any local recovery remains fragile, and in-
formal governance may require protection by military force.

The themes and policy dilemmas raised in this volume underscore that the
global community cannot effectively create or maintain absolute security for
all. On the other hand, our instinctive response to the images of murder, rap-
ine behavior of militias or soldiers, and a steady flow of refugees that have ac-
companied wars and violent conflicts in the past decades equally suggests that
we cannot idly stand by. And yet we have to come to terms with the complex
reality that has characterized recent wars around the globe and that has made
it very difficult to know exactly when and how to intervene. The still-ongoing
civil war in Syria offers a case in point. The most striking commonality in
these essays appears to be an appeal for education and careful analysis, based
equally on forecasting models and on cultural and historical awareness. Most
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importantly, we can draw the conclusion that great powers and nongovern-
mental actors within the global community have to integrate local, regional,
and even global responses into a coherent strategy that would allow for success
in the “wars” on drugs, terror, poverty, and crime. If prosperity is indeed the
main indicator for peace and stability, then the best responses to state failure
and resulting or concurrent upheavals can neither stop at installing a new po-
litical regime nor be confined within national borders.
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CHAPTER 1

The Future of War

Understanding Fragile States and
What to Do about Them

Davip CARMENT AND YIAGADEESEN SAMY

INTRODUCTION

“Fragility” is not a term typically applied to countries as dissimilar as Haiti,
Pakistan, and Yemen. Yet each is fragile in its own unique way. Yemen ranks
poorly using legitimacy standards, which include measures of gender equity,
political representation, human rights, and rule of law, among others. Paki-
stan is a poor performer in political and social development and is plagued
by low-intensity turmoil, political instability, and other internal challenges to
its authority structures. A more typical choice for a high-ranking fragile state
would be Haiti, and, indeed, this is a country that suffers from weaknesses
in multiple areas of political and social performance but is especially weak
in economic capacity. Depending on the specific point in time at which one
examines each of these states, they could also be described as “weak,” “failing,”
or “failed” states (see fig. 1 on page 4).

In comparing these three examples, we can see that some states more easily
fit our understanding of what we think a fragile state should be. These are
states that have typically fallen into complete collapse brought on by “man-
made” calamity, such as civil war or a mismanaged economy, sometimes ex-
acerbated by environmental degradation or natural disasters. These states are,
despite international efforts, utterly incapable of managing their political and
economic space.
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Figure 1: Fragile States Venn Diagram

State fragility can also be understood as a composite measure of all aspects
of state performance, resulting in those countries that are typically “failed”
being ranked at the top of the list. This list would be recognized by most
policymakers and academics; indeed, if one surveys the vast literature on fra-
gility and the various rankings available, it is clear that such lists do not vary
that much in terms of which countries appear at the top. There are thirty to
fifty so-called “fragile” states, most of which are experiencing or have expe-
rienced large-scale violence and suffer from internal challenges to their au-
thority structures.

State fragility is also an unfolding and ultimately indeterminate process
associated with a subset of performance standards. More generally, the eco-
nomic capacity problems that beset the fragile states of sub-Saharan Africa are
distinct from the legitimacy and authority problems of the fragile states of the
Middle East and South Asia.

The definition of “fragility” that we use in our research called the Country
Indicators for Foreign Policy (CIFP) project (www.carleton.ca/cifp) rests upon
conceptualizations and measures that are relative. Some states may be strong
by certain measures and weak by others. The proper referents for understand-
ing state fragility include not only a state’s own past, present, and future per-
formance in absolute terms, but also its performance relative to other states
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at any given point. The rate of change, which is understood by examining a
state’s relative performance, whether progressive or regressive, tells us whether
a state is moving toward increasing fragility or whether its situation is improv-
ing. In other words, structural characteristics and measures of performance are
useful for understanding state fragility only if there are appropriate reference
cases with which to compare. And since these reference points are themselves
evolving over time, it is important to understand that “fragility” is a relative
term and has meaning only with respect to state performance at specific points
in comparison with a given state’s peers. Figure 1 identifies how fragility fics
into our understanding of related concepts. We can see that fragility encom-
passes more specific concepts such as failed, collapsed, and weak states and
overlaps with but is not equivalent to developing and democratizing states.

In brief, fragility is not an “end state” such as failure or collapse; properly
understood, it is a convergence of structural changes and processes that arise
under specific conditions that are evolving over time. Fragility is a measure
of the extent to which the actual practices and capacities of states differ from
their idealized image. It is a matter of degtee, not kind. It is intended to be a
general term, one within which related, though more specific terms, including
“weakness,” “failure,” and “collapse,” may be located. Fragility is a measure of
the extent to which the actual institutions, functions, and political processes
of a state accord with the strong image of sovereign state, the one reified in
both state theory and international law. By this definition, all states are to
some extent fragile; this is a closer representation of reality than an arbitrary
line, however drawn, between weak and strong or resilient and vulnerable.

Obviously, some countries have sufficiently robust capabilities across all
vital dimensions of stateness such that we would not apply the adjective “frag-
ile” to them, even as some states are so challenged across various measures that
few observers would argue that they are anything but fragile. To put it bluntly,
no one will disagree that the failed state of Somalia is extremely weak and
dysfunctional across several structural characteristics.

The three core structural parameters for understanding fragility are au-
thority, legitimacy, and capacity (represented by the acronym ALC). First,
there is the development or economic capacity problem. Populations living
in fragile states are further from achieving the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs) than any others on the planet. Among all developing nations,
though they comprise roughly one-sixth of the world population, fragile states
by various definitions account for a disproportionate amount of the absolute
poor, of children who do not receive a primary education, of children who die
before their fifth birthdays, of maternal deaths, of people living with HIV/
AIDS, and of people lacking safe drinking water.
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“Capacity” refers to the potential for a state to mobilize and employ resources
toward productive ends. Its actual ability to do so is captured through our mea-
sures of authority and legitimacy. States lacking in capacity may prove unable
to respond effectively to sudden shocks such as natural disasters, epidemics,
food shortages, or refugee flows. They may not have sufficient resources to feed,
clothe, and educate their population, particularly in the presence of exogenous
shocks of all kinds, whether domestic or international, whether natural or hu-
man in origin. They may therefore be heavily reliant upon civil society and the
international community in such situations. Key measures of capacity include
gross domestic product (GDP) per capita, education, human development, in-
fant and maternal mortality, literacy, disaster risk, arable land, and energy con-
sumption (from a total basket of about twenty indicators).

Second, there is the authority problem, namely, the inability to control
both people and territory. Since the end of the Cold War, fragile states have
overwhelmingly been the locus of much of the world’s violence, both conflict-
related and otherwise. Today, however, politically motivated civil conflict is not
the only source of violence and instability in fragile states; fear of criminal and
drug-related violence has come to dominate these states and their neighbors,
surpassing concerns regarding terrorism, civil war, and international conflict.
A state that does not fulfill the most basic obligations of authority is a state
whose leadership does not have the means and credibility to compel internal
order or to deter or repel external aggression. In addition, that leadership does
not, or cannot, provide sufficiently for the people to attract minimal sufficient
domestic support. Fragility begins when the central state starts to deteriorate,
leading to the fractionalization of society, with loyalties shifting from the state
to traditional communities that seem to offer better protection.

The parameter of “authority” captures the extent to which a state possesses
the abilities to enact binding legislation over a population, to exercise coercive
force over its sovereign territory, to provide core public goods, and to provide
a stable and secure environment to its citizens and communities. States lacking
in authority may be unable to exercise control over the full extent of their legal
territory; such states will likely have difficulty responding effectively to threats,
whether internal or external. In some areas, nonstate actors such as rebel militias
or criminal organizations may possess de facto authority; in others, the rule of
law may be completely absent. Border control may be intermittent or nonex-
istent, enabling illicit flows of people and goods. Essential government services
may be either underprovided or privatized. Other potential problems include
the inability to enforce government policy, combat corruption and criminality,
effectively mobilize the resources of the state toward the ends requested and
required by government, regulate private markets, or guarantee contracts.
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Key measures include: rule of law, economic growth, internal rebellion,
border disputes, size of the informal economy, paying taxes, military expen-
ditures, political stability, terrorism, refugees hosted, and regulatory quality
(from a basket of about twenty-five total indicators).

Finally, there is the legitimacy problem. When it comes to practicing effec-
tive governance, many fragile states lack the legitimacy to be effective and re-
sponsive policymakers. To be sure, while there are still some deeply entrenched
and often predatory regimes among those states we call fragile, many simply
reflect a disengaged population weary of governments incapable of providing
basic services and a legal system that makes contractual relationships, property
rights, and respect for human rights untenable. Fragile states need an institu-
tional architecture for consolidated and sustainable political competition that
ensures elites are answerable to the people they serve.

The emergence of state disorder is due to the failure of prevailing socie-
tal values to legitimize existing divisions of labor and political order. Percep-
tions and expectations are essential determinants of how a society views and
reacts to state policy. In some cases, fragile states are in transitional stages in
which existing ideologies fail to legitimize the positions of various actors in
a hierarchical social structure. Under such conditions, the result can be the
breakdown of the social and political orders. In the context of state fragility,
the destruction of national identities stands in the way of acquiring shared
values that could provide a basis for intergroup cooperation and recognition of
a common authority. The obstacles to contractual or hierarchical solutions to
the problem of mutual noncooperation are analogous: both the trust required
for a contract and the legitimacy needed for stable authoritative hierarchy will
be elusive when state-society relations are weak.

The legitimacy parameter refers to the extent to which a state commands
public loyalty to the governing regime, and the extent to which domestic sup-
port is generated for that government’s legislation and policy. Such support
must be created through a voluntary and reciprocal arrangement of effective
governance and citizenship founded upon broadly accepted principles of gov-
ernment selection and succession that is recognized both locally and inter-
nationally. States in which the ruling regime lacks either broad and voluntary
domestic support or general international recognition suffer a lack of legiti-
macy. Such states face significant difficulties in maintaining peaceful relations
among various communities within the state; any security found within the
state is likely the result of coercion rather than popular consent. As a result,
such states are inherently vulnerable to internal upheaval, and must be con-
sidered fragile as a result. Key measures of legitimacy include gender equality,
level of democracy, minority rights, civil and political rights, freedom of the
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press, corruption and transparency and accountability, and international cov-
enants on human rights (from a basket of about fifteen total indicators).!

PROFILES OF FRAGILITY

Let us return now to the three examples cited at the beginning of this paper.
Our motivation for choosing these cases is that they are almost always listed
among the most fragile states when one examines the various annual rankings
produced by different organizations, including CIFD. Yet a closer examina-
tion of the underlying factors leading to fragility in these states (see below)
indicates that they are also each unique in their own way. In this section, we
will thus identify the various risk factors that contribute to making these three
states fragile, highlight some trends regarding their changes over time, and
identify some policy options for external actors. We will then conclude with
some general recommendations for policymakers. In an effort to illustrate the
tripartite approach discussed above, each profile highlights particular areas of
state weakness: Pakistan’s authority challenges, Haiti’s capacity challenges, and
Yemen’s legitimacy challenges. To be sure, each of these countries has weak-
nesses in all three areas, but, again, it is notable that these countries are distinct
in the way their fragility is manifested.

PAKISTAN: THE PIVOTAL STATE

In January 2008, following the assassination of Benazir Bhutto, an Economist
editorial argued that democracy offered the best chance for bringing stability
to what the magazine called “the world’s most dangerous place.” Pakistan’s
intricate relationship with Afghanistan makes it particularly important as a
pivotal state in the War on Terror. To be sure, both Afghanistan and Pakistan
have taken divergent paths in nation-building. For example, whereas Afghani-
stan is a true client state, Pakistan tends toward the bureaucratic authoritarian,
with a largely untaxed middle class that benefits from a lax financial system,
and a strong military apparatus that has proved the most incapable of deliver-
ing emergency services. Although governance is a primary area of weakness
throughout the region, particularly with regard to inclusiveness, transparency,
and accountability, security concerns, both domestic and regional, under-
mine attempts to strengthen Pakistan’s internal governance structures. The
grievances of many of the groups engaged in violent conflict in Pakistan stem
largely from frustrations with its system of governance.

Pakistan belongs to a group of second-tier countries, which, though not
being outright failures, are particularly vulnerable in certain aspects of “state-
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ness.” CIFP’s rankings have placed Pakistan in the top twenty fragile states
in the world in most years during the past two decades. On the one hand,
as Pakistan’s inability to control internal conflict, environmental degrada-
tion, and a highly unequal society increases over time, the legitimacy of the
government continues to erode and challenges from within increase. Indeed,
historically, aid to Pakistan has been used to shore up a centralized authority
structure, whether it was perceived to be legitimate or not. That reinforced
authority structure, a kind of bureaucratic authoritarianism, has been in place
since the 1950s.

On the other hand, the risks that Pakistan poses to its neighbors have
been shaped by its historical rivalry with India. Pakistan’s behavior, specifi-
cally in reference to Kashmir, was, until it acquired its own nuclear weapons,
formed by the need to counterbalance Indian military superiority. Beyond
Kashmir, the news does not get any better. In addition to supporting separat-
ist movements and terrorist attacks in India, Pakistan has provided sanctuary
and training, as well as arms, to other hotbeds of conflict throughout Asia,
including Sri Lanka, southern Thailand, and of course to the mujahideen in
Afghanistan during the war against Russian occupation.

More fundamental analyses suggest that the risks Pakistan poses lie in the
need to externalize internal tensions through territorial expansion and con-
quest—what MIT professor Myron Weiner called many years ago the “Mace-
donian Syndrome.” This argument is based on the assumption that the only
way to hold together an ethnically fractionalized and artificial country like
Pakistan is through strong-arm leadership. The key attributes are a highly cen-
tralized government, heavy investment in the military security apparatus, and
a very weak middle class.

In essence Pakistan’s problems are to a large extent self-created. An analysis
of the country’s underlying risk shows that it faces significant performance
challenges in all but a few of its core state functions. Of particular concern are
its governance and human development scores, low even when compared to
others in the region. It is both weak and unstable and ranks as the third-most-
fragile state in Asia. It is particularly weak in authority—ranked fourth in
Asia by our measurements because of security challenges presented by various
armed militant groups, and this despite receiving massive military aid from
the United States since the 9/11 attacks. Further, the government has been
unable to extend control throughout the country, and faces secessionist move-
ments from tribal and militant groups. State legitimacy is also problematic, as
attempts to retain control of the government and army draw protests from nu-
merous quarters. The country has had an average of more than one hundred
bombings a year during the last several years.
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To be sure, Pakistan’s capacity is also a high-risk area. The capacity of the state
to respond to the needs of the population is weak. Although growth rates in per
capita terms have been mostly positive since the 1990s, at an average of nearly
2 percent, poverty remains a growing problem. According to the latest Human
Development Report, 60 percent of Pakistan’s population lives on less than $2
a day, and 23 percent on less than $1.25 a day. The country is ranked in the
medium human development category, only a few ranks above countries such as
Angola, Madagascar, and Haiti. It faces a range of development challenges in the
areas of education, health, and respect for human rights, despite receiving more
than US$44 billion in foreign aid since 1960 (our calculations using World
Bank data). Pakistan will most likely not meet its MDGs in primary education
and gender equality, nor in child and maternal mortality.

Less than 2 percent of Pakistan’s population pays income tax—the result
of loopholes in the system, corruption, and the protection of special interests
among others—so that the country’s revenue from taxes is one of the lowest
in the world. The absence of an efficient tax system means that the wealthy
are largely untaxed, thus preventing any meaningful redistribution of income
or creation of a fiscal pact where government has to be accountable to its tax-
payers. Why tax and be accountable when aid, despite being volatile, keeps
flowing in year after year?

In addition, there are a number of militant groups in Pakistan, varying in size
and strength from small tribal groups to national militant organizations. There
are many pro-Taliban militant groups situated in North and South Waziristan
and the North-West Frontier Province. These groups occasionally cooperate but
are often engaged in low-intensity violent conflicts with other militant groups.

With respect to sequencing, we can see that after Pakistan experienced
internal violence over the last couple of years, there was an effort to
shore up existing authority structures, no matter how weak they were, as
a bulwark against further decline. Such an emphasis, exemplified in the
United States’ long-term-aid program for Pakistan (as a result of its sup-
port for allies in the Global War on Terror), led to a distortion in both
the selection of aid recipients in Pakistan and the type of aid provided. A
large amount of aid has been given to Pakistan, a state with limited au-
thority and capacity, regardless of the legitimacy of the regime in power.
The result is a deeply unpopular, nearly illegitimate regime, heavily de-
pendent on external aid that can be unstable over the long term. This
“shoring up” of authority structures then results in a vicious cycle of
further decline, where both capacity and legitimacy are undermined and
in turn authority is further challenged (see fig. 2 on page 11).
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Ficure 2: ALC Indicators for Pakistan

The negative reinforcement of Pakistan’s authority structures is
achieved through an institutional system, political structure, and popu-
lar media in Pakistan that collectively reinforce the identity of state-
centric nationalism. The Pakistani state is not so much a subordinate
to dominant ethnic groups but rather works in partnership with them.
This partnership is reinforced when the state is challenged by regional
minority groups, itself a response generated by assimilative pressures,
policies on in-migration, economic competition, and, more recently, po-
litical threats of secession.

The net result is a lethal “policy feedback” process, in which the cen-
tral government’s policies in Karachi, in the form of entitlements for the
majority ethnic groups, induce minority groups to organize for political
action. This challenge in turn generates greater resistance to change from
the state-center. Simply put, the sequencing of Pakistan’s increasing fra-
gility appears to begin with a deterioration in its authority structures,
which, rather than being adaptively modified in a positive way, are nega-
tively reinforced, with the consequence of increasing instability over the
short run.

Is democracy a viable alternative for bringing stability to Pakistan?
Though the country has flirted with democracy since independence, there
is little reason to believe it will be a panacea. An opening up through
democratization would create opportunities for increased challenges from
within and the possibility that fundamentalists might win elections.
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No country is in a position to “fix” Pakistan. Changes must come from within.
Buct there are good reasons for hastening and widening the integrated regional
approach to stability called the “Dubai process.” Such an approach requires a
frank assessment of how Pakistan and Afghanistan (and India) are historically
interlinked, how Pakistan has historically been the source of much of the in-
stability in the region, and recognition that the current strategy on Pakistan
is not working. Most importantly, it means understanding that Pakistan’s in-
ternal problems are fundamentally linked to core problems in governance and
human development.

If Pakistan fails, the costs will be immense. Research conducted by Lisa
Chauvet, Paul Collier, and Anke Hoeffler has shown that ignoring frag-
ile states can be extremely expensive in terms of development, as well as for
neighboring countries and the international community.® These authors esti-
mate the annual cost of failing states to be more than twice the amount of aid
being distributed globally, with most of the cost being inflicted on neighbor-
ing countries. It is far more expensive to invest in rebuilding failed states than
to monitor and take appropriate preventive action in fragile environments. A
strategy of reacting to events is clearly not sustainable in the long run. Pakistan
is a good example of a situation where preventive strategies focused on pro-
moting good governance and human development must be applied.

HAITI: FRAGILITY AS VULNERABILITY

Since its independence, Haiti has had a troubled economy. Even by historical
standards, however, its recent experiences have been particularly traumatic.
It is the only non-African country other than Afghanistan that is consis-
tently ranked among the top ten most fragile states. In fact, Haiti has failed
to achieve any real growth and development over the last several decades. Its
GDP per capita in 2008 of US$1,087 was roughly half of what it was in
1980, and life expectancy at birth is at sixty-one years; the corresponding
numbers for its immediate neighbor, the Dominican Republic, are US$7,600
and seventy-two years. Haiti received US$8.9 billion in foreign aid over the
period of 1960 to 2008, yet it is ranked 149th out of 182 countries on the lat-
est human development index (HDI), with 72 percent of its population living
on less than $2 a day and 42 percent not using an improved water source.* In
addition to Haiti’s many poverty-driven problems, there are also issues related
to the extreme inequality that exists in the country. Haiti has an extremely
small, mostly French-speaking elite that dominates much of the country’s as-
sets; most measurements of income inequality place Haiti at or near the bot-
tom of the list of developing countries.
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The difficulties that Haiti faced in the immediate aftermath of the 2010
carthquake in terms of rescue efforts and aid coordination on the ground
stemmed from deep underlying weaknesses in governance, human develop-
ment, economic development, and security that were in place many decades
before the earthquake struck. Poverty and fragility meant that security was
never guaranteed, that property rights had been virtually nonexistent, that
there were no building codes, that construction-quality standards were not
respected, and that successive governments were too weak to enforce whatever
standard was in place. For most of its contemporary history, Haiti’s govern-
ments and leaders have failed to provide security to their people, to promote
economic freedom, or to encourage entrepreneurship. The result is an ex-
tremely weak formal economy with entrenched corruption that is heavily de-
pendent on external assistance, and a large informal sector where most people
are barely surviving.

Much of the extreme degradation of Haiti’s environment, particularly its
level of deforestation, can be explained by demographic factors; the deforesta-
tion is also a direct result of the levels of poverty in the country. For decades,
rural Haitians have been forced to turn to local forests as a source for cooking
fuel in the absence of reliable and affordable alternatives. In 2000, the island
nation had 880 square kilometers of forest, covering just 3.2 percent of the total
land area. The remaining forest was disappearing at a rate exceeding 5 percent
per year.” Without significant tree cover, the land cannot absorb even moderate
levels of rainfall. Thus, whereas other nations may not be unduly disturbed by a
given storm, Haiti is likely to be deeply affected. When intense phenomena such
as tropical storms hit the country, the results are inevitably tragic.

Haiti also suffers from a range of macroeconomic problems, including an
extreme and chronic lack of liquidity. Its levels of foreign direct investment and
foreign aid improved somewhat in the latter half of the 1990s but collapsed
again in the wake of Jean-Bertrand Aristide’s 2000 reelection and the resulting
American decision to suspend all bilateral aid. Aid flows have been on the rise
again in the past few years. Haiti’s industry has gradually decayed since the
carly 1990s and was only recently slightly revived through the Hemispheric
Opportunity through Partnership Encouragement (HOPE) Act. Haiti’s other
traditional exports are largely agricultural, including cash crops such as sug-
arcane, coffee, and mangoes. These continue to suffer due to international
agricultural tariffs, as well as increased competition from new market players
such as Vietnam. There are few other sources of economic growth within the
country; as a result, Haitians have had to increasingly turn to other sources of
income, including international remittances and, in more extreme cases, illicit
activities such as corruption, kidnapping, and drug trafficking. Transparency
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International ranked Haiti 168th out of 180 countries in its 2009 corruption
perceptions index, which measures the perceived level of public-sector corrup-
tion. Criminal activities are becoming increasingly transnational in character;
the activities of Haitian organized-crime gangs are becoming a matter of in-
creasing importance for Canada.®

Despite seeing a large part of its debt written off as a result of reaching the
completion point of the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) Initiative,
Haidi still owed US$1.25 billion in 2009 (according to IMF data). Of this
amount, the biggest creditors were the Inter-American Development Bank
(34 percent) and Venezuela’s Petrocaribe (24 percent).” However, following
the earthquake, President Hugo Chédvez announced that Venezuela would
cancel Haiti’s debt. Given Haiti’s poor track record, one has to wonder what
all those loans and remittances have accomplished.

Corruption and lack of independence within the judicial system also con-
tribute to the instability of the political system, further weakening government
checks and balances. With no independent body able to review government
actions, Haitians have little choice but to hope that the elected president re-
mains committed to democracy and broad-based economic growth. Although
Haiti features a relatively rural population by regional standards, the capital of
Port-au-Prince tends to dominate political decision making within the coun-
try. As a result, many regions are excluded from efforts to enhance economic
and social benefits; this increases discontent and reduces the legitimacy of
the central government. Further, although the government of Haiti ostensibly
controls all areas of the country, in reality many rural jurisdictions are in fact
under the de facto control of local individuals or groups. In some cases, these
groups use this control to dominate the local population.

In 2005, the entire Haitian diaspora sent US$985 million home in the
form of remittances, contributing the equivalent of one-fourth of Haid’s
GDP. The diaspora helps alleviate poverty by sending money to friends and
family, but also by providing them with goods for private consumption or
retail. Although the Haitian population uses an important part of remittances
sent to buy consumer goods, only a small percentage of the money is saved,
invested, or spent on services with positive externalities such as education and
basic health care. The question as to why there has been only a minimal im-
pact on social capital in Haiti can be answered by considering that the Haitian
national government has not encouraged senders and recipients of remittances
to save and invest in supporting good governance because the country receives
so much in aid to do precisely that. A functioning banking and legal system
free of corruption and with lower transaction costs would also increase the
benefits linked to remittances. For example, transfer costs and transaction fees
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are currently high and can amount to more than 5 percent of the money trans-
ferred in the form of remittances.

Despite immense remittance flows finding their way into households, the
net impact of diaspora groups on the political process in Haiti has been some-
what ambiguous and counterproductive. That is because, in the case of Haiti,
overly partisan political engagement by the diaspora group has encouraged
more intransigent behavior by homeland politicians. This is true for most
countries with a history of deep social divisions or open conflict, but excep-
tional in the case of Haiti. For example, beyond the political and economic
activities that remittances might support, there is also the issue of crime fi-
nancing in diaspora communities, and the potential for migrant groups to
bring with them criminal patterns from their country of origin when they
immigrate. Despite continuing debate regarding the true impact of criminal
deportees on crime in Haiti, there are nonetheless firm reasons to suspect
some connection. In essence, the practice by Canada and the United States
of deporting convicted criminals to Haiti might be termed trade in human
criminal capital. The potential exists for such criminals to use the skills and
knowledge acquired in the host country to manipulate immigration systems,
illegally reentering the country and acting as a criminal entrepreneur, thus fa-
cilitating activity between host and home countries, to the detriment of both.®

Haiti’s performance has been appalling when compared to the global sample
of countries. It was ranked among the top ten fragile states during the period
1983-1994, among the top twenty for most of the period of 1995-2003, and
again among the top ten during the period of 2004-2007; its fragility score
has deteriorated by 20 percent over the full period. The small gains that were
made in rare periods of relative stability were quickly erased as a result of a
combination of political instability, poor economic policies, and natural disas-
ters. Let us examine figure 3 below, keeping in mind that just as in figure 2, an
increasing trend is associated with increasing fragility and deterioration in the
ALC components. Capacity scores have always been very high (poor) in the
case of Haiti and are also the least susceptible to rapid fluctuations. However,
authority structures have worsened so much, followed by legitimacy, that they
are now largely responsible for the fragility of the country. Except for capacity
scores, there is a clear upward trend line in all other components.

In the case of Haiti, the situation was improving in the two years prior to
the 2010 earthquake. In particular, improvements in authority structures and
the political sphere were, to a certain extent, offsetting the country’s poor eco-
nomic performance. However, the earthquake’s devastating effects have caused
the situation in the country to deteriorate again. Specifically, we see increasing
problems in governance, security and crime, human development, and the
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Ficure 3: ALC Indicators for Haiti

environment, and only a very minor improvement in economic performance.
A key goal in rebuilding the country should be increased capacity, focusing
on economic development, and reinstating and creating basic services to its
people. Second, providing security through proxy in order to reestablish effec-
tive authority and control over territories and people will be essential. Finally,
only after authority and capacity have been stabilized should democracy be re-
introduced to the country. After all, how is it that a leadership that was utterly
incapable of providing for its people before and during the earthquake can be
considered legitimate? It will take years if not decades to introduce less cor-
rupt forms of leadership to Haiti. In summary, we have evidence of volaility
and quick reversal in the case of Haiti, where rapid gains quickly evaporated
as a result of an exogenous shock exacerbated by the lack of a functioning
economy and a weak political system.

YEMEN: TRIPLE THREAT

In 2010, Yemen started to give way to internal stresses that had built up over
the past decade. Not only is the Arab world’s poorest nation challenged by
mass protests of the kind that toppled tyrants in Egypt and Tunisia, brought
civil war to Libya, and forced concessions from oil-rich despots in Bahrain and
Saudi Arabia, it is home to a resurgent al-Qaeda, a northern Shiite uprising,
and a revived southern secessionist movement. The 1990 North-South unifi-
cation is proving to be untenable. The country could easily disintegrate into
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three or more pieces. Today, Yemen has replaced Afghanistan as the most im-
portant al-Qaeda stronghold in the world. Many of that organization’s most
dangerous operations have originated in Yemen. Judging from their recent
actions, the extremists are both motivated and highly capable.’

Yemen’s underlying sources of conflict and instability are impossible to
solve over the short run. The country is running out of oil and water. Ali
Abdullah Saleh, in power for more than thirty years, proved incapable of hold-
ing the country together without extreme force. Transitioning Yemen toward
a more democratic system will only mean a hardening of tribal divisions and a
deepening of the corruption, clientelism, and cronyism that are rife through-
out the country.

Yemen’s political authority, economic capacity, and regime legitimacy expe-
rienced modest improvements in the mid-1990s, but since 2000 have seen an
alarming deterioration (see fig. 4 on page 19). Yemen’s risk profile represents
a country that has few positive economic, social, and political attributes. The
country suffers from an underdeveloped and haphazard rule of law, uneven
and inequitable economic development dividing the North and the South, an
extremely corrupt civil service and judiciary, a weak educational system, poor
service delivery, and a government struggling to control excessive spending on
the military. Its leaders are heavily dependent on foreign aid to finance budget
deficits and development programs. Yemen'’s taxation system, as in the case of
Pakistan’s and perhaps worse, is almost nonexistent, meaning the government
is accountable to no one. Its agricultural sector is under threat due to water
scarcity and a chronic inability to buy inputs such as fertilizer, putting at risk
more than half of the country’s economically active population who work in
agriculture.

Even before the country transformed into a sanctuary for extremists, Ye-
men was one of the poorest in the world. It ranks 133rd out of 169 on the
human development index, with a per capita GDP of about $1,000 compared
to an average of about $26,000 for the other Gulf states. Yemen’s GDP annual
growth average of 2.6 percent is far below the regional average of 5.9 percent.
Literacy and life expectancy are among the lowest in the world. There is a
plethora of small arms scattered among Yemen'’s diverse tribal peoples, making
security a major challenge. Adding to these problems, Yemen has a very high
population growth rate of 3.46 percent and an extremely large “youth bulge”
of 46.4 percent.'” More than 18 percent of its total labor force is unemployed,
especially in urban areas. The urban population is growing at a rate double
that of the total population, and city infrastructure is increasingly unable to
handle that growth. Nearly half of Yemen’s population lives below the poverty
line with a daily income of $2. Although many natural resources are located in
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the South, a reduced portion of public funds from an unsympathetic govern-
ment leaves them hindered by grinding poverty. An analysis of Yemen’s budget
shows that the regime’s priority has been military spending, an area dominated
by Saleh’s relatives. Military expenditures are typically four times the amount
spent on health care.

Oil accounts for almost 90 percent of export earnings and around 70 per-
cent of government revenue, making the country susceptible to internal shocks
such as droughts and floods and external shocks such as oil prices. Based on
current trends, oil reserves are expected to be depleted within fifteen years.!
Yemen is one of the most water-scarce regions in the world, with water tables
falling by about two meters a year, a rate of extraction that exceeds precipita-
tion by about 70 percent. Without corrective action, groundwater supplies in
Yemen’s capital, Sanaa, are expected to be exhausted very soon and already are
unsafe to drink. Some fifty thousand Somalis flee to Yemen each year, leading
to the diffusion of their conflicts. Outbreaks of violence within refugee camps
are contributing to Yemen'’s instability.

The 1990 unification of the “republican” North Yemen with the formerly
Marxist South Yemen was followed rapidly by civil war in 1994. That conflict
ensured the domination of Saleh’s Northern forces and his tribe’s control of
the country’s political institutions. Since then, Saleh has established an intri-
cate network of patron-client relations in the North, while largely ignoring
the economically weaker South. Saleh’s government is heavily influenced by
al-Qaeda Arabs, jihadists who fought for him in the 1994 civil war after their
return from Afghanistan. Today, Bin Laden supporters are thought to be in
positions of influence in the military and the government. Saleh also faces
rebellion in the North from a band of very capable Shiite rebels in the Saada
region on the border with Saudi Arabia.

There is some urgency to the situation for the people of both Yemen and
the West. The country has become the center of al-Qaeda operations for at-
tacks on the United States, including the 2000 bombing of the USS Cole
in Aden, the failed targeting of CIA agents in 2010, and two attacks on the
US Embassy in Sanaa in 2008. South Yemen—based al-Qaeda leader Anwar
al-Awlaki, an engineer with US-Yemen dual citizenship, was implicated in
the November 2009 Fort Hood shootings, the attempted bombing of a US
aircraft in Detroit on Christmas Day 2009, and indirectly to the Times Square
bombing attempt of 2010. Anwar al-Awlaki was killed in a drone attack on
September 30, 2011, in Yemen.

In response, the Obama administration has made a more secure and stable
Yemen an administrative priority, insisting that the country improve its efforts
to track down al-Qaeda operatives in the South. The collusion between Saleh’s
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military and al-Qaeda is seen as a major impediment to progress in that area,
so, using a blueprint suggestive of the United States’ approach to Afghanistan
and Iraq, the administration is focusing on root causes. When she visited the
country last year, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton announced that her gov-
ernment wanted a broader security relationship with Yemen beyond fighting
extremists by tackling the sources of Yemen’s fragility such as poverty and cor-
ruption. Between 2006 and 2010, US military assistance to Yemen has totaled
about US$250 million. In 2010, military and civilian aid was almost evenly
split and combined for about US$300 million and will increase in 2011.

If Yemen continues on its current trajectory, it will become a failed state
in less than two years, and, depending on the actions of opposition forces
and their supporters, collapse could come sooner. Yemen’s implosion would
have a significant impact on Saudi Arabia, itself feeling the direct effects of
upheaval in the North. Failure would also give al-Qaeda unprecedented op-
erational space in the South. For that reason the United States is reluctant
to create a power vacuum by pressuring Saleh to step down (the US has not
signaled that Saleh should resign as they did with Mubarak and Gadhafi). It
has been suggested that giving the opposition greater opportunities in advance
of the elections planned for 2013 might lead to an immediate reduction of
tensions. Accommodation, democratization, and decentralization are often
seen as solutions for moving a country away from authoritarianism. After all,
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democracy appears to be the path deemed suitable for some of Yemen’s Arab
neighbors. Yet there is little reason to believe democracy offers a way out for
Yemen. Most of the country’s major institutions are controlled by President
Saleh and are largely dysfunctional. There remains a deep economic and po-
litical divide between the privileged North and the impoverished South. The
gap between popular expectations and authoritarian rule looms so large in Ye-
men, it is doubtful that reform-minded movements like the kind we saw play
out in Egypt, Tunisia, Bahrain, and Jordan could succeed without significant
international involvement. The country is simply too poor and too divided
and Salel’s tribe too powerful.

Looking forward, we can anticipate that Saleh will continue to collabo-
rate with the United States for self-serving reasons: to maintain his control
of power, to obtain access to foreign aid, and to use the cover of antiterror-
ism efforts to oppress opposition to his regime. The government’s ongoing
complicity with al-Qaeda is troubling, but it may also serve to co-opt some
extremists. The problem is that the process of deradicalization may take years
to succeed. The crux of the issue is that Yemen, like much of the Middle East,
has an authoritarian leader clinging to control well past his due date, and there
are no viable alternatives for keeping the country together.

Since the terrorist attacks in New York and Washington, DC, on Septem-
ber 11, 2001, which were facilitated through the support of al-Qaeda by the
Taliban regime in Afghanistan, the world has realized that weak and failed
states pose a threat not only to their own people but also to the security of
other countries and the international community. In our extremely inter-
connected world, we can no longer allow countries to descend into chaos
without expecting some of that to affect the rest of the world.

Yemen was the most fragile state in the Middle East and North Africa
according to data from 2009—a year before the beginning of the Arab upris-
ing that has since swept across the region.'? In fact, it is consistently ranked
among the ten most fragile states in the world. Table 1 below shows how
Yemen stacks up against the Middle East and North African countries (the
MENA region is made up of twenty-one countries). Most have become po-
litically or economically unstable for different reasons. Their social indicators
such as life expectancy and primary school completion rates are not dire when
compared, for example, to some of the countries in the sub-Saharan African
region, yet protest and war are on the rise. The table shows that these protests
and conflicts are related to legitimacy rather than to pure economic and po-
litical problems; the regional average for legitimacy is worse than the global
average. Countries such as Saudi Arabia and Tunisia are to some extent fragile
in their own unique ways. Yet both perform disappointingly in the basket of
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legitimacy standards, which include measures of gender equity, political repre-
sentation, human rights, and rule of law.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Security, Development and the Fragile State: Bridging the Gap Between Theory
and Policy’® emphasizes the multidimensional and multifaceted nature of the
“fragile” state and highlights the need for continuous assessment and moni-
toring of countries at risk in order to be able to intervene before they begin
to fail, and gives suggestions on how to transition them from fragility to sus-
tainable and stable states when they begin to recover. The book also shows a
disconcerting upward trend in fragility over time, despite increasing amounts
of resources being devoted to fragile states. In particular, there is a widening
gap between the most fragile and the most wealthy states.

Needless to say, there are numerous challenges to state-building that arise
in the modern context, including risks of ethnic conflict, challenges to eco-
nomic development, and regional instability. First, leaders must ensure that
they have institutions to provide adequate services to the population. Second,
they must find ways to properly channel ethnic, social, and ideological com-
petition that will otherwise erode the effectiveness of weak institutions even
more. Finally, leaders must find a way to overcome the cumulative effects of
poverty, overpopulation, rural flight, and rapid urbanization, as well as envi-
ronmental degradation, which can otherwise overwhelm a vulnerable state’s
legitimacy. Rebuilding fragile states is a function of the policies leaders choose.
Narrow policies favoring one group are less sound than broad distributive
ones. In severe cases, the state must ensure that on the one hand, it has the ca-
pacity to respond to crises produced by uneven ethnic mobilization and social
change, and that on the other hand, it does not become the dominating force
providing differential advantages to regions and ethnic groups.

Although state-building is primarily a domestic process that involves lo-
cal actors, the role of international actors is still very important. The donor
community can contribute to supporting and facilitating political and insti-
tutional processes in order to strengthen the basis for resilience through pre-
vention, mediation, and support of underlying structures. This might include
political settlements, working to underpin the responsiveness of the state to
effectively fulfill its principal functions in providing key services, and support-
ing legitimate forms of societal political pressures that will determine how a
state should function.

First, given the aforementioned conceptualization of fragility as being multi-
dimensional, it follows that varying policy responses are required and need to be
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Country Fragility Authority Legitimacy Capacity
Yemen, Rep. 6.7 7.2 7.4 6.1
Irag 6.5 7.5 7.0 SHe
Djibouti 6.2 4.9 6.6 7.1
West Bank and Gaza 5.9 6.7 6.9 5.3
Iran 5.8 7.1 7.1 4.2
Algeria 5.6 6.3 6.5 4.7
Lebanon 5.4 =) 6.0 5.1
Saudi Arabia 5.4 4.7 7.4 5.1
Egypt 5.3 5.4 6.7 4.6
Syria 5.3 5.3 7.2 4.7
Jordan 5.0 4.0 6.6 5.3
Libya 5.0 4.6 7.4 43
Kuwait 4.8 4.5 5.7 4.6
|Morocco 4.8 3.8 6.2 4.9
Bahrain 4.6 i) 6.3 4.5
Oman 4.6 3.6 6.1 4.6
Qatar s [SO 6.3 45
Tunisia 4.4 3.7 6.5 4.1
UAE 4.3 3.9 L 4.0
Israel 3.9 4.7 3.9

Malta i 4.1
Regional Ave 5.1 49 6.3 4.8
Global Average 48 4.7 5.0 438

TasrE 1: Middle East and North Africa (MENA) Rankings

contextualized. In our own work, we have found that except for the most severe
cases of fragility, countries are rarely extremely deficient in all of their ALC com-
ponents. Such an observation underscores the variety of ways in which states
exhibit fragility, and supports the udility of the ALC approach in highlighting
different situations. We have also found it extremely helpful to profile countries
along different clusters that include governance, economics, security and crime,
human development, demography, and environment. It is not uncommon for
countries with relatively similar fragility scores to behave quite differently along
these different indicator clusters, thus further highlighting strengths and weak-
nesses, as well as entry points for policy actions. Furthermore, using quantita-
tive indicators at the structural level, in combination with dynamic analysis or
events-based monitoring and qualitative assessments that are timely in order to
provide a full picture of what is happening in-country, can provide further nu-
ance and contextualization for policy actions.

Second, although “doing no harm” makes sense in theory as a principle,
in reality the practice is quite different. As an example, consider the recent
elections that were held in the extremely fragile state of Haiti, where the
underlying assumption (and source of confusion) is that democratic elections
can buy legitimacy. All that these elections have done has been to further de-
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stabilize a country that has hardly recovered from the tragic January 12, 2010,
earthquake. In fact, only a quarter of Haiti’s registered voters turned out for
the elections, which were reported to have cost around US$30 million, and
the first-round results were subjected to much criticism. It would have made
far more sense to strengthen state institutions and work with the current,
albeit weak, government to deliver basic services to the population, and gradu-
ally build legitimacy before holding elections later.

Third, and related to the second point, the timing and the sequencing of
policies are crucial. On the one hand, focusing on state-building as the main
objective, as recommended by the Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development (OECD), makes sense, but only for those countries where
legitimacy is weak. On the other hand, some states can be strong but lacking
in capacity; after all, many democracies in Africa, Asia, and Latin America
have been overthrown and replaced by authoritarian regimes because of their
failure to deliver economic development. Two findings from our work are
crucial here. To the extent that the level of development is a highly significant
determinant of fragility, growth should be prioritized, even if other factors
such as regime type and trade openness matter. Furthermore, in the most se-
vere cases of fragility, where sudden changes in authority structures are highly
destabilizing and independent of changes in capacity structures, specific in-
struments targeting individual weaknesses are required, rather than focusing
on security and hoping development will follow.

However, in situations where fragility is not extreme, strategic timing and
preventive diplomacy may be more appropriate for particular areas because of
the positive feedback that they create for other weak areas. Our point is not to
disagree with state-building as a concept but to argue that interventions need
to be context-specific and timed properly and strategically.

Fourth, alignment with local priorities, coordination among international
actors, acting fast but staying engaged for a long period of time, and avoid-
ing pockets of exclusion, as recommended by the OECD, are all sensible in
theory. In practice, these objectives are far from being met. Although donors
should strive to work with governments as much as possible to help them
build legitimacy and capacity to deliver basic services, governments sometimes
need to be bypassed and aid provided through different channels. Further-
more, aid dollars need to be systematically monitored by the deployment of
impact-assessment tools, and we need to be ready to withdraw or suspend aid
when results are not satisfactory. The proliferation of donor agencies and lack
of coordination among them is still a pressing problem, leading to the duplica-
tion of efforts. In this respect, the use of multidonor trust funds, for example,
should be further encouraged.
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As far as avoiding exclusion, in looking at aid allocation among frag-
ile states, it is still the case that fragile states are underaided as a group when
compared to other aid recipients. Within the group of the most fragile states,
one can find both aid darlings and aid orphans, with some countries being over-
funded with respect to absorptive capacity. For example, the top five recipients
of aid among the forty-three fragile states identified by the International Net-
work for Children and Families INCAF) received more than half of the aid
allocated in 2008, despite representing only about 20 percent of the population
living in these fragile states. It is quite likely that some of these countries are re-
ceiving more aid than they can absorb effectively. In our view, too much empha-
sis is still placed, generally as well as in the case of fragile states, on the quantity,
rather than the quality, of aid delivered. More specifically, the relationship be-
tween fragility and democracy in both countries is clearly complex, but suffice it
to say that neither has enjoyed fully open participatory systems. Countries with
highly functional democratic processes are indeed stable, but then so are deeply
entrenched repressive regimes; Zimbabwe and Pakistan as partial democracies
lie somewhere in between. Therein lies the problem, because the most unstable
countries are those with moderate levels of democratic performance. This pres-
ents a challenge to efforts to move repressive regimes toward more open and par-
ticipatory forms of governance. One must understand the nature of the problem
at hand in order to develop pragmatic policies that will target problems without
setting off chain reactions of disturbance.'

These findings are intuitively plausible. Increased democratic participa-
tion in autocratic or authoritarian states may provide valuable guidance for
government policy, not to mention reduce literal barriers to commerce such
as restrictions on citizen movement or assembly. However, truly responsive
democratic governments are more likely to produce policies addressing popu-
lar concerns that are not growth-focused, such as regional wealth distribution
and social programming focusing on minority interests. This is not to say that
democracy is a bad thing, only that it should not be treated as a magic bullet
that will solve all of a developing country’s problems. Concentrating on ac-
countability, transparency, and predictable rules governing economic interaction is
more likely to produce greater wealth and increased distribution. Higher lev-
els of wealth do correlate with stronger democracies, suggesting that putting
elections ahead of growth may ultimately be an inefficient use of resources
even if well-intentioned. Having examined some of the issues related to both
sequencing and timing from a case-specific perspective, we now turn to an
evaluation of the large sample empirics.

We have three recommendations for policymakers working in fragile-state
situations. First, support policy-relevant analysis. It has been argued many
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times before that a key problem in responding to fragility and failure is not
the availability of information or, for that matter, the absence of early warning
information, but the absence of a clear understanding of how to make diagno-
sis policy relevant. In this regard and as we have shown, risk analysis and early
warning need to be practicable, standardized, and accessible. In other words,
the absence of a clear understanding of how specific information fits within
the operational capacities of the end user is the most significant constraint on
effective conflict prevention. Properly understood policy-relevant diagnosis
combines real-time dynamic analysis with structural information, matches the
analysis to the operational capacity of the end user, and provides an evaluative
framework for assessing policy impact.

Second, make prevention pay. Political will, or, more specifically, its ab-
sence, is the number one justification for failing to respond to impending and
foreseeable disaster. Making prevention pay means that the costs (and risks)
of inaction must be fully calculated and clearly communicated. It also means
that institutional incentive structures must be better developed to ensure bet-
ter coordination across departments and between governments. Pooling of
resources is one way to assist in the process of identifying costed options, but
this must be achieved at both the micro and the macro levels. Coordination
means that program officers from different departments should work effec-
tively together as a problem-solving team and not in isolation.

Third, integrate findings and methodologies across research communities.
There is a lot of good, mostly complementary, analysis, both in academe and
advocacy circles, on fragility and failure. Some analysis and research finds its
way into the policy community, but not much of it is linked together in a for-
mal institutionalized way with ongoing and secure funding. When it is used,
fragility analysis tends be drawn on in an ad hoc and selective way. As a result,
key findings remain underutilized, and researchers have little incentive to col-
laborate among themselves and with the policy community. More hazardous
is a trend within government toward individually tailored in-house analytical
tools, with each department advocating a distinct set of indicators, tool kits,
and set of assumptions about causal connections that support their agendas.

NOTES

1. CIFD uses statistical measures of the aforementioned ALC components cor-
responding to six different categories of state performance: economics, governance,
security and crime, human development, demographics, and the environment. For
definitions, rankings, and indicator measurement, see www.carleton.ca/cifp.
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2. Myron Weiner, “The Macedonian Syndrome: An Historical Model of Inter-
national Relations and Political Development,” World Politics 23, no. 4 (July
1971): 665-83.

3. See Lisa Chauvet, Paul Collier, and Anke Hoeffler, “The Cost of Failing States
and the Limits to Sovereignty” (UNU-WIDER Research Paper, no. 2007-30).

4. United Nations Development Programme, Human Development Report
2009: Overcoming Barriers; Human Mobility and Development, http://hdr.undp.
org/en/content/human-development-report-2009.

5. FAO Newsroom, “Haiti at Crossroads,” December 18, 2006, http://www.
reliefweb.int/rw/RWB.NSF/db900SID/EGUA-6WLL9Z?OpenDocument; and
Sonia Verma, “Aid in Haiti a ‘Logistical Nightmare,”” Toronto Star, September
25, 2004.

6. The above data and analysis draw directly from David Carment and Yiaga-
deesen Samy, “Haiti without Tears: Getting Aid Right,” Policy Oprions 31, no. 4
(April 2010): 57-63.

7. See International Monetary Fund, “Haiti: Debt Statistics and IMF Support,”
January 27, 2010, http://www.imf.org/external/np/country/2010/012710.htm.

8. Alexa Barrera, Sonia Bouffard, Andrew Harrington, and Per Unheim, “Ja-
maica: A Risk Assessment Brief,” Country Indicators for Foreign Policy (CIFP),
February 2006, http://www4.carleton.ca/cifp/app/serve.php/1241.pdf.

9. Portions of this analysis are drawn from David Carment, “The New Ter-
rorism: Understanding Yemen,” Canadian Defence and Foreign Affairs Institute,
March 2011, www.cdfai.org.

10. For a full description of these indicators and the sources from which they
are drawn, see Country Indicators for Foreign Policy (CIFP), http://www.carleton
.ca/cifp/ffs_indicator_descriptions.htm.

11. See Nicole Alie, Mahsa Hedayati, Amy Keuhl, and Nathan Lysons, “Ye-
men: A Risk Assessment Report,” Country Indicators for Foreign Policy (CIFP),
2007, heep://www.carleton.ca/cifp/app/serve.php/1338.pdf.

12. The data in this report shows that people are not demonstrating for just a
lack of economic opportunity or poor social services. They have been challenging
the very legitimacy of the regime itself. Canadian Defence and Foreign Affairs
Institute, http://www.cdfai.org/PDF/Social%20Underpinnings%200f%20Unrest
.pdf.

13. See David Carment, Stewart Prest, and Yiagadeesen Samy, Securizy, Devel-
opment, and the Fragile State: Bridging the Gap between Theory and Policy (New
York: Routledge, 2010).

14. In autocratic countries, some democratic opening correlates with higher
economic growth. However, research shows that in countries that enjoy low levels
of democracy, further increases in political freedoms and responsiveness actually
correlate with reduced economic growth. With these two ideas in mind, the an-
swer to whether democracy stimulates economic growth appears to depend on
context; a little is good, but a little more may cause harm.
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CHAPTER 2

Human Rights and Wrongs in Failed States

Bosnia-Herzegovina, the International Community,
and the Challenges of Long-term Instability in
Southeastern Europe

T. Davip Curp

Europe has no exit strategy for Bosnia.

—Gerhard Sporl, Spiegel

I this chapter I will briefly survey both the recent history of and several key
problems confronting the nested Matryoshka doll of weak and incompetent
states currently attempting to exercise sovereignty in the former Bosnia—the
(Serbian) Republika Srpska; the Muslim-Croat confederation (which is ef-
fectively divided between the de facto independent Croatian Herceg-Bosna
statelet and a Bosnian Muslim/Bosniak ministate); the central government of
Bosnia headquartered in Sarajevo; and the host of international bodies and
NGOs tasked with peace-building and reconstruction. These states and the
constellation of outside powers and organizations that seek to maintain the
peace in Bosnia would seem eerily familiar to a bureaucrat of the Holy Roman
Empire.'

In Bosnia, leading European countries in cooperation with the United
States appeared to have been so enamored of the options that Gen. Anthony
Zinni has argued confront outsider powers contemplating a response to a
civil war—that one must either not intervene, choose a side, or separate the
parties—that they implemented all three, initially in that order. For more
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than four years, from 1991 to 1995, divided Western policies and hesitancy
to get involved led to an international paralysis that allowed the heavily armed
Bosnian-Serbian nationalist factions to effectively conquer and ethnically
cleanse much of the country. In 1995 Bosnian-Serbian atrocities, from the
ongoing attacks on Sarajevo to the assaults on UN safe areas—particularly the
massacre in Srebrenica—helped trigger a massive NATO intervention that
forcibly brought the warring factions to peace talks at Wright-Patterson Air
Force Base in Dayton, Ohio—a place chosen in part because it was so bleak
that the parties would be forced to focus on the work of peacemaking rather
than enjoying the delights and distractions of a larger, better appointed urban
environment.”

The Dayton Accords (brokered in part with the indispensable assistance
of both Slobodan Milosevi¢ and Franjo Tudman ) resulted in a durable peace
that set the stage for a massive NATO military presence in that country, saw
the creation of a federal Bosnian constitution and government, and included
an agreement by the various Bosnian factions to embrace a series of inter-
national objectives intended to put that country on the road to postwar re-
covery—including the right of refugees who had suffered ethnic cleansing to
return to their homes. To support these ends, in addition to military forces,
the European Union and the international community deployed a not-so-
small army of multinational organizations, NGOs, and quangos (quasi-
nongovernmental organizations) to further the redevelopment of Bosnia.
The result over the past fifteen years has been the creation of a (mostly)
peaceful quagmire—highly expensive, deeply corrupt, and potentially quite
volatile—such that Giinter Verheugen, until recently a commissioner of the
EU for more than a decade, remarked that Bosnia represents “an almost in-
soluble problem™ for Europe.

How and why has the work of a whole range of well-funded and well-
intended initiatives failed so completely in Bosnia, and what are the results
and implications of this failure? I will consider three distinct aspects of the
problem: First, the ways in which the conduct of both local and international
actors during and after Bosnia’s civil war created conditions that have created
insoluble dilemmas for all concerned in achieving any of their core objectives.
Second, I will examine three distinct areas where both indigenous and exog-
enous efforts to spur development and respect for human rights have done
more harm than good in Bosnia—the provision of generous foreign aid and
the ongoing internationally-sponsored prosecutions of war criminals, and the
continued development of religious life. I will conclude by analyzing how
these cumulative, expensive failures have built upon one another and suggest
that there are larger and deeper failed-state problems in Europe than Bosnia
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alone—problems rooted in both the humanitarian extremism and the dys-
functions of the European community.

A SERIES OF UNFORTUNATE EVENTS: THE HISTORY OF YUGOSLAVIA'S AND
BOSNIA’S WARTIME AND POSTWAR DISINTEGRATION

If the international community is not willing to abide by its own prin-
ciples when faced with major difficulties, what can we expect from local
politicians? (From the Council of Europe’s criticism of the reform of
Bosnia’s judiciary by the Office of the High Representative)*

A thorough examination of the various problems created by Western indeci-
sion and the conduct of Bosnia’s civil war locally is outside the scope of this
narrative. | will, however, draw attention to two aspects of the conflict that
helped set the stage for some of Bosnia’s deeper postwar pathologies. The first
of these is the relative military incompetence of the Izetbegovi¢ administration
in Bosnia. It should be noted that this incompetence to some degree is very
much to the credit of former president Alija Izetbegovi¢, who (in an almost
suicidal fashion) resisted until the last moment the militarization of Bosnia’s
secession from Yugoslavia. Yet, while the efforts of Izetbegovié to find a peace-
ful resolution to Bosnia’s move to independence demonstrated how ruthless
was the Serbian effort to subvert democracy through force of arms, the effects
of the president’s failures were deep and long-lasting. By actively hindering
Bosniak self-defense through the surrender of arms to the Yugoslav People’s
Army (henceforth JNA [Jugoslovenska Narodna Armija]), even as Serb forces
began their attack on Bosnia in the summer of 1992, President Izetbegovi¢
effectively facilitated the Bosnian-Serb blitzkrieg that put over 70 percent of
the area of the republic under Serb control by the fall of 1992.% Furthermore,
the failure to prepare for a military conflict—that both Serbian actions prior
to the fall of Yugoslavia and JNA assaults on Slovenia and especially Croa-
tia had telegraphed (combined with the impact of the UN-sponsored arms
embargo—see below), deepened both the Izetbegovi¢ administration’s depen-
dence upon criminal elements and further alienated Bosnian Croats (and even
some Bosniaks)® from the government in Sarajevo, setting the stage for the
civil war that almost destroyed Bosnia within its first year of existence and
further tied already strongly pro-Zagreb Bosnian Croatians more closely to the
Tudman regime than to Sarajevo.

Second, the role of the UN-sponsored, EU-supported arms blockade upon
Bosnia and the international community played a key role in undermining
the Bosnian state, facilitating Bosnian Serb victories, and increasing—if that
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were possible—contempt for the UN both locally and internationally among
those policymakers who effectively maneuvered around the embargo. The na-
ive and destructive belief that a blockade on arms would somehow help limit
or contain the conflict did more than provide a major advantage to Serbian
aggressors throughout most of the war—it also of necessity forced the Bosnian
Croatian and Bosniak authorities and their ostensible Croatian allies to de-
velop smuggling networks that deepened the nexus between organized crime,
national defense, and political power brokers in both communities.” These
ties have proved enduring and represent another major barrier to economic
(and police) reform in Bosnia. Furthermore, the Clinton administration,
which was deeply at odds with this policy, circumvented it through clandes-
tine contacts with Iran, which smuggled weapons to Bosnia through Croatia.
These policies in turn further strengthened the political dependency of both
the United States and Bosnia on Tudman’s Croatia.® Not only did this move
enhance the Croatian military’s capacity to wage war through that country’s
“cut” on all Iranian arms it received and then transshipped to Bosnian forces,
it also represented a signal to that country’s leadership that the United States
would not allow UN policies and the expressed will of the international com-
munity to constrain the requirements of a “humanitarian” realpolitik. The
eventual Croatian-facilitated, NATO-supported military victory that emerged
in the summer of 1995 both in Bosnia and in Croatia would set the stage for
the kind of peace that would be fashioned in Dayton.

The Dayton Accords as well as their initial implementation reflected the
kind of minimalist, low-cost, low-risk approach that had driven the broader
international community’s various policies toward the former Yugoslavia since
the beginning of its breakup. The consensus that the Dayton settlement le-
gitimized Bosnia’s partition (and even Slobodan Milosevi’s role as a “peace-
broker”) need not be elaborated here.” During the first postwar decade, even
as the international community transformed Bosnia into a “semi-protectorate,”
flooded the region with aid, and (reluctantly) expanded NATO and the Euro-
pean community’s role in Kosovo, contradictions continued to beset the
international community’s peace-building efforts. Two contradictions of the
“semi-protectorate” that complemented preexisting (prewar and wartime)
fault lines in Bosnia are worth attending to: the complementary relationship
between the growing and diverging authority, power, and jurisdiction of both
Bosnia’s various nationalist parties and the Office of the High Representative.

The growth of nationalist parties throughout the former Bosnia and Her-
zegovina for much of the last fifteen years is hardly unique to the Balkans.
As Valery Tishkov has argued in relation to Chechnya, persistent violence

and intervention can help induce a sociopolitical “demodernization.”®
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The realities of this postconflict demodernization make Bosnia’s status as
a semi-protectorate and the unilateral expansion of the international com-
munity’s authority (formally vested in the Peace Implementation Council
[PIC]) in the region through the so-called “Bonn Powers,” which, in De-
cember 1998, granted the (formally weak) high representative (henceforth
HR) “unlimited authority to impose laws at any constitutional level, and
to dismiss elected representatives, political party officers and public offi-
cials.”" As a number of analysts of the situation in Bosnia have noted,
the HR’s expanded powers (and the increasingly expansive—and unac-
countable—use of them made by most high commissioners) have created a
symbiotic relationship between nationalist (and other) parties and the HR.
Local political authorities can defer or avoid unpleasant policy choices by
deferring to the HR. The HR, in turn, can (and does) point to the toxicity
and irresponsibility of the Bosnian political environment as a sign of the
ongoing importance of this position and its maintaining untrammeled au-
thority. The result is a remarkably efficient vicious circle that is almost as
politically devastating as the demodernization that sustained conflict can
induce, perhaps even more so for enjoying the imprimatur of the inter-
national community."

A PROFUSION OF GOOD INTENTIONS: SEEKING MONEY, JUSTICE,
AND GOD IN A POST-HUMANITARIAN CRISIS

The EU has always preferred the path of the short term, anything to
avoid a crisis rather than facing up to the issues. (Paddy Ashdown, for-
mer high representative to Bosnia, describing the political situation in
May 2010)"

Bosnia’s transition from a constituent republic of Yugoslavia to a de facto
international protectorate during almost twenty years of war-making and
peace-building has fractured the country in multiple ways. Each fracture,
in turn, both has hampered efforts at state-building and recovery from the
war and continues to distort other aspects of social, cultural, and economic
life. Three key areas of social, political, and cultural life that are especially
weighted down with the burdens imposed upon them by Bosnias (and the
international community’s) history and that interact with one another in
dynamic and largely destructive ways are (1) the failure of economic de-
velopment; (2) ongoing alienation from judicial institutions; and (3) the
massive revival of divided religious institutions in the midst of deep politi-
cal cleavages. Any one of these issues has the power to undermine Bosnia’s
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state-building and recovery—but their collective disequilibrium, along with
the numerous missteps of the international community, does a great deal to
ensure that Bosnia remains an ongoing experiment in intervention, and an
incompetent, if not a failed, state.

European aid and other outside assistance has been massive, generous,
and regular.'* Over the past fifteen years, in a country the size of Tennessee
with a population of a little over four million people, the EU alone has spent
more than €25 billion (almost equally divided between reconstruction and
the salaries of aid workers') in Bosnia, exclusive of the (considerable) costs
of providing security since 1995.'° While the needs of Bosnia after almost
four years of war were severe—especially considering the previous, Tito-era
poverty-stricken status of the republic and the wartime internal displacement
of more than 60 percent of Bosnia’s population—the scale and continuing
nature of outside financial aid has distorted Bosnia’s economy (more aid per
capita than has ever been spent in any postconflict situation—see below'’).
Observers have noted that Bosnian public expenditures—which run at more
than 50 percent of the country’s GDP (including transfer payments to indi-
viduals for veterans and other pension benefits that regularly consume hun-
dreds of millions of euros annually)—have remained at “unsustainable” levels
for over a decade. Yet, according to the World Bank, state-provided transfer
payments “are barely reaching the country’s poorest citizens and there is littdle
evidence of poverty reduction.”®

The high public expenditures and public sector employment mirror-image
the various aid bureaucracies in European Union and OECD support. The
support of the latter institutions, in addition to modeling a bloated style of
governance that Bosnia cannot sustain (and absorbing many of those Bos-
nians most adept in foreign languages), has also fostered what the economist
Laza Kekic has termed “aid addiction” in Bosnia. According to Kekic, in the
current situation the sheer scale of aid and its “pushers” have stifled local eco-
nomic initiative, provided subsistence without employment for most of Bos-
nia’s population, and has led to the virtual occupation of Bosnia by a highly
trained and well-compensated EU soft-power “expeditionary force” (even as
the country has experienced a substantial brain drain of educated Bosnians
looking for opportunities abroad)."

In regard to supporting Bosnian efforts to establish the rule of law, the
track record of outside supporters has been even less successful and contrib-
uted further to maintaining and deepening Bosnia’s divisions. Three sets
of legal problems loom particularly large and include (1) the international
recognition of Kosovo independence, which has fueled the popularity of and
claims by the nationalist leadership of Bosnia’s Republika Srpska that they,
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too, are entitled to secede from Bosnia; (2) the inability of local, national,
or international political actors to implement the right of refugees to return
to their former homes, even as they successfully adjudicate property owner-
ship between ethnic groups; and (3) the more deeply divisive question of
securing justice against war criminals. The multiple international failures on
these fronts accentuate local feelings of betrayal and humiliation of many
Bosnians who feel victimized at the hands of both prosperous war criminals
still in their midst and the international community that is unable to deal
with them. This in turn reinforces a local sense of entitlement by an ag-
grieved, victimized population that acts as if continued European aid and
security assistance are legitimate forms of reparation for the wrongs they
have suffered.

The legal, political, and philosophical questions tied up with the inter-
national recognition of Kosovo’s independence (exacerbated by the ongoing
political deadlock) have produced numerous political crises in Bosnia and
Herzegovina over the last several years, particularly between the Office of
the High Representative and the president of the Republika Srpska. The
international community, having gone from insisting at the beginning of
their intervention that Kosovo would remain an integral part of Serbia to
reneging on that commitment, has emboldened the president of Republika
Srpska, Milorad Dodik, to insist upon the right of Serbs to secede from Bos-
nia. Dodik, who, prior to his apparent conversion to nationalist politics was
a Social Democrat, successful reformer,® and “darling of the international
community,” has, since his 2006 election (which reinforced ethnic polari-
zation in all three of Bosnia’s major ethno-national communities),*! threat-
ened on several occasions to call a referendum on the issue of statehood
for Republika Srpska*? The ease with which President Dodik tacks back
and forth between defending the status of Republika Srpska as enshrined
in the Dayton Accords and demanding that Serbs have the same right to
self-determination as Bosnia enjoyed in 1992 (or Kosovo received from the
international community) demonstrates both continuity in and deepening
of Serb alienation to Bosnia. This stance also reveals the contradictions in
the stance of an international community that claims to support democratic
governance in the western Balkans, but apparently only to the degree to
which democracy conforms to predetermined outcomes.”

The international community’s efforts to enforce justice often further
intensify a sense of alienation and unreality among the various inhabitants
of Bosnia. For example, Bosnian Muslims regard efforts to prosecute war
criminals from their communities as perverse, since Bosnian soldiers made
war under the shadow of ethnic cleansing and possible genocide—hence for
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Bosniaks any effort to equate their defense of their communities, even when
it involved atrocities, cannot justly be compared to Serbian or Croat crimes.
The international community’s insistence that Bosniak soldiers be put on
trial for war crimes even as it had failed for much of the last fifteen years
to find even the most important of Bosnian Serbian war criminals such as
Radovan Karadzi¢ (captured only in 2008) and General Ratko Mladi¢ (the
butcher of Srebernica who was at large until July 2011—even though, at
least via Wikileaks, we know that some European diplomatic personnel are
convinced that the Serbian government was well aware of his location)—
does little to encourage Bosniak compliance with or sympathy toward inter-
national concepts of justice.

Legal issues related to the right of refugee return and compensation for sto-
len or confiscated property also reflect a perverse logic. The relatively greater
efficiency of some NGO and official European organizations in interacting
with their local Bosnian counterparts often works at variance to the broader
goals of the Dayton Accords. General Anthony Zinni opened up a particu-
larly terrifying window onto the dilemmas of war- and peacemaking in our
thoroughly wired and technologically savvy world when he spoke of a concept
of which the American military is increasingly aware—that of the “strategic

1,”# or, for civilian purposes, the Fadia Hamdi effect (the Tunisian

corpora
policewoman who slapped the street vendor Mohammed Bouazizi, whose
self-immolation became the spark for the Arab Spring). In the current age
of global news and a wired world order, even the lowest-level functionary or
soldier has the ability to create a media firestorm through one unconsidered
rude or ill-timed act that can cause incalculable damage.

In Bosnia, the problems that confronted the international community and
refugee organizations were the “strategic alderman,” the “strategic town clerk,”
and the “strategic sheriff>—local officials who, in collusion with significant
elements of the local population, had effectively nullified the right of return
by helping to continue to fan the flames of local nationalist hostility. While
unable to oppose low-level officials directly, the ability of NGO and EU of-
ficials” effectiveness in negotiating compensation of property for the expellees
with these same officials thoroughly reinforced and solidified the results of
ethnic cleansing—refugees who had received financial compensation for their
confiscated property (whose possession they could not enjoy since this would
involve living among hostile neighbors) were even less likely to return to areas
from which they were expelled; while those who benefited from the ethnic
cleansing became more firmly established in the property their government
stole for them on behalf of their nation. The legal international imprimatur on
this process (paid for at least indirectly through the international community’s
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heavy subsidies of the various national enclaves) only adds to the legitimiza-
tion of ethnic cleansing, the sense of abandonment and alienation of many
expellees toward those providing them aid, and, further, helps to permanently
cement Bosnia’s ethno-national divisions.”

Finally, religious developments are among the more unsettling areas of
NGO activity in Bosnia. Even where there is no intention on the part of
either religious leaders or ordinary believers to undermine the Bosnian state,
both the region’s social and cultural dynamics and history interact with the
remarkable resurgence of post-Yugoslav religion in such a way as to further
undermine efforts at state-building.”® Religious life has commanded most at-
tention regionally over much of the last two decades due to international con-
cern related to the potential for Islamic radicalization among Bosniaks.”” This
concern is heightened by the ongoing (if reduced) presence of foreign muja-
hideen, some of whom had connections to al-Qaeda as well as the ongoing
stream of money, missionaries, and mosque-building aid from Saudi Arabia,
Iran, and Turkey to Bosnia.?®

Though there have been some minor instances of jihadist recruitment and
activity in Bosnia for much of the last fifteen years (and a wider rejection of
jihadist efforts either to recruit locally or to maintain a mujahideen presence
in Bosnia), more important has been an even greater increase in both Islamic
social and cultural activism and a general deepening of religious practice among
a Bosniak population that prior to 1992 was not renowned for its strict ritual
adherence. The real transformations of Bosnian Islam are not due to the tiny
minority of Bosniaks turning to jihadist ideologies. Rather, ironically, much like
Catholicism and Orthodoxy regionally, religious transformations are caused by
the increasing power and visibility of faith in the public square, religious leaders’
transnational engagement with coreligionists abroad, and the role of both reli-
gious leaders and ordinary believers in maintaining and even strengthening their
faiths’ war-forged alliance with ethno-nationalist political movements.

The desecularization and sacralization of public life has developed
throughout Bosnia (and much of the rest of the former Yugoslavia as well)
for much of the last twenty years.” For Bosniaks, a variety of factors, par-
ticularly their experiences as victims of ethnic cleansing and of genocide,
has led to a unique blending of Islam and national identity. Furthermore,
in both war and peace, even as Bosniaks have found themselves at odds
with their Christian neighbors, they have become much more connected
to Muslims around the world. Embassies from Muslim countries, especially
Iran and Saudi Arabia, as well as Muslim relief organizations, have played a
major role in providing various forms of aid, from mosque reconstruction,
donations of (mostly) religious literature, and support for young Bosniaks
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to study in universities around the Muslim world, as well as the organization
of cultural events.?

Among Bosnian Christians there has been a parallel double movement
of religion both outward to coreligionists abroad and expansive politically,
socially, and culturally at home. Michael Sells has argued that something
like a religious apartheid against non-Catholics has obtained in Herzegovin-
ian Bosnia*'—a development exacerbated by the importance of the famous
Marian shrine at Medjugorje, whose presence on Bosnian soil for some Bos-
nian Croatians (and their conationals in Croatia) makes the unification of
the Croatian portions of Bosnia and the “motherland” a religious necessity.*
Secular Serbian scholars have discussed the general “desecularization” of Ser-
bian society® and the significant impact of the development of Orthodox
religious education among the youth of the Republika Srpska, as well as the
religious impact of the secession of an Albanian-dominated Kosovo (and
subsequent destruction of Serbian religious shrines in that country). Reli-
gious revival and deepening ties with coreligionists have created a cultural
and social map that differs a great deal from the formal political geography
of Bosnia.

Two further, deeper problems complicate the role of religious actors (as
well as those who would seek to build a secular state) in Bosnia. The first is
that the widespread perception that secular international and domestic politi-
cal institutions and actors are corrupt and have failed has further enhanced the
authority of religious actors.* Second, the multiple contradictions implicit in
the OHR’s and the European Union’s policies—the tension between demo-
cratic state-building and maintaining Bosnia as a dependent region, of seeking
“truth” and reconciliation, the repeated OHR promises and threats tied to
Bosnia’s potential EU membership that recedes further into the future—stand
in stark contrast to the clear and rhetorically powerful, if not always insight-
ful or healing, statements of foreign or domestic religious figures.?> The well-
meaning symbolic efforts first of UNPROFOR (United Nations Protection
Force), and later of secular NGOS, the Office of the High Representative, and
UN troops and personnel in Bosnia, to engage (on a limited basis) religious
believers or to create alternative secular symbols of order and stability such as
the rebuilding of the famous Mostar bridge, or the less well-meaning role of
UNPROFOR and later UN troops in human trafficking and prostitution lo-
cally, have created potent antisymbols of secular life.® This authority, since it
is mostly negative, however—relying upon the failure of secular international
and domestic actors—buttresses religious sensibilities and authority, which
need not engage in constructive activity.”” The result is further division of an
already shattered polity.
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SITUATION NOT URGENT, SIMPLY TRAGIC: STATE FAILURES
AND/OR SYSTEMIC FAILURES

“It must be very frustrating for you not to accomplish anything. Why
don’t you simply leave?” I asked.

He answered: “Yes, it is frustrating. But if I go back to New York,
even though I will have a nice office and a very good position, I will be
just another insignificant bureaucrat. Staying here is exciting, and makes
me feel important.” (Dzenita Mehic’s report of a conversation with a

“prominent UNPROFOR official”)*

Time need not heal any wounds. In Bosnia the fictions of successful humani-
tarian intervention (which masked American and European sanction of Bos-
nian Serb ethnic cleansing), of federal Bosnian unity (that has brought about
no effective integration between numerous mini- and micro-political entities),
and of a progressive European protectorate (that has not stabilized Bosnia in
spite of massive expenditures of work and money and in spite of having the
virtually untrammeled political power of the Office of the High Representa-
tive) have all produced a bloodless quagmire. Few to no lives are lost to the
violence of war, but the political, cultural, social, and even economic costs of
this desert called peace are nonetheless severe.

One problem is the interrelationships between the international commu-
nity’s fictions of successful engagement to end ethnic cleansing (as opposed
to ratifying its results) and promote international law, NGO and European
self-interest in maintaining a perpetually dependent Bosnian protectorate,
and the local vitality among many Bosnians of mutually exclusive hostile na-
tionalisms, religious revival, and economic corruption. For many aid workers
and European officials, UNPROFOR’s and Europe’s Bosnian protectorate has
been a steady source of employment, career development, and even symbolic
justification of the importance of international institutions—and has been
perceived as such by many locally. Even worse, the increasingly visible “en-
largement fatigue” in many countries within the European Union (clear even
prior to the financial crisis that exacerbated this fatigue®) is making the most
important “carrot” possessed by European entities—membership in the EU—
in Bosnia appear increasingly unobtainable.

Furthermore, the persistent “underestimation” of the power of religion to
motivate the “angry young men” (and many women who love and use them/
are loved and used by them and who also suffered and invested greatly in the
struggles that tore Bosnia apart) also represents a too often missed opportunity
to tie international initiatives more closely to local supporters rooted in the
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social and cultural lives of their communities. The for too long overly secular
nature of the international community’s engagements in Bosnia represents a
dangerous blind spot, since religious ideals of justice, mutual aid, community,
and alienation all represent a “bully pulpit.”*® This limited but real power of
religion, if engaged respectfully and with careful attention to the concerns,
values, and prejudices/limitations of religious elites as well as “ordinary” lay
believers, is well positioned to advocate for a vision of the future different
from the ones currently being proposed in Bosnia.

The international community has grown used to having, proposing, and
often imposing its own truths. Throughout the Western world our ability to
consider World War II the “good war,” though it involved close collaboration
with a Soviet regime that had itself been guilty of mass murder, is something
that produced little if any cognitive dissonance for American or most West
European consciences for generations—a point of view that is deeply con-
tested from the Oder River to Kamchatka. Yet our efforts at imposing our
truths—be they the inherent stability and vitality of a multicultural society
(one of our newest intellectual fashions*') or the necessity of letting bygones
be bygones (no matter how horrific the injustice)—often require compro-
mises, if only because our willingness to bend as much of our power as would
be necessary to impose such truths is limited. These compromises in turn
become the grounds for further alienation and incomprehension of Western
goals, methods, and beliefs.

In conclusion, the weakness of state structures in Bosnia is an intensely
local problem rooted in recent history where conflict narratives and politi-
cal solidarities brought into being by criminals and patriots (including many
criminal-patriots), as well as a majority of ordinary people in high and low
places, not only destroyed the old Yugoslavia but continue to mutually re-
inforce one another’s efforts to destroy even the ideal of mutual coexistence
much less solidarity among the different communities of Bosnia. While that
is a local tragedy, there is a problem of another form of state failure that the
past and current situation of Bosnia brings to the fore that is much more
urgent to address—that of the post—Cold War policies of the Western com-
munity (especially those of NATO, the EC/EU, and the United Nations) and
the international aid community. The inability of Europe’s most well-funded,
technologically sophisticated, and culturally/politically legitimate states, insti-
tutions, and military forces to enact effective strategies of development, rec-
onciliation, and state-building in a region where their own interests are deeply
engaged, their resources are more than sufficient (and near at hand), and their
familiarity with local conditions should be at their greatest (relative to other
regions), is a sign of state failure and incompetence that has implications far
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more serious than the civil war and disintegration of the former Yugoslavia. If
in what, relative to most other postconflict regions, are all but ideal conditions
of regional peace and stability, efforts at rebuilding Bosnia have proved to be
such an expensive and seemingly insoluble enterprise, what realistic hope is
there for restoring peace and effectively reconstructing shattered societies in
other, less well-developed, more instable regions? A decomposing Bosnia, in
the “belly of the (first world) beast” for more than twenty years, has demon-
strated the limits of the military, political, and economic competence of the
United States, NATO, the European Union, and the United Nations. What
we have yet to do is to begin to evaluate, much less remedy, the collective
incompetence and failings of those states and institutions that are seeking to
maintain international order.
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CHAPTER 3

The Past and Future of Insurgency

Protracted Warfare and Protracted Counterinsurgency

JonaTHAN M. HOUSE

INTRODUCTION

When Professor Miner invited me to this conference, he asked me to dis-
cuss the current debates and future possibilities for insurgency and counter-
insurgency. In other words, I will try to focus on how such conflicts have
worked in the past and may occur in the future; 'm sure the other panel
members have a much better grasp of the issues that motivate such conflicts.
Having said that, however, let me trespass for one minute into an area that
I know is much more familiar to the other panelists than it is to me. My
older daughter, having been an Army brat, was too smart to serve in uni-
form, so instead she joined the Foreign Service. Because the Department
of State is as efficient as the Department of Defense in using its personnel
correctly—which is to say, not very efficient at all—my daughter, who mi-
nored in Russian in college, spent six months learning Spanish before she
was assigned to a consulate on the border between Mexico and Arizona. A
year ago, she telephoned to tell us that she was getting hazardous duty pay,
while living five blocks from the United States, because the drug wars had
begun to target Americans.

My point is that insurgency has many forms and many different motives; it
is not simply about takfiri terrorism or Marxism-Leninism, nor is it confined
to the Middle East. The causes and methods of insurgency are almost timeless;
only the tactics of combating it have changed in recent decades.
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THEORY OF INSURGENCY

Insurgency, or asymmetrical warfare, has existed throughout history. For ex-
ample, the word “assassin” comes from the followers of Hasan-e Sabbah (d.
1124), the head of a Persian sect of Shiites. Sabbah sent out dedicated (and by
some accounts drug-crazed, which may be the origin of the word “hashish”)
assassins in disguise to dispose of enemy leaders, allowing his independent sect
to conduct its own foreign policy without a standing army.

Insurgency becomes most prominent, however, when one state or alliance
has an overwhelming advantage in the conduct of conventional warfare, so that
opponents feel they cannot possibly compete against the dominant army. This
was true during the Napoleonic Wars, the post—World War II decolonization
period, and it is true again today, when the United States and a few of its West-
ernized allies have developed such a lethal form of mechanized air-land combat
that even large, well-equipped armies such as that of Iraq fall apart quickly.

Traditionally, insurgencies have functioned best as part of what my col-
league Tom Huber has termed “Compound Warfare.” The 1808-1814
conflict in the Iberian Peninsula was an illustration of this: Two forces, one
conventional and one unconventional or insurgent, cooperated against a com-
mon enemy. In this instance, the conventional force was the relatively small
British-Portuguese army commanded by Arthur Wellesley, the future Duke of
Wellington, while the unconventional force was composed of various Span-
ish militias and other irregular forces, from which we get the modern term
“guerrilla” for “little war.” Napoleon’s imperial armies were what would today
be labeled the counterinsurgent force. To control the guerrillas, the French
needed to disperse throughout the peninsula, whereas to defeat Wellington,
they needed to concentrate their troops in one mass.' Although they outnum-
bered their opponents by as much as five to one, the French were unable to
do both, and failed accordingly. There are numerous similar examples of com-
pound warfare, such as the British forces in Palestine with T. E. Lawrence’s
Arabs against the Turks in 1918, and the Continental army and irregulars like
Francis Marion during the American Revolution.

Notice, however, that such a compound approach tends to relegate the
insurgent or guerrilla to a supporting role; it is possible for observers and
historians to even overlook that role completely and assume that the conven-
tional army won by itself. This is one reason why Western armies have tended
to dismiss insurgents as relatively unimportant.

Mao Tse-tung had several original ideas in his life, but for our purposes
his most important one was the idea that the insurgent or guerrilla could
“grow his own” armies, develop his own force that was capable of defeating its
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opponent using tactics that resembled those of a conventional army. This is in
effect what the Chinese Communists did during the final, post-1945 phase of
their civil war, defeating the huge, well-equipped nationalist forces of Chiang
Kai-shek.

I should hasten to add two points about Mao’s theory, however: First, the
essence of his insurgency was that it was protracted, a long, drawn-out struggle
that wore down the capabilities and motivation of the insurgent’s opponents.
Quick victory through insurgency is an oxymoron, as Che Guevara discovered
so painfully in Bolivia, and as the Greek Communists learned when they tried
to create a conventional army and government during the 1946-1949 civil
war. Second, many insurgencies that appeared to fit Mao’s model were in fact
instances of compound warfare. Most famously, the Vietcong suffered heavily
during and after the 1968 Tet offensive, so that by some revisionist accounts
the United States and South Vietnam eliminated the VC structure in many
areas of Vietnam.? Although the protracted insurgency in Vietnam undoubt-
edly succeeded in causing the US to leave the country, victory still required
that the North Vietnamese army, a superbly equipped mechanized force, con-
duct two major conventional campaigns in 1972 and 1975 before it defeated
its southern opponents. As James Willbanks, my boss, refers to his participa-
tion as an adviser in the first of these campaigns, “Willbanks’ First Law is that,
if they’re using tanks, they’re not guerrillas.” One could argue, of course, that
these tanks represent the logical conclusion of Mao’s desire for the insurgent
to grow his own forces. However, even if you consider the two different states
of Vietnam to be one nation, the mechanized forces of the North Vietnamese
army did not arise from the Vietcong but were the sons and grandsons of the
Vietminh in the first conflict.

Let me return for a moment to Mao, who in 1930 gave us the most famous
prescription for guerrilla warfare:

Divide our forces to arouse the masses, concentrate our forces to deal
with the enemy.

The enemy advances, we retreat; the enemy camps, we harass; the
enemy tires, we attack; the enemy retreats, we pursue.

To extend stable base areas, employ the policy of advancing in waves;
when pursued by a powerful enemy, employ the policy of circling around.

Arouse the largest number of the masses in the shortest possible time

and by the best possible methods.?

Put simply, this means that an insurgent attacks his opponent only when he
can achieve a temporary superiority of forces at the precise point of battle or
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ambush; otherwise, the guerrilla must avoid battle in order to survive. This
is why Western commentators are so fascinated with the passage that begins
“The enemy advances, we retreat.” Notice, however, that Mao’s tactical advice
is preceded and followed by a constant emphasis on the need to motivate and
mobilize the populace. For Mao and for most successful insurgents, gaining
and maintaining political support is far more important than what happens on
the battlefield. Carl von Clausewitz may have taught Mao that “war is merely
the continuation of policy by other means,” but the Chinese leader took this
idea to its extreme, insisting that politics and popular motivation were at the
center of any struggle. For example, one of Mao’s most effective weapons was
his literacy program, teaching peasants to read so that they could better absorb
Communist ideology. This has an interesting parallel in Saudi Arabia, where
the dominant Wahhabi sect controls primary education to spread its interpre-
tation of Islam, thereby producing most of the 9/11 hijackers.

Mao, as I've already remarked, did not believe that insurgency must or
would always use guerrilla tactics. In fact, he condemned those of his col-
leagues who focused on “guerrilla-ism” rather than adjusting their methods to
local circumstances. Thus, “guerrilla” is only one methodology or set of tactics
to be used in protracted asymmetrical warfare—depending on the circum-
stances, terror bombings, labor strikes, and large public protests may all be
used as means to the end of wearing down and replacing the existing counter-
insurgent government. For an example of this, look at the left wing in Cuba
from the 1930s through 1958, which laid the foundation for Fidel Castro’s
guerrilla success at the end of this period.

COUNTERINSURGENCY THEORIES

If insurgency (or protracted revolutionary warfare) has existed for millennia,
how did governments go about repressing such insurgencies? In the vast ma-
jority of cases, rulers regarded the insurgents as malcontents, troublemakers,
and criminals who should be put down as quickly and violently as possible.
Rebels would be executed either with or without trial, depending on local
norms. The measure of effectiveness for such a counterinsurgency was often
the body count, the number of rebels (whether real or imaginary) killed or at
least imprisoned. Colonel Gadhafi obviously believed in this approach.

Truly ruthless governments may, in fact, eliminate all effective opposition
and thereby restore their control, at least in the short run. No one success-
fully rebelled against Joseph Stalin, for example, although the Lithuanians,
Ukrainians, and other non-Russian groups certainly tried at the end of World
War I1.
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From our current perspective, however, there are numerous problems with
this approach, which is focused on eliminating the full-time insurgents. Quite
apart from the immorality of attempting to kill large groups without adequate
trial, such repression may actually increase the resentment and resistance to
the ruling regime, so that killing ten insurgents actually leaves you with one
hundred new insurgents to face—this is known as “Afghan math.” As early as
Cyrus the Great in the sixth century BC, rulers found that it was much easier
to conquer and govern people by tolerating local cultures and customs than by
forcing them to conform to central standards.

When the rebellion was obviously violent or extreme, of course, there was
usually no question about the right and necessity of repression. However,
if the resistance took the form of large, relatively peaceful and prosperous
crowds, the troops involved might refuse to fire, and in fact might go over to
the rebel side. This happened on numerous occasions in European history,
most notably in Paris in 1789, 1830, and 1848;° it apparently happened again
in 2011 in Egypt, although we dont know all the details yet.

Moreover, what about the case when the government itself regarded the
rebels as simply misguided citizens? Consider, for example, the long and pa-
tient efforts of the British government to deal with the American colonists
during the 1760s and 1770s. Even after the skirmishes at Lexington and Con-
cord had converted the confrontation into a rebellion, Sir Henry Clinton, the
British commander in New England, wrote that he needed “to gain the hearts
and subdue the minds of America.”

To further complicate matters, what happened when the counterinsurgent
force was from a foreign country, thereby giving the insurgent easy propa-
ganda victories such as labeling the third party as a colonialist and the existing
government as a puppet? In Afghanistan, for example, the United States and
its NATO allies have attempted to enforce what we consider to be universal
values, such as equality for women and suppression of the drug trade based on
poppy cultivation. As Ralph Peters has noted, this makes the Westerners into
the revolutionaries, upsetting the social and economic norms of the popula-
tion in question. Such actions can well give rise to what David Kilcullen has
termed “the Accidental Guerrilla,” the man fighting not for some abstract
revolutionary cause but rather to defend his locality and way of life.® Kilcul-
len argues convincingly that our true enemies, such as al-Qaeda, can provoke
us into such situations, which only contribute to the insurgent’s ability to
wear out the counterinsurgent while politically weakening the already-fragile
state in question. Meanwhile, the guerrilla uses the local culture as part of
his camouflage, with the foreign troops on the outside trying to pierce that
camoutflage.
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Therefore, instead of viewing insurgencies as simply rebels vs. government
or patriots vs. repressors, the most common recent view of this problem is
what John Shy once called “the triangularity of the struggle.” This viewpoint
assumes that there are three actors in any insurgency: a minority of people
who actively support the insurgency, another minority of people who actively
support the existing regime and its counterinsurgent effort, and a large group
of people—often the majority of the population—who are generally neutral.
This majority undoubtedly has opinions about the issues at stake, but is more
concerned with its own livelihood and security from attack.'® Shy argued that
in the American Revolution, for example, the British ultimately lost because
they could not protect the populace from Patriot irregulars, leaving that popu-
lace no choice but to acquiesce with the revolutionaries. In fact, Shy noted
that the rebels used the mechanism of local government to force everyone to
join the local Patriot militia. Neutrality became impossible, and the minority
of British Loyalists had to move to other British colonies.

This triangular interpretation is behind the now-common theory of
population-centric, rather than enemy force—centric, counterinsurgency. Here,
the counterinsurgent forces seek to gain the trust and support of the popula-
tion, not only protecting the people from attack and trying to separate the in-
surgents from the populace but, where necessary, addressing local needs such as
water, sanitation, schools, and so on. One obvious drawback of this approach,
of course, is that it never produces the kind of overnight success that Western
societies expect from their militaries. In fact, it is difficult if not impossible to
develop objective measurements of the degree of success, if any, that the coun-
terinsurgent forces are having in gaining popular support.'' However, given
the protracted nature of most insurgencies, the counterinsurgent force might
as well try to accomplish something positive while waiting for the insurgent
to fail or lose hope. Another aspect is that the counterinsurgent must always
try to use minimum force, like a policeman, while the insurgent has no such
limits on violence.? Any deadly force, however necessary, may cause civilian
casualties or otherwise alienate the population the counterinsurgent seeks to
attract. This is particularly difficult for conventional armed forces, which are
designed to deliver maximum rather than minimum force.

The actual winner in any insurgency depends on many factors. First and
foremost, as already suggested, is the legitimacy of the government and the de-
gree to which the populace recognizes that government as legal and binding,.
This, of course, is at the heart of this conference’s focus on “failed states.” To
draw an obvious conclusion about the two conflicts in Vietnam, for example,
much of the populace rightly or wrongly considered the French and the South
Vietnamese governments to be foreign and unrepresentative. No amount of
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military skill in the field can overcome such a perception, as it saps the will of
the populace, as well as of any third-party nation, such as the United States,
that is involved in the counterinsurgency. In Vietnam, American efforts to
avoid the image of foreign colonialism only handicapped our efforts without
convincing the local populace. You may recall that the senior American head-
quarters in that struggle was called the “U.S. Military Assistance Command,
Vietnam”—we maintained the fiction that we were only “assisting” the army
of the Republic of Vietnam, and thus never achieved unity of command and
effort.

Another consideration, which we tend to overlook, is geography. Terrain
that is difficult to move through—mountains, forests, swamps, jungles—
usually favors the insurgent, who can more easily attack and retreat as neces-
sary. Such terrain also drives up the cost of counterinsurgency, because the
only way the security forces can get at the insurgents is by means of very ex-
pan