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Introduction

These days, both in Australia and overseas, few words evoke greater emotion and discussion than “poverty” and “security”, in the many guises they appear.  Sometimes, these words are spoken about in terms of the best models for international development.  At other times they are used to describe a rather pessimistic outlook on world affairs.  But almost always these words are juxtaposed, either to complement or contradict each other. Usually they are used with the noble intent of advancing the case for a more peaceful and productive world.  In the art of international development a nexus exists between security and poverty.
In this presentation I want to unpack some of the important issues concerning poverty, security and development.  I will etch a broad canvas, and provide you with:

· a summary of two schools of thought on development;
· a brief explanation of the impact of poverty in a globalised world;
· a case for the increasing relevance of  “human security”; 

· a viewpoint that the “War on Terror” is not winnable and diverts scarce resources from poverty reduction programmes; and 
· a simple guide to help strengthen civil society and improve prospects for durable peace.
Make Poverty History
I will cover a lot of ground in a short time.  But if you are about to drift-off with other thoughts, or if you have to leave this place early, or even in the remarkable coincidence that I stop talking and you stop listening at precisely the same moment, I want everyone to take away just one simple message.  It is just three simple words: “MAKE POVERTY HISTORY”.  Of all the measures to improve humankind and to create a more peaceful and sustainable world, poverty reduction is the most important.  And the exciting news is that, unlike the War on Terror, this campaign is winnable.  
Will poverty reduction reduce the need for aid and development? NO!

Will poverty reduction eliminate the need for security mechanisms? Certainly not!

Will poverty reduction end the barbaric acts of terrorism once and for all?  Not on your nellie!  

But by concentrating our efforts to “make poverty history” we will provide future generations with greater opportunities for peace, prosperity, employment, cultural enrichment, and productivity.  This is a much better vision than the alternatives: either acceptance of the current status quo where half the world’s population lives in poverty, or an increase in poverty levels with even greater disparity of wealth between the rich and the poor.  These are the options, and the choice is ours. 
AUSTCARE

Before going further I want to declare the “baggage” I am carrying as the CEO of AUSTCARE. We all carry baggage, it is just that mine is very good baggage.  

AUSTCARE was established in 1967 and we assist refugees overseas, internally displaced persons (IDPs), and those affected by landmines to rebuild their lives.  There are now more than 40 million refugees and IDPs, and between 15,000 to 20,000 mine victims every year.  Our mandate includes emergency humanitarian assistance as well as long-term development and rehabilitation projects.  AUSTCARE’s business is to save lives by assisting some of the most vulnerable people in the world – many of whom suffer from HIV/AIDS, malaria, malnutrition, illiteracy and disease.  We have worked successfully in more than 30 countries, and today we are conducting 18 projects in 10 countries.  We are an all-Australian, non-sectarian and apolitical NGO.  We go about our work quietly and efficiently, and we have achieved some remarkable results.  Our development model is to work with local communities, and to partner with local and international NGOs, government departments and ministries, and with tertiary educational and training institutions.  Increasingly, we are looking for opportunities to work with the business sector.  Fundamentally, through our poverty reduction strategies, AUSTCARE promotes peacebuilding, improves human security, and develops local capacity.  
Poverty and security – and their relationship to international aid and development – are issues worthy of attention, and particularly if you are a development NGO like AUSTCARE.

Two Development Schools of Thought 

Sadly, most discussion on development tends to reflect the world of power politics: that is, those of us who have the power to give – we fortunate few in the North or developed world – tend to set the agenda; while those who have the power only to receive – those in the South or underdeveloped world, and particularly the desperately poor in what the World Bank calls “low income countries under stress” – have far less ability to set the agenda, or even to be heard.  One has to look no further than the impoverished homeless millions in Darfur, or the millions of “warehoused” refugees throughout the world – including in the Asia-Pacific – to witness the powerlessness of the poor.
The debate in the developed North, perhaps over-simplified, generally goes along the following lines: 

· Should the providers of aid focus on reducing world poverty for humanitarian reasons, with the aim of building local capacity and enhancing sustainability?  
· Or, alternatively, should the providers of aid focus on reducing world poverty because they wish to promote their own interests and, particularly, enhance their own security by so doing?

· The first argument is generally advocated by development NGOs and some international organisations.  This argument tends to promote human rights, recognise the importance of culture and traditional customs, advocates environmental sustainability, and seeks to reform unfair trade practices.

· The second argument is more often attributed to those donor countries and trans-national corporations (TNCs) who tie their aid in a way that promotes their own interests, sometimes (but not always) causing long-term “dependency” from the beneficiaries, and/or aimed at gaining political influence, or improving the profit margins for TNCs and international development companies.  
This debate in the North continues to be robust.  In the South, the aspirations of the poor are less well known and articulated.  For service-delivery agencies like AUSTCARE, I sometimes think that too much energy can be wasted on judging the efficacy of these different approaches.  In the real world most major government donors are looking for “win-win” situations, which generally tend to reflect their own self-interests as well as the needs of the beneficiaries.  Mistakes are made, and priorities not always equitable in terms of need.  As in other fields of human endeavour, the world of international development is grey – not black and white – and compromise reflects the art of the possible.  The debate has become more complicated since the tragedy of Nine Eleven, and the insistence by the world’s only superpower, the United States, to wage a “War on Terror”, ostensibly to make the world a safer place.  

The Impact of Poverty
Five years ago, at the UN Millennium Summit, the world community agreed that poverty had become so entrenched that it needed to be tackled head-on.  The Millennium Development Goals were agreed, and rich nations were asked to commit 0.7% (less than 1%) of their GNP to anti-poverty programmes.  Only a small number of countries have honoured this commitment.  The figures on poverty are staggering: of a world population of around six billion people, half are living below the poverty line of US$2 per day, and half of this number are living on less than US$1 per day.  For at least half the world’s population there is only hope!  The situation looks even worse if population forecasts are correct: more than 90% of population growth in the next 25 years is predicted to occur in poor countries, thereby increasing their burden and potentially increasing the gap between the rich and poor states. 

From the late 1990s, and pre-dating Nine Eleven, greater recognition started to be given to the nexus between poverty reduction and security.  Led mainly by the World Bank, Britain, Japan, Canada, some European countries, and some UN Agencies, there was growing recognition that humanitarian assistance and long-term development programmes would be jeopardized unless a manageable security environment prevailed.  The World Bank’s visionary slogan of “our dream is a world without poverty”, and its establishment of a Post-Conflict Reconstruction Unit, provides evidence that economists could see that prospects for global economic growth would be thwarted by poverty, and that economic initiatives to tackle poverty could only be successful if the security environment permitted.  Indeed, achievement of the Millennium Development Goals will demand a high level of security for their achievement.  
The need for a secure environment to tackle poverty reduction programmes seems so self-evident that it borders on the absurd.  Last week, during Kofi Annan’s second visit in as many years to Sudan and Darfur, we witnessed on television the plea from an aid worker for security forces to be deployed so that food could be distributed.  In Afghanistan, a country hovering on the edge and plagued with poverty, the fragile government and aid workers have for several years now been pleading for international military and police forces to be deployed outside Kabul in order to ensure a secure environment so that development programmes can be undertaken more effectively.  

AUSTCARE’s Ambassador for Refugees, the Honourable Justice Marcus Einfeld, has explained the poverty timebomb in very clear terms.  Addressing the topic of “The Ethics of Terrorism” Justice Einfeld notes that: “Poverty in all its forms is, without doubt, the greatest single threat to global peace, security, democracy and human rights.  Poverty breeds instability, instability breeds desperation, desperation breeds fanaticism, and fanaticism breeds terrorists.  Defeating poverty would thwart a major driving force behind international terrorism.  The poorest countries are the breeding grounds for violence and despair.” 
 Justice Einfeld is quick to add, however, that a focus on countering terrorism should not be the prime justification for aid, stressing that: “Alleviating poverty alone is or ought to be reason enough to pressure economically advanced countries to provide more aid without the need to include any terrorism-related incentives.”
  And, as we all know, the great majority of poor people are not terrorists – they ae simply too hungry to become terrorists.
Advancing Human Security

This nexus between poverty and security has also highlighted the limitations of applying traditional, Westphalian, State-centric security models.  There appears to be growing recognition that a greater focus on “human security” is now required.  The concept of human security remains somewhat imprecise and continues to be contested as a viable security model.  But given the failure of purely State-centric security models, and the growing influence of non-State actors, the concept is gaining appeal.    Fundamentally, human security is concerned with the protection of people from life-threatening dangers, regardless of whether the threats lie within or outside states.  It is human-centred in that its principal focus is on people both as individuals and as communal groups. Its focus is on the rights and resources of people and communities to survive and live in peace. Human security is very much a “bottom-up” approach, whereas traditional Westphalian security is more “top-down”.  As the former Canadian Foreign Minister, Lloyd Axworthy, has noted, human security complements, but does not replace, the more traditional concept of state sovereignty, in which territorial integrity fails to acknowledge human welfare needs.

Important donor governments like the Europeans, Canada and Japan have embraced human security in their development strategies, although each use it in slightly different ways.  The Australian Government’s thinking on human security is less well-developed, although the chronic problems of poverty in close neighbouring countries such as East Timor, Papua New Guinea and the Solomon Islands, is requiring a reappraisal of development strategies.  
]

In 2001, Japan was instrumental in establishing the Commission for Human Security (CHS), and before that, since 1999, has contributed to the United Nations Trust Fund for Human Security.  In 2003, the CHS (co-chaired by the former UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Madame Sadako Ogata and Professor Amartya Sen, Master of Trinity College, Cambridge) agreed on 10 priority areas of work to make human security more concrete.  The list is instructive, and clearly illustrates a focus beyond Westphalian politics:

1. Protecting people in violent conflict.

2. Protecting people from the proliferation of arms.
3. Supporting the security of people on the move.

4. Establishing human security transition funds for post-conflict situations.

5. Encouraging fair trade and markets to benefit the extreme poor.

6. Working to provide minimum living standards everywhere.

7. According higher priority to ensuring universal access to basic health care.

8. Developing an efficient and equitable global system for patent rights.
9. Empowering all people with basic education.

10. Clarifying the need for a global human identity while respecting the freedom of individuals to have diverse identities and affiliations.

These 10 points, when combined with the eight Millennium Development Goals, provide excellent guidance for emergency humanitarian response and longer-term development.  In my view, human security thinking offers considerable advantages both in the campaign against poverty and in creating a more secure world.  Fundamentally, this is because human security focuses on empowering the recipients of aid and development assistance – the people and their communities – rather than on gaining influence with national governments.  Human security helps us to focus on both the ends and the means, and it ensures that we listen to and learn from the people and the communities that require assistance.  This approach also helps avoid the dangers of development being misinterpreted as forms of neo-colonialism or neo-capitalism.     
Stepping Back from the War on Terror
I have already touched on the War on Terror, and no doubt we will discuss this more during question time – it remains the “hot topic” of the day!  Suffice to say now that this is a war that can never be won, and as a former military commander I am particularly wary of engaging in any battle unless it will be successful.  Endstates are very important, and a war without end is rather silly.
This is not to suggest that we do not require effective counter-terrorist policies and capabilities, and that all effort must be taken to deter and defeat acts of terrorism, which can never be condoned.  Public safety is very important: indeed, it is the cornerstone of peace and prosperity.  But a war on terror, as currently being waged, can never guarantee that acts of terror will not occur.  The real issue is to try and address the root causes of terrorism, much of which is related to poverty and others manifestations of marginalisation, injustice and exclusion.   
My concern with the War on Terror as it is being waged is that it skews our thinking and alters our priorities.  The opportunity costs of directing resources to an “unwinnable war” is simply not good policy.  More importantly, if scarce resources are diverted from the fight against poverty then the world will not be a safer place, and more acts of terrorism might actually be encouraged. 

If the trends in international conflict as reported by the International Crisis Group (ICG) for the month of May are correct then the War on Terror is probably having little impact on global security, and even less on the reduction of poverty.  Of the 73 countries or regions monitored by the ICG’s Crisis Watch, 13 were assessed to have deteriorated in May, six had improved, and the remaining 54 had remained unchanged.  Iraq, arguably one of the current focal points in the War on Terror, was one of the 13 countries where security had deteriorated.
  
Strengthening Civil Society

So, in a world of poverty and insecurity how might we help strengthen civil societies?
If we seek to prevent States and their societies from collapsing, and if we seek to assist emerging States to climb the ladder of liberal democracy to achieve a durable peace, then we must apply a holistic approach.  This approach combines security, development and governance in a coordinated manner and in concert with the priorities of the recipients rather than the donors.  
We can think of development in terms of a three-legged stool.  If any leg is too underdeveloped the stool will collapse.  The security leg provides the safe environment in which development can occur.  But security is much broader than traditional concepts of improving government instrumentalities and security forces, as important as these are.  Effective security also demands the building of capacity at the grassroots, embracing the elements of human security already discussed.  Within the region closer to Australia, the more successful examples of effective security are to be found in places like Malaysia and Thailand where human security practices have been applied in poorer regions alongside and in cooperation with the discrete use of security forces.  People need to see an improvement in their lives at the grassroots level.
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Governance, which includes the rule of law, is a critical component in strengthening civil society.  But governance goes well beyond the architecture of government, and to be effective must permeate to and be developed within all strata of society, and particularly at the grassroots level.  The strength of civil society rests not on an elected government, but on the culture and processes that underpin societies.  Generally, major donors should give more attention than hitherto to promoting the development of grassroots governance, and can provide financial assistance to NGOs and volunteer agencies in this area.  

Development must be “quick impact”, protracted and sustainable.  In States emerging from conflict or natural disaster a continuum is required from emergency assistance to sustainable development.  The same applies to arrest the decline of failing States.  

These three legs must be progressed together, but they also need to be strengthened by the application of human rights and with the allocation of sufficient financial resources.  

Numerous case studies of developing countries illustrate that better prioritization and coordination between donors and recipients is required, as is better coordination of priorities between the three legs of the stool.  Greater synchronization is required between State actors, international organisations, NGOs and TNCs.  In other words, governments, NGOs and the corporate sector can work more cooperatively to make poverty history.
Conclusion

Let me conclude by emphasizing five key points:

· First, we can give greater priority to poverty reduction strategies and applications.  We must work harder to “make poverty history”!  To do this we will need to work harder to achieve the Millennium Development Goals, and each of us can advocate for and contribute to this cause.

· Second, we can put greater emphasis on human security, and bridge the gap between it and more traditional State-centric paradigms which, by themselves, have clearly failed to achieve peace and security.  Applying the 10 focal areas identified by the CHS will assist in reducing poverty and enhancing security.
· Third, we can listen more closely to the beneficiaries and learn from them.  Development is a two-way street. The beneficiaries are not just national governments and their instrumentalities, they include the elements that build a stable civil society at the grassroots level.

· Fourth, we need better coordination mechanisms to ensure that the “stool of development” is stable.   Security, governance and development are equally important and inter-related.  Again, improvements must be made at the grassroots if people are to gain confidence.  

· And finally, we should withdraw gracefully from prosecuting an unwinnable  War on Terror, and develop more legitimate counter-terrorist capabilities that help enhance public confidence and de-emphasise terrorism as a reason for regime change.  
� “Make Poverty History” is the public awareness campaign slogan being promoted by the Australian Council for International Development (ACFID).  The same slogan is being used by the NGO community in Britain to raise the consciousness of world poverty.  More information on the Australian campaign can be accessed through � HYPERLINK "http://www.acfid.asn.au" ��www.acfid.asn.au�. 


� AUSTCARE (Australians Caring for Refugees) is an Australian NGO in the field of emergency response and long-term development. For more information refer � HYPERLINK "http://www.austcare.org.au" ��www.austcare.org.au�. 


� Marcus Einfeld, “The Ethics of Terrorism”, paper to be presented at the Eighth Europe-Asia Legal Conference, Positano/Praiano, Italy, 3-9 July 2005, pp. 14-15. 


� Ibid., p.17.


� See Lloyd Axworthy, “Human Security and Global Governance: Putting People First”, Global Governance, 7(1), 2001.


� Refer Crisis Watch No. 22, dated 1 June 2005, accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.crisisgroup.org" ��www.crisisgroup.org�. 
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