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2.1  Conceptualization and Re-Conceptualization  
of Security

Security is of vital importance. The term is frequently used to help raise  
consciousness of the importance of particular issues, which are then so labelled 
in the minds of the population at large (Buzan 1991, p. 370). However, security is 
an ‘essentially contested concept’ (Gallie 1956, p. 184; Buzan 1983, p. 6); a con-
cept on which no consensus exists. This conceptual vagueness makes it difficult to 
find a common ground for discussion. A feature shared by most definitions is some 
form of threat to cherished values (Williams 2008, p. 5), especially those threats 
that endanger a particular referent object’s survival in the near future. Accordingly, 
concern for survival entails a preoccupation with security (Art 1993, p. 821).

Security is not an independent concept. It is always related to individual or 
societal value systems (Brauch 2003, p. 52). Every actor talking about security 
assigns different meanings to the term. Based on the assumptions of the realist the-
ory of international relations—that security is the dominant concern for states, that 
force is the major instrument, that governments preserve their unity as they inter-
act with one another—security is achieved once threats to security can be pre-
vented or at least managed (Nye 1988, pp. 6–8). Contrary to realist theory, social 
constructivism perceives security as resulting from the interactions of various 
actors, with social values and identities shaping these relations. Security is accord-
ingly intersubjective; constituted by a process of interaction and negotiation. Once 
the perception of security has changed, and the fear of one another is overcome, 
security is achieved (Ulusoy 2003, p. 161). Especially noteworthy in this context is 
the distinction between security in an ‘objective sense’ (absence of threats) and in 
a ‘subjective sense’ (absence of fear)1 (Wolfers 1962, p. 149). Security is achieved 
once both components exist.

1 “Security, in an objective sense, measures the absence of threats to acquired values, in a sub-
jective sense, the absence of fear that such values will be attacked” (Wolfers 1962, p. 149).
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6 2 The Concept of Security

Security cannot be achieved at the expense of others. Actors deprived of secu-
rity are possible threats. Security can only be achieved by combined efforts (Booth 
1999, p. 41). In this view, security means that a certain degree of trust between 
actors—originating from a certain level of predictability—needs to be achieved by 
sharing commitments. The ‘common security’2 approach reflects this view: 
“International security must rest on a commitment to joint survival rather than on 
the threat of mutual destruction” (Palme 1982, p. ix).

There have been various interpretations of security. In general, security has 
been understood to be synonymous with the accumulation of power. It has been 
regarded as a commodity, and power3 as the means of achieving it (Van Buuren 
2010, p. 4). Most strikingly, the interpretation of security has changed with the 
end of the systemic antagonism between the Soviet Union (SU) and the United 
States (US). The traditional goal was to defend national sovereignty in terms of 
territory, people, and the system of government. Two principal assumptions sup-
ported this view: the state was seen to be relatively absolute, and the conflict 
between capitalism and communism was unresolvable (Allenby 2000, pp. 
10–13).

Within the organizational framework of the UN the focus has shifted away 
from a state-centred to a more human-centred approach. The concept of human 
security was included in the agendas of UN component organizations (UNDP 
1994; FAO 2003), and incorporated into the studies of the academic security com-
munity (Brauch 2005, p. 18). Despite a widening of the concept of security, a large 
number of states still adhere to a state-centred, militarized approach (Møller 2003, 
p. 279). Since the 9/11 attacks and the declaration of the ‘war on terror’, however, 
it has been possible to observe a shrinking of the concept of security. Military 
security, concentrating on state actors, has gained importance once more (Liotta 
2002, p. 173).

This study will be based on a definition of security as ‘survival-plus’. Since 
those threats in particular that endanger a particular referent object’s survival 
in the near future are of vital importance, concern for survival entails a preoc-
cupation with security (Art 1993, p. 821). Yet, the terms security and survival 
are often used in a similar way and present a confusing ambiguity. Defining 
security as ‘survival-plus’ removes this flaw. Here survival is understood as an 
existential condition, while security additionally comprises the ability to pur-
sue cherished political and social ambitions; the ability to make “life-choices” 
(Booth 2007, p. 106).

2 In 1982 the Palme Commission led by Olof Palme issued the report on Common Security. It 
argued that both sides in the Cold War have legitimate security needs. Unilateral security for one 
block based on superior military resources is seen to be impossible (Palme 1982).
3 ‘Power’ is understood in a Weberian sense as: “the chance of a man, or a number of men to 
realize their own will in communal action, even against the resistance of others” (Weber 2005,  
p. 28).
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2.2  Human and National Security

As it was impossible to predict the end of the Cold War, the realist assumptions of 
security studies faced a severe crisis (Fierke 2007, p. 22). This stimulated reflec-
tion within the academic community about the meaning of security. The major 
shortcomings of the state-centred security paradigm were highlighted, especially 
that it did not provide an explanation for states threatening their own citizens or 
for state collapse (Mack 2004, p. 48). As a result, the need for a human-centred 
perspective was identified (UNDP 1994, p. 22).4

2.2.1 Human Security

Human security moves the focus away from states and towards individuals. 
It emphasizes human rights, safety from violence, and sustainable develop-
ment (Paris 2001, p. 88). Although the term was coined by the United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP) in its 1994 Human Development Report 
(UNDP 1994), it emerged from the fusing of a number of different concepts 
(Hampson et al. 2001, p. 152):

•	 The first concept is human development. The first UNDP report of 1990 called 
for a people-centred approach to all forms of development. Accordingly, there 
was a demand that the development of national production and its impact on 
human development must be further investigated (MacFarlane et al. 2006, p. 
143; UNDP 1990, p. iii).

•	 A second concept underlying human security is sustainable development. The 
Brundtland Commission’s report of 1987 argued that protecting the environment 
is a prerequisite for the survival of humankind. Sustainable development was 
accordingly identified as a necessary long-term development strategy (WCED 
1987).

•	 The third important emergent point for human security is the responsibility to 
protect. This thematizes tensions between the claim for universal human rights 
and the principle of non-interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign state. 
If a state is unable to fulfil its obligation to protect its citizens, or if the state 
itself becomes a danger, the responsibility to protect is transferred from the sov-
ereign state to the international community (Tajbakhsh et al. 2007, p. 27).

Especially interesting is the connection between human security and develop-
ment. In order to better distinguish between the concepts, human security has been 

4 “The concept of security has for too long been interpreted narrowly: as security of territory 
from external aggression, or as protection of national interests in foreign policy […]. It has been 
related more to nation-states than to people […] For many of them, security symbolized protec-
tion from the threat of disease, hunger, unemployment, crime, social conflict, political repression, 
and environmental hazards” (UNDP 1994, p. 22).

2.2 Human and National Security
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defined as “a necessary but not sufficient precondition” for human development, 
with a suggestion that “If human security could cover the most urgent threats, 
development would then address societal well-being” (Owen 2004, p. 381). Seven 
dimensions of human security are distinguished by the UNDP:

•	 Economic security—assuring every individual a minimum requisite income.
•	 Food security—the guarantee of physical and economic access to basic 

foodstuffs.
•	 Health security—the guarantee of minimum protection from disease and 

unhealthy lifestyles.
•	 Environmental security—protecting people from the short- and long-term rav-

ages of nature, man-made threats in nature, and deterioration of the natural 
environment.

•	 Personal security—protecting people from physical violence.
•	 Community security—protecting people from loss of traditional relationships 

and values and from sectarian and ethnic violence.
•	 Political security—ensuring that people live in a society that honours their basic 

human rights (UNDP 1994, pp. 24–33).

By conceptualizing human security in the political context of the United Nations, 
three pillars of human security have been identified:

•	 Freedom from fear—protecting the physical integrity of human beings.
•	 Freedom from want—providing access to the goods and services needed to sat-

isfy material and non-material needs.
•	 Freedom of future generations to inherit a healthy environment5—environmen-

tal protection (Annan 2000a, pp. 1; Owen 2004, pp. 384).

In addition, the need for a fourth pillar has been identified and it has subsequently 
been conceptualized: freedom from hazard impact.6 This implies that people are 
able to mobilize their resources and concentrate on sustainable development goals 
instead of not being able to escape the ‘survival dilemma’ (Brauch 2008).7 
Currently three different forms of conceptualizing human security can be identified.

5 “Freedom from want, freedom from fear, and the freedom of future generations to inherit a 
healthy environment—these are the interrelated building blocks of human—and therefore—
national security” (Annan 2000a, p. 1).
6 ‘Hazard’ is defined as: “A potentially damaging physical event, phenomenon and/or human 
activity, which may cause the loss of life or injury, property damage, social and economic dis-
ruption or environmental degradation” (UN/ISDR 2002). Hazard is not related to the persons or 
objects that could be affected. It describes only the threat emanating from an event. Hazards can 
be single, sequential, or combined in their origin and effects (UN/ISDR 2002).
7 At this point we shall introduce the definition of ‘crises’. Crises are defined as “specific, unex-
pected, and non-routine events or series of events that [create] high levels of uncertainty and 
threat or perceived threat to high priority goals” (Seeger et al. 1998, p. 254). The defining char-
acteristics of crises are: they are unexpected, create uncertainty, and are seen as a threat to impor-
tant goals (Seeger et al. 1998, p. 254).
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•	 Firstly, it can be conceptualized as a level of analysis where the referent object 
is the individual affected by hazards, migration, crises, or conflicts (Brauch 
2005, p. 22).

•	 Human security can also be understood using a mainly normative orientation 
and from a political perspective where human security is conceptualized in 
close relation to human rights. The two concepts still do not converge, as they 
employ separate ideas and separate functions. While the literature on human 
security acknowledges the importance of human rights, there has been little evi-
dence that human rights theory has responded accordingly (Brauch 2005, p. 22; 
Boyle et al. 2004, p. 3).

•	 The third way to conceptualize human security is to understand it as an encom-
passing concept, including all five dimensions of the widened concept of secu-
rity: economic, societal, environmental, political, and military security (Brauch 
2005, p. 22; UNDP 1994).

The large number of possible definitions has often led to criticism and doubts 
about the usefulness of the concept of human security. About the referent 
object of human security there can be little debate. The focus is the individ-
ual human being or humankind, even if the referent object is conceptualized in 
a social context. Accordingly ‘community security’—as part of human secu-
rity—refers to individuals finding shelter in a community (Krause and Williams 
1997, p. 47).

As for possible threats, conceptions differ greatly. Depending on which dimen-
sion is accentuated, the main threats to human security range from economical to 
environmental and societal security threats. In order to separate a danger to human 
security more accurately from other dangers, a distinction between threats to 
human security—hunger or disease—and specific threats—single actions that have 
an immediate effect on the safety or welfare of victims and demand immediate 
remedy—has been introduced (Thomas et al. 2002, pp. 183–185).

Human security’s definitional flexibility makes it appealing for decision-mak-
ers, as various interests and goals can be projected on to human security (Chourou 
2005, p. 12). Accordingly, policymakers in several countries have embraced the 
concept as the foundation of their foreign policy. Thirteen states have founded the 
Human Security Network (HSN), organized at ministerial level, in order to pro-
mote a human security perspective. Their individual ideas still differ to a great 
extent. In the Canadian context, human security is based on freedom from fear 
and humanitarian interventions are seen as a strong measure for its promotion. In 
Japan, freedom from want is stressed and much effort is put into economic devel-
opment (Sato 2007, pp. 83–84).

As the concept grew in importance, Kofi Annan established a Commission on 
Human Security whose final report led to the establishment of the permanent UN 
Advisory Board on Human Security (CHS 2003). Human security received further 
international attention when the Barcelona Report of the Study Group on Europe’s 
Security Capabilities called for a Human Security Response Force (Study Group 
on Europe’s Security Capabilities 2004).

2.2 Human and National Security
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2.2.2 Convergence of Human and National Security?

It has been argued that human security has an increasing impact on national secu-
rity (Thomas and Tow 2002, p. 179). Often a blurring of issues involving national 
and human security can be detected (Liotta 2002, p. 173), or it is even stated that 
ultimately, one concept—national security or human security—would gain a dom-
inant position (Henk 2005, p. 101).

National security and human security are interlinked. For example, outwardly 
aggressive and inwardly repressive regimes can be a major source of human insecu-
rity (Lodgaard 2004, p. 4). Underdevelopment in particular has been identified as a 
link between human and national security Mack 2004, p. 2).8 Over the years a con-
vergence of national and human security perspectives can be observed. The main 
reason stated for promoting a human security perspective is that of an “enlightened 
self-interest” (Barcelona Report 2004, p. 7). In order for a state to survive, it has to 
respect the security of its citizens, and the security of citizens of other states. This 
demonstrates one possible connection between human security—especially aspects 
of livelihood security9—and how these interact with national security issues. For 
example, predicted climate stresses on livelihood systems may lead to upheavals for 
those already vulnerable and incapable of adapting. This food and livelihood pres-
sure might motivate populist or military coups (Wisner et al. 2004, p. 18).

2.3  Threat, Challenge, Vulnerability and Risk

One of the main tasks for security analysts is to investigate how some threats come 
to have priority over others and become the focus of security. More broadly speak-
ing, this is a question of how specific objects come to be constituted as one type or 
another. The scope of relevant categories is large: probably the prevalent category is 
that of threats. Other possible categories are, for example, those of crises (Weldes 
1996, p. 276), and risks (Beck 1986, 1992, 1999). The main idea behind distinguish-
ing between different categories is to be able to estimate the process by which, under 
certain circumstances, objects are given meaning as threatening, while in a different 
environment they are understood to be non-threatening. An attempt to grasp this cat-
egorization that conceptualizes threats, challenges, vulnerabilities and risks as the 
categories for judging a new situation is presented in Brauch (2005, 2011).

8 “It is impossible to explore causal relationships between violence, on the one hand, and indica-
tors of underdevelopment, on the other, if all are subsumed under the rubric of human insecurity” 
(Mack 2004, p. 2).
9 “… The adequate and sustainable access to income and other resources to enable households 
to meet basic needs. This includes adequate access to food, potable water, health facilities, edu-
cational opportunities, housing, and time for community participation and social integration”. 
(Frankenberger 1996, p. 3).
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2.3.1 Threat

An early definition of threat is: “capability coupled with intent” (Singer 1958,  
p. 94). Clearly applied to the possibility of a nuclear war between the Soviet Union 
(SU) and the United States (US), this definition mainly focuses on military capa-
bilities. The assumed intentions of the Soviet Union were built into models of mas-
sive retaliation, deterrence, and mutually assured destruction. Basically, intentions 
appeared to be less important, as it seemed obvious that the SU would seek con-
frontation once the capabilities were in place (Flynt 2000, p. 32). While the systems 
of antagonism between the SU and the US continued, threats were conceptualized 
in a dual way, as a threat to state institutions by force (capabilities), and by ideas 
(ideology) (Buzan 1983, p. 57). The referent object of security remained the state, 
and accordingly threats were defined in close connection to the security of states.

Obviously military threats can pose major threats to the state and affect all its 
components, as the use of force is involved. Political threats also present a con-
stant concern for a state. They can manifest themselves as competition amongst 
ideologies, or as an attack on the nation itself (Stone 2009, p. 5). In this respect it 
is important to distinguish between international political threats and those arising 
internally from the impact of alternative ideas about the form of government or 
about the legitimacy of state leaders (Buzan 1983, p. 120).

The drastically increased number of violent domestic wars after the end of the Cold 
War (Gantzel 2000, p. 305), an increase in asymmetric forms of warfare, as well as the 
important role of non-state actors—such as terrorist networks—have stimulated a 
change in the conception of threats (Stepanova 2008, p. 3). This conception now 
requires an element that is not controllable and raises the possibility of destroying an 
actor’s key value or commodity. Since the early 1990s, a threat has also been defined 
as referring to the dangers due to the manifold destructive potential of the environment 
and its global consequences (Brauch 2005, p. 26). The United Nations has acknowl-
edged the widening of the concept of security by identifying new security threats, such 
as poverty, infectious disease and environmental degradation, and war and violence 
within states (United Nations Department of Public Information 2004, p. 11).10

2.3.2 Challenge

Despite its regular use, the term challenge has rarely been defined. Challenge may 
basically be seen as similar to threat, except that an actor has a slightly firmer 
grip on a challenge and may be able to handle it in the future (Brauch 2003,  
p. 76). A security challenge may also refer to security issues that are not acutely 

10 “[…] we know all too well that the biggest security threats we face now, and in the decades 
ahead, go far beyond States waging aggressive war. They extend to poverty, infectious disease 
and environmental degradation; war and violence within States; […] the threats are from non 
-State actors as well as States, and to human security as well as State security” (United Nations 
Department of Public Information 2004, p. 11).

2.3 Threat, Challenge, Vulnerability and Risk
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time-critical or are non-violent. These challenges are primarily issues of the inter-
nal security agenda (Brauch 2005, p. 29). To address a security challenge the ref-
erent object has to be clearly defined, as a human security perspective will identify 
totally different security challenges from a national security perspective. As the 
range of security threats has shifted away from primarily military threats, so has 
the range of security challenges. As a human security perspective becomes more 
and more integrated into the agenda of the European Union, ‘soft’ security chal-
lenges, such as poverty, collapse of the environment and underdevelopment are 
being increasingly addressed (Barcelona Report 2004, p. 6).

2.3.3 Vulnerability

To affect security a threat to a cherished object has to be identified and the referent 
object must be vulnerable to this threat.11 Accordingly the concept of vulnerability 
has achieved a high degree of recognition in different fields, such as disaster man-
agement and development studies. Vulnerability can be defined as “a weakness 
that makes targets susceptible to physical or emotional injury or an attack” 
(Gregory 2009, p. 406).

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) distinguishes vulnera-
bility from sensitivity12 and adaptive capacity,13 and defines it in the context of 
global climate change as “the degree to which a system is susceptible to, or unable 
cope with, adverse effects of climate change including climate variability and 
extremes” (Smit et al. 1999, p. 885; IPCC 2001). The concept of vulnerability was 
widened so that it received a dual focus; susceptibility to a certain threat, and unu-
sual difficulties in coping and recovering (Bohle 2009, p. 521). Two basic features 
of vulnerability can be distinguished. These are ‘exposure’14 and ‘insufficient 
capacities’.15

11 “Insecurity reflects a combination of threats and vulnerabilities, and the two cannot meaning-
fully be separated. […] national security policy can either focus inward, seeking to reduce the 
vulnerabilities of the state itself, or outward, seeking to reduce external threat by addressing its 
sources” (Buzan 1991, p. 112).
12 Sensitivity is the “Degree to which a system is affected by or responsive to climate stimuli” 
(IPCC 2001).
13 Adaptive capacity is the “potential or capability of a system to adapt to climatic stimuli or 
their effects or impacts” (IPCC 2001).
14 ‘Physical exposure’ is the presence and density of the people, habitat, networks, and goods 
and services in risk zones, defining potential losses or damages, both human and non-human 
(stakes). Physical exposure also is the socio-ecological: human-induced ecosystemic perturba-
tions aggravating the natural hazard.
15 ‘Insufficient capacities’ to prevent, prepare for, face and cope with hazards and disasters can 
be separated into: physical weakness, legal vulnerability, organisational vulnerability, technical 
vulnerability, political vulnerability, socio-economical vulnerability, psychological vulnerability, 
and cultural vulnerability (Nathan 2009).
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Vulnerability to a hazard is to a large extent created by the relevant social order. 
The division of labour, cultural values and legal rights strongly influence the vulner-
ability of a referent object to security threats. Vulnerability can be understood as an 
estimate of the potential scale of destruction and is therefore a function of a society’s 
ability to adjust to a new set of circumstances (Barnett 2001, pp. 132–133). Often 
vulnerabilities are cumulative, causing disasters which in turn further aggravate those 
vulnerabilities. Vulnerability is both hazard-related and subject-related. The level of 
analysis (individual, group, society) has to be made clear, as the vulnerabilities at 
one level are totally different from the vulnerabilities at another level. Furthermore, 
different subjects—even those at the same level—have different vulnerabilities 
(Nathan 2009).

The factors influencing vulnerability can be divided into external and internal. 
The internal factors are those of coping with and anticipating a threat, while the 
external factors are those involving an exposure to risk and shock (Bohle 2009, 
p. 521). Often vulnerability is described as the “internal side of risk” (Birkmann 
2006, p. 16). This highlights vulnerability’s dependence on certain characteris-
tics, for example of an individual, an environmental system, or a social structure 
(Birkmann 2006, p. 16; Wisner et al. 2004, p. 12).

2.3.4 Risk

Risk is described as the leitmotif of contemporary society. It is the combination 
of the likelihood of a future event and its possible impact. As a concept, risk 
represents our “desire to control the future” (Giddens 1998, p. 101). Risk pre-
supposes some form of uncertainty that cannot be removed, but with a possibil-
ity of managing this uncertainty. By framing future events in the form of risk, 
these can be either measured or prioritized (Gibson 2005, p. 23). Risk has a dual 
nature. This means its perception may not necessarily be equal to its empirically 
measurable impact (Slovic 2000, p. 17). Duality presents a dilemma for manag-
ing risk, as the task is that of managing the risk itself as well as managing the 
fear of that risk.

Before the beginning of modernity and the industrial age, risks were per-
ceived to be induced by non-human forces; so-called ‘external risks’. Modern 
societies are exposed to a number of man-made risks that are a product of mod-
ernization itself: “manufactured risks” (Giddens 1998, p. 99). As the nature of 
risk shifts away from external to manufactured risks it is possible to assess the 
level of risk being produced. By reflecting on the way a risk is manufactured, 
the method of manufacturing this risk can be changed as well (Beck 1992,  
p. 23). With the notion of manufactured risks and human impact on the envi-
ronment, a number of environmental risks have gained attention. These include 
possible disputes arising from human-induced local environmental degrada-
tion or scarcity-induced conflict over resources such as water (Kasperson et al. 
2001, p. 45).

2.3 Threat, Challenge, Vulnerability and Risk
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2.4  Security Goals

There are various categories into which the perception of security can be classi-
fied, but the envisioned goals of security must be taken into account as the per-
ceived end to which security efforts should lead. Based on the ‘sectoralization of 
security’ (Brauch 2009), the goals of security can be conceptualized as the guiding 
rationale of the actors involved in each sector. Each sector has its own primary 
concern—which closely mirrors the guiding rationale—and until it has been sat-
isfied, the security of the sector is at peril. Security goals are closely related to 
the capacities an actor can rely on to achieve these goals. Strong actors can be 
expected to employ various methods to try and reach their goals. Moderately 
strong actors may be assumed to constantly try and improve their position, while 
weak actors can be expected never to reach their prime concern and to struggle 
for survival from day to day. The various prime concerns and particular capaci-
ties lead to a complexity concerning security goals. Accounting for this complex-
ity and in order to reduce it to a level at which it can be handled more easily, three 
security goals have been distinguished (Zeitoun 2006, pp. 2–5):

•	 First-order goals are the bare primary concerns. Their main characteristic is a 
notion of base values or bottom lines which might trigger defence mechanisms. 
Actors who have not been able to achieve first-order goals are forced to deal 
with threats to their survival. Behaviour concerning first-order goals is guided 
by a perceived need for protection. Actors who have achieved a first-order 
goal, particularly those who have struggled to do so, tend to take a conservative 
approach in order to maintain their achievement.

•	 Second-order goals are more beneficial, higher-risk achievements. A certain 
amount of risk is required to achieve these goals. Hence the goals can be con-
sidered as risk ceilings. The dominant characteristic governing behaviour at 
this level is accumulation, or the acquisition of resources, allies etc., enabling 
improvement or consolidation of the actor’s position.

•	 Third-order goals may be considered irrational maxima. The overriding charac-
teristic governing behaviour is supremacy, where the goal of preservation of a 
position is seen to justify the means used against and suffering endured by com-
peting actors (Warner 2006, pp. 17–20).

References

Allenby, Braden R., 2000: “Environmental Security: Concept and Implementation”, in: 
International Political Science Review, 21,1 (January): 5–21.

Annan, Kofi, 2000a: Millenium Report: We the Peoples. The Role of the United Nations in the 
21st century; at: <http://www.un.org/millenium/sg/report> (30 November 2011).

Art, Robert, 1993: “Security”, in: Krieger, Joel (Ed.): The Oxford Companion to Politics of the 
World (New York – Oxford: Oxford University Press): 820–822.

Barnett, Jon, 2001: The meaning of environmental security, Ecological Politics and policy in the 
new security era (London-NewYork: Zed).



15

Beck, Ulrich, 1999: World Risk Society (Cambridge: Polity).
Beck, Ulrich, 1986: Risikogesellschaft (München: C.H. Beck).
Beck, Ulrich, 1992: Risk Society: Towards a New Modernity (Beverly Hills, CA: Sage).
Birkmann, Jörn, 2006: Measuring Vulnerability to Natural Hazards – Towards Disaster Resilient 

Societies (Tokyo: UNU Press).
Bohle, Hans-Georg, 2009: “Sustainable Livelihood Security. Evolution and Application”, in: 

Brauch, Hans Günter; Oswald Spring, Úrsula; Grin, John; Mesjasz, Czeslaw; Kameri-Mbote, 
Patricia; Behera, Navnita Chadha; Chourou, Béchir; Krumme-nacher, Heinz (Eds.), 2009: 
Facing Global Environmental Change: Environmental, Human, Energy, Food, Health and 
Water Security Concepts. Hexagon Series on Human and Environmental Security and Peace, 
vol. 4 (Berlin – Heidelberg – New York: Springer): 521–528.

Booth, Ken, 1999: “Three Tyrannies”, in: Dunne, T.; Wheeler, N.J. (Eds.): Human Rights in 
Global Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press): 31–70.

Booth, Ken, 2007: Theory of World Security (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).
Boyle, Kevin; Simonsen, Sigmund, 2004: Human Rights, Human Security and Disarmament 

(Geneva; United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research); at: <http://kms1.isn.ethz.ch/
serviceengine/Files/ISN/47985/ichaptersection_singledocument/d30276d5-6f70-4567-82e7-
a017a9ead3d4/en/03_Human+security-human+rights-disarmament.pdf > (2 November 
2011).

Brauch, Hans Günter, 2003: “Security and Environment Linkages in the Mediterranean: 
Three Phases of Research on Human and Environmental Security and Peace”. In: Brauch, 
Hans Günter; Liotta, P.H.; Marquina, Antonio/Rogers, Paul; Selim, Mohammed El-Sayed 
(Eds.): Security and Environment in the Mediterranean. Conceptualizing Security and 
Environmental Conflicts (Berlin – Heidelberg: Springer): 35–143.

Brauch, Hans Günter, 2005: Threats, Challenges, Vulnerabilities and Risks in Environmental and 
Human security (Bonn: United Nations University. Institute for Environment and Human 
Security); at: <http://www.ehs.unu.edu/article/read/72> (12 October 2011).

Brauch, Hans Günter, 2008: “From a Security towards a Survival Dilemma”, in: Brauch, Hans 
Günter; Oswald Spring, Úrsula; Mesjasz, Czeslaw; Grin, John; Dunay, Pal; Behera, Navnita 
Chadha; Chourou, Béchir; Kameri-Mbote, Patricia; Liotta, P.H., (Eds.): Globalization and 
Environmental Challenges: Reconceptualizing Security in the 21st Century. Hexagon Series 
on Human and Environmental Security and Peace, vol. 3 (Berlin–Heidelberg–New York: 
Springer): 537–552.

Brauch, Hans Günter; Oswald Spring, Úrsula; Grin, John; Mesjasz, Czeslaw; Kameri-Mbote, 
Patricia; Behera, Navnita Chadha; Chourou, Béchir; Krumme-nacher, Heinz (Eds.), 2009: 
Facing Global Environmental Change: Environmental, Human, Energy, Food, Health and 
Water Security Concepts. Hexagon Series on Human and Environmental Security and Peace, 
vol. 4 (Berlin–Heidelberg–New York: Springer-Verlag).

Brauch, Hans Günter, 2011: “Concepts of Security Threats, Challenges, Vulnerabilities and 
Risks”. In: Brauch, Hans-Günter/ Oswald Spring, Ursula/ Mesjasz, Czeslaw/ Grin, John/ 
Kameri-Mbote, Patricia/ Chourou, Béchir/ Dunay, Pal/ Birkmann, Jörn (Eds.): Coping with 
Global Environmental Change, Disasters and Security—Threats, Challenges, Vulnerabilities 
and Risks. Hexagon Series on Human and Environmental Security and Peace, vol. 5 (Berlin–
Heidelberg–New York: Springer-Verlag, 2011): 61–106.

Buzan, Barry, 1991. People, States & Fear: The National Security Problem in International 
Relations. 2nd edition. (Financial Times Prentice Hall: New Jersey)

Buzan, Barry, 1983: People, States & Fear. The National Security Problem in International 
Relations (Brighton: Harvester Books).

Chourou, Bechir, 2005: Promoting Human Security: Ethical, Normative and Educational 
Frameworks in the Arab States. United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (Paris: UNESCO); at: <http://www.unesdoc.unesco.org/
images/0014/001405/140513e.pdf> (3 November 2011).

CHS [Commission on Human Security], 2003: “Establishment of the commission”; at: <http://
www.humansecurity-chs.org/about/Establishment.html> (8 December 2011).

References



16 2 The Concept of Security

FAO [Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations], 2003: FAO trade reforms and 
food security conceptualizing the linkages; at: <http://www.fao.org/docrep/005/y4671e/
y4671e06.htm#TopOfPage> (27 October 2011).

Fierke, Karin, 2007: Security Clusters: Beyond Referent Object and Threat. Paper presented 
at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association 48th Annual Convention, 
Chicago. <http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p181066_index.html> (25 October 2011).

Frankenberger, Timothy, 1996. “Measuring Household Livelihood Security: An Approach for 
Reducing Absolute Poverty.” Food Forum 24. Washington, D.C. Food Aid Management.

Gallie, W. B., 1956: “Essentially Contested Concepts”, in: Proceedings of the Aristotelian 
Society, New Series, 56: 167–198.

Gantzel, Klaus Jürgen, 2000: “Über die Kriege nach dem zweiten Weltkrieg”, in: Wegner, Bernd 
(Ed.): Wie Kriege entstehen. Zum historischen Hintergrund von Staatenkonflikten (Paderborn: 
Schöningh Verlag): 299–318.

Giddens, Anthony; Pierson, Christopher, 1998: Conversations With Anthony Giddens: Making 
Sense of Modernity (Palo Alto: Stanford University Press).

Gibson, Stevyn D., 2005: “In the Eye of the Perfect Storm: Re-Imagining, Reforming and 
Refocusing Intelligence for Risk, Globalisation and Changing Societal Expectation”, in: Risk 
Management, 7,4: 23–41.

Gregory, Peter, 2009: CISSP Guide to Security Essentials (Andover: Cengage Learning Services).
Hampson, F.O.; Daudelin, J.; Hay, J.; Reid, H.; Martin, T., 2001: Madness in the Multitude: 

Human Security and World Disorder (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
Henk, Dan, 2005: “Human Security: Relevance and Implications”, in: Parameters (Summer): 

91–106. http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a486417.pdf (19 September 2012).
IPCC [Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change], 2001: Working Group II: Impacts, Adaptation 

and Vulnerability; at: <http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/tar/wg2/650.htm > (10 October 2011).
Kasperson, Jeanne; Kasperson, Roger; Dow, Kristin, 2001: Global environmental risk (Tokyo-

New York–Paris: United Nations Press; London: Earthscan).
Krause, Keith; Williams, Michael C., 1997: “From Strategy to Security: Foundations of Critical 

Security Studies”. In: Krause, Keith; Williams, Michael C. (Eds.): Critical Security Studies: 
Concepts and Cases (New York: Routledge): 33–61.

Liotta, P.H., 2002: “Boomerang Effect: the Convergence of National and Human Security”, in: 
Security Dialogue, 33,4 (December): 473–488.

Lodgaard, Sverre, 2004: Human Security: Concept and Operationalization.; at:<www.hsph.har-
vard.edu/hpcr/events/hsworkshop/lodgaard.pdf> (30 November 2011).

Mack, Andrew, 2004: “The Concept of Human Security”, in: BICC (Ed.): Brief 30: Promoting 
Security: But How and for Whom? (Bonn: BICC): 47–50.

MacFarlane, S. Neil; Khong, Yuen Foong, 2006: Human Security and the UN: A Critical History 
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press).

Nathan, Fabien, 2009: “Natural Disasters, Vulnerability and Human Security”, in: Brauch, Hans 
Günter; Oswald Spring, Úrsula; Grin, John; Mesjasz, Czeslaw; Kameri-Mbote, Patricia; 
Behera, Navnita Chadha; Chourou, Béchir; Krumme-nacher, Heinz (Eds.), 2009: Facing 
Global Environmental Change: Environmental, Human, Energy, Food, Health and Water 
Security Concepts. Hexagon Series on Human and Environmental Security and Peace, vol. 4 
(Berlin – Heidelberg – New York: Springer-Verlag): 1121–1130.

Nye, J.; Lynn-Jones, S., 1988: “International Security Studies: A Report of a Conference on the 
State of the Field”, in: International Security, 12,4 (Spring): 5−27.

Owen, Taylor, 2004: “Human security – conflict, critique and consensus: Colloquium remarks and a 
proposal for a threshold-based definition”, in: Security Dialogue, 35,3 (September): 373−387.

Palme, Olof, 1982: “Introduction”, in: Common security. A programme for disarmament. The 
report of the Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues (London-
Sydney: Pan): v-xiv.

Paris, Roland, 2001: “Human Security: Paradigm Shift or Hot Air?”, in: International Security, 
26, 2 (Fall): 87−102.



17

Sato, M., 2007: “Human Security and Japanese Diplomacy: Debates on the Role of Human 
Security in Japanese Policy”, in: Shani, Giorgio; Sato, Makoto; Pasha, Mustapha Kamal 
(Eds.): Protecting Human Security in a Post 9/11 World: Critical and Global Insights (New 
York–Houndsmill–Basingstoke−Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan): 83−94.

Seeger, M. W./ Sellnow, T. L./ Ulmer, R. R., 1998. “Communication, organization, and crisis”, 
in: Communication Yearbook, 21: 231–275.

Singer, J. David, 1958: “Threat-Perception and the Armament-Tension Dilemma”, in: Journal of 
Conflict Resolution, 2,1 (March): 93−94.

Slovic, Paul, 2000. The Perception of Risk. (Virginia: Earthscan).
Smit, Barry; Pilifosova, Olga, 1999: Adaptation to Climate Change in the Context of Sustainable 

Development and Equity”; at: <http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/tar/wg2/pdf/wg2TARchap18.
pdf> (20 November 2011).

Study Group on Europe’s Security Capabilities, 2004: A Human Security Doctrine for Europe: 
The Barcelona Report of the Study Group on Europe’s Security Capabilities; at: <http://
www.lse.ac.uk/Depts/global/Publications/HumanSecurityDoctrine.pdf> (12 December 2011).

Stone, Marianne, 2009: “Security According to Buzan: A Comprehensive Security Analysis”, 
in: Security Discussion Papers, Series 1. (Spring); at: <http://geest.msh-paris.fr/IMG/pdf/
Security_for_Buzan.mp3.pdf> (3 November 2011).

Stepanova, Ekatarina, 2008: Terrorism in assymetrical conflict. Ideological and structural 
aspects. SIPRI Research Report No. 23 (Oxford: Oxford University Press).

Tajbakhsh, Shahrbanu; Chenoy Anuradha M.; Tadjbakhsh, Chen, 2007: Human Security: 
Concepts and Implication (London: Routledge).

Thomas, Nicholas; Tow, William, 2002: “The Utility of Human Security; Sovereignty and 
Humanitarian Intervention”, in: Security Dialog, 33,2: 177−192.

Ulusoy, Hasan, 2003: “Revisiting Security Communities After the Cold War: The Constructivist 
Perspective”. Perceptions, No.8, (September−November); at: <http://www.sam.gov.tr/per-
ceptions/Volume8/September−November2003/HasanUlusoy6Kasim2003.pdf> (20 October 
2011).

UN Department of Public Information, 2004: A more secure world:Our shared responsibility 
Report of the High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change; at: <http://www.un.org/
secureworld/report.pdf> (7 October 2011).

UNDP [United Nations Development Programme], 1990: Human Development Report, 1990 
(New York – Oxford: Oxford University Press).

UNDP, 1994: Human Development Report 1994: New Dimensions of Human Security (New York 
– Oxford: Oxford University Press).

United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UN/ISDR), 2002. Guidelines for 
reducing flood losses. http://www.unisdr.org/files/558_7639.pdf (19 September 2012).

Van Buuren, Jelle, 2010: “Security as a commodity. The ethical dilemmas of private security ser-
vices. International Peace Research Institute in Oslo”; at: <http://shop.ceps.be/system/files/
book/2010/03/INEX%20PB6%20van%20Buuren.pdf> (27 November 2011).

Warner, Jeroen F., 2006: “More Sustainable Participation? Multi-Stakeholder Platforms 
for Integrated Catchment Management”, in: International Journal of Water Resources 
Development, 22,1 (March): 15−35.

Weber, Max, 2005: Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft. Grundriss der verstehenden Soziologie 
(Frankfurt a.M.: Zweitausendeins).

Weldes, J., 1996: “Constructing the National Interest”, in: European Journal of International 
Relations, 2,3: 275–318.

Wisner, Ben; Blaikie, Piers; Cannon, Terry; Davis, Ian, 2004: At Risk: Natural Hazards, People’s 
Vulnerability and Disaster (London: Routledge).

Williams, Paul, 2008: Security studies: An Introduction (London − New York: Routledge).
Wolfers, Arnold, 1962: “National Security as an Ambiguous Symbol”, in: Wolfers, Arnold (Ed.): 

Discord and Collaboration. Essays on International Politics (Baltimore: John Hopkins 
University Press): 147−165.

References



18 2 The Concept of Security

World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED), 1987: Our Common Future 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press); at: <http://www.un-documents.net/a42r187.htm (12 
December 2011).

Zeitoun, Mark, 2006: Palestinian-Israeli water: secure or violated? Securitization, 
Opportunization and Violation along the Jordan River (Jerusalem: Israel/Palestine Centre 
for Research and Information); at: <http://www.ipcri.org/watconf/papers/mark.pdf> (7 
December 2011).


