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G1. Revisiting the Body
Chapter Objectives.
1.
Present an overview of the different theories about the body.

2.
Introduce the concepts of authenticity and commodification.

3.
Explain the ethical implications of medical enhancement by describing the case of cosmetic surgery.

G1.1. Introduction 

Many advances in biotechnology and medicine such as growth hormones, plastic surgery, genetic therapies, mood-altering drugs and the like have brought into focus how we perceive, feel and look at our bodies. Because of these new developments, we can now make physical changes in our bodies or choose how we want to feel.  We also have more options in how we live our lives.  At the same time, these changes have also made us question our traditional beliefs about the body such as its relationship with the spirit and the self. 

	Time To Reflect

	1.  How would you define your views about yourself and your body? Which of the following statements do you agree or disagree with? Why or why not?

· I am my body

· My soul matters more than my body

· I own my body

· My body is a machine

2. Think about the meaning of what these famous people have said about

  the body. How would you relate this with your answer to question one?

 We are bound to our bodies like an oyster to its shell.  -  Plato

The body never lies.        - Martha Graham

The body is but a lie, a bag of wind.      - from a Tamil text

I rejected some gorgeous publicity shots because they just didn’t look like me.

I won’t wear skanky clothes that show off my booty, my belly or boobs. 

I have a great body. I could be Britney. I could be better than Britney. 

                                  - Avril Lavigne

I know a lot of athletes and models are written off as just bodies. I never felt used 

 for my body.     -  Arnold Schwarzenegger


G1.2. What is the Body?
The relationship of the body, the spirit and the self has been part of philosophical inquiry since ancient times. So what makes the present argument different? It can be said that characteristics of our present time such as the increasing influence of the state, secularization and advances in science and medicine have brought about a situation where the power of individuals to define themselves has contributed to the tendency of people to put greater value on the body as an expression of identity. In other words, how we physically look like plays a significant factor in how we live our lives, how we see ourselves and how others relate to us.  This then brings us to the question of how can we define the body in a society where the body is valuable to the point of obsession.  In short, what is the body anyway? 

If we were asked to describe ourselves, we probably would first think of the obvious features of our physical bodies. We could start by describing our height, weight, skin color and facial features. And we could then go on to describe our personalities and other abstract characteristics. Traditionally, this is how others have viewed the body--a collection of flesh, skin and bones that contains the inner self. This is often referred to as the Cartesian dualism view of the mind/body. It is still the basis and ideology of biology and medicine---the body is compared to a machine composed of parts. We can see this in how lessons on the body are taught in class, where the body is described using different levels of organization (molecules, cells, tissues, organs, and organism).  In medicine, this is reflected in the philosophy behind medical treatment wherein treatment is geared towards fixing or curing some abnormal phenomenon in the body.  We can also see this model in how medicine itself is organized. For example, there are different specialists for different parts of the body and its corresponding functions.  

In our present time, there are other ways of thinking about the body besides the mind/body model. Although these may seem contradictory, altogether they help us make sense of what it means when we talk about the body.  Chris Shilling describes these perspectives of the body as falling under naturalistic, social-constructionist, feminist and contemporary theories of the body. 

Naturalistic theories perceive the body as a biological entity that posseses characteristics specific to human beings. A clearly defined concept of nature forms a biological body from which society comes from.  Naturalists think that the body is inherited from tradition. The Cartesian dualism model falls under this category.

Social-constructionist theories view the body as being socially-constructed. Society defines and gives meaning to the body. Social constructionists seek to answer questions about the socially-constructed body and its relationship to power, social inequality, social identity and symbols.

Feminist theories of the body focus on dominant concepts of gender that affect images of the body and gendered practices which can lead to physical changes that distinguish the gendered body.  It addresses the question of how exclusive gender identities are based on the “exaggeration of bodily differences” and the “suppression of bodily similarities”. (1)

Contemporary theorists view the body as both biological and social phenomenon. The corporal body is given importance in experiencing the world and expressing self-identity in a society that values the body in economic, cultural and social ways.  The unfinished project of the body becomes the lifetime goal of individuals.
	Your Turn to Think and Write

	In 250 words write about your thoughts about your body
How would you describe your body? 

From your description, what kind of theory do you think you connect with the most? 

What sounds true to you? 

Can you think of other ways to describe your body?


G1.3. The Authentic Body

 What kind of body do we value? What goals do we seek to achieve in our lifetime project of the body? If we are to agree with the relevance of the body in defining self-identity, the question of the body then becomes linked to that of the self. To ask what kind of self we value helps us understand what body we value.  In many contemporary societies, the ethic of achieving one’s true self has become an ideal for both the individual and the group. We can see this “searching for” or “being true to” one’s authentic self expressed by people living in different parts of the world. The journey to the true self is often related to the issue of self-fulfillment. In other words, in this ethic of authenticity (2), the closer we are to our true selves the closer we are to being fulfilled as human beings. The opposite of this statement also rings true to our twenty first century ears; that is, if we aren’t being true to ourselves, the farther we are from becoming fulfilled. 


The idea of authenticity is not recent. It goes back to Ancient Greek times when Socrates was concerned with self knowledge in order to achieve one’s true self. In modern thought, authenticity is associated with existentialist philosophers such as Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, Heidegger and Sartre. In this ideal, the individual consciously chooses to become his unique and true self in order to rise above the “herd” and not merely “go along with the crowd” (3). It is thus ironic that one of the problems associated with the pursuit of the authentic embodied self in contemporary life is that the current notion of a good and authentic body often conforms with social norms, some of which may be unjust and oppressive.


In the current debate about enhancement technologies, Erik Parens posits that both proponents and critics “share the moral ideal of being authentic to oneself” (4) and that these opposing definitions of authenticity stem from two different ethical frameworks.  On the one hand are the critics of enhancement who argue that by altering our bodies through these products and techniques of modern medicine, we alienate or separate ourselves from our authentic selves and reality. This is rooted in what Parens speculatively calls as a “gratitude framework”---a viewpoint based on the idea that we human beings are mere creations of a creator, blessed with the gift of life that we are responsible for. On the other side of the debate are the proponents of enhancement who advocate the use of these technologies for an empowering journey towards “self –discovery” and “self-creation”. Within this “creativity framework”, we human beings are asked to go beyond being grateful and to transform ourselves to the best that we can be.

It can be argued that it is only mainly in Western societies that importance is given to the questions of individualism, the project of the body and the desire to achieve one’s authentic self. What are your personal thoughts about this? 

G1.4.  Commodification of the Body


What does commodification of the body mean?  Let us look at the meaning of the verb “commodify”. This is usually defined as the action of placing an economic value to what was once considered as not something that could be bought, sold or traded. It is generally accepted that the current increase in demand for body parts was brought about by advances in the transplant, reproductive and genetic technologies. 

In the case of organ transplants, the organs needed for such medical technologies are acquired from donations from the living and the dead. In most societies, the human body is not considered as an object that can be exchanged.  Thus in most countries, it is illegal and immoral to buy or to sell the human body or body parts.  Human organs can only legally be given as a “gift of life” (5) from a donor to a patient. Unfortunately, there are more people in need of organs than people who donate. For example, there are 87,000 people waiting for organs yearly; while only 25,000 receive transplants in the U.S.A. (6). It is not then surprising that despite legal and ethical prohibitions; there is a thriving international blackmarket for body parts. 


Proponents for the legal commercialization of body parts argue that it is the right of autonomous individuals whether they want to sell parts of their body or not. However, the situation becomes more complex when we take into consideration the question of property rights. Legally, the traditional approach is that once organs and tissues are extracted from the body, these are considered as res nullius---no one’s property (7). A famous case that illustrates this is John Moore’s claim of ownership over the tissues that were taken from him by doctors at UCLA Medical Center as part of his treatment for hairy cell leukemia.  The Supreme Court of California ruled that he had no property rights to the tissues once they were extracted from his body. Furthermore, the Court ruled that the doctors had patent rights over the cell lines developed from Moore’s tissues because these were now products of their labor. However, they ruled that Moore’s doctors violated the duty to inform their patient about their personal motives in extracting his tissues (8). 

The present trend of looking at the body in terms of its parts is thought of as a reflection of a viewpoint that the physical body is the vessel that contains the rational self.  Certain body parts tend to be viewed as not as integral to the self than other integral body parts. For instance, there is not much of an outcry in the sales of wigs made out of human hair or in the use of feces as fertilizer.  But there is a different reaction that occurs when it comes to integral organs such as kidney, liver, heart, lungs and brain. The situation is also different when it comes to the way cartilage, tendon, cornea, sperm, eggs and blood are handled.

What then is the problem with buying and selling body parts?  Why does it bring feelings of revulsion to most people?  One strong reason is that the human body is considered as having inherent value. This means that it is valued for itself and not for what it can be used for. The human body must be respected and not be objectified. Putting a price to the body is mostly thought of as an act of exploitation and a dehumanizing affront to human dignity (9). If we are also to consider the body as the embodied self, the act of division becomes a threat to body integrity and serves to alienate the body from the self. 


Although most people would agree that commodifying human persons, human bodies and body parts is ethically unacceptable, others have pointed out that the arguments tend to be abstract and do not reflect the complexity of real situations. In the case of poor living donors from developing countries, De Castro challenges people to give concrete explanations to abstractions and to consider the historical context involved in prohibiting unrelated living donors to receive money for their altruistic contributions to others.  He argues that there are cases wherein compensation for donors is not necessarily equated with commodification, objectification, exploitation and loss of human dignity (10)


In the United Kingdom, Dickenson illustrates the case of egg donors where women’s role in altruistically donating their eggs is not acknowledged in a system where everyone else profits. In donating eggs, women need only sign an informed consent form and agree not to benefit from potential commercial uses of their eggs. Superovulation and egg extraction are not considered as work or labor.   The result is that researchers and biotechnology firms benefit from women’s altruistic donations. There is also a potential for the exploitation of women donors from developing countries where there are minimal or no regulations at all (11). In this sense, the insistence on the gift relationship as a way to avoid commodification effaces the contribution of women.  It can further be argued that it also ignores the subjectivity and personhood of women. 

G1.5. The Gendered Body 


The previous discussion on the authentic embodied self and the inherent value of the body seem to be quixotic in the harsh reality of living in societies that put premium value on young, thin and beautiful bodies. The pressure of attaining and maintaining an attractive physical appearance is a problem that predominantly affects females due to societal expectations of what being female should be. Most women are not happy with their bodies.  As a result, majority of the persons who diet, develop anorexia nervosa and bulimia, undergo cosmetic surgery, attend fitness gyms and weight loss clinics are female.


One of the criticisms against the prevailing dominant Cartesian view of the body is that there exists a mind and body dichotomy that is gendered.  The autonomous subject lies in a rational and masculine mind; while feminine attributes are given to the emotional and animalistic body.  This is projected in society in the creation of a gendered division of labor that associates feminine values to the home and masculine values to the public sphere (12).


In contrast, Bordo elucidates how a feminist/cultural model of the body can relocate disorders such as anorexia nervosa and bulimia from the realm of the pathologic in which it is usually classified in relation to the normal. “The relentless pursuit of excessive thinness is an attempt to embody certain values, to create a body that will speak for the self in a meaningful and powerful way.” (13) The anorexic or bulimic seeks to reach the “tantalizing ideal of a perfectly managed and regulated self, within a consumer culture which has made the actual management of hunger and desire problematic.” (14) To be thin, what does that accomplish? Taking into consideration this feminist model of the body, what is sought is the potential for transcendence from female domesticity to the public sphere where discipline, will, autonomy, conquest of desire, enhanced spirituality are valued over emotional and feminine qualities.


What does it mean to be a woman in a male constructed society? From the moment of birth, girls learn to experience how to see their bodies and how to live in a body that is not male. “As (future) women, we are encouraged in a lively sense of our own vulnerability and that of other sentient creatures; we find out that approval will not be withheld if we show timidity, and will be given if we are seen as physically pleasing; we gather, if only implicitly, that all this has something to do with the biological function of bearing and rearing children.” (15) What this means is that female identity is bound with reproductive body-based experiences – menstruation, fertility, abortion, pregnancy, childbirth, breastfeeding, infertility, and menopause.  And what makes this more complicated is that these experiences are lived by women in a culture organized and dominated by the Cartesian dualistic model of the gendered body.

Two examples that illustrate this point:

1
The pregnant body is not a person 

Body integrity and the “right to one’s person” has a high value in the legal tradition  in the United States. For example, in the case of Rochin v California, citing protection of body integrity, the judge ruled that it was illegal to ask “Rochin, a suspected drug dealer… to regurgitate two capsules he had swallowed.” (16) But this value does not seem to be applicable when it comes to court decisions that deal with interventions during pregnancy. In many cases, the courts have ruled to intervene by “forced cesarean sections, detention of women against their will, and intrauterine transfusions.” (17) 

“In one of the most extreme and revealing of the forced-cesarean cases, George Washington University Hospital won a court order requiring that a cesarean section be performed on a terminally ill patient, Angela Carder, before her fetus was viable, and against the wishes of the woman, her husband, and the doctors on staff.  Both the woman and her baby died shortly after the operation.  The District of Columbia Court of Appeals, in affirming the order against a requested stay, ruled that the woman’s right to avoid bodily intrusion could justifiably be put aside, as she had at best two days left of sedated life. Here, clearly, a still living human subject had become, for all legal purposes, dead matter, a mere fetal container.” (18 )

Where is the woman in the argument? Rulings that violate the body integrity of pregnant women are justified by citing the right of the courts to rule for the best interests of the fetus. The womb is objectified and alienated from the pregnant woman, -- a mere vessel for the fetus. Women are trivialized and depicted as ‘evil mothers’. (19) These arguments undermine both the reproductive rights and the personhood of women as autonomous subjects. 

2.
I am not a real woman 

Can a woman ever be fulfilled and experience all there is to experience as a woman without having children?  This is one of the most fundamental questions that women face in their lives.  In most societies of the world, many women regard their biological ability to bring forth children as something that is important in their lives.  But is that all there is to being a woman- the ability to give birth due to the possession of the proper reproductive parts? Feminists disagree with this essentialist definition of being female. As a result of their efforts, in some parts of the world, to have or not to have children is now a life choice.  

What is then the impact when couples who want to have children find out that they can’t?   Interviews with couples who have infertility problems reveal that women are affected significantly more than their male partners. “Regardless of which partner in an infertile couple is ultimately discovered to have the biological problem, it is the woman who fails to become pregnant…it is the woman who is the focus of most infertility treatment.” (20) Let us assume that it is the woman who has the physical problem. How does this affect her?  If we are to believe in the view of the body as embodied self, whatever is wrong with the body has an inherent effect on the self.  One woman describes this state, “It affects your ego. It has an immense effect on self-concept, in all kinds of crazy ways. You ask, How can I be a real woman? By affecting the self-concept, it affects sexuality, and it affected work for me a while. How can I be good at this; I’m not a normal person.” (21) 


How does one come out of the state of “infertility? Most people who have the means would go to a medical professional specializing in infertility. The rationale is that infertility is a biological problem that has a cause and a possible medical solution.  New reproductive technologies were created precisely to help infertile couples to have children (See the chapter on reproductive technologies).  At the same time, infertility treatment is not only expensive and emotionally-draining, it also transforms reproduction into an impersonal, clinical and very public event.  Lois compares her experience of infertility treatment to like being treated as a machine. “By the time I ended up in the hospital- this was after I had probably five or six tests- I’d swear I’d probably pull down my pants for anyone that walked by, because I’d lost all of my dignity. I’m a very modest person, but I began to feel like I was a car being worked on.” (22)


For a woman in the developing world, the choice for infertility treatment depends on the socio-economic class that she belongs to. This in itself is a loaded situation that brings forth questions of inequity and elitism in countries that can not even afford to provide basic health services to most citizens.  In countries with exploding populations where there are already too many children being born, would the desire for children by a woman with infertility problems be considered self-centered and frivolous?  How about in countries with traditional ideas of womanhood, where women can be ostracized socially and economically for not being able to bear children? There are more questions than answers but the point here is that irrespective of the socio-economic status of the individual or the country, infertility is a gendered experience because of the combination of the embodied nature of reproduction and the Cartesian paradigm of medicine.

G1.6.  The Enhanced Body

In 2004, the American Society of Plastic Surgeons projected that the total expenditure on cosmetic surgery in the United States was $8,403,557,322 (23). This amount covered both cosmetic surgical procedures and minimally-invasive cosmetic treatments like botox injections.  Since cosmetic surgery is elective, it is not covered by insurance. People personally shell out an average of $2,223 for liposuction, $4,822 for a facelift, $3,373 for breast augmentation and $428 for laser hair removal (24).  Many popular reality shows feature men and women go through multiple surgical procedures on national t.v. Infomercials feature celebrities endorsing products ranging from anti-acne lotion to yoga and pilates DVDs.  Is it then an understatement to say that we are now living in a culture of enhancement? 
	
We have heard these lines before…

· Want a new and beautiful body? Call 1-800-NEW-BODY 

· Try our new age defying moisturizer for more vibrant and radiant skin

· It’s all about bringing out the beautiful woman in you

· It’s not about vanity. It’s about loving your body.

· I’m 100% plastic and I am perfect.





Why talk about cosmetic surgery? Who cares about such a trivial topic? What has it got to do with bioethics?  Shouldn’t it be relegated to the realm of talk shows and celebrity gossip columns? It is this seemingly fluffy exterior that tends to hide very deep and existential questions about both the goals of medicine and the goals of society (25). 

A. Medicine for what purpose and for whom?

In a recent news article, “celebrity” dermatologists who market “cosmeceuticals” were criticized by Art Caplan, an American bioethicist, of being more like entrepreneurs than medical doctors (26).  This criticism of the marriage of marketing and medical professionals engaged in the business of enhancement is rooted in the question of what should be the goals of medicine.  Should medicine be exclusively for treatment and not for enhancement? 

Are doctors who perform cosmetic surgery and other enhancement procedures going against the goals of medicine? Bioethicists frame this argument in terms of using a heuristic distinction between treatment and enhancement (27). The discussion revolves around the problems encountered in the ambiguity of the terms involved and the difficulty in deciding which practices should be considered as “treatment” and which ones should fall under “enhancement”.  In the case of “treatment”, to begin with, there is no agreement on what “health” means.  At present there are two opposing camps, one is the World Health Organization (WHO) definition, which is “a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being.” The other one is commonly referred to as the normal function model—“disease and disability are seen as departures from species-typical normal functional organization or functioning (28)…the central purpose of health care is to maintain, restore or compensate for the restricted opportunity and loss of function caused by disease and disability.  Successful health care restores people to the range of opportunities they would have had without the pathological condition or prevents further deterioration” (29).  In terms of enhancement, this generally refers to the “interventions designed to improve human form or functioning beyond what is necessary to sustain or restore good health” (30).

One of the problems with this distinction is that there are many situations where there is ambiguity in deciding whether a particular procedure is necessary for a person’s health or not.  For instance, one of the arguments made by doctors who perform cosmetic surgery is that they are alleviating suffering that people experience as a result of the way their bodies look like and that by doing so, they are contributing to the health and well-being of the person. 

Deciding which procedure should be classified as treatment or enhancement especially becomes problematic when it comes to considering whether it could be covered by health insurance or not.  More often than not cosmetic surgery is considered as elective and therefore is not covered by insurance. People basically pay for these procedures out of pocket.  In this sense, cosmetic surgery reinforces the market system which favors those who could afford to pay over those who couldn’t. This then leads to arguments about distributive justice, particularly in poor countries where basic health services are not available to the majority of citizens and where cosmetic surgery is another factor that advances the interests of the rich. In short, should medicine be involved in enhancement when people are dying from lack of basic medical care?
The answers to the issues raised by cosmetic surgery in medicine are difficult. But it becomes more complex and nuanced when it comes to expanding the discussion to the level of society.  

B.
A Cosmetic Society

i. Different Means Same End 

The classic philosophical question of does the end justify the means is also played out in the realm of cosmetic surgery.  We can take as an example that of the pursuit of a better and flatter tummy. Is there any difference between exercising and liposuction in order to achieve a smaller waistline?  Exercising takes a lot of time and effort, while liposuction can be done during one’s lunch hour.  However, achieving that size 10 body through months or years of working out at the gym gives people a feeling of satisfaction and accomplishment that isn’t the same as cosmetic procedures. We can see this reflected in the saying that it isn’t all about winning but how we play the game that matters.  “There is, after all, a glory and a dignity in human accomplishment attained the ‘old-fashioned way,’ through sweat and struggle, sometimes against great odds…Technology, precisely because of its power and efficiency, seems to cheat us of the experience of accomplishment, which is something valued in distinction from the achievement of the end…The significance of this argument lies in its calling attention to the value that lies in certain means, over and above the value found in the end considered by itself. (31)”  Different means have different moral values. 

ii. Dancing with the Enemy?

Why does looking at Michael Jackson bring out weird feelings in most people? And we’re not talking about his activities here. Looking at his pictures when he was young, you wouldn’t be able to think that this child with African American features is the same person as the very white adult Michael. Michael Jackson is an extreme example of how cosmetic surgery valorizes racial values of beauty. When people undergo cosmetic surgery, they choose features that are considered as attractive in their societies.  And what is attractive in society is a reflection of what types of people have more value in that society.  In many countries, the image of beauty echoes that of race.  And in more instances than not, the classic white and blonde Western beauty is the paradigm which is desired. Cosmetic procedures such as skin whitening, nose lift and eyelid surgery aim to make people look more like Malibu Barbie than Pocahontas. 

For women, looking beautiful becomes an issue of looking beautiful for whom?  Do women try to look beautiful for themselves or for men?  Are women’s concepts of beauty pure from society’s ideals of feminine beauty? Kathy Davis argues that cosmetic surgery is “one of the primary ways women’s bodies are constructed as ugly, deficient and in constant need of improvement…cosmetic surgery belongs to the practices and technologies of the feminine beauty system—a  system which is one of the primary sites for the exercise of gender/power in contemporary Western cultures. (32)” On a practical side, society is not  going to change overnight.  Women who know that the ideal is far from perfect, also can choose to empower themselves by using the situation to make their lives better.  Madame Noel, one of the earlier practioners of cosmetic surgery in France “was convinced that cosmetic surgery alleviated suffering and was a useful tool for helping women—to be sure, affluent, professional women—to achieve financial independence and social recognition. (33)”
Are medical professionals who perform cosmetic surgeries that conform to racial and gendered ideals of beauty responsible for reinforcing unjust social norms. Or are they merely helping people alleviate the suffering caused by these norms and level out these differences in society via cosmetic surgery?  “Medicine and surgeons must beware the extent to which their participation in cosmetic surgeries involving such norms ends up contributing to broad and unjust system of constraining pressures and forces.  For while we want to alleviate what can be very real pain, the danger arises that, in doing so, we will be acting in a way that is complicitous with the very evils that give rise to it. (34)”

Q1. Discuss in class whether you would like to change your body or not?

Q2. Are there gender differences?

Q3. Where is the line between trying to look neat and tidy, to look nice, to look handsome or beautiful, and merely to cater to other person’s images of what we should look like?
G2. Child Labour
Chapter Objectives.
In the Developing Countries of the world it is reported that two in three children are illiterate and go to work to support their families. This Chapter aims:

1. To make students understand what is child labour.

2. To motivate the students to help in the eradication of child labour.

G2.1. Meaning of Child Labour

Normally, persons above the age of twenty one go to work in order to support themselves and their families. In the present world scenario we can see children on the streets between the ages of four and adulthood doing all sorts of work that should be done by adults. Child labour can be defined as the work done by a premature child below the age of the official end of school in public or private organizations. No one should be allowed to work at such young ages to support himself, herself or their family.

Look at the Following Pictures which show children who are working as Child Labour
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The world is a global village where all are born equal. The reasons for child labour include poverty, being disinterested in studies, a selfish attitude of the parents, interest in earning, conventions and customs. Socioeconomic factors might influence a child to go to hazardous work to earn a living. This should be eradicated by giving proper education to the parents as well as the children. Each one has a duty to prevent child labour in a positive way. Child Labour is against human rights, and also against bioethics. According to the UN every child has equal rights to be educated from the beginning age stipulated by the state. If any individual or group violates this constitutional law then it becomes a crime.

Q1. There may be many other reasons for Child Labour. Can you list some of the reasons which you have encountered in your locality?

Q2. Think about who can eradicate Child Labour?

Q3. List some suggestions to eradicate Child Labour
Q4. Find a reference to show the wages, hours and conditions that children who are used as child labour today encounter. What was the situation in your country 200 years before for children and labour or education?
Activity: Short Drama

Students in a small group are asked to sit in a broad circle. The teacher calls students in turn and asks each to kneel down and come along the circle. All the other students will be watching the student who is kneeling down and crawling along the circle. When one student feels tired the teacher asks the next person to do the same. This is repeated till all the pupils have finished their turn. Now the teacher should engage the students in conversation by asking questions about their feelings. How do we feel about child labour? Imagine the hot conditions of most such environments!
G3.  Peace and Peacekeeping

Chapter objectives

Peace is more than just the absence of war, and can be achieved by various means.

This chapter aims to:

1. Discuss causes & consequences of war and peace.

2. Illustrate gradients of power and peacefulness.

3. Demonstrate methods for establishing peace.

4. Compare future scenarios of war and peace. 

G3.1.  Peace andWar. 
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Peace is the presence of calm, human unity, personal safety, sufficiency, agreement, freedom, ecological health and human wellbeing. Peace is based on love. Peace is a central issue in bioethics, which can be interpreted as ‘love of life’, and among whose central principles are beneficence, non-maleficence, autonomy and justice. Peace is in accordance with good human qualities, for example the cardinal virtues of prudence, justice, fortitude and temperance, the Ten Commandments, the Pillars of Islam and the central tenets of Buddhism. Peace is unity, a common bond of humanity for all different peoples, connected in tolerance and harmony despite a diversity of beliefs. Peace is tranquility, serenity, the presence of nature, good mood, healthy body and calm mind. Peace is ‘good’, the subject of ethics.

Peace is more than just the absence of war. Peace is the absence of any violence, hostility, threats, use of force, use of power against people’s will, subterfuge, crime, civil strife, conflict, bad intentions, bad relations, disturbance or negativity. Peace results from the avoidance of sin, for example the seven deadly sins of anger, pride, lust, sloth, gluttony, covetousness and envy. Peace is never found in the presence of things considered evil and which cause harm, such as war.
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Similarities between languages are an illustration of shared history, brotherhood and sisterhood. Peace is salām or salaam in Arabic, used in the greeting assalām alaikum (‘peace be with you’). Peace is shalom in Hebrew, as in shalom aleichem (‘peace be with you’). Peace is pāx in Latin, pace in Italian, paz in Spanish and Portuguese, paix in French and pes in Middle English. Peace is frieden in German, vrede in Dutch, and fred in Norwegian. Peace is МИР in Russian, and ειρήνη in Greek. 

Peace is สันติภาพ in the Thai language. Tranquility is shanti in India.

Peace is written 平和 in Japanese, 和平 in Chinese, and 평화 in Korean. 

Q1.
Is peace a strong element and goal in your life?         (
What does peace mean to you? Where do you find peace? 
Many people believe…
WAR IS inherently and altogether outside of ethical boundaries, and cannot be rationalised or excused. Despite this abhorrence, Homo sapiens still retains some of its fighting instincts as a territorial carnivorous primate. Neanderthals (debatably a subspecies Homo sapiens neanderthalensis) seem to have been more peaceful than us, and may have been driven to extinction by an extended form of genocide. African tribal wars, Roman Empire, Viking raids, the Crusades, Mongolian Empire, medieval battles with swords and pitchforks, forceful colonial takeover of Africa, North America, South America and Australia, the ‘Great’ War, the era of Japanese imperialism, Jewish Holocaust in Germany (6 million dead), Hiroshima and Nagasaki ‘experiments’ (over 70,000 immediate deaths from each), Rwandan genocide (800,000 dead)… Human history reads like the story of war.

INDUSTRIALISED production-line manufacture and international sale of armaments, especially since the World Wars, has become a very profitable large-scale business for many countries. To peace activists this industry is known as the global ‘military-industrial complex’. People within it prefer to call it the ‘Defense Industry’. Nations which are the largest producers and distributors of arms tend to be those which are wealthier and less internally conflict-ridden. Top manufacturers and exporters are the US (e.g. M16 machine gun, ICBM missiles), Russia (AK-47, RPG-7 grenade launcher), France, Germany (G3 rifle), UK, Belgium (MAG machine gun, FAL rifle), China, Israel (Uzi machine gun), Ukraine, Italy, Spain, Bulgaria, Brazil and South Africa. Major importers are often poor countries with deplorable economic disparity. 

VIOLENT conflict and direct application of force are defining features of war. War is gory, not glory. High death tolls aren’t just remnants of the previous century. The recent Iraq war and its aftermath have been independently estimated to have caused at least 25,000 and perhaps over 100,000 civilian casualties, deliberately not counted by the ‘coalition of the willing’. These are not just numbers, but someone’s brothers and sisters.
MASS commercial distribution of weapons and the ensuing wars result largely from the massive economic incentives involved. Shifting international alliances and hyped-up threats in the mass-media ensure the maintenance of markets. The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute aggregate, used as an indicator for the UNDP Human Development Report, estimates US$16.231 billion of official ‘legal’ conventional arms transfers globally in 2001, even after excluding the massive trade in hand-held small arms. Other reports have estimated much higher annual figures. 
ORGANISED and disciplined in a stricter manner than other human institutions, the use of force permeates all levels and structures of the military. This is of course necessary to ensure that soldiers advance unflinchingly into a hail of danger. It also assuages feelings of guilt, both in the soldier who must ‘only follow orders’ to commit atrocities in the field, and in the officers who ‘didn’t do it’ themselves. Non-questioning compliance in many spheres of occupation means loss of individual thought and freedom of action, denying you the right to your own values and set of ethical principles, and ignoring moral responsibility.
THIEVING of land, resources and money have been the real underlying reason for war throughout history. Unfortunately, “we want to thieve from our neighbours” doesn’t sound like a very convincing excuse. Therefore ‘leaders’ of war use other excuses to justify their actions, often indoctrinating intolerance to different religions and cultures. Excuses relating to justice are also used for violence, and bear further consideration in this chapter. Of course, the other main reason is the acquisition of power, or the ability to manipulate land, resources, money and also people.

Other people believe…
WAR IS always a last resort, but can sometimes, in extreme situations, be justified as necessary to relieve a population from risk, oppression, suffering or exploitative leadership. ‘Just’ war is a subjective matter of ideology; witness ‘Holy’ wars, ‘Cold War’, Palestine, Vietnam, Cambodia, ‘war on drugs’, Afghanistan, Central America, Chechnya, the Balkans, East Timor, Western economic imperialism, World Trade Center, ‘war on terror’, Afghanistan again, Iraqi bombings, suicide bombings, fears of WMD (weapons of mass destruction), future wars… 
SOMETIMES is a conditional word which limits when to do something, and whether it would perhaps be best not to. This introduces the ends versus means debate. Believers in ‘Right Action’ suggest that we are duty-bound to behave using good means even if the resulting ends are likely to be bad. On the other hand, believers in ‘Utilitarianism’ often say that duty is measured by consequences rather than right action, and means may be justified when there’s a high degree of predictability that the ends achieved will produce significantly greater good. 
JUSTIFIED violence rests on assumptions about justice. The term justice, from the philosophy of ethics, may be interpreted in different ways. Social justice, or fairness and equal opportunity for all, is known as ‘distributive justice’. The use of force by police and the criminal justice system is an example of ‘retributive justice’ (although there’s debate as to whether prisons are mainly for retribution, prevention or rehabilitation). ‘Just War Theory’ tries to identify those conditions which justify the resort to war (jus ad bellum: ‘justice in going to war’), and permissible or just conduct during war (jus in bello: ‘justice in warfare’). Supposedly ‘Just War’ has been characterized by the following conditions: 

a) just cause, such as the protection of human rights, 

b) right intention, which should be the establishment of peace,

c) appropriate proportionality, with just ends outweighing the means, 

d) the defensive rather than offensive position, 

e) use of force only as a last resort after diplomacy and economic measures, 

f) competent authority and leadership, 

g) high probability of success in the achievement of just ends, 

h) limitations on the use of excessive force, 

i) non-use of conscripted or child soldiers, 

j) non-use of internationally maligned tactics or weapons, and 

k) careful discrimination for the prevention of innocent casualties.
BY FREEDOM we mean the ability to pursue the diverse range of opportunities offered by modern life, requiring liberation from oppression by dictatorial governments. Freedom is the cry of people unbearably oppressed and disenfranchised, whose depths of pain and emotion may offer no other option but resistance. This is why one person’s ‘terrorist’ is another’s ‘freedom’ fighter’. Ernesto ‘Che’ Guevara was made a martyr in South America, to become a global cultural pop icon for freedom despite his advocating and using violent guerrilla warfare. Other fighters of oppression have won freedom, autonomy and democracy for their people and become respected statesmen, such as Nelson Mandela in South Africa, and Xanana Gusmao in the world’s most newly liberated country, East Timor. Justification for actions may depend on the socio-political nature of the situation. Perhaps some advice from two past US presidents to present and future leaders is relevant here. Franklin Roosevelt’s peace objectives from his ‘four freedoms’ speech (1941) were ‘freedom of speech’, ‘freedom of worship’, ‘freedom from economic want’ and ‘freedom from aggression’, and John F. Kennedy once warned oppressive governments that “Those who make peaceful revolutions impossible will make violent revolutions inevitable.”

Q2. 
Can war be rationalised or justified? Is there an ethical difference between wars based on greed and those based on grievance? Does the answer depend on whether the people advocating war have relative opportunity for wealth and wellbeing, justice from oppression and freedom from fear? 

G3.2. [image: image7.jpg]


Pacifism

Pacifism doesn’t believe violence can be justified. Violent means always provoke a violent backlash – ‘an eye for an eye leaves everybody blind’. Pacifism is the ethical philosophy of non-violence, or harmlessness. Pacifism has had a long tradition in many cultures, for example including Jainism, Taoism, the original teachings of Christ, Anabaptists, Quakers, Contractarianism, International Federalism, hippie culture, green politics, civil rights and peace movements. Buddhism also seems to be one of the world’s most peaceful philosophies. It can be summarised by the ‘four noble truths’ of Gautama Siddhartha (Buddha): 1. life has omnipresent suffering; 2. suffering involves a chain of causes including desire and selfishness; 3. suffering can be reduced by removal of these causes; and 4. there is a path towards this end. This path is the ‘eightfold path’, namely: 1. ethically correct viewpoint (e.g. selfless, desireless, compassionate), 2. right resolutions, 3. right speech, 4. right action, 5. right livelihood, 6. right effort, 7. proper mindfulness, and 8. regular practice of concentration (meditation). Further, Buddha’s ‘middle way’ is a life which does not follow extremes of pleasure on the one hand, or extreme asceticism on the other. Such inner strength requires emotional intelligence such as the following abilities: self-awareness and management of one’s emotions, awareness of the emotions of others, empathy for the feelings of another, generation of motivation, positivity and optimism, impulse control, delay of gratification, and using both thought and feeling in decision-making. The principle of ‘Ahimsa’, proclaimed by followers of Vishnu, Mahavira and Buddha among others, is the philosophy of never harming any form of life.
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Another exemplary pacifist is Mohandas (Mahatma) Gandhi, revered as one of the most humane and sane leaders of the twentieth century. He led the Indian people in a successful pacifist movement against colonialists of the British Raj, by the use of mass action which overwhelmed the country’s jails and political systems. These actions stand as a good example of how large numbers of people can demand change, without using any forms of violence.
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The easily perceived drawback of pacifism is that a simple smile doesn’t block aggressive use of fist or gun. Consider the fate of many of the world’s famous pacifists, such as Jesus Christ, Mohandas Gandhi (1948), Martin Luther King Jr. (1968) and John Lennon (1980). Assassination elevated them to become martyrs, promoting rallies of sympathy and awareness of their cause to an even more effective level. Self-martyrdom has also been used to raise awareness, but can’t really be considered non-violent, as this selfless Buddhist monk’s protest of the Vietnam War powerfully illustrates. 

G3.3.  Non-violent resistance
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There have been many other victories from nonviolent resistance. Poland’s ‘Solidarnosc’ trade union movement and strikes led by Lech Walesa (1980) for improved workers rights, is regarded as the initial impetus for the later downfall of the Communist regime in the country. In the ‘Yellow Revolution’ of the Philippines (1983), the assassination of Benigno ‘Ninoy’ Aquino Jr. (pictured on the 500-peso note) sparked an end to Filipino trepidation at the use of people power, bringing his widow Corazon Aquino to the presidency and ended the Marcos dictatorship. The ‘Singing Revolution’ (1988-1991) saw two million people stand hand in hand singing prohibited national songs for 600km across Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, and led to the independence of Estonia from Soviet rule. Similarly, the Czechoslovakia Prague’s ‘Velvet Revolution’ (1989) saw the playwright activist Vaclav Havel become the first post-Communist president. A more recent success of non-violent revolution was the ‘Orange Revolution’ in Ukraine, which saw Viktor Yushchenko come to power after being the victim of election fraud and attempted poisoning. Perhaps similar forms of people-power, under the leadership of Aung San Suu Kyi (pictured), can also eventually liberate the people of Myanmar (Burma). Non-violent political revolution inspires confidence in the nature and standing of the resulting government.

Non-violence then, doesn’t exclude these various other strategies of resistance, such as diplomacy, politics, public protest, marches, petitions, appeal to world opinion, creative media activism (‘culture jamming’), civil disobedience, workers strikes, industrial action, and non-violent direct action. Direct action refers to protests outside the institutionalized framework not incorporating violence, aggression, threats, and sometimes property damage. Forms of violence undermine the moral authority of otherwise well-meant protest, and provoke a backlash of lost admiration and sympathy for the cause.  It may be hard to practice a philosophy of non-violence in countries with conscription (forced entry into the military). ‘Conscientious objection’ is refusal by a peace-loving person to join institutions engaged in violence, and is commonly punishable by imprisonment. 
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The speeches of charismatic American civil rights leader Martin Luther King Jr. demonstrate a fine example of passion combined with compassion. His words ring out truths about justice and equality not just for the American negro, but for Hispanics, Arabs and Jews, for black or white or any minority group, and for all countries of the world.

“I have a dream, that my four little children will one day live in a nation where they will not be judged by the colour of their skin, but by the content of their character. I have a dream today.” 

Reverend Dr Martin Luther King Jr. (1963)

Q3:
Why is violent protest not good strategy for the Peace and Justice Movements?

G3.4. Conflict Resolution & Preventive Diplomacy
Conflict Resolution and Preventive Diplomacy involve the early use of discussions and negotiations designed to put moral and political pressure on leaders to prevent the escalation or spread of armed conflict. More intractable than a simple ‘dispute’, a situation of ‘conflict’ possesses fundamental or institutionalized elements of disagreement which allow limited flexibility of the participants. The enterprise of conflict resolution includes various peaceful methods of dealing with such problems, including conflict analysis, enquiry, negotiation, mediation, facilitation, conciliation, arbitration and judicial settlement, with the aim of getting both sides to find a middle-ground and collaborate towards a compromise or consensus decision. 

Often opposing sides in a conflict can’t effectively communicate with one another. A mutually respected neutral third-party mediator or facilitator is then required for negotiation to take place; for example representatives from a neighbouring country or the United Nations, or a personality of international standing. Success or failure can depend on the belief systems of the mediator, so ideally several independent mediators should be employed by the process. These would include mediators friendly with each opposing party, for example from the same background or culture, who can then empathise with and accurately represent each side’s point of view and enable effective trust and communication. Facilitation goes further than mediation, analysing the wider social context to help facilitate understanding of broader causes, perspectives, value systems and relationships. Certain cultural values or human needs such as identity and security may not be subject to compromise. Compromise is the settlement of differences and is conditional on concessions from both sides. Preferable to grudging compromise is a consensus position, a mutually accepted win-win situation of constructive synthesis which comes closer to the truth than either of the previous positions. Further information can be found in the UN Secretariat’s 1991 ‘Handbook on the Peaceful Settlement of Disputes Between States’. Successful diplomacy relies upon trust, good communication, and belief in a peaceful resolution. The statesperson who believes in these things is known colloquially as a ‘dove’. On the other hand, hard-line leaders and mistrustful strategists who believe in power, strength, deterrence and coercion in foreign relations are known as ‘hawks’. The outcome of hawkish behaviour from both sides is often the self-fulfilling prophecy of war – so peace-loving democratic people tend to vote for doves.

Legal initiatives for peace include the Hague Conventions, Nuremberg Code and Geneva Conventions, other multilateral agreements and conventions on disarmament and demilitarization (Table 1), and attempts to introduce international law such as the International Criminal Courts. Attempts by the United Nations and other international bodies to restrict the conduct of war have had only mixed success, the strengths and weaknesses of which are assessed in the chapter on Human Rights and Responsibilities.

In addition to diplomatic and legal methods across the table, there should also be coordinated practical strategies on the ground. ‘Peace building’ measures and the concept of ‘capacity building’ aim to meet people’s requirements for identity, self-satisfaction and quality of life. They involve the transfer to local people of knowledge, technology, and other economic and political tools and information, to enable self-sufficient development and prevent further expressions of hostility or continued dependency on aid. Peace building and preventive diplomacy are best implemented well before the outbreak of armed conflict. This would avoid not only the tragedy of open conflict, but also the difficulties and dangers of deploying post-conflict peace enforcement or peacekeeping operations, such as those attempted by the United Nations (Tables 2 and 3).   

Table 1: Examples of International Conventions

Against Weapons Proliferation

Nuclear Weapons: 


1970s
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT I and SALT II)


1990s
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START I and START II) 


1995
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)


1996
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty

Chemical and Biological Weapons: 


1925
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous 


and Other Gases and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare

1993
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and on their Destruction

Outer Space:


1967 
Outer Space Treaty (prohibiting placement of nuclear weapons into orbit)

Land Mines: 


1997 
Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on their Destruction

Ballistic Missiles:


1987
Missile Technology Control Regime (an organisation established by a group 


of like-minded countries in the absence of any appropriate multilateral 


convention)

2001
International Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation 


(now called the Hague Code of Conduct)

Conventional Weapons:


Little or nothing despite conventional weapons causing the overwhelming majority of casualties (because of economic ‘benefits’ and the right to national self-defence)
Table 2:  Examples of Peace Enforcement Missions

(e.g. UN Charter Ch. VII Enforcement Provisions or UN Security Council Mandate)

1950
-
Unified Command in Korea 

1960
-
ONUC operation in the Congo

1990
-
Gulf War Coalition in response to invasion of Kuwait by Iraq

1991
-
UNIKOM on the Iraq/Kuwait border 

1992
-
UNPROFOR in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina 

1992
-
UNITAF task force in Somalia

1993
-
UNOSOM II intervention in Somalia 

1999
-
NATO bombing of Serbia (without direct UN mandate)

2001
-
US invasion of Afghanistan (debatable ‘peace enforcement’ categorisation, but triggered little UN objection due to sympathy with the US after September 11 attacks)
Table 3:  Examples of United Nations Peacekeeping Missions

1948
-
UNTSO in Israel and Palestine (first UN peace deployment)
1949
-
UNMOGIP observer group in Kashmir (India/Pakistan) 

1956
-
UNEF emergency force in the Sinai (Egypt/Israel)

1958
-
UNOGIL observation group in Lebanon

1962
-
UNTEA for West Papuan transition into Indonesia

1963
-
UNYOM observation mission in Yemen

1964
-
UNFICYP in Cyprus

1965
-
DOMREP observers in the Dominican Republic

1965
-
UNIPOM observation mission in India/Pakistan

1973
-
UNEF II emergency force in Suez Canal and Sinai

1974
-
UNDOF disengagement force in Golan Heights (Israel/Syria)

1978
-
UNIFIL interim force for withdrawal of Israel from Lebanon

1988
-
UNGOMAP for the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan
1988
-
UNIIMOG for the Iran/Iraq war

1988
-
UNAVEM in Angola

1989
-
UNTAG in Namibia

1989
-
ONUCA for Central America (Nicaragua)

1991
-
MINURSO for referendum in Western Sahara

1991
-
ONUSAL observer mission in El Salvador

1991
-
UNAVEM II to monitor ceasefire and elections in Angola

1992
-
UNTAC transitional authority in Cambodia

1992
-
UNOSOM operation in Somalia 

1992
-
ONUMOZ in Mozambique

1993
-
UNOMUR observer mission in Uganda/Rwanda

1993
-
UNAMIR assistance mission in Rwanda

1993
-
UNOMIG observer mission in Georgia

1999
-
UNMIK interim administration in Kosovo

1999
-
INTERFET in independent East Timor 

1999
-
UNAMSIL in Sierra Leone

1999
-
MONUC in the Democratic Republic of the Congo

2000
-
UNMEE in Ethiopia and Eritrea

2003
-
UNMIL mission in Liberia

2004
-
UNOCI in Côte d’Ivoire (Ivory Coast)

2004
-
MINUSTAH stabilisation mission in Haiti

2004
-
ONUB operation in Burundi

2005
-
UNMIS mission in the Sudan

Q4.
Sun Tzu’s ‘The Art of War’ (4th Century BCE) is the definitive text on the traditional Chinese art of war (bing fa). One of its central principles is that “...to win one hundred victories in one hundred battles is not the acme of skill. To subdue the enemy without fighting is the supreme excellence.” Discuss.

G3.5. The science of war and peace

International law and diplomacy will gain advantage from a more systematic approach. More systematic doesn’t necessarily mean more institutionalised, rather more scientific in its consideration of systems, processes and ethical principles. Conflict resolution and peacekeeping should be based on proper humanitarian measures of the degree of suffering and the number of lives at risk. What’s required is a sort of collective ‘epidemiology’ of war. This would be based in medical and bioethical principles, and involve scientific analysis of conditions leading to war and peace. For example, policies can be measured using methods from environmental science such as risk assessment, impact assessment, or cost-benefit analysis, but using casualties as the primary unit of measurement rather than dollars. War-prone states can be identified according to regional patterns, population pressure, economic disparity, social heterogeneity, polarity, election and power cycles, popular discontent, leadership style and contagion from neighbouring confrontations. Examples of empirical studies of war and peace can be found in books like Geller & Singer (1998) Nations at War – A Scientific Study of International Conflict or in academic journals like Conflict Management and Peace Science. Care must be taken not to enflame any situations, for example although Samuel Huntington’s (1997) Clash of Civilizations was a useful study of ideological differences as risk factors for inter-civilizational war, it also served to promote the concept of a divided world. Generalizations shouldn’t ignore the positive international effects of multiculturalism, trade, travel and human diversity. The study of war shouldn’t focus too heavily on cultural differences, but rather on fundamental causes such as the relations of power, territory, resources and economics.

Furthermore, looking at industrial warfare from an ecological perspective shows that it has become a lose-lose strategy for all concerned. Both sides of a conflict, regardless of who ‘wins’ the war, tend to suffer devastating environmental damage as well as catastrophic loss of life because of the scale of the industrialised methods employed. Even if a country wages war from the air on the other side of the world, the globalisation of terrorism has made it impossible to prevent reprisal attacks on home soil. Taxpayers fund the war, soldiers die for the war, civilian populations suffer the physical and psychological consequences, ecological and cultural heritage becomes irretrievably damaged, and future generations must live in fear of potential reprisals. It seems that the only winners from war are the multinational corporations which make weapons and bid for lucrative contracts to clean up the mess. 

Subsequently, the emphasis of these industries should move towards conflict resolution, peacekeeping and the use of non-lethal force to maintain order on the streets in the protection of civilians and humanitarian workers. This would open up new industries and markets, for example in the development of non-lethal weapons designed to detect and prevent aggression without taking human life. Examples of non-lethal weaponry include rubber bullets, stun grenades, tear gas, catch-nets, sticky foam, calmative & sleep agents, infrasound, high power microwaves, metal embrittlement agents, anti-traction lubricants and polymer adhesive glue. Peacekeeper casualties can be minimised with body armour and unmanned aerial spy vehicles. In the age of peacekeeping we will not succumb to the notion that war is about killing, and power will be able to be exerted without losing the ethic of saving life.

Q5.
Discuss the concept of an ‘epidemiology of war’, or the process of measuring the impacts of war on human life. 
G3.6. An age of asymmetrical warfare
The face of war is changing. We seem to be fast entering an age of ‘asymmetrical warfare’ requiring a so-called ‘revolution in military affairs’. This means that conflicts between nation states are reducing in number (modern democratic countries with good trade relations almost never wage war with one another), but are being replaced by the actions of small groups, such as opportunistic terrorist networks not aligned to any particular nation. Loose terrorist organisations such as Al-Qaeda are like the tentacles of an octopus – slippery to sever using conventional military means. This implies that traditional military hardware and concepts of deterrence are no longer applicable. Massive expenditures on large-scale industrial warfare no longer provide disincentives to attack. This waste of resources can best be exemplified by the Strategic Defense Initiatives (or ‘Star Wars’ anti-missile shields). These projects, which have broken defense spending records, measured in hundreds of billions of $US over decades, if anything are just likely to enflame new arms races (like the development of multiple nuclear ‘bomblets’), and are anyway totally ineffective in an era where weapons of mass destruction can be delivered in a suitcase completely under the radar screen. 

The use of passenger planes as missiles on 11 September 2001 was horrendous and horrifying enough, but the anthrax attacks which soon followed almost had a more fearful element about them despite the very small number of victims in that case. They signify entry into a possible future world of chemical and biological weapons of mass destruction used in warfare against civilian populations – innocent people held accountable for the misinformed policies of their leadership. The so-called ‘War on Terror’ is a tautological concept which may simply create an inflammation of terror if not undertaken with careful sensitivity and generosity to other cultures. The most useful definition of terrorism is ‘violence threatened or employed towards civilian targets for political purposes’. This definition thus does not include non-violent protest, strikes, civil disobedience and freedom fighting which targets only military forces. Unfortunately, this is not the definition typically used by the politicians and media of more wealthy countries. This seems to be because of difficulties in coming to terms with the hypocritical paradox of state-sponsored terror inherent to the functioning of ‘normal’ military establishments. But the definition is useful because it includes all threats of violence towards civilians (e.g. nuclear deterrence), not just threats posed by small groups of individuals or less well equipped fanatics without access to military high-technology. If the definition of terrorism were to include state terror, it would become a useful disincentive to state-sponsored military actions which ultimately provide the fuel (the direct motivation as well as indirectly some of the weapons used) for insane acts of ideological desperation.
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Terrorism thrives on the fear of death, but although the frequency and severity of attacks seems likely to increase, terrorism is still only a minor risk factor compared to other causes of death. Not only would ‘War on Poverty’ save tremendously more lives per day with much less expenditure, it may even prove more effective at reducing terrorism than the ‘War on Terror’ itself! Reforming those global economic systems which allow such massive inequality and restlessness would reduce the desperation and grievances against Western economic imperialism which lead to hostility and terrorism. It is known that nations left behind by modern progress can turn into what are sometimes called ‘failed states’, ‘rogue states’, and ‘breeding grounds for terrorism’. Yet much more money is allocated towards military hardware purchased from corporations, than towards foreign aid for deprived people. Perhaps it would also be rather helpful if wealthy nations stopped making and selling everybody vast amounts of weapons, motivated by profit margins.

G3.7. Empathy versus the psychology of violence

Wisdom comes from the stories of those who know the true face of war, be they civilian victims or returned soldiers. They know suffering and pain, and may find it hard to relate to ordinary society because of paradoxical ethical contrasts and post-traumatic stress disorders. They know that unleashing the “dogs of war” means unleashing ethical chaos on people. Many innocents suffer horribly or die (taking their first-hand wisdom of war with them), and new ranks of humans and their leaders (ignorant of the truth of war) always seem ready to fight again. War unlocks the darkest reaches of the disturbed mind (e.g. hate, anger, fear, numbness, sadness, madness). Those who survive in a war-zone can still function in these mental states. Mercenaries who thrive in a war-zone are the ones with a minimum of empathy. Those who lack empathy are known in psychology as sociopaths or psychopaths. It cannot be good to glorify such situations or encourage institutionalised training towards such ends. Empathy should be taught and encouraged, rather than the emotional desensitisation of military practice and training where repeated exposure to violence decreases normal responses of shock and disgust. Violence is also made abstract by video-game training, and modern virtual reality technologies for easy killing at a distance by remote control remove any immediate awareness of tragic consequences. The psychology of violence is also promoted by common forms of media and entertainment. Conflict is considered the essential ingredient of drama, and violence is even central to comedy and cartoons. Nevertheless, a film can still incorporate successful drama whilst promoting ethical values if it illustrates the context and consequences of the violence it contains. News media would also be more informative if it provided better depth and balance towards solutions-based positivity instead of just parroting the loaded words of politicians (Table 8). Propaganda models have been proposed which imply that mass-media are involved in self-initiated censorship and omission of relevant facts, for the purposes of maintaining symbiotic partnership with government and big business. The language of our media is an important precedent for our actions as a culture. If sympathy is the ability to feel sorry for another person, then empathy is the further step of being able to imagine, perceive or identify with the emotions and experience of another. Sympathy and empathy are important pointers towards a culture of compassion.
Table 8: Military Euphemisms 

(euphemism is language employed to be suggestive of a particular connotation)

	Defense Industries
	Development, manufacture and trade of offensive weapons

	Collateral Damage
	Confounding term used to cover innocent civilian deaths and injuries

	Military Intelligence
	Covert information used in military and security strategy 

	Deterrence
	Use of the threat of violence to achieve strategic objectives

	Conventional Weapon
	Common guns/missiles (causing more deaths overall than WMD)

	War on Terror
	Using terrorism to justify continued policies/industries of state terror

	Preventive War
	Initiation of actual war due to suspicions of potential war

	Pre-emptive Strike
	Early offensive or surprise attack before a threat has materialised

	Peace Enforcement
	Intervention into an existing conflict (e.g. ‘authorised’ bombing raids)

	Small Arms
	Machine-guns, hand-guns, etc. (statistically biggest-killing category)

	Smart Missiles
	Bombs with autonomy, self-navigation, artificial intelligence

	Friendly Fire
	Shooting & bombing mistakes killing personnel of same alliance

	Terrorist
	Sometimes used to disparage political activists or freedom fighters

	Freedom Fighter
	Sometimes used as justification for acts of terrorism

	Suicide Bombing
	‘Homicide bombing’ has better emphasis on consequences


G3.8. (  Future scenario #1: technological wars  
It’s euphemistic that we call the military-industrial sector the ‘Defense’ Industry. Most of the products invented, manufactured and distributed by the defense industry are really for offence. Ballistic projectiles fired from a gun can do nothing but attack. It’s darkly ironic as well, because looking forwards in time it seems possible (and increasingly probable the further forward you look) that ‘defense’ technology will reach a threshold beyond which it risks driving to extinction its own creators whom it’s designed to defend. An article which stirred up much debate, ‘Why the Future Doesn’t Need Us’ (2000) by Bill Joy, founder of Sun Microsystems, warned that future developments and combinations in the fields of Genetics, Nanotechnology and Robotics (GNR technologies), along with easy internet access to such information by uncontrollable small groups, could place the continued existence of humans in jeopardy. It’s not folly to say that some crazy and terrible things are currently being developed by scientists in secret government and military facilities around the world. There exist corporate and defense scientists, working on projects unseen by the general public, which remain unchecked by international regulation or ethical debate. Academic scientists believe in transparency, and open access to new discoveries for the benefit of humanity.
The rate of scientific and technological change is accelerating towards the unknown faster than ever before in history (for example computing power, information in journals, environmental risk etc). Many technologies and scientific disciplines of the world seem to be fast-moving towards what is known as technological ‘convergence’, or the progressive combination of new technologies into unpredictable new forms. In particular, biology and biological principles are being incorporated into technology (biomimetics refers to innovations in engineering from the mimic of natural designs). The many current examples include genetic engineering, nanotechnology (e.g. molecular electronics), artificial intelligence and artificial life (e.g. artificial neural networks, evolutionary algorithms), robotics (e.g. autonomous weapons, virtual warfare), computing (quantum and DNA computers), cybernetic systems (e.g. microchip implants), micro-electro-mechanical devices (MEMs, sensor networks) and biochemical weapons etc. The aim of much of this ‘bottom-up’ approach to engineering is to endow technologies with biological characteristics such as replication, heredity, learning, adaptation and self-organisation. The potential benefits, which may be magnificent, are rivalled in scale only by the potential dangers, which may be proportionately immense if weaponized into military technology. Typical responses to such warnings are disbelief and denial, but a cursory scan of scientific journals, or even just the news media as things progress, indicates definite grounds for great ethical concern. 

For example, scepticism about the successful development of autonomous robots, artificial intelligence and artificial life has largely been based on the slow progress of previous attempts at the ‘top-down’ approach (trying to add together characteristics like problem-solving or pattern recognition, rather than allowing technology to create itself using evolutionary principles). Such doubts may become irrelevant as soon as key developments in molecular electronics and quantum computing progress to a certain point, creating new orders of magnitude in parallel processing power available for bottom-up self-evolution. Quantum computing has fundamentally different properties to ordinary digital bits and bytes, with quantum bits (or ‘qubits’) able to exponentially increase their processing power when in combination. Technological evolution is heuristically directed rather than selection among random mutations in biological evolution. This means that it’s incredibly fast and generally difficult to control, typically changing into complex systems with emergent properties beyond the expectations of their creators.

It may seem rather fantastic, but the existence of invisible, replicating, evolving artificial life-forms (molecular computers) with ‘swarm intelligence’ (wirelessly-networked communication) may not be confined to the realms of science fiction in the relatively near future.[image: image16.png]


 Basic structural components have already been discovered for molecular electronics (the creation of nanotechnology computers, with ‘nano-’ meaning one billionth – the scale of atoms and molecules). They are made from organic chemistry (the same chemistry as life) with different mechanical and electrical properties, and include a structural base (e.g. nano-molecular layers, buckminsterfullerene), wires (e.g. carbon nanotubes, which are conductors of electricity when arranged in a line and semi-conductors when arranged in a helix), and other microscopic electrochemical analogues of circuits, gears, logic gates, diodes, resistors, switches and transistors. These trickier components can be extracted from mechanisms and structures already existing in other complex carbon-based ‘machines’ such as viruses (like the T4 bacteriophage pictured). The molecular arrangements of life and the DNA storage of information imply that the physics and chemistry can be made to work if only we could more efficiently manipulate the components. Current technical difficulties in the manipulation of atoms for construction at this scale, and the development of molecular assemblers (mechanisms for self-assembly and replication, with the potential associated risk of uncontrollable chain reactions), are currently being investigated with huge amounts of financial backing. The prophetic vision of Richard Feynman “There’s Plenty of Room at the Bottom” (1960) have become a major driving force behind the current generation of research into molecular systems. Eric Drexler, the technologist and philosopher who defined in detail the term nanotechnology in “Engines of Creation” (1986), has seen his original definitions diluted, perhaps due to his initial emphasis on warnings of potential ethical consequences from self-replicating molecular assemblers. Ethical concerns are derided and pushed into the background by massive economic incentives. In a frightening ethical twist, Drexler argued that development of “engines of destruction” is virtually impossible to prevent considering the current global context of independent groups and nation states with access to funding and information. While accepting the good intentions of people who want to prevent such developments altogether, he argues that rather a benign or benevolent nation must develop the technology first to investigate the appropriate global nanotechnology defences (“active shields”) before the risk of misuse or accident becomes too great. The scale of potential consequences of nanotechnology seems too great to ignore, even if the probability of such things seems quite unlikely.

So although the physical scale of future weapons of mass destruction may be microscopic, the scale of their potential impacts will possibly be greater than that posed by nuclear weapons. During the Cold War (1945-1990), the centrepiece of nuclear ‘game theory’ (war strategy) was known as MAD – the appropriately-named acronym for ‘Mutually Assured Destruction’. It’s quite possible that MAD may become ensured rather than deterred, due to unexpected anomalies in the game theory relating to the particular details of such future WMD. Nuclear weapons (e.g. atomic, hydrogen, neutron & gamma bombs, and ‘dirty nukes’), chemical weapons (e.g. mustard gas, vx nerve agent, sarin), biological weapons (e.g. anthrax, smallpox, botulinum toxin), cyber-warfare, autonomous weapons, robotic warfare and space weapons may be less devastating than the genetically engineered or nanotechnology weapons which may be beyond the horizon. A new paradigm and era of peace and friendship among peoples and nations is clearly needed, and soon. Otherwise, large portions of the Earth may be rendered similar to other planets of our solar system, and become inhabitable only by robotic technology.

G3.9. (Future scenario #2: a path to peace
To borrow the rallying call of the increasingly well recognised annual World Social Forum, “Another World Is Possible”. What would be the distinguishing characteristics of another possible world? Our world is made up of a network of interlinked systems and subsystems, some of which are cooperatively beneficial to the whole system, and others which are not, but remain competitively successful because they tend to benefit themselves. We have seen that some beneficial systems (e.g. international law) are lacking in certain important characteristics (e.g. effective global policing and enforcement mechanisms), and that some harmful systems (e.g. runaway military industries) are driven by powerful motivating forces (e.g. economic incentives). Can you envisage from this another alternative to the status quo which would lead us away from continued cycles of war and terrorism, and away from potential global catastrophe? 

It seems a difficult question to answer, especially if we accept that violence cannot be used even in the cause of peace (because it undermines a just cause and perpetuates further violence). Unfortunately, the ‘just say no’ campaign against military industries has very little chance of success against entrenched and powerful institutions of war and the necessity for national security. But as with other kinds of harmful addictions, the principle of harm minimisation (based on the assumption that wars are an inevitable consequence of a multi-state international system) using ‘soft power’, can help the industries of war to transform themselves step-by-step towards more beneficial roles in international affairs – namely peacekeeping, humanitarian response, and culturally-sensitive enforcement of international law and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

‘Soft power’ is the use of persuasion and co-option rather than coercion, diplomacy rather than force, and compromise rather than intolerance. The persuasive influence and legitimacy of soft power comes from promoting a higher moral ground with compelling value systems. Effective use of soft power tends to increase the influence of a country beyond its political or military capacity (e.g. the Netherlands and Scandinavian countries). ‘Hard power’ on the other hand is the use of force or coercion, for example military action, threat, deterrence and economic might, and is associated with ‘hard technology’. Hard power has the unintended result of promoting resentment which only leads to hatred and vengeance.

Thomas Kuhn in his Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962) showed that the progress of science is not gradual, but is based on a series of punctuated changes in knowledge (paradigm shifts), which alter the very model and language of the previous belief system. A paradigm is a theoretical framework which supports scientific beliefs and cultural behaviours. Fundamental changes in an established viewpoint do not come easily, with initial attempts at ridicule likely to come from the collective weight of tradition, inertia and professional careers invested in maintenance of the current paradigm. Institutional resistance will persist until the models and language of the previous belief system (security through the national operation of hard power) is updated to the alternative paradigm (security through international co-operation towards peace). 

Q6.
What non-violent ‘soft power’ techniques can be employed towards the emerging paradigm shift to a more peaceful world?

Moral or ethical influence alone will not remove the strong incentives which support and drive the actions of military industries, terrorism and the arms trade. Warfare and the military-industrial sector are perpetuated, among other things, by market forces. However, sustainable as well as destructive industries can obviously both generate jobs and income. Economic incentives for defence industries can still be maintained if military forces were to transfer their “business” focus, step-by-step over time, from existing skills and behaviours through the following phases:

Step Zero – War Fighting: The current paradigm has excessive tolerance to war, and acceptance of the arms trade, at the national level. These are increasingly seen as intolerable and unacceptable at the global and local levels.

Step One – Peace Enforcement: The UN category of peace enforcement still makes use of current military hardware and training, under enforcement provisions in Chapter VIII of the UN Charter or by mandate of the UN Security Council. The differences lie in the justification for their use, and careful discrimination to avoid unnecessary collateral damage. This is a policy of pre-emptive peace rather than pre-emptive war. National military actions already use ethical concepts of freedom and justice in an attempt to justify their actions, but many people believe this is often just empty rhetoric. Strengthening the role of international war lawyers (sometimes known as ‘Judge Advocate Generals’) would put more substance behind these claims. Professional standards of practice set criteria against which objectives and activities can be measured. The justification and conduct of war can be informed by internationally-monitored measurement scales, for example by indexes and indicators from concepts of Just War theory adapted to more culturally universal values. It’s still patriotic to support your country’s military operations undertaken towards global values rather than just for national interests.

Step Two – Peacekeeping: National military industries and the focus of training can then transfer towards the principles of peacekeeping. Peacekeepers try to establish security and adherence to negotiated agreements, ceasefires and military withdrawals in situations of recent conflict. People who like to see action can still be involved in military operations without the resort to desensitisation and dehumanisation. Pride and self-justification are perhaps at their greatest for soldiers wearing peacekeeper ‘blue helmets’. Peacekeepers are generally limited to self-defence and a non-coercive mandate. Other professions have corporate vision statements and ethical codes of conduct (e.g. the Hippocratic Oath in medicine is an ethic of beneficence and non-maleficence, or in older terminology ‘thou shalt not cause harm’), so why not also for military industries? Non-lethal weapons, protective equipment, virtual and cyber-weapons will be increasingly developed and deployed to minimize the potential harm caused by peacekeepers in proper balance with the benefits of their humanitarian operations. Even non-lethal force is inappropriate for peace-observer missions. 

Q7.
What are the ethical issues related to non-lethal weapons? In extreme circumstances is it always better to maim (e.g. the horrible example of blinding lasers) than it is to kill (e.g. aerial bombing)? How does this relate to the concept of capital punishment? 

Step Three – Peace Building: As conflicts are reduced in number and intensity during the era of peacekeeping, the defence industry can move towards the age of peace-building. Peace building ensures that people’s cultural and psychological needs for a satisfactory life are met, as a preventative measure or prophylactic to war. There must thus be appropriate and culturally sensitive provision of a dispute resolution service well before armed conflict becomes imminent. Efforts will be directed towards prevention rather than cure, for example promotion of international economic systems which alleviate poverty, and political systems which deny the means for dictatorial oppression. Countries won’t need to waste their scarce resources on armaments once protective global systems are put into place (e.g. Costa Rica has already been brave enough to give up its military forces to boost social expenditures). Re-allocation of technologies from defence to other applications can be economically successful, for example the transfer of Japanese military know-how towards commercial electronic, mechanical and optical products after 1945 (the tragic lessons of Hiroshima and Nagasaki resulted in Japan’s ‘Self-Defence Force’ becoming a good model of constitutional non-aggression). Demilitarisation also includes keeping a watchful eye on dangerous technological developments with use of the precautionary principle and an ethical duty of care.

Step Four – Humanitarian Relief Operations: Generous activities (e.g. the international response to the December 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami) promote thanks and respect for the risks and efforts undertaken by good-hearted people. Generous economic expenditures save lives and inspire admiration for wealthier countries rather than resentment. Expressions of power on the other hand, like military bases in other people’s countries, are the cause of terror. Change the uniforms (and the values!) into those which are welcomed more warmly by the people. Compassionate value systems undermine attempts to justify terrorism. People want their countries to be loved for their tolerance, empathy and economic generosity. Institutions like the International Red Cross and Médicins Sans Frontières (‘Doctors Without Borders’) are great examples of self-sacrifice and love for humanity. National armies can only dream of such admiration until they follow their example and start to utilise their overwhelming resources with practical humanity and ethical vision.

It’s becoming more difficult to justify brute military force in the face of an increasingly well-informed world public. Ordinary people are generally quite compassionate, but seem to believe that they’re relatively powerless to do something about ethical issues. But with increasing knowledge and awareness, moderate wealth, the spread of democratic values, and new technologies such as the internet, we’ve never had so much individual power to effect change. It should be possible to reach a collective critical mass which will accelerate the paradigm shift already underway. We can overthrow the dominant paradigm and strongly establish an alternative world-view. We can change destructive self-fulfilling prophesies, subconsciously created by the selective perception of mainstream media and military institutions, to replace them with positive feedback loops which allow widespread expectations of a peaceful and sustainable world. The stakes are high, but the power of collective human activity is immense, and it would certainly be worth it for our species to survive and see the twenty-second century.

G4.  Human Rights and Responsibilities

Chapter objectives

Human rights allow people the necessities for quality of life and wellbeing. Human rights come with proportional human responsibilities to use new powers and freedoms ethically. This chapter aims to:

1.
Introduce the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

2.
Discuss the relationship between rights and responsibilities.

3.
Compare individual and collective rights and responsibilities.

4.
Assess humanity’s attempts at establishing International Humanitarian Law.
G4.1.  Human Rights and Freedoms.
The ‘Universal Declaration of Human Rights’ (Table 1) was the first constitutional document for global humanity, inspired by the genocidal horrors of WWII and declared in 1948. The Universal Declaration has been the catalyst in creating common threads and benchmarks in the pursuit of a ‘universal ethic’ of human rights. It is central to the evolution of International Law as well as many National Constitutions and the United Nations Charter. 

Human rights as outlined by the Universal Declaration include that all people are born free and equal in dignity and rights irrespective of race, religion, politics, sex or any other social status. Human rights include the rights to life, liberty, security, nationality, ownership of property, recognition by the law, work, social security, rest and leisure, and adequate standards of living, healthcare and elementary education. Human freedoms in the Universal Declaration include freedoms of thought, expression, conscience and worship, and freedom of assembly, movement and access to information from independent media. 

Human rights enable people to support their family’s basic needs and necessities to allow at least a moderately good quality of life and wellbeing. Basic needs include food, water, shelter, warmth, security and access to information, education, healthcare, social support and other opportunities. There should also exist an international social order able to realize these minimal basic rights and freedoms. Unfortunately, such constitutional statements do not always carry through into national practice. International politics and economics have often created an environment in which the realization of these goals in many cases seems more fantasy than reality. 

Table 1: Summary of the 1948 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights

1.
All humans are born free and equal in dignity and rights.
2.
Entitlement to rights without distinctions of race, colour, sex, language, religion, politics, nationality, property, birth or other status.
3.
Right to life, liberty and security of all persons.
4.
Prohibition of slavery and servitude.
5.
Prohibition of torture and inhuman treatment.
6.
Right of recognition before the law.
7.
Equality before the law.
8.
Right to an effective legal remedy.
9.
Prohibition of arbitrary arrest, detention or exile.
10.
Right to an impartial tribunal hearing.
11.
Presumption of innocence until proven guilty.
12.
Protection against arbitrary interference with privacy, family, home, correspondence, honour or reputation.
13.
Freedom of national and international movement.
14.
Right to foreign asylum from political persecution.
15.
Right to a nationality.
16.
Right to consenting marriage and protection of the family unit.
17.
Right to own property.
18.
Right to freedom of thought and conscience, choice of religion and freedom to teach, practice and worship.
19.
Right to freedom of opinion and expression and right to seek, receive and impart information through any media.
20.
Right to freedom of peaceful assembly and association.
21.
Access to government, public service and genuine elections expressing the will of the people.
22.
Right to social security.
23.
Right to work, free choice of employment, equal pay for equal work and trade union membership.
24.
Right to rest and leisure.
25.
Standards of living adequate for health, wellbeing, security and child protection.
26.
Free elementary education and access to higher education on the basis of merit.
27.
Right to participate in the arts, science and cultural life, protection of author interests.
28.
Right to an international social order able to realize these rights and freedoms.
29.
Everyone has duties to their community and is subject to laws which respect general welfare and the rights and freedoms of others.
30.
Discouragement of any act aimed at the destruction of these rights and freedoms.

G4.2.  Human Responsibilities and Duties

With human rights also come human responsibilities. The Universal Declaration mentions duties to community and the law, to ensure the rights and general welfare of others. Rights confer new powers and freedoms, and therefore must be exercised responsibly – with due respect for issues of ethics and justice. It is the responsibility of those with freedom and power to stand up for those who don’t have freedom, and thus can’t stand up for themselves. This is an example of ‘duty of care’.

This important point has sometimes been overlooked in the debate about human rights. The typical emphasis in Western nations has been on rights and freedoms for the individual (the philosophy of ‘individualism’), sometimes to the detriment of the community or the environment (e.g. the ‘right to bear arms’). On the other hand, in many Eastern nations there has been excessive emphasis on duties and responsibilities to society and the State (the philosophy of ‘collectivism’), often at the expense of individual human rights. Each value system can learn and benefit from the other, to reach a common middle ground which does not sideline either individual human rights or collective human responsibilities.

Human responsibilities at the global level include concepts of social justice – an economic issue, and ecological stewardship – an environmental issue. Stronger human rights, global justice and environmental movements are gathering momentum in support of the spread of human rights and democracy. These exist both as independent citizens’ movements (in both the developed and developing worlds including workers unions, social workers, ethicists, environmentalists, advocates of fair trade and forgiveness of third world debt, and the peace, anti-globalisation and green movements), as well as through international political channels (e.g. the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, or UNHCR) and legal channels (e.g. the International Criminal Courts, or ICC). 

Economic imperatives often override well-meant attempts to establish the practice of human rights and responsibilities. Traditional ‘hard’ technologies often involve difficult labour conditions and dangerous applications of science, as well as typically being wasteful in terms of resource use, energy consumption and pollution. Less developed countries cannot afford to follow the dirty industrial paths taken by wealthier countries, because the global ecology is over-reaching sustainable limits. Fortunately, new opportunities and ‘soft’ technologies provide more productive paths for international development to move directly into clean modern technologies (e.g. Bangalore in India as an international centre of information technology). Soft technologies include education, media, health, management, environmental sciences, services, information industries and relief work. Sustainable development is the concept of collective responsibilities for the current generation to guarantee the human rights of upcoming future generations. 

Q1:
Identify relationships and comparisons between the interconnected concepts of a) Human Rights, and b) Human Responsibilities.

Q2:
Discuss the problem of some short term ‘national interests’ competing with and compromising the common good of long term ‘local interests’ and ‘global interests’.
G4.3.  International Humanitarian Law
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What have been our institutionalised attempts to establish peace and human rights across the world? Kofi Annan (pictured), the Secretary General of the United Nations (1997-2006), has stated in “We the Peoples – The Role of the United Nations in the 21st Century” (2000) p.48: “Humanitarian intervention is a sensitive issue, fraught with political difficulty and not susceptible to easy answers. But surely no legal principle—not even sovereignty—can ever shield crimes against humanity. Where such crimes occur and peaceful attempts to halt them have been exhausted, the Security Council has a moral duty to act on behalf of the international community. The fact that we cannot protect people everywhere is no reason for doing nothing when we can. Armed intervention must always 
remain the option of last resort, but in the face of mass murder it is an option that 
cannot be relinquished.” 

Armed intervention can only be a last resort for use in circumstances of extreme tragedy or oppression, so what are the options before it comes to this? These are the subjects of international humanitarian law and diplomacy. Let’s outline international legal efforts to maintain a peaceful and humanitarian world. The Hague Peace Conferences (1899 and 1907) were early conventions to limit the conduct of warfare. The Hague (in the Netherlands) has since maintained its role in promoting international humanitarian law. Hague Conventions have included prohibitions on attacking undefended civilian targets, attacking surrendered soldiers, the use of poison gas, limitations on the proliferation of conventional missiles, and protections of children and cultural heritage. 
As well as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, other important precedents were set for international humanitarian law at the end of World War II. The Nuremberg Trials condemned Nazi leaders and war criminals for genocide and crimes against humanity, and the Nuremburg Code (1947) established legal principles for medical experimentation using humans (including the principle of informed consent - that nobody should be involuntarily subjected to scientific experimentation).  
The Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (declared along with the Universal Declaration in 1948) tries to prevent political action or military destruction aimed at any particular ethnic, cultural, religious or national group. Genocide is not only targeted extermination of a race or human population (for example the WWII Jewish Holocaust in Germany), but also the infliction of destructive conditions for life, mental or bodily harm, forced birth-prevention, and transfer of children on the basis of race (for example the Aboriginal ‘Stolen Generations’ of Australia). 

Numerous United Nations Conventions and International Human Rights Treaties have since been widely signed (see Table 2), variously dealing with issues such as racial discrimination, sexual discrimination, slavery and refugees, covering civil, political, economic, social and cultural rights, and including the Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989). 

Table 2:  Examples of International Human Rights Treaties

1946
- 
Statute of the International Court of Justice

1947
- 
Nuremberg Code

1948
- 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights


- 
Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide

1949 
- 
Geneva Conventions

1950
- 
Convention on the Suppression of the Traffic in Persons and of the Exploitation or the Prostitution of Others

1951
- 
Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees

1954
- 
Convention on the Status of Stateless Persons

1956
- 
Supplementary Convention on the Abolition of Slavery, the Slave Trade, and Institutions and Practices Similar to Slavery

1961
- 
Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations

1965
- 
International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination

1966
- 
International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights

 
- 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 


- 
Optional Protocol to International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights: Right of Individual Petition 

1968
- 
Convention on the Non-Applicability of Statutory Limitations to War Crimes and Crimes Against Humanity

1973
- 
International Convention on the Suppression and Punishment of the Crime of Apartheid

1977
- 
Geneva Protocols

1979
- 
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women

1984
- 
Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment

1989
- 
International Convention Against the Recruitment, Use, Financing and Training of Mercenaries


- 
Second Optional Protocol to International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights Aiming at the Abolition of the Death Penalty


- 
Convention on the Rights of the Child

1990
- 
International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of all Migrant Workers and Members of their Families

1997
- 
Universal Declaration on the Human Genome and Human Rights

1998
- 
Statute of the International Criminal Court

Geneva (in Switzerland) has also been central to international efforts at peace and human rights. The 1949 Geneva Conventions (Table 3) established benchmark laws for the humane treatment of civilians in regions of war and for prisoners of war, irrespective of race, religion or politics. Unfortunately, global political and economic systems exist which allow many people in ordinary times to live under conditions less favourable than those set out for prisoners of war in the Geneva Conventions! These were followed up later by the Geneva Protocols (1977), which prohibit weapons causing superfluous human suffering or damage to the natural environment, including during non-international armed conflicts. 
Renowned international human rights lawyer Geoffrey Robertson summarises the Geneva conferences in his book “Crimes Against Humanity” (1999) p.183: “Although the 1949 Geneva exercise was informed by genuine optimism that it would work, and is properly regarded as the modern bedrock of international humanitarian law, the 1977 Protocols are badly drafted exercises in cynical diplomacy and have failed to achieve normative status.” 
The Hague Tribunal for War Crimes in the Former Yugoslavia (1993), acted as another important test case for international law, charging former Serbian President Slobodan Miloskevic with crimes against humanity perpetrated during the Balkan Wars. Many other test cases, treaties and regulations also exist in international law, aimed at the provision of human rights or controlling the proliferation of weapons (see the ‘Peace and Peacekeeping’ chapter). 
The latest addition to the arsenal against ‘Crimes against Humanity’ (Table 4) is the International Criminal Court (ICC), which began operating in 2002. Although 120 nations voted for its Rome 1998 statute, it hasn’t been recognised or ratified by some of the more regularly offending nations. Current and upcoming trials will also trial these institutions, and serve as some of the first strong legal disincentives for world leaders whose oppressive power creates war or other extreme human rights violations.
Simple identification and measurement of the human rights status of nations provides another form of incentive. Examples include United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) indicators such as the “Human Development Index”, and the more controversial and no longer published “Human Freedom Index”, which compared between nations to monitor 40 fundamental rights and freedoms such as freedom of speech, freedom from torture or gender equality. Controversy arose from sensitivities to the ranking of countries according to international standards or ‘universal norms’ because of the philosophical subjectivity inherent in such judgments. Such criticisms have delayed the quest for a set of universal ethics for all of humanity, although the Universal Declaration still stands as the minimum benchmark. 

Q3:
What are the typical effects of war on ethical values relating to human rights? Can human rights be maintained during the paradoxes inherent to wartime? Can war ever be successfully waged in the protection of rights and freedoms?
Table 3: Brief Summary of the Geneva Conventions and Protocols

	Geneva Conventions (1949)
	Convention I – humane treatment of sick and wounded combatants irrespective of race, religion or politics;

Convention II – humane treatment of shipwrecked or wounded at sea;

Convention III – humane treatment of prisoners of war, not to be used as hostages, labour, experimental subjects or torture;

Convention IV – rights and protections for civilians during war.



	Geneva Protocols (1977)
	Protocol I – prohibition of weapons causing superfluous human suffering or long-term damage to the natural environment;

Protocol II – humane treatment of victims of non-international armed conflicts.




Table 4: ‘Crimes Against Humanity’ Recognised by the 
International Criminal Court

	Crimes Against Humanity
	1) murder

2) extermination

3) enslavement

4) deportation or forcible transfer

5) imprisonment

6) torture

7) rape or enforced prostitution, pregnancy or sterilization

8) group persecution on grounds of politics, race, nationality, ethnicity, culture, religion or gender

9) enforced disappearance

10) the crime of apartheid

11) similarly inhumane acts causing great suffering or serious mental or physical injury




G4.4. Obstacles and Opportunities for International Human Rights
All these conventions, treaties, declarations, diplomatic avenues, peacekeeping operations and other institutionalised initiatives towards a humanitarian global peace seem to comprise an impressive list, but should be assessed rather in terms of their historical ineffectiveness and the rarity of practical success-stories in controlling human rights violations and crimes against humanity. In summary, international humanitarian law at this stage seems to be a mix-and-match synthesis of relatively toothless and hard to enforce treaties. 
International humanitarian law tends to be a diplomatic compromise containing exceptions and loopholes, and lacking mechanisms for enforcement. Humanitarian concerns are often overruled by issues of national sovereignty embedded in the fine print of legal documents. Treaties and conventions can be signed or not signed by different countries, and are often not ratified into national laws. Failures of diplomatic negotiation are often the result of biased or self-serving mediation, lack of teamwork and inflexibility. Entry into conflict resolution is often a result of hidden political motivations. Oppressive governments which kill or violate human rights of the most people are often ignored due to a lack of political and economic interest in the poverty-struck countries affected.
International war law tends to deal with the conduct of war, rather than the initial justifications for and early prevention of war. It concentrates on wars between nations rather than on internal and civil wars which kill proportionately more people. It concentrates on weapons of mass destruction instead of limiting the conventional weapons which also kill proportionately more people. 
The goal of international humanitarian law is to establish a workable synthesis of globally enforceable human rights regulations. This synthesis aims at an acceptable system of laws which are not culturally-relative (‘universal’ laws). A balance must be met between the individualist value system focused on rights, and the collectivist value systems emphasising responsibilities. 
Perhaps the central components of bioethics comprise a valuable universal ethic in themselves: autonomy, justice, beneficence (‘do good’) and non-maleficence (‘do no harm’). Another almost universally accepted ethic, endorsed by almost every established religion and ethical philosophy (for example found in Buddhism, Christianity, Confucianism, Islam, Jainism, Zoroastrianism, in the Mahabharata, the Book of Leviticus, Kant, Mill’s Utilitarianism, and Rawls’ Theory of Justice among others) is the simple and central concept also known as the “Golden Rule” – “Do unto others as you would have them do unto you”.
It is within the conceptual and operational reach of the human species to create a unified world which respects not just human rights, but which shows due responsibility in its duty of care towards the rights of all life, now and for long into the future. Central to the realisation of these goals – world peace, environmental and social justice, human rights and responsibilities – will be the combined professional fields of biology, ecology, economics, sustainable development, ethics and bioethics.  

Q4:
Is it possible to find a universal set of norms or laws which are not subjective or biased towards any particular cultural viewpoint? Do you think the citizens of the world will benefit from a centralised system of international law? 
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