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Human security is complementary to human rights. It is a comprehensive, interrelated, and coordinated
concept that encompasses freedom from want, freedom from fear, freedom to live in dignity, freedom to
take action on one’s own behalf, and freedom to inherit pro-nature environment for forthcoming
generations as fundamental rights. All individuals, particularly those who are vulnerable and
marginalized, must have equal and unrestricted opportunity to enjoy their rights and freedoms in order
to develop their potential optimally. The United Nations was established with the foremost objective to
unite, strengthen, and maintain peace and human security. Human security focuses on the betterment
of human lives by conquering over poverty, hunger, disease, illiteracy, armed conflict, and terrorism
through mutual respect. Human security itself respects human rights and human rights are there to
safeguard human security. All governments, including Nepal realize their primary responsibility toward
human security for all the people by ensuring their survival, livelihood, liberty, and dignity. National
security strives toward protection of the nation and/or state. But, Nepal is yet to formulate its national
security policy by putting the people at the center. A sound mechanism for human security, in turn,
minimizes military spending and increases humanitarian security, irrespective of class (poor or rich),
birth, geography, sex, caste/ethnicity, religion, profession, culture, and so forth. Human security leads
toward protection of human beings. Hence, all development efforts for the sake of human security have
to be pro-people, pro-jobs, pro-resources, and pro-nature.
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INTRODUCTION

Human security is not a new concept in social and
political sciences history. It is complementary to human
rights (Pathak, Forthcoming: 3). The origin and
development of human security leads two schools of
notions: traditional concepts and modern envisions. The
world’s eminent philosophers such as Plato, Aristotle,
Thomas Hobbes, Immanuel Kant, and Karl Marx have
stressed upon theoretical concepts of territorial security,
communities’ security, economic happiness, and so forth.
Plato’'s Theory of Ideal State focused on productive
workers, protective warriors, and governing rulers (Gail,
2011), but Aristotle’s Political Theory (Shields, August
2012) stressed on political community and their
partnership, constitutional government and democracy.
Hobbes (1651) argued on the structure, social contract,
and legitimate government whereas Immanuel Kant's
Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch (1795) stressed

on security of state, security of neighbor, security of the
freedom of the state, and peaceful society avoiding future
war (Gunnar and Nils, 2001; Hinsley, 1962). However,
Karl Marx’s Dictatorship of the Proletariat highlighted
protection of individual laborers, class, and their
communities (Kautsky, 1918). The traditional security
focuses on security of nation states instead of personal
security. National security is a philosophy that uses to
maintain for a stable nation with the concept of sovereign
state and rule by sovereign (MacFarlane et al., 1994).
Thus, traditional security has been nation-state centric
upholding the principle of sovereignty. The concept of
national security is freedom from military threat and
political and identity-based coercions.

The modern phenomenon of human security developed
along with the progress of human civilization, humans’
needs, and interests in the changed global context.



Several authors have contributed to the origin of human
security. Emma (1995: 98) stated that extended (human)
security prevent humans from civil conflicts. King and
Christopher (2001-2002) and Thomas (2000) stressed
upon individual basic needs, political freedom, human
dignity, and democracy. Fen Osler Hampson emphasized
on human security for the protection of personal interests,
safety, and liberty. Leaning and Arie (2000) focused on
human security as a new developmental dimension for
the protection of individual survivals. Amartya (2000) has
given human security as alternative concept of poverty
and development for individual security of survival. Kanti
(2000) has ensured human security as audit to reduce
threats for individual freedom and safety. Commission on
Human Security (2003) mentioned that human security is
to protect and empower people to live with safety and
dignity.

The above remarks emphasize the close, mutual, and
interlinked relationship between peace and security, as
their principal goal is to avoid conflict by any means while
ensuring life, liberty, livelihood, and dignity to all
individuals, particularly the poor and vulnerable people
(Takasu, 2012: 2), irrespective of the caste/ethnicity,
class, place, religion, sex, profession, opinions and so
forth of where they live. Security Council should make the
world secure not only from war, but security in their
homes and their jobs (Lippmann, 1943). Japan, Canada,
and Norway initiate the importance of individual human
security introducing it on their legal instruments,
international relations, and foreign policies.

This paper tries to explain the origin of human security,
its development, contributions of countries to protect and
promote human security and Nepal’s stand for it. Human
security advocates individual freedom from fear, freedom
from want, freedom to live in dignity, freedom to take
action on one’s own behalf, and freedom to inherit pro-
nature environment for forthcoming generations as
fundamental rights. All these dimensions are derived from
secondary literatures particularly.

EVOLUTION OF FREEDOMS FROM FEAR AND WANT

The origin of human security had started along with the
negotiation of formal treaties during the First Peace
Conference organized in 1899 in The Hague. It produced
a number of results, enshrined in a unique Hague
Convention containing three main agreements. First of
all, a convention for the Pacific Settlement of Disputes
established the Permanent Court of Arbitration, charged
with the task to resolve international conventions. The
Hague Convention put the foundations of International
Humanitarian Law (IHL) through the Convention with
respect to the Laws and Customs of War on Land. That
Convention was the first formal legal instrument
concerning disarmament, laws of war, and war crimes.
The last convention ratified was related to the Maritime
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Warfare. Civil society had also been active before and
after the Convention and its efforts resulted in a Second
Hague Peace Conference in 1907 that was held again in
The Hague even though it was called upon by suggestion
of the U.S. President, Theodore Roosevelt (Hague
Appeal for Peace: haguepeace.org). A third conference
was planned for 1914 and later rescheduled for 1915, but
it never took place owing to World War I, during which
Germany violated Section Il of the Second Hague
Convention (consisting of a treaty relative to the Opening
of Hostilities) by invading Belgium.

After the Great War ended, the predecessor of the
United Nations, the League of Nations (LN) was
established under the Treaty of Versailles, a treaty of
peace negotiated at the Paris Peace Conference and
signed between the Allied and Associated Powers and
Germany on June 28th 1919. The establishment of the
LN formally ended WW | while pursuing two basic aims
for the future. Firstly, it was set up to preserve peace
through collective actions for security, since disputes had
to be referred to the League’s Council for arbitration and
conciliation. If necessary, economic and then military
sanctions could be imposed. In other words, the
members vowed to come forward to defend each other
from any aggression. Secondly, the aim of the LN was to
promote international cooperation in economic and social
affairs (League of Nations, October 2012). In general, it
aimed to promote international cooperation for controlling
conflicts and to achieve peace and security among the
nations.

Another byproduct of the Treaty of Versailles was
the ILO", established in 1919. It is the first international
organization that deals with the international standards
for living and working conditions, trade union freedom,
right to bargain collectively, and abolition of child labor
(DIHR: humanrights.dk). It was created to attain social
justice and to enhance universal security in view of
lasting humanitarian and politico-economic consideration.
However, the League of Nations was dismantled as it
failed to prevent World War Il (WW 1) (History of the
United Nations: un.org).

As the WWII went on, the name “United Nations” was
first proposed by the U.S. President, Franklin D.
Roosevelt, on January 1st 1942, when representatives of
26 nations pledged on behalf of their governments to
continue fighting together against the Powers of the
Rome-Berlin-Tokyo Axis (Declaration by the United
Nations: January 1st 1942). As an offshoot, he was
successful to attract a lot of minorities to vote for him in
his second term presidential elections.

Some months before, speaking at the 77th Congress
on June 1941, Franklin Roosevelt had exclaimed, ...
Unprecedented! Because at no previous time was
American security as seriously threatened from without
as it is today”. So, he observed, “...in no case had a
serious threat been raised against our national safety or
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our continued independence”. In his speech, he noted
that the nation had placed its destiny in the hands, heads
and hearts of its millions of free men and women and
their faith in freedom under the guidance of God. He
emphasized, “Freedom means supremacy of human
rights everywhere; our support goes to those who
struggle to gain those rights or keep them” (Roosevelt,
June 1st 1941: 1). Thus, he put forward four essential
human freedoms which were: (i) freedom of speech?, (ii)
freedom of Worship3, (iii) freedom from want®, and (iv)
freedom from fear® (Roosevelt, June 1st 1941: 2-8).

“Human security may give fresh approach for balancing
civil-political and socio-economic rights” (Seidensticker:
February 5, 2002:1). Moscow and Teheran Conference
1943° had declared for outright victory and attempted to
create a world in which “men in all lands may live out
their lives in freedom from fear and want.” Both security
measures, freedom from fear and freedom from want,
were assured for enduring peace in the San Francisco
Conference in 1945 (UNDP: 1994:3).

Later on, those fundamental freedoms were described
in an official document of the United Nations. Freedom
from want is a shared vision of the millennium
development goals to eradicate hunger, achieve
universal primary education, promote gender equality and
empower women, reduce child mortality, improve
maternal health, combat HIV/AIDS, malaria, and other
diseases, ensure environmental sustainability, and
develop a global partnership for development (UNGS:
March 21, 2005:7-9). Freedom from fear is a vision of
collective security for preventing catastrophic terrorism
and use of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons,
reducing the risk of war and use of force and encouraging
mediation, peacekeeping, and peace-building processes
(UNGS: March 21, 2005: 24-33).

Those same freedoms were enshrined in the Preamble
of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR),
which states that human beings should enjoy freedom of
speech, freedom of belief and freedom from fear and
want. These are considered as the highest aspirations of
the common people. The UDHR reaffirmed as a standard
of achievement for all peoples and all nations to promote
respect for the rights and freedoms through progressive
measures, both at the national and international level,
aimed at securing their universal and effective recognition
and observance, and both among the peoples of Member
States themselves and among the peoples of the
territories under their jurisdiction.

The social security was formally legitimated in Article 3
of the UDHR that “everyone has the right to personal
security” which is further specified in Article 22, dealing
with the right to social security. “Everyone, as a member
of the society, has the right to social security ...
economic, social, and cultural rights indispensable for his
dignity and free development of his personality” and in
Article 25.1 on the right to employment security:

“Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate
for the health and well-being of the self and his family,
including food, clothing, housing, medical care, and
necessary social services, and the right to security in the
event of unemployment, sickness, disability, widowhood,
old age or other lack of livelihood in circumstances
beyond his control”.

Freedom from fear is one of the fundamental freedoms
in the human rights field which is recognized as an
inspiring  principle of the 1966 United Nations
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
(ICCPR), also known as the first generation of human
rights. Freedom from want is another fundamental
freedom in the human rights system. It takes the form of
the right to an adequate standard of living which is now
recognized as the International Covenant on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), also known as the
second generation of human rights.

In accordance with the Preambles of the ICESCR and
of the ICCPR, the ideal of free human beings enjoying
civil and political freedom, freedom from fear and want
can only be achieved if conditions are created whereby
everyone may enjoy his civil and political rights as well as
his economic, social and cultural rights. Article 8 of the
ICESCR recognizes the right of workers to form or
join trade unions and protects the right to strike. Article 9
states: “The State Parties to the present Covenant
recognize the right of everyone to social security,
including social insurance”.

Similarly, Article 9 of the ICCPR states: “Everyone has
the right to liberty and security of person. No one shall be
subjected to arbitrary arrest or detention. No one shall be
deprived of his grace except on such grounds and in
accordance with such procedure as are established by
law”. Protection of national security, public order,
territorial authority of the state, democratic society, public
health, moral rights and freedoms, and public safety are
stated in Articles 12.3", 13°, 141°, 19.3b", 21" and
22.2% of the ICCPR.

In most cases, human rights advocate only for freedom
from fear whereas human security gives discretion of
progressive realization to both freedom from fear and
freedom from want. Human security equally emphasizes
on freedom to live in dignity*®. Moreover, human security
may help reduce differences on the implementation of
human rights if a State suppresses some rights in the
name of protecting others through arbitrary arrest and
detention, torture, and extrajudicial killings. On the one
hand, the USA is yet to ratify the second generation of
human rights.

Nepal has ratified both generations of human rights, but
the government has prioritized on freedom from fear,
giving far less attention to freedom from want. Even after
the restoration of democracy in 1990, there have been
differences in the implementation of rights and freedom
between a powerful and a weak or poor person.



Canada and Norway have also developed an active
agenda in regard to freedom from fear in their foreign
policy (Alkire, 2003: 5). Security provision has also been
incorporated in Japan’s foreign policy, albeit in very
different ways, to pursue both - freedom from fear and
freedom from want. Japan does not prioritize freedom
from fear over freedom from want, but holds them as dual
objectives of human security.

The United Nations report: We the People: the Role of
the United Nations in the 21st Century has noted,
“Freedom from want, freedom from fear, and freedom of
future generations to inherit a healthy natural
environment are interrelated building blocks of human,
and therefore, national security” (Annan: March 2000).

In regard to freedom from want, the report further
points out that the past half-century has seen
unprecedented economic gains; still 1.2 billion people
have to live with less than $1 a day. The past has been a
witness of extreme poverty with extreme inequality
between countries that insult common humanity. Even if
they are embroiled in bloody conflicts, poor countries
around the world have been found to have fast rise in
their population. Therefore, all governments and the UN
must act to reduce extreme poverty in the world by half
before 2015 by adhering to the following priority areas
taken from: We the Peoples: The Role of the United
Nations in the 21st Century:

- All children must complete primary schooling ensuring
equal opportunities for both genders at all levels of
education. New opportunities must also be created in
view of dynamism witnessed in increasing number of
youths.

- Health promoting measures should be taken in order to
combat HIV/AIDS so that the incidence of the disease
among the youths is reduced by 25% by 2020.

- “Cities without Slums” requires global support so as to
improve the lives of 100 million slum dwellers by 2020.

- Help from all over the world is required to reduce abject
poverty in some regions of Africa.

- All possible efforts must be made to maximize the
people’s access to new information technology through
leapfrog development.

- Global solidarity should be demonstrated in opening the
markets of rich countries to provide access to the
products of poor countries (We the Peoples: The Role of
the United Nations in the 21st Century: un.org/millennium
/sg/report/summ.htm).

Several measures for freedom from fear have been
incorporated in the report, “We the Peoples...”. The
report has estimated that more than 5 million lives have
been affected in the internal armed conflicts in the last
decade alone. The threat of deadly conflicts must be
tackled at every stage:

- Conflicts occur in poor countries due to bad governance
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and acute inequalities between ethnic and religious
groups. The best way to prevent them would be to
promote healthy and balanced economic development,
ensure human rights and minority rights, and devise
earnest political arrangements.

- International humanitarian law against gross violation of
human rights must be enforced so that no misdeed goes
unpunished.

- National sovereignty must not be compromised as a
shield for those who keep violating the rights and lives of
their fellow human beings. Also, the Security Council
must intervene as soon as inhuman atrocities have
ensued in large scale.

- The Millennium (ceremonial general) Assembly which
took in its 55th session should consider recommending a
high-level panel to be set up to review all aspects of
peace operations.

- Sanctions against a regime under the scrutiny of
Security Council must be severe and strict.

- The UNSG should urge all the Member States to control
the transferring of arms and ammunition
(un.org/millennium /sg/report/summ.htm).

Former United Nations Secretary General (UNSG), Kofi
Annan, had called upon the international community to
work toward achieving the twin objectives of ‘freedom
from fear and ‘freedom from want’ and to extend a
helping hand in UN’s efforts to have favorable responses
while dealing with challenges. A meeting was held among
the world’s leaders in New York, who had gathered from
6th to 8th September, 2000. Its principal purpose was to
discuss the role of the UN in the 21st century
(un.org/millennium/sg/report/summ.htm). The aims of the
millennium summit could not be implemented due to
disinterest of a few powerful countries, mainly the USA.
Therefore, it is sure that UN’s target could not be fulfilled.

The Commission on Human Security (CHS) was
established in January 2001 on the occasion of 2000
Millennium Summit for implementation of a world “free
from want” and “free from fear.” The CHS comprised 12
members including Mrs. Professor Sadako Ogata and
Professor Amartya Sen. Its report named Human
Security Now was submitted to the UNSG in 2003.

In the UNSG’s report, In Larger Freedom: Towards
Development, Security and Human Rights for All 2005, a
series of policy priorities for a number of institutional
reforms have been proposed to achieve the three goals:
freedom from want, freedom from fear and freedom to
live in dignity (Human Security at the United Nations,
2012: 9). Similarly, several Heads of States and
governments have referred to the concept of human
security in Paragraph 143 of World Summit Outcome
Document 2005 which says: “All individuals, in particular
vulnerable people, are entitled to freedom from fear and
freedom from want, with an equal opportunity to enjoy
their rights and fully develop their human potential”


http://www.un.org/millennium/sg/report/summ.htm
http://www.un.org/millennium/sg/report/summ.htm
http://www.un.org/millennium/sg/report/summ.htm
http://www.un.org/millennium/sg/report/summ.htm
http://www.un.org/millennium/sg/report/summ.htm
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(UN: 2005).

Human security is broadly defined as freedom from fear
and freedom from want by replacing the notion of state-
centric security by that of human-centric security in the
world. Human security opens new dimensions within the
UN system and other international organizations to
secure all kinds of human needs’ securities. On the
whole, the phrase freedom from fear intends to have
freedom from violence and the phrase freedom from want
aims at freedom from poverty. Thus, human security
means freedom from violence and freedom from poverty
(McRae and Hubert, 2001: 15).

ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF HUMAN SECURITY
IN UNITED NATIONS

During 1943 Moscow and Teheran Conferences,
Ministers of Foreign Affairs of powerful nations such as
USA, Russia, UK, and China emphasized/assessed the
need for the establishment of an international
organization based on the principles of sovereign equality
of all peace-loving states, and opened membership to all
such states, large and small, for the maintenance of
international peace and security. In their declaration, the
ministers finally agreed to establish an organization of the
United Nations.

The United Nations is an “umbrella” organization
established in April 1945, after the WWII, as an outcome
of the San Francisco Conference. The organization had
as its main commitment to unite, strengthen and maintain
international peace and security throughout the world by
improving the lives of the poor people who often get
entrapped by famine, hunger, disease, Iilliteracy,
terrorism, disarmament®, and landmines. Furthermore,
the members need to respect fundamental rights and
freedoms of one another
(www.un.org/en/aboutun/index.shtml).

Of all the six main bodies of the UN, such as the
General Assembly, Security Council, Economic and
Social Council, Trusteeship Council, International Court
of Justice, and the Secretariat, the Security Council is the
most powerful body when it comes to the maintenance of
international peace and security. It takes indeed a lead
role in determining the existence of any threat to peace or
any act of flagrant aggression. It calls on the parties to
settle their disputes by peaceful means and recommends
in some cases the methods of settlement. It may also
impose sanctions or use force to restore international
peace and security, keeping the objective of human
security as paramount.

So long as the UN had focused all its efforts towards
emphasizing on fundamental human rights and freedoms
but prioritizing little on human security, deliberations on
human security were almost absent for over three
decades, until in 1980 the Brandt Commission™ brought
to the forefront the issue of freedom from want. The

report highlighted the differences in understanding the
term “living standards” (economic development) among
the governments and people in rich Northern and
developing Southern hemispheres of the world. Its intent
was to reduce the growing economic disparities between
the rich and poor countries. The North is rich as it is
capable of manufacturing quality goods and gainfully
trading them, whereas the South still suffers from hunger
and poverty. So, the UN suggests that its members have
reasonable relations with one another, focusing on
justice, freedom, and peace. Moreover, the Brandt
Commission Report envisaged a new kind of global
security for social, economic and political ends and
threats from classical military perils. The report urged to
reduce huge waste of resources involved in military
spending for armaments and civilian security through the
conversion of arms production into civilian production.
The report also pointed out the probable difficulties in
implementing its findings due to the diverse interests of
the members associated in it. Moreover, the governments
lacked political will to act on the issues owing to the
polarization of the Cold War (Quilligan, 2002).

Finally, UNSG at the time, Boutros-Boutros Ghali,
stressed that each of the nations had a special and
indispensable role to play in “an integrated approach to
human security” in order to address the root causes of
conflicts spanning a number of economic, social, and
political issues as an “agenda for peace 1992”, that could
spur UN to do further studies on the comprehensive issue
of human security in a way to make it capable of
maintaining international peace and security, securing
justice, human rights and promoting “social progress and
better standards of life in larger freedom” (June 17th
1992:1-4)

The UN had produced its first comprehensive Human
Development Report in 1994. Till then, the concept of
security remained engrossed around the potential
conflicts between states so that security concerns the
threats to a country’s borders and its requirement of arms
to protect its territory and the lives of its people. Lately,
feelings of insecurity from both natural and man-made
disasters have been noted in daily life. The concerns of
human security that have emerged are: food security, job
security, income security, health security, environmental
security, security from crime, etc., all over the world. The
report stressed “the world may never have peace unless
people have security in their daily lives” (1994: 1).

“The battle of peace has to be fought on two fronts. The
first is the security front where victory spells freedom from
fear. The second is the economic and social front where
victory means freedom from want. Only victory on both
fronts can assure the world of an enduring peace....No
provisions that can be written into the Charter will enable
the Security Council to make the world secure from war if
men and women have no security in their homes and
their jobs” (1994:3). While the Conference of International
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Organization was being held in San Francisco in 1945
(April 25 to June 26) for a new United Nations,* the US
Secretary of State Edward Reilly Stettinus Jr. reported to
his government:

All poor and needy people of the world seek a new role of
the UN to meet the humanity’s agenda not only for peace
but also for development. Such development has to be
pro-people, pro-jobs, pro-resources, and pro-nature.
Cooperation for development should be broadened to
include all flows, not just aid. The concept of human
development has to meet these needs of all the people of
all the nations. All nations should agree on a 3% year
reduction in military spending and increase for human
security by establishing a human security fund
(Commission for Human Security, 2003). The report
focuses on: economic security, food security, health
security, personal security, community security, political
security, and environmental security.

The Commission for Social Development, also known as
the Social Summit, is one of the functional bodies
established by the UN Economic and Social Council. It
had organized the World Summit for Social Development
in Copenhagen in March 1995 at a time when the world
had been celebrating the 50th anniversary of the UN. It
finally produced the Copenhagen Declaration and
Program of Action where the concerned governments
reached a new consensus on the need to put people at
the centre of development (World Summit;
www.un.org/esa/socdev/wssd/text-version/); the summit
was an important opportunity to develop some
operational indicators of human security. The
Copenhagen Declaration incorporated ten commitments
for creating an economic, political, social, cultural, and
legal environment to achieve social development;
eradicate absolute poverty by a target date to be set by
each country; support full employment; promote social
integration and safeguard human rights; achieve gender
equality and equity between women and men; attain
universal and equitable access for education and primary
healthcare; accelerate the pace of development of the
least developed countries; ensure social development;
and strengthen cooperation for social development
through the UN (The World Bank and the Copenhagen
Declaration: Ten Years After: September 20, 2004: 1-16).
The summit also offered various concrete proposals for
an early warning system identifying the countries in crisis,
namely: Afghanistan, Angola, Haiti, Iragq, Mozambique,
Myanmar, Sudan and Zaire (UNDP: 1994:3). That
summit was the largest world leaders gathering of the
era.

In March 1999, the Government of Japan and the UN
Secretariat launched the United Nations Trust Fund for
Human Security (UNTFHS) to finance UN Human
Security projects and to increase the human security
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operational impact. Its purpose was to translate the
human security approach into practical actions vertically
at all field levels. It has more than 200 globally funded
projects (UNOCHA, 2009). The Human Security Theory
and Practice handbook is a concrete guidance for
applying the principle of human security in development,
implementation, and evaluation of human security
projects. It has been an instrumental book for training
workshops, particularly for the UN Country Teams in
order to gain a better understanding of human security
and its application in complex situations of insecurities
(United Nations Trust Fund for Human Security,
September 10th 2009). The objective of the Commission
on Human Security is to mobilize, support and promote
greater understanding in human security; to develop the
concept as an operational tool; and to outline a concrete
action plan for its implementation.

The UN report on Human Security Now 2003 strives to
protect the vital core of all human lives in ways that
enhance human freedoms and rights and their fulfillment.
The report states that there must be a stronger and more
integrated response from communities and from States
around the world on human security. Thus, human
security may bring together elements of human rights and
development. Following the recommendations, the
Advisory Board on Human Security (ABHS) was
established for the task to advise UNSG on propagation
of the concept and management of UNTFHS (Human
Security at the United Nations, 2012: 8).

The Human Security Unit (HSU) was established in
2004 at the United Nations Office for Coordination of
Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) with the principal objective
to keep human security in the mainstream of UN
activities. The HSU works with different stakeholders to
highlight the added value of human security concept
through application under UNTFHS and other activities
(Human Security at the United Nations, 2012: 9).

The UNSG’s High Level Panel Report on Threats,
Challenges and Change, calls for “a more secure world:
our shared responsibility”, and makes use of the human
security notion within a broader agenda of institutional
reform in view of the new threats of the twenty-first
century (Human Security at the United Nations, 2012: 9).
The UN was set up in 1945 above all else “to save
succeeding generations from the scourge of war”, that is,
never to be trapped in another world war. Sixty years
later in 2005, the world realized that the biggest security
threats had always been there because of poverty,
infectious diseases, and environmental degradation; war
and violence within states; the spread and possible use
of nuclear, radiological, chemical, and biological
weapons; terrorism; and transnational organized crime.
These threats to human and state security come from
both State and non-State actors (UN, 2004: 1).

After the 9/11 attack in 2001, security perspective from
individuals turned into collective security. Collective
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security strives to promote security for all the members,
without prejudice to the beneficiary, location, resources,
or relationship with Great Powers (UN, 2004: 19). The
idea of collective security was enforced by the UN when it
was discovered that the intent of terrorists is to attack on
values such as respect for human rights, the rule of law,
rules of war that protect civilians, tolerance among
peoples and nations, and the peaceful resolution of
conflict that lie at the heart of the Charter of the United
Nations (UN, 2004: 48).

As described in the report, In Larger Freedom: Towards
Development, Security and Human Rights for All 2005
(September 2005), the world leaders gathered together in
a summit in New York to review the progress of the
Millennium Declaration which had been adopted by all
the Member States in 2000. These agendas had to be
taken up and acted upon. In the course of fulfilling the
needs and hopes of the people everywhere collectively,
advancements keep moving for the causes of security,
development, and human rights. Humanity will not enjoy
security without development, it will not enjoy
development without security, and it will not enjoy either
without respect for human rights. For that, the world
needs strong and capable states, effective partnerships
with civil society, private sector, and regional and global
intergovernmental institutions to mobilize and coordinate
collective action. The UN must be reshaped with such
courage and speed as not previously shown or imagined
(UN, September 2005).

In the World Summit Outcome Document 2005, the
Heads of States and Governments refer to the thought of
human security in paragraph 143 as to “an equal
opportunity to enjoy their rights and fully develop human
potential”. A/RES/60/1 recognizes that “all individuals, in
particular the vulnerable people, are entitled to freedom
from fear and freedom from want, with an equal
opportunity to enjoy all their rights and to fully develop
their human potential”. This reference was pivotal in
advancing the acceptance and understanding of human
security in the United Nations (Human Security at the
United Nations, 2012: 10).

The Friends of Human Security that was formed in
2006 is recognized as a flexible and informal group of
supporters comprising mainly UN Member States and
international organizations. It provides a forum to discuss
the concept and to explore possible collaborative efforts
to mainstream human security and formulate joint
initiatives in the United Nations (Human Security at the
United Nations, 2012: 10).

The Human Security Index (HSI) 2008 aims to
characterize security of an individual in a group, at home,
in one’s village, country, and the Earth. The index
supports all the existing and future well-intentioned
developers of the indicators which may be used by
development analysts/strategists/implementers to
emphasize on the outcomes rather than modalities. The

HSI is now conceptually framed in a trinity of economic,
environmental and social fabric (Hastings, February
2012).

While receiving the MacArthur Award for International
Justice, former UNSG Kofi Annan challenged the
Member States to renew the UN membership ‘in larger
freedom’ to remind the people that the theme is rooted in
the Charter. In May 2008, the Office of the President of
the GA convened an informal thematic debate on human
security where more than 90 Member States had
participated in. The debate focused on the notion of
human security, its multidimensional scope and added
value to the work of the UN system. It was based on the
commitment of the Heads of the States/Governments of
2005 World Summit on the definition of human security in
the GA, which was based on paragraph 143 of the 2005
World Summit Outcome.

The Secretary-General submitted a report on human
security in 2010 that was based on paragraph 143 of the
2005 World Summit Outcome (General Assembly
Resolution 60/1) and it was released on March 8
(A/64/701). It provided an overview of discussions on
human security, and outlined the principles and approach
for its advancement and application to the priorities of the
UN. It further reminds about the definition of human
security, its relationship with state sovereignty and the
state’s responsibility to protect the citizens. It also
enumerates the current priorities of the UN for human
security. The report concludes by identifying the core
elements and values of human security along with the
commitment of 2005 World Summit Outcome
(A/RES/60/1).

Each concerned Government has the primary role for
human security to ensure survival, livelihood, and dignity
for the citizens. The Government has to identify the
primary responsibility of each individual citizen towards
critical and pervasive threats, citizens’ welfare, and acts
on them accordingly. It has suggested the strategies to
strengthen the protection and empowerment of human
security and promotion of peace and stability at every
level -- local, national, regional, and international. From
20th to 21st May 2010, a plenary meeting of the General
Assembly was convened to consider the report of the
Secretary-General (A/64/701). In July, the GA passed
resolution 64/291, a “follow-up to paragraph 143 on
human security of 2005 World Summit Outcome” to
continue the discussion on human security and to agree
on its definition in the General Assembly. In December
2010, the SG appointed Professor Yukio Takasu as his
Special Adviser on Human Security (Human Security at
the United Nations, 2012: 11).

On April 14th 2011, the Office of the President of the
General Assembly convened an informal thematic debate
and panel discussion on human security. In November
2011, the Special Adviser held informal consultations with
the Member States to ensure a broader participation and
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more inputs on the notion of human security and to enlist
possible areas that could bring added value to the work
of the UN (A/RES/64/291). During the consultation, the
Member States confirmed the emergence of a level of
consensus on the course of building the notion of human
security (Human Security at the United Nations, 2012:
11). It was convened as a follow-up to the adoption of the
GA Resolution 64/291 in July 2010. It was also
emphasized the importance of continued consultation on
the notion of human security (UN, April 14, 2011). The
second report of the UNSG (A/66/763) was released on
April 5th 2012, proposing a common understanding on
human security based on the views expressed by the
Member States (Human Security at the United Nations,
2012: 11).

In April 2012, the General Assembly Resolution 64/291
on human security requested the Secretary-General to
seek the views of Member States on the notion of human
security and to formulate its definition (A/RES/64/291).
The Special Advisor to the Secretary General on human
security invited all the Member States to provide their
views through written submissions. It was agreed that
human security is a people-centered approach that
assigns priorities based on local realities and capacities.
It highlighted that human security is a practical and
policy-oriented approach to address the growing
interdependence of threats to survival, livelihoods, and
dignity of the people in their daily lives. The report puts
forward a common understanding on human security
based on the views expressed by the Member States.

A plenary meeting of the General Assembly was held
on June 4th 2012 to discuss the report of the Secretary
General. On September 10th 2012, the GA adopted
through consensus resolution 66/290 entitled, “Follow-up
to paragraph 143 on human security of the 2005 World
Summit Outcome”. The Member States agreed on
common understandings on human security after seven
years of discussions. Thus, human security has formally
been applied within the works of the UN (Human Security
at the United Nations, 2012: 12).

In May 2013, the World leaders gathered at the UN
Economic and Social Council Chamber in New York for a
high-level event on human security to reflect on the
values and lessons learned by implementing the human
security approach and to take into consideration the
future integration of human security with the works of the
UN. The event was declared open with the statements of
the UNSG Ban Ki-Moon and Sadako Ogata. The meeting
highlighted the relevance of the human security approach
in today’s context, its interrelated challenges and
contributions of UNTFHS (Human Security Activities,
2013: unocha.org).

After seven years of intensive discussions in the
General Assembly and a subsequent common under-
standing reached on human rights in various UN events,
resolution 66/290 was passed in order to strengthen the
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commitment to human security through partnerships that
go beyond the UN system and include the joint efforts of
the people, governments, UN family, regional
organizations, NGOs, civil society, and the private sector
(Human Security Activities in 2013:
www.unocha.org/humansecurity/human-security-
unit/human-security-activities-2013). Human Security Unit
in the Office for Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs has
already produced the ninth issue of Human Rights in the
United Nations Newsletter covering the developments till
April 2013 for promoting human security through the UN
works.

STATE AND SOCIETY ON HUMAN SECURITY

Kinhide Mushakoji has stated that the concept of human
security was first developed by the intellectuals in
Canada and Japan, not in the United States. It is a non-
hegemonic notion that can facilitate a dialogue among all
- hegemonic, non-hegemonic, and counter-hegemonic
political and economic forces globally and locally -
whenever an event of human insecurity emerges at any
time of crisis and change (Mushakoji: Winter, 2012: 1). In
about ten years time, the concept has stimulated
significant contributions, not only by broadening the
scope of human security horizontally to non-military
activities but also by shifting the reference point vertically
from the state to individuals (Tasaku: Winter 2012: 2).

Canada founded Human Security Network in 1999 and
Japan in 2000 established the International Commission
on Intervention and National Sovereignty, the prime
recommendation of which was to protect the concept of
human security (Tasaku: Winter 2012: 3). Japan had also
embraced the human security approach in 1998 while it
was facing the Asian financial crisis. In March 1999,
Japan and the UN together established the UN Trust
Fund for Human Security which was primarily financed by
Japan. It contributed in some human security projects of
the UN, for example, the Commission on Human Security
co-chaired by Ogata and Sen in 2001-2003, which
increased human security at operational level (UNTFHS,
2009: 55). In 2007, Slovenia and Thailand also joined the
Fund. The UNTFHS has initiated projects related to key
thematic human security areas, such as post-conflict
peace-building initiatives, persistent and chronic poverty,
food security, reduction to disaster risks, and human
trafficking. The projects translate the concept of human
security into operational activities that provide concrete
and sustainable benefits to the people and communities
threatened for survival, livelihood, and dignity (UNTFHS,
2009: 56-57).

The UNSG, Japan and other states finally achieved an
agreement in 2005 and the World Summit Outcome
(WSO) document included a paragraph briefly stating that
human security is necessary “to enable all individuals to
be freed from fear and want, to enjoy all their rights and
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to fully develop their human potential” (Tasaku: Winter
2012: 3). To follow up the 2005 World Submit Outcome
agreement and to try to mainstream human security in
UN activities, Takasu, then representative of Japan,
created a group called Friends for Human Security (FHS)
in 2006, now expanded in more than 100 countries and
instrumental to broaden the application of human security
approach in many activities such as MDGs, protection of
civilians, humanitarian assistance, post-conflict peace-
building, etc (Tasaku: Winter 2012: 3). The FHS was
formed through a flexible and open-ended informal group
of supporters for human security consisting of
representatives from UN Member States and relevant
international  organizations working at the UN
headquarters based in New York under the chairmanship
of Japan (UNTFHS, 2009: 56).

The FHS has held four meetings on several occasions
in October 2006, April 2007, November 2007, and May
2008. These meetings discussed human security related
issues of climate change, peace-building, MDGs, global
food crisis, human rights education, and gender-based
violence. The fourth meeting had followed the General
Assembly Informal Thematic Debate on Human Security
organized by the President of the GA on May 22, 2008 in
New York (UNTFHS, 2009: 58). The FHS discussed and
explored collaborative efforts for mainstreaming human
security in the United Nations activities (Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of Japan:
www.mofa.go.jp/policy/human_secu/chronology.html).

Japan’s leading role dates back to the last decade of
the 21st century, when the Ministry of Foreign Affairs had
launched several activities related to human security.
The initiative started in December 1998 when Prime
Minister Keizo Obuchi expressed his views on human
security in the Intellectual Dialogue on Building Asia’s
Tomorrow. At the same time in a speech at Hanoi,
Vietnam, the PM announced to contribute 500 million yen
(US $4.2 million) for the establishment of a UN Trust
Fund for Human Rights. In the following March 1999,
UNTFHS was established and the initially proposed
amount was provided to the UN by the Government of
Japan. On conclusion of the G8 Foreign Ministers’
meeting in June 1999, the idea of human security was
recalled. The issue was again discussed the same month
in the International Symposium on Development. In
December 1999 in the keynote speech ‘Toward Human
Security’ at the Japan Institute of International Affairs on
its 40th anniversary symposium, Obuchi stated that
concrete steps would be taken to apply the concept of
human security in foreign policy. Similarly, the
succeeding PM Yoshihiro Mori also mentioned human
security in his keynote speech at the Second Japan-
South Pacific Forum Summit Meeting in April 2000
(Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan: www.mofa.go.jp
/policy/human_secu/friends/).

In the concluding session of the G8 Foreign Ministers’

meeting, human security was mentioned in July 2000.
The same month, an international symposium on Human
Security was held, where Sadako Ogata and Amartya
Sen had participated as panelists. In September 2000,
Mori announced the proposal for the establishment of an
International Commission on Human Security in the UN
Millennium  Summit speech. Sadako Ogata also
suggested the establishment of a Commission on Human
Security while UNSG Kofi Annan was in Japan. An
international symposium on Human Security and
Terrorism was held in Tokyo where members of the
Commission on Human Security attended in December
2001. Co-Chairs Ogata and Sen of the Commission on
Human Security submitted the final report of the
Commission to PM Junichiro Koizumi in February 2003.
A total of US $174.83 million have been provided to the
UN Trust Fund for Human Security (Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of Japan:
www.mofa.go.jp/policy/human_secu/chronology.html).

In 1998, Canada and Norway signed a bilateral
agreement to establish the Human Security Network
(HSN). One vyear later, the network extended its
membership to like-minded foreign ministers of 13
countries of all regions to promote the concept and
commitment of human security in all national and
international  policies. The group expressed its
commitment to promote human rights and international
humanitarian law; to strengthen rule of law; and to foster
a culture of peace controlling violence, ending impunity
and violations of human rights and international law. It
fostered collective action in the areas of human security.
Its members included: Austria, Canada, Chile, Costa
Rica, Greece, Ireland, Jordan, Mali, Norway, Slovenia,
Switzerland, Thailand, and South Africa (www.emb-
norway.ca/Embassy-and-
Consulates/norwaycanada/lnitiativesl /humansecurity/).
The Network’s efforts include taking steps towards the
application of human security, including the ratification of
the Ottawa Convention on Anti-personnel Landmines and
the establishment of the International Criminal Court
(UNTFHS, 2009: 57).

The Canadian Foreign Ministry has developed several
measures on human security. Article 7 of the Constitution
Act of 1982 which is commonly called in its first thirty-five
sections “Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms”
says, “Everyone has the right to life, liberty, and security
of the person”. Human security means freedom from
pervasive threats to people’s rights, safety, and lives
(DFAIT Canada: Foreign Affairs and International Trade
Canada: www.international.gc.ca /international
/index.aspx). Bearing this in mind, the human security
agenda leads to protection of civilians, peace support
operations, governance and accountability, public safety,
and conflict resolution (Dorn: June 6, 2003: 36). Human
security is the ability to enjoy the fruits of human
development in a safe environment. Human development
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iS a means to create human security. Both initiatives are
complementary and mutually reinforcing. Without one,
the other becomes difficult, if not impossible (Dorn:
http://mww.walterdorn.org/pub/23).

Human Security Division (HSD) of Switzerland is
responsible for the protection and promotion of peace,
human rights, and humanitarian law which are closely
and mutually interlinked. The Federal Department of
Foreign Affairs (FDFA) has introduced freedom from fear
of armed conflicts, despotism, expulsion and political and
criminal violence, and freedom from want, poverty,
hunger, disease and environmental disasters along with
the end of Cold War 1990
(http://www.eda.admin.ch/eda/en/home/dfa/orgcha/sectio
/pad/pad4.html).

On freedom from fear, Switzerland commits to mediate
between the conflicting parties; promote civilian conflict
resolution; support strengthening of the rule of law and
democracy; combat against illicit trade, abuse of small
arms and light weapons; ban anti-personnel mines and
support mine-clearing efforts; protect human rights and
vulnerable people in armed conflicts; advocate for the
implementation of IHL; call for humane system of
migration control; and undertake an effective struggle
against human trafficking. The freedom from want
commitments are to combat poverty and promote good
health and good governance through the development of
cooperation (FDFA: www.eda.admin.ch/pd4).

Switzerland has played an influential role in the
creation of UN Human Rights Council and Geneva
Middle East Initiative, and it has contributed in peace
processes in Colombia, Sri Lanka, Nepal, Southern
Sudan, and Uganda. The allocated budget is utilized
through three Geneva Centers, namely: Geneva Center
for Security Policy (GCSP), Geneva International Center
for Humanitarian Demining (GICHD), and Geneva Center
for Democratic Control of Armed Forces (DCAF).
Switzerland has also supported the United Nations in its
conflict prevention and peace promotion programs.

HSD works to fight against illicit small arms and
antipersonnel mines, security sector reform (SSR), and
for the disarmament, demobilization and reintegration
(DDR) of ex-combatants into civilian life in the society. It
also provides supports in both bilateral and multilateral
forums and in some cases through its expert pool with
due respect toward human dignity
(http://www.eda.admin.ch/eda/en/home/dfa/orgcha/sectio
/pad/pad4.html). Besides, HSD has provided human
security experts as special envoys to conduct dialogues
in Vietham, Cuba, and countries in Central Asia and as
task force members to deal with the past atrocities and
genocide, prevention of atrocities and genocide, and
gender discrimination. The Division has held several
annual conferences starting from human security in Sri
Lanka in 2003 to human rights and peace held in Berne
in 2012 (FDFA:
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www.eda.admin.ch/eda/en/home/dfa/orgcha/sectio/pad
/pad4.html). Thus, the concept of human security places
emphasis on protecting individuals as well as the entire
communities against any act of violence - political or
arbitrary.

Several organizations, namely NATO, African Union,
European Union, Association of South East Asian
Nations (ASEAN), South Asian Association for Regional
Cooperation (SAARC), Organization of American States
(OAS), and the League of Arab States (LAS), are
particularly focused to resolve the contemporary
challenges such as hunger, poverty, diseases, violations
of human rights, armed conflicts, human trafficking, and
international terrorism by keeping human beings at the
center through a comprehensive and integrated manner
(UNTFHS, 2009: 58).

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was
established in 1949 to ward off insecurity and threats
through united efforts as a means of collective defense
for preservation of peace and security in the region. Its
main purpose was to keep the “Russians out, Americans
in, and Germans down”. Article 1 of NATO directs to
settle any international dispute by peaceful means in
such a manner that international peace, security and
justice are not endangered. In their mutual relations, it
refrains from threat or use of force in any manner
inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.
Article 4 states that the Parties will consult together
whenever, in the opinion of any of them, the territorial
integrity, political independence or security of any of them
is threatened.

Similarly, the African Union has adopted several human
security measures. Good governance, rule of law,
elimination of corruption, and unhindered exercise of
individual rights are enshrined in the African Charter on
Human and People’s Rights. These rights constitute a
pre-requisite for sustainable peace and security in Africa.
A fundamental link exists among human security,
development, and cooperation in a manner that each
reinforces the others. It creates conditions for an
economic stability devoid of mismanagement with focus
on human security and poverty eradication as called for
in 1995 Cairo Agenda for Action and in the treaty
establishing the African Economic Community (Abuja
Treaty).

To give effect to the above mentioned core values, the
development of a collective continental architecture is
required in order to promote security and inter-African
relations that go beyond the traditional military definition
by embracing imperatives pertaining to human security
and principles relating to good governance aimed at
promoting democracy, respecting human rights and
legitimating rights of leaders. A common definition of
security was established in 2005 within a framework
codifying national laws and legislations regarding human
security as contained in the CSSDCA (Conference on
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Security, Stability, Development and Cooperation in
Africa) Solemn Declaration in order to build confidence
and collaborative security regimes at national, regional,
and continental levels.

The Human Security Report Project (HSRP) is an
independent research body which became affiliated with
Simon Fraser University (SFU) in Vancouver, Canada in
May 2007. Previously, it was located at the University of
British Columbia and was known as the Human Security
Center. It tracks global and regional trends in organized
violence, their causes and consequences. It produces a
wide range of data, research, and news resources
covering the causes and consequences of conflict to
maintain global human security. Its research findings
have been included in the publications of Human Security
Report, Human Security Brief series, and other online
data.

HSD’s work shall highly be appreciated in Nepal as its
services for human security had reached the needy
persons at grassroots level. It remained at the center with
Track | core political leaders including some sort of
cooperation at cantonment level. It could not reach even
at expert level that has been bridging between Track |
and Track Ill on Nepal’s peace process. It is because of
that political leaders supersede the role of peace and
security experts. Besides, it lacks human and resources
constraints.

Where does human security stand in Nepal?

Either national or human security ambit is tainted with
changes in the nature of threats evolving in a nation,
region, or the world. In today’s global village, it would be
difficult for a particular country to realize security
unilaterally. A key component of national security strategy
is thus cooperation with other countries to build a
favorable regional and international environment.
Security agenda is itself a sensitive new concept that
emerged after WW Il. It is a much debated, often
contested, but least understood concept which has been
traditionally used to safeguard the regime. Lying in a
point of strategic importance and serious rivalry among
the regional and global powers, Nepal is not an external-
threat-free country but internal problems are much more
challenging. More than 19,000 Nepalese had lost their
lives in the course of recent internal conflict (Ministry of
Peace and Reconstruction: June 2013). The present
federal republic of Nepal suffers from socio-cultural
violence for the sake of being an autonomous state with
right to self determination.

Nepal does not have a National Security Policy (NSP)
yet. Still, the country has been transformed into a plural,
democratic, multi-caste/ethnic, federal, and secular
republic from a centralized, feudal-unitary kingdom. It is a
matter of pride that Nepal has initiated a public debate on
NSP which has been a top secret agenda of the Nepal

Army before. Moreover, there has been no initiation of
any talk on human security within the country and
between the government and political parties,
government-security forces, and government-civil society
institutions.

Here, this study would endeavor to provide some
models for adoption of nation’s security policy and human
security. This gives some opportunity to try to discover
the significance of “Where is Nepal?” in the formulation of
security policy and human security. The given measures
would assist to understand the state of security in Nepal
within the land and beyond. Nepal keeps receiving
traditional security as well as human security threats as it
is sandwiched between two giants, China and India,
having two different models of democracy (China claims
of people’s democracy and Indian multi-party
democracy): one (China) has political power that controls
all of the state mechanisms and natural resources, and
the other (India) is where the rich people actually control
the state mechanisms and even political parties (Pathak,
2005: 1).

In the absence of National Security Policy, Nepal still
follows the directives of Dibya Upadesh (as a matter of
fact, Nepal is a yam between two rocks) given by King
Prithvi Narayan Shah during the unification period (Stiller,
1968) and Panchsheel'’. Similarly, King Birendra’s (reign
January 31st 1972-June 1st 2001) proposal for a zone of
peace with the goal of securing Nepal proved to be too
insecure for his entire family and sovereign country
(Duquesne: July 27, 2011) as all his family were
massacred mysteriously. While Nepal maintained
neutrality in Sino-India border dispute (which had
escalated a fierce war in 1962), India did not feel
comfortable with Nepal’'s monocracy headed by the
monarch. However, Nepal supported neither adversary in
the Indo-Pakistan War in 1971.

Besides, King Birendra had protested against the
annexation of Sikkim as the 22nd state of India in April
1975, claiming Sikkim was a part of Greater Nepal. In
1975, he proposed that Nepal would be internationally
recognized as a “zone of peace” and received support by
112 countries by 1990, including that of China and
Pakistan. India remained silent on this count despite
repeated reminders put forward by Nepal. Moreover, the
erstwhile USSR had withdrawn its support due to the
pressure from India (Pathak: October 27, 2010).
Similarly, BP Koirala’s national reconciliation policy is still
considered useful for national and human security. Nepal
has never been a colony of any foreign power, invader or
dictator. As such, the capability of a nation to pursue
fruitfully its national interests, livelihood for the people,
and colorful mosaic of freedom should be understood in
that historical perspective.

The mainstream political parties in Nepal also
presented their security agendas in their election
manifestos in post-constituent assembly in 2008. Some



of their security perspectives are subsequently mentioned
(Pathak, 2012: 66).

The Communist Maoist Party of Nepal election
manifesto 2008 put forward the security for two armed
forces in Nepal, that is, the combatants of the Maoist
Army and Nepal Army. It reads that professionalization of
the Maoist Army and democratization of Nepal Army
must be carried out. A High Level Security Commission
should be formed to restructure the security system
based on the new democratic republic (Nepal Communist
Party-Maoist: Falgun 2064 BS).

The Nepali Congress manifesto states that a security
policy should be adopted to protect the national border,
geographical/territorial integrity and natural resources to
promote social harmony and peace and to protect life and
property of the people. The security policy should be
helpful not only to the army personnel but also to the
citizens (Election Manifesto of Nepali Congress: 2064
BS).

As for the CPN UML manifesto, security means
safeguarding the national border. It should provide
protection to geographical integrity, natural resources,
social harmony, and human lives. The security forces
should not only have democratic and inclusive character,
but must also be devoted to the service of the people.
The national security forces should also be mobilized for
constructive works (Election Manifesto of the UML: 2064
BS).

The age-old notion of national security is how gradually
waning due to the development of international relations
since the end of the Cold War in a humber of ways and
areas, for example, globalization, economic inter-
dependence, rapid development, environmental security,
liberal democratic political system, widespread human
rights, and growing asymmetric warfare (Wagle: August
30th, 2010). In view of the post-conflict transitional
situation of the country and of the increasing demands for
identity-based ethnic federalism, human security in Nepal
needs to be assessed afresh and discussed further in the
interest of the security of the people and the nation on
various issues, namely: nationalism, food and economic
security, constitutional security, socio-cultural security,
societal reintegration, unity in diversity, right to self-
determination, etc. National security is a notion for
protection of the nation or the state, but human security is
for the protection of all human beings.

Due to the lack of national policy on security, there is
no clear vision within the government. In the absence of
political parties’ agendas, and devoid of public
discussions in all tracks, human security has become a
vague, complex, and confusing neologism in the case of
Nepal. From government to political parties and from civil
society to common people, therefore, there are positive
and negative aspects in regard to nation’s security and
human security.

The following dimensions have been drawn from a
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comprehensive paper presented by the author during a
Round Table Discussion on Understanding National
Security Policy of Nepal held in Kathmandu on August
23rd 2010 under the auspices of the Nepal Institute for
Strategic Studies. The event was attended by senior
Nepal Army generals, leaders of all mainstream political
parties, and civil society security experts.

Positive human security

Nationalism: Kalapani, Susta, Tanakpur, etc., are
today’s national agendas of debate, discourse, and
dialogue. The controversial Sugauli Treaty of 1816
(Shrestha, 2008) with British India and Peace and
Friendship Treaty of 1950 (Uprety: undated) amid
independent India have been serious issues for the
nation and their implications have to be redefined in the
people’s interests and within the framework of the
imperatives of nationality and human security. Nepal’s
nationalism need not be pointed against either China or
India. Nepal was never colonized, but it has never really
been sovereign and independent. A strong sense of
nationalism prevailed among the combatants of the MA
when they put forward their thought that they intended to
stay always with the people. Besides, they can provide
training to citizens and the trained people may be
mobilized at short notice in the case of an emergency.

Kingdom to republic: The political parties for a long
period have been without any agenda because they
never imagined that Nepal would be declared a
republican nation so soon. The 240-year-old monarchy
was transformed into a republic. The then king
Gyanendra himself left the throne peacefully (Adhikari:
July 24th 2009). Merely two hours before the first meeting
of the CA (Constituent Assembly), the political leaders
were afraid about a decision for republic. The Interim
Constitution of Nepal states that the first meeting of the
CA shall decide the fate of monarchy. The republican
Nepal puts NA under the umbrella of civilian government
in May 2008, and no democratic practice adopts within
them.

National interest: National interest leads to a
conglomeration of conditions sought for survival, welfare,
stability, and prosperity of the nation. It concerns policies
related to agriculture, health, education, economy,
environment, culture, defense, and foreign affairs. It
endeavors to give top priority to human security and
border security in order to safeguard unity, identity,
territorial integrity, economy and environment, political
stability, sovereignty, balanced international relations,
peace in the region and in the world.

Although Nepal does not have a separate human
security policy, the preamble of the Interim Constitution
2007 clearly states about inherited authoritative
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sovereignty, historical struggles and people’s movements
for democracy, existing diversities, progressive
economic-social prosperity, integrity, and independence
and dignity of the country. The awareness towards the
presence of threat, resistance, diplomacy and neighbors’
observance itself is an essential tool to provide protection
from external aggression. National interest must fasten all
the people together in line with the motto, ‘Nation and
people first, and then only other needs and demands’.

Security concept: Nepal could never feel as an
independent and sovereign country due to the
controversial Arms Assistance Agreement with India
signed in 1965. India informally objects to any import of
arms, ammunition, and related equipments for security
forces of Nepal from a third country without its prior
consent. After the announcement of being Republic, on
December 29, 2009, Nepal Government constituted a 5-
member cabinet committee led by the then defense
minister to draft a national security policy. The committee
submitted a draft report to the State Affairs Committee of
the Legislature Parliament for discussion on August 2,
2010 with a conclusion that increasing foreign
interference and infiltration pose serious risk of terrorism.
The draft calls for setting up adequate mechanisms for
preserving the fundamental principles of Nepal’'s security,
full protection of geographical, social, political, and
economic situation of the country stressing upon
safeguarding individual and public property, national
sovereignty, territorial integrity, and national interest
(ekantipur.com: March 1, 2011). It further recommends to
democratize and right-size the Nepal Army. But it has not
been made public yet; it is still a top secret file in the file
cabinet. Moreover, that draft was prepared without
consulting the security forces.

Security strategy comprised four essential components
such as ends, threats, means, and ways. Its foundation is
built through people, democracy, and sovereignty. Nepal
has not yet identified countries to be kept near or at a
distance. The concerned actors must be cleared through
the tests on civilian-democratic control, effectiveness,
and efficiency that are the principal tools of internal and
external security.

Unity in diversity: Nepal is a multi-ethnic, multi-religious,
multi-linguistic, and multi-cultural country. There has
been an intense pressure and debate to include the
demands of Ethnicities, Tarai-Madhes and Dalits (ETMD)
in the new constitution. The State should respect and
address the ethnic mosaic to maintain unity in diversity by
providing equal political space to all ETMD too. One
discussant on Understanding the National Security Policy
said that only an anarchist would seek Tarai-Madhes, not
a sincere Madhesi.

Economic security: Economic security includes secured

land ownership rights and equal opportunities for jobs
and distribution of resources. What does a poor
countryside young fellow receive from the government
except a passport certifying his/her identity that he/she is
a Nepali? But Nepal has been successful in avoiding
being declared a failed state because of the remittances
earned through the sweat of such youths, not from the
whisky-talks of the elite people.

Constitutional security: A constitution is a bridge
between the State and the people. Nepal's new
constitution must provide equal power to all ETMDs. The
constitution should clearly define the role of the
government, people, and military. The trinity dimension
was emphasized by the presenters and discussants. But,
all the mainstream parties were not honest enough to
draft and proclaim a new constitution within the stipulated
time.

Nepal Army’s proposal: The traditional security
perspective of the State is being gradually oriented
toward change and improvement. So the notion of
traditional national security is gradually weakening due to
international relations developed after the end of the Cold
War. National security must be taken as a broad and
comprehensive forum which addresses the internal and
external challenges by considering the state and the
people as reference points.

Human security: It is an integrated and enlarged
concept of security embraced by the UN in 1994.
Economic security, food security, health security,
environmental security, personal security, community
security, and political security are the principal
constituents of human security. It does not only limit to
defense of the territory, it should also ensure freedom of
the people, human rights, peace, security, and cultural
identity. People centric, rights friendly and human
development are the basic concepts for a strong,
efficient, and effective human security.

Vulnerability: Nepal has to face several vulnerabilities
with India. Some of the examples are: Indo-Nepal Peace
and Friendship Treaty (1950); Koshi (1954), Gandak
(1959), and Mahakali (1996) agreements. There has
been an intense interest of India on Nepal’s hydropower,
besides the manipulation in leadership and supports.

Negative human security

Threat: Nepal may suffer from internal and external
threats. Some of the notable examples of threats in the
past are: Anglo-Nepal war (1814-1915), Sino-India border
war in 1962, Indo-Pak war of 1971 and secession of
Bangladesh from Pakistan, merger of Sikkim into India in
1975, Indo-Sri Lanka war (1987-1990), and Maoists’



insurgency (1996-2006). Weapons of mass destruction,
ethnic discord, terrorism, resource depletion, organized
crime, health endemics, blockade of transit routes, trade
retaliation, economic meltdown, narcotic drugs, AIDS,
global warming, and natural disaster among others are
broader context of human security threats in Nepal. This
means that Nepal will have to face not only military
threats, but non-military too.

Nepal at present faces more internal conflict (within
nation) as the Interim Constitution of 2007 could not
address the security threat such as autonomist
pressures, exclusion, illiteracy, poverty, and disease. It is
believed that 80% of the world’s conflicts are internal due
to the proliferation of the identity cause and it shall
continue for another 150 to 200 years. Taraian-Madhesis
feel threat from Pahade (hill-and-mountain dwellers)-
formulated national security and human security
mechanisms and vice versa.

Grand design: There is little likelihood that Nepal would
face any direct military invasion or occupation because of
its strategic geopolitical location. A military take-over
would be the least cost-effective approach for controlling
a sensitive country like Nepal. And there may be short-
term and long-term implications and uncertainties. On the
other hand, Nepal is a historically well established nation-
State recognized by international community. Besides,
Nepal has the potential to wage a ‘war of national
liberation’ for an indefinite time. Nonetheless, Nepal must
learn lessons from the recent events: the sudden
economic blockade, occasional transit obstacles,
frequent territorial encroachments, and the ever lurking
Akhanda Bharat aspirations for an integrated India by
devouring erstwhile small states. But, there are also
brewing internal threats: infiltration of Indian grand design
into leadership of political parties, bureaucracy, and
security organs, impact of conflict in South Asia, impact
of unilateral construction of dams, and diversion of rivers,
onus of multinational rivers (the Ganges and
Brahmaputra interlinking Tibetan plateau), and mass
immigration of refugees.

Federalism: Various ethno-federal demands for
autonomous State with the right to self determination are
likely to lead to secessionist movements as happened in
the former USSR, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, etc. So
far, 14 independent countries have been carved out from
the erstwhile USSR and 7 from former Yugoslavia. They
all had been disintegrated due to varying socio-cultural
identities. Federalism is just beginning, it will continue as
the States proliferate rapidly. For example, Sudan
initiated its federal structure with 3 states; it grew to 6, 12,
and now 36.

People have a misconception that once it enters into
ethnocentric federalism, Nepal would lose its unity in
diversity. Each federal state may suffer from the
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constraints of economic resources, common identity, and
administrative division. Conflicts within a state and
between two states may rise particularly on the issues of
revenue generation and natural resources. In fact,
decentralization in the true sense would have been
enough for the benefit and satisfaction of all concerned
rather than having faulting foundation of federalism.
Decentralization is also a kind of federalism. However,
inclusivity and decentralization must go side by side. But
all discriminated and marginalized communities are bent
upon showing deep interest in federalism. Discrimination
and marginalization often prepare the grounds for
communal violence.

Right to self-determination: ‘All peoples must have the
right to self-determination’ is a highly controversial and
vague issue in the world. Broadly it is defined as a right of
the people to freely determine their political status and
freely pursue their economic, social, cultural, and political
development. The UCPN Maoist, Tarai-Madhes patrties,
and ethnic groups have strongly raised their demand for
self-determination and autonomy. Some also perceive it
as the right to secession™® with reference to ICCPR and
ILO Conventions. All people may, for their own ends,
freely dispose of their natural wealth and resources
without prejudice or any obligation arising out of
international economic cooperation, based upon the
principle of mutual benefit, and international law. In no
case should people be deprived of their own means of
subsistence.

ILO Convention n. 169: ILO Convention n. 169
illustrates the state of tribal people in independent
countries whose social, cultural, and economic conditions
distinguish them from the mainstream people and whose
status is regulated wholly or partially by their own
customs or traditions or by special laws or regulations.
People in independent countries are regarded as
indigenes on account of their descent from those who
had inhabited the country or a geographical region to
which the country belonged at the time of conquest or
colonization or the establishment of present state
boundaries and who, irrespective of their legal status,
retain some or all of their own social, economic, cultural,
and political institutions. Nepal has ratified the ILO
Convention n. 169 becoming the first country in South
Asia to do so.ILO Convention n. 169 concerns the
indigenous people, and 37% of Nepal's population is
made up of 59 different groups of indigenous people.
However, Nepal lacks proper implementation of the
regulations (Nepali Times: February 18th 2011).

Recruitment: Inclusion is a strong demand of Tarai-
Madhes. They want democratic inclusive recruitment in
the Nepal Army. Hridayesh Tripathi says that the issue
has not been adequately addressed and some of them
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still do not understand the real cause. Madhesis believe
that they must reach to State power to protect and
promote their self-identity. Even the People’s Liberation
Army did not understand the Madhesi cause. What
problems would the country face if the NA extends its
strength to 200,000 from its present position? It was
revealed that 7.35% of the total soldiers in NA are from
Tarai-Madhes and NA has plans to set up a separate
battalion focusing recruitment from Tarai-Madhes.

Means: The NSP has to be formulated on the basis of
the following: repercussions of all the existing policies of
the government; presence of external and internal
threats; strengths and limitations of natural resources,
population, tourism, and geo-politics; national character,
unity, morale, and leadership; political, diplomatic,
informational, economic and military power; and interests
of civil society, neighboring countries, and international
institutions. As one of the least developed countries of
the world, most of the available means in Nepal are ill-
equipped, ill-organized, undeveloped, and untrained to
meet the challenging tasks of human security.

People’s human security interests could not be
implemented due to adhering to the mainstream parties’
unclear, self-centered, and arrogant policies rather than
thinking in the interest of the nation and the general
populace on the whole. Non-formulation of national and
human security policy is also due to the country’s
paradigm shift from kingdom to republic, the state
mechanism remaining the same.

National security as well as human security must be
kept above the dirty politics of political parties. Nepal’s
security needs to be addressed in a comprehensive,
integrated, and cooperative manner. National security
policy forms the basis of all other policies for human
security. People must be kept at the center of national
and human security. National Security policy for human
security is to have ‘shared vision’, ‘collective will’, and
‘enduring effort’. For this, politicians should follow people-
centric security policy rather than 4Ps of power-property-
politics-privilege-centric gimmicks.

CONCLUDING ANALYSIS

The importance of people-centered integrated approach
for human security varies depending on the situation of
the nation concerned. In a period of conflict, concern
towards protection of the civilian remains at the top and
no discrimination must be made while providing
humanitarian assistance to victims, mainly refugees and
internally displaced people. In a post-conflict stage, the
concerned authorities should follow an integrated peace-
building strategy incorporated not only with Disarmament,
Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) and Security
Sector Reform (SSR), but also with restoration of
democracy and rule of law, establishment of restorative

justice, and renovation of infrastructure. In an economic
downturn, international financial institutions must be
responsible to effectively implement the needs for safety
measures to protect citizens. Even in a normal political
situation, special attention has to be given to the poor
and vulnerable people, minorities, and marginal or
excluded communities in terms of human security.

National security involves the security of the nation or
State whereas human security is people-centric when it
comes to home, job, school, community or society, and
nature. A guarantee for human security would only be
possible if a country follows the democratic norms,
values, and principles. Nepal is the only country in the
world that adopts democracy without elected
representatives in all tiers. Human security may only be
affrmed through genuine, motivated, and matured
leadership which is truly committed for the people and the
nation. The purpose of human security is to promote life,
liberty, livelihood, and dignity irrespective of the class,
community, resources, nation, geography, culture, and
caste/ethnicity. The world can never attain peace or
harmony, unless people individually have security in their
daily lives.

There is positive human security in Nepal as it lies
between the two emerging superpowers - China and
India. Positive human security is evident in the case of
Nepal-India relations, for example, both have natural ties
in rivers - upper riparian and lower riparian rights;
majority of the population has common Aryan ancestry,
mutual matrimonial relationships, same peaceful socio-
cultural beliefs and norms such as religion, dharma and
dharmasastras, festivals; Sanskrit originated languages
(Nepali and Hindi); similar economic condition to meet
the requirements for food, clothing and shelter, and
presence of justice at all economic, social, and political
levels. Besides, present Nepali republic also adopts
Gandhian and/or Nehruvian social democracy. Nepal
attained and restored democracy with the cooperation
and encouragement of Indian power, politics, and some
equipment too. They have shared inheritance to Gautam
Buddha since Buddha was born in Nepal and got
enlightenment in India, although in China majority of the
people are followers of Buddhism. Mongolian people,
mostly residing in mountains have natural, geographical
and socio-cultural ties with China, which had started with
Bhrikuti*®. Bhrikuti’s husband, Songtsan Gampo, emperor
of Tibet, believed himself as the personification of
Buddha. Nepal's kingdom had special relations with
China and then with India. Nepal developed better
relations with India owing to the porous border unlike the
inaccessible mountains in the North.

As far as Sino-India relations are concerned, there is
negative human security (human insecurity) in Nepal.
Nepal is a Shangri-La mosaic sandwiched between
contrasting politico-ideological systems, socio-cultural
identities, vast economic and natural resources,



demographic and geographical expansions. Sino-Indian
competition is visible due to two different systems:
disorderly under-governed India and orderly over-
governed China. India has adopted bourgeois-cum-
competitive democracy whereas China stands firm on
non-competitive proletarian democracy, which means
that the politics in China controls the nation’s economy,
whereas the economy? controls India’s politics. The
control theory is now more relevant due to the growing
security interests of both in Nepal. India tries hard to
check transferring of fake Indian currency notes and
Muslim extremists from Nepal. China lobbies to stop any
kind of anti-Tibetan activities from Nepal. Besides, China
is looking toward a permanent political force in Nepal -
similar to erstwhile monarch in the past.

It should be noted that when Tibetan refugees reach
India directly from China, India sends them to Nepal to
register as Tibetan refugees, although it has allowed
Dalai Lama to live in Dharmashala. Upon subsequent
commissioning of reports after any prominent human
casualties in Nepal, it has been found that the involved
criminals had come from India. Thus, Nepal is becoming
a center for criminals and illegal immigrants coming from
close neighbors.

Until recently when Nepal was still a kingdom, the
leaders used to be loyal not only towards the monarch
but also to his courtiers; the present leaders are
subservient to Indian power, politics, and property.
Unless China breaks its silence in diplomacy to become
assertive, Nepal would never be an independent and
sovereign country in the real sense. Although Nepal was
never colonized, it has never been truly sovereign either.

Negative human security in Nepal is due to dual and
dubious roles of most of the prominent political leaders.
Dual in the sense that they seem loyal to the people and
nation during day-time, but are in fact clandestinely
involved in the dirty political games of India, mostly at
night. That is why the mainstream political leaders
empowered by Indian power and politics are afraid to
face possible public wrath in election to Constituent
Assembly Il. Therefore, many leaders keep themselves
associated with the gangsters and dons to save their
person. There is no slavery in Nepal, but the ambitious
political leaders try to introduce a culture of slavery in
their power politics using particular sections of people as
their vote bank only. It is against the UN Charter of
human security which highlights the right of people to live
in freedom and dignity without fear, free from poverty,
and despair, and to have equal opportunity to enjoy all
their rights and to fully develop their human potential.

Human security is also a difficult proposition for Nepal
as the people could not get a new federal democratic
republic constitution from the Constituent Assembly even
after several extensions of its four-year tenure. Political
parties are largely divided into two factions: separate
identity based federalism or common identity based
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federal states. The demands for their own identity based
federal states by some of the vocal minority ethnic people
are facing refusal from the great majority of the
population. With such developments, Nepal may be
inviting socio-cultural violence and even more fearful
chaos and bloodshed than what was experienced during
the People’s War (1996-2006).

There has been also a debate on how human security
is being endangered by the Western forces as well.
Outgoing Prime Minister Baburam Bhattarai said, “China
and India want political stability in Nepal, but some
western countries are plotting against CA polls”
(Himalayan Times: June 1st 2013). A few Western
powers want to provoke the issue of free Tibet and to
advocate for third country migration of Tibetan refugees
in Nepal. Thus, they want to weaken transitional Nepal
for their fulfillment of vested interest. Similarly, they also
want to displace the Indian influence along with its
political games from Nepal. It might not be mere
coincidence that the Free Tibet Movement was intensified
in Kathmandu so long as the UNOHCHR and UNMIN
stationed in Nepal (Pathak: November 2012: 16). While
referring to the influence of Northern and Southern
neighbors, Baburam Bhattarai had said, “... the Western
powers are seeking to drill into Nepal to fulfill their vested
interests” (BC: June 4, 2013: 1).

Human security lies on the overall development of
human beings, not to fulfill the quest of arm race. Human
security enhances humanitarian culture if rich countries
reduce the military spending. We have a saying: Ghar
lathalinga bhayepachhi chhimekile afno surakshyakolagi
bhayepani hastachhep garchhani (When the house is in
chaos, neighbors intervene for their own security). The
role of India in particular and other powers in general for
their own vested interests may not be different in
weakening the fluid political situation of Nepal. Indeed,
insecurity caused anywhere is a challenge to security of
all human beings everywhere, for the world is becoming a
global village without frontiers.

Endnotes
' It was attended by the representatives from nine
countries: Belgium, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, France, Italy,
Japan, Poland, UK, and USA.

% Freedom of speech and expression everywhere in the
world.

® Freedom of every person to worship God in his own
way everywhere in the world.

* Freedom from want—which, translated into worldly
terms, means economic understandings which will secure
every nation for a healthy peacetime life for its inhabitants
everywhere in the world. It is also a shared vision of
development, national strategies, trade and financing for
development, sustainability environment, and other prio-
rities for global action and implementation of challenges
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(http://daccess-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N05/270/78/PDF/N0527078.
df?OpenElement).

Freedom from fear—which, translated into worldly
terms, means world-wide reduction of armaments to such
a point and in such a thorough fashion that no nation
would be in a position to commit an act of physical
aggression against any neighbor anywhere in the world.
It is a vision of collective security that prevents
catastrophic terrorism, use of nuclear, biological and
chemical weapons, reduction of the risk and prevalence
of war, and wuse of force (http://daccess-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N05/270/78/PDF/N0527078.
Edf?OpenEIement).

The meeting was held in Teheran between November
28 and December 1, 1943 amongst the U.S.
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, British Prime
Minister Winston Churchill, and Soviet Premier Joseph
Stalin.

" The above-mentioned rights shall not be subject to any
restrictions except those which are provided by law and
are necessary to protect national security, public order
(ordre public), public health or morals or the rights and
freedoms of others, and are consistent with the rights
recognized in the present Covenant.

® Article 13: An alien lawfully in the territory of a State
Party to the present Covenant may be expelled from
there only in pursuance of a decision reached in
accordance with law and shall, except where compelling
reasons of national security otherwise require, be allowed
to submit the reasons against his expulsion and to have
his case reviewed by, and be represented for the purpose
before the competent authority or a person or persons
especially designated by the competent authority.

® The press and the public may be excluded from all or
part of a trial for reasons of morals, public order and/or
national security in a democratic society, or when the
interest of the private lives of the parties so requires, or to
the extent strictly necessary in the opinion of the court in
special circumstances where publicity would prejudice
the interests of justice; but any judgment rendered in a
criminal case or in a suit of law shall be made public
except where the interest of juvenile persons otherwise
requires or the proceedings concern matrimonial disputes
or the guardianship of children

1 For the protection of national security of public order
gordre public), or of public health or morals.

! Article 21: The right of peaceful assembly shall be
recognized. No restrictions may be placed on the
exercise of this right other than those imposed in
conformity with the law and which are necessary in a
democratic society in the interests of national security or
public safety, public order (order public), protection of
public health and/or morals, and protection of the rights
and freedoms of others.

12 Article 22.2: No restrictions may be placed on the

exercise of this right other than those which are
prescribed by law and which are necessary in a
democratic society in the interests of national security or
public safety, public order (ordre public), protection of
public health and/or morals, and protection of the rights
and freedoms of others. This article shall not prevent the
imposition of lawful restrictions on members of the armed
forces and of the police in their exercise of this right.

¥ Access to education, human rights with access to
freedoms, equality, environmental security, community
security, political security, etc.

' Disarmament is the collection, documentation, control
and disposal of small arms, ammunition, explosives, and
light and heavy weapons of combatants and often also
from the civilian population21. It is a development of arm
management program (weapons survey, collection,
storage, destruction, redistribution) for the national
security forces. It also includes identification of mines and
traps to mark them for further action. Due to the voluntary
disarmament in Lebanon, Bosnia-Herzegovina and Haiti,
the process remains very low (Pathak: April-June
2013:152)

'*> The Brandt Commission Report was written by an
independent commission headed by Willy Brandt, the
former German Chancellor and a Nobel laureate in 1971
in the course of reviewing international development
issues. The Commission initiated the studies in 1980 and
completed its work in 1987.

® Three of the four principal purposes of the UN that
concern security are: to keep peace throughout the world;
to develop friendly relations among nations; and to help
nations work together to improve the lives of the poor
people through conquering hunger, disease and illiteracy
and encouraging all to respect for each other’s rights and
freedoms.

" panchsheel means the Five Principles of Peaceful Co-
existence that were first formally enunciated in the
Agreement between the Tibet region of China and India
signed on April 29th 1954. The Principles were (i) Mutual
respect for each other's territorial integrity and
sovereignty, (ii) Mutual non-aggression, (iii) Mutual non-
interference, (iv) Equality and mutual benefit, and (v)
Peaceful co-existence.

'® This is the external notion of self-determination, not to
be confused with the internal right to self-determination,
which means politic and economic freedom of choice.

'* The Lichhavi kingdom of Nepal’s Princess Bhrikuti Devi
"Royal Lady", traditionally considered to have been the
first wife of the earliest emperor of Tibet, Songtsan
Gampo (617-649), 33rd ruler in his dynasty. Bhrikuti is
also known as incarnation of Tara.

%% |ndustrialist/business entrepreneurs
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