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Foreword  
 

I would like to welcome this report as an 
important contribution to the debate on 
strengthening human security responses 

through multi -level governance. i.e. 
responsibility of governance actors from local 
to global level. 
 
The development of human security as a 
guiding principle for our external policies has 
made steady progress since its introduction in 
the 1994 Human Development Report

1
. The 

European Parliament has embraced this 
principle and considers that, along with the 

òresponsibility to protectó, it entails 
 
òboth practical consequences and strong political guidelines for the 
strategic orientation of European security policy...ó

2
 

 
This endorsement of a policy approach with a human security 
dimension is important as the European Union develops its own 
nascent European Security Strategy alongside its longstanding Foreign, 
Development and Humanitarian Policies. 
 
In this respect a focus upon governance at all levels becomes an 

essential tool through which we bridge our Security (with an emphasis 
on freedom from fear ) and Development (with an emphasis on freedom 
from want ) priorities. 
 
Security pursued through multi -level governance ensures that the 
institutions and instruments of governance (police, military, judiciary, 
and executive and legislative branches of government) are reformed to 
protect and promote human development and not to exploit or repress 
civilians. 
 
Development pursued through multi -level governance promotes 

human development by working to era dicate waste, corruption and 
exploitation in the instruments and institutions of governance, creating 
an environment in which people can develop their full potential and 
lead productive, creative lives in accordance with their needs and 
interests. 

                                                 
1
 Human Development Report, UNDP, 1994 

2
 European Parliament resolution of 19 February 2009 on the European Security Strategy and ESDP (2008/2202(INI)), 

para 7 
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Multi -level governance, therefore is an important means through which 
we can achieve more complementary and effective development and 
security policies. 
 
I would like to compliment the authors of this project and their 
sponsoring institutions, the UN Development Programme and the 

United Nations University (UNU-CRIS), for this timely and policy-relevant 
report. It is an important source of information and provides concrete 
case studies for those wishing to learn more about human security. 
 
More importantly, the repo rt is also an important reference for those 
seeking to make human security through multi -level governance more 
operational and effective in ensuring that all civilians around the world 
have the opportunity to realise their full human potential.  
 
I hope that the European Union and the United Nations will continue to 
put human security at the core of their daily work around the world. 

The European Parliament, for its part, will support such action through 
its regional and international Parliamentary Diplomacy . 

 

 
Hans-Gert Pöttering 

President of the European Parliament  
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Executive Summary 
 
 

This paper aims at furthering 

the debate on  human security. It 

considers the incorporation  of the 

concept into policy frameworks and 

suggests concrete tools to operationalise 

human security on the ground . The 

paper emphasises the role and 

responsibilities of governance actors at 

all levels - from the local to the global - in 

ensuring individualsõ freedom from fear 

and freedom from want , the two central 

planks of human security. 

 

The paper is divided into four parts: 

I. Conceptualising human security  

II. Local governance and assessment of 

human security 

III. Regional governance in the 

promotion of human security: the Case 

of the European Union  

IV. Other regional experiences: the 

African Union , the Association of 

Southeast Asian Nations and the Pacific 

Islands Forum. 

 

Principal conclusions: 

The definition of h uman security 

proposed by this paper encompasses 

both freedom from fear and freedom 

from want . This differs from the more 

limited human security definitions , 

essentially related to physical violence. 

Human security shifts the security focus 

from the state to the individual, and 

highlights the importance of protection 

of individuals from sudden and severe 

disruptions in their lives that may derive 

from a variety of actual, potential or 

perceived threats. Human security is thus 

understood to include a variety of issues 

such as economic, food, health  and 

environmental security, as well as 

personal, community and political 

security. 

 

There are clear links between the 

concepts human security, human rights 

and human development , all of which 

put the well -being of the individual at 

their core. However, in recent years, 

human security has often been more 

closely associated with the concept of 

responsibility to protect , thus 

emphasising individualsõ freedom from 

fear. Yet if the international community is 

willing to protect civilians  - and indeed 

has accepted international 

responsibilities in that regard - then it 

should also accept that peoplesõ needs 

and vulnerabilities go far beyond their 

freedom from fear. The international 

community should be prepared to act in 

different and additional spheres of 

human security, adopting a 

comprehensive approach that takes 

account of the differing sources of 

vulnerabil ity and human security risks. 

 

The paper goes on to argue that human 

security must necessarily be provided by 

a wide range of actors operating at all 

levels, from local community -based 

authorities through to the  national , 

regional  or global governance 

institutions. Therefore, the assessment of 

human security and analysis of needs 

should also be multi-level.  

 

To the extent that  all entities vested with 

governance powers are responsible for 

the development and security of people 

they serve, governance should lead to 

improvements in the human security 

status of people. Indeed, good 

governance can be seen as the art of 

enhancing human security , with the 

latter serving as a measurement by 

people of the effectiveness of those who 

govern them.  
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Human security is highly context-specific. 

It is thus inappropriate and indeed 

probably impossible to elaborate a single 

standard international measure, since 

the relevant variables are likely to differ 

greatly between places and across time 

periods. However, whilst i t may not be 

possible to make scientific comparisons 

between locations of  overall levels of 

insecurity (except in specific 

circumstances where many indicators 

happen to coincide) it should 

nevertheless be possible to compare 

human security trends in single locations 

over time. 

 

This paper suggests that many 

dimensions of human security are most 

effectively dealt with  either at a local, 

sub-national  level (communities, 

municipalities, regions), or at a 

supranational, regional or continent al 

level (the European Union  being a case 

in point ).At the local level it is possible to 

determine the most important 

vulnerabilities to include in a context -

specific formula for the measurement of 

human security. This data could provide 

a baseline for the formulation of a 

human security action plan  comprising 

policies and concrete actions designed to 

improve local human security conditions .  

Easily-understood indicators of local 

human security have the potential to  

empower communities to better 

understand and express their 

vulnerabilities, to hold political leaders 

accountable for responding to these, 

and to take appropriate actions 

themselves to reduce their levels of 

insecurity. In this way, measurement of 

the trend and evolution of human 

security over the medium-term offers real 

potential in assessing the effectiveness of 

local governance.  

 

As to the role of supranational regional 

organisations, the human security 

concept has mainly been used in relation 

to external interventions and in 

connection with securing freedom  from 

fear for peoples outside the region . Very 

little attention has been paid to how  

regional-level governance can be a 

provider of human security within the 

region itself. Yet many aspects call for the 

inclusion of regional processes among  

the contributors to human security, 

particularly since regional integration 

and regional organi sations tackle many 

issues that have direct consequences on 

both freedom from fear and freedom 

from want.  

 

The role and influence that  the 

European Union , as a regional 

organisation , has on human security 

takes many different forms. Whether it 

concerns economic, political integration 

or social policies put in place at the 

regional level, the process of regional 

integration with its emphasis on four 

freedoms - free movement of goods, 

persons, services and capital - has direct 

links to safeguarding the well -being of 

citizens and thus ensuring their human 

security. By becoming somewhat  of a 

role model for other regional 

organisations, and by establishing 

requirements for entry into the European 

Union , the Union has also played a 

major role in influencing human security 

in the candidate countries and in its 

neighbouring states.  

 

The European Union  is not a sole 

successful case of regional integration 

which fosters human security, although 

it is the most prominent and developed.  

Other examples include the African 

Union , through it s endorsement of the 

responsibility to protect within  the 

African Peace and Security Architecture 

and its efforts to promote development 

throu gh the New Partnership for African 

Development ; the Association of 

South east Asian Nations through  its 

regional coordination efforts in the face 

of pandemics; and the Pacific Islands 

Forum efforts to combat environmental 

threats. It has thus become increasingly 

evident that regional organi sations have 
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a role to play in the many aspects that 

constitute human security. 

 

 To conclude, since the state is no longer 

the alpha and omega of the provision of 

human security to its citizens, it becomes 

increasingly necessary to look also to 

both  local and regional governance 

actors as human security providers. The 

importance of the local level is based 

largely on the non-uniformity, or context-

specific nature of actual and perceived 

threats to individuals and groups. On the 

other hand, t he regional level allows for 

the tackling of cross-border threats. The 

assessment of human security is also 

closely linked to good governance , a 

core aim of which  should be to lower th e 

threats facing individuals. Real and 

perceived threats can usefully be 

combined to provide a set of indicators 

that allow both the  measurement of  

change in levels of insecurity over time, 

and assessments of the effectiveness of 

responses of different actors in 

enhancing human security. 
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Delivering Human Security 

through m ulti-level Governance is the 

result of cooperation between staff 

working in their personal capacity of two 

Belgium-based entities of the United 

Nations (UN) system. The United Nations 

Development Programme (UNDP) in 

Brussels is an office that aims to facilitate 

interaction between the UN and  the 

European Union (EU). The United 

Nations University programme on 

Comparative Regional Integration 

Studies (UNU-CRIS) is a research 

programme of the U NU aimed at 

fostering understanding of the 

interactions between the UN and 

regional organisations. Both UN entities 

share an interest: in contributing to the 

mutual reinforcement of global and 

regional governance structures. Hence, 

the idea emerged to embark upon a joint 

intellectual exercise to analyse the 

implications of the concept of human 

security for interactions between global , 

regional and local governance actors, in 

order to offer policy reflections and 

operational tools to those responsible for 

putting human security into practice . 

 

The quest for human security 

can be seen as part of a broader 

paradigm shift from government  to 

governance. In the old paradigm, states 

were considered to have a monopoly on 

the provision of public goods, including 

security. States were depicted as the 

sovereign building blocks of an 

international order. In the new 

paradigm, states are no longer seen as 

the sole provider of public goods. Other 

actors such as non-governmental 

organisations (NGOs) or regional 

organisations also play a role. At the 

same time, the two -level approach to 

international relations (level one being 

the state and level two, 

intergovernmental organisation s) is 

being replaced by a much more complex 

multi -level system of governance that 

also involves local, sub-national providers 

of public goods as well as regional 

governance actors acting at a 

supranational but not a global level. If 

one adds to that complexity the fact that 

meanwhile all kinds of new security 

threats have been put on the agenda, it 

becomes clear that there is a need for 

new thinking about security that  is 

adapted to this new reality of  multilevel 

governance and to expanded concepts 

of security. 

Concepts play a major role in 

thinking, debating upon and shaping 

the world. The concept of sustainable 

development , for instance, was coined 

only in 1983 and has since had an 

enormous impact at all kinds of policy 

levels. Using new concepts is therefore 

not neutral. They can be an instrument 

of change in their own right . Human 

security is such a concept with the 

power to change approaches to security  

and it already represents new shared 

understanding  in International Relations. 

Yet it is also an ambiguous and elastic 

concept that needs further analysis. This 

paper aims to contribute to th at analysis 

through  a multi -level, governance-based 

approach to human security .  



 



 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Part I  
Conceptualising Human Security 
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 òMuch is said about ecological 

scenarios of doom and the nuclear 
threat but poverty and hunger are worse 

than an atomic bombó 
 

Miguel dõEscoto Brockmann 
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Human security is a novel 

concept, but few other ideas were 

accepted so quickly and with so much 

enthusiasm by policy makers and 

academia alike. It is an idea invoked 

repeatedly in political debates, 

advocated in a multitude of security 

policy documents, and proposed by a 

range of development and security 

actors. But what is human security? 

What do we still need to know about it?  

 

In a narrow sense, human 

security is about a new central reference 

point  for security ð the individual. This 

approach can be traced back to the 

1993 Human Development Report , 

which triggered debate over the need to 

challenge crystallised views of security: 

from an exclusive stress on national 

security to a focus on the security of the 

individual and of people; from security 

through armam ents to security through 

human development; and from territorial 

security to food, environmental and 

employment security. The old edifice was 

shaken. It became evident that the 

traditional conception of security ð 

based upon military defence of territory 

ð was a necessary but indeed not a 

sufficient condition f or peopleõs security 

and welfare. The 1994 edition of the 

Human Development Report , 

championed by Mahbub ul Haq , 

elevated the discussion to a level of 

doctrine. The intent of human security 

was to bridge freedom from fear ð 

indicating freedom from violence ð and 

freedom from want ð related to poverty 

alleviation. It thus included economic 

security, food security, health security, 

environmental security, personal 

security, community security and political 

security. As such, human security reflects 

the concern that security must focus 

upon individuals or people collectively, 

wherever the threat comes from and 

whatever th e nature of th is threat. 

Therefore, human security is a 

transversal concept that affects every 

sector that can impact upon peoplesõ 

welfare, and that requires the adoption 

of cross-sectoral policies to respond to a 

range of human security vulnerabilities 

in societies. The focus on the individual 

presupposed that security policies should 

be moulded by the needs of people and 

their perceived or real threats. As 

described in the 1994 UNDP report, 

òhuman security is a child who did not 

die, a disease that did not spread, a job 

that was not cut, an ethnic tension that 

did not explode in violence,  a dissident 

who was not silencedó (HDR, 1994: 22).  

The report identified four 

essential characteristics of human 

security: 

Å Universality ð it is relevant to people 

everywhere; 

Å Interdependence ð all components of 

human security are mutually reinforcing ; 

Å Prevention ð human security is better 

ensured by prevention than reaction ; 

Å People-centred ð it is concerned with 

how people live in a society and how 

freely they exercise their many options. 

 

The two notions of freedom from 

fear and freedom from want  comprise a 

multiplicity of both positive and negative 

freedoms and rights that have been 

linked to human security . In order to be 

meaningful, the concept needed to be 

narrowed . The central question became 

what to include or exclude in human 

security as well as the rationale for such 

criteria. Divisions emerged around the 

scope and mechanisms of human 

security, giving birth in particular to a 

Canadian and a Japanese version of the 

concept. Some indeed advocate a 
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òOur human security approach 
deepens efforts to address 

terrorism  through initiatives in 
public safety, conflict prevention, 

civilian protection, peace 
operations and governanceó 

Bill Graham, 
 

òHuman security is an idea that 
focuses on protection of people 

from threats to human life such 
as poverty, degradation, terrorism  

and conflictsó 
Makiko Tanaka 

narrow definition, arguing that human 

security can only be of practical use if it is 

centred on freedom from fear, or on 

preventing physical violence and 

securing the integrity of people 

(MacFarlane and Khong, 2006). Others 

take a maximalist view and define 

human security as both freedom from 

fear and freedom from want . In other 

words, human security represents the 

freedom from all the insecurities that 

prevent people from living a life in 

dignity , including non-military threats to 

the security of individuals, groups and 

societies. This contrasts with  the more 

traditional focus on protecting states 

from external threats (Paris, 2001).  

 

Human Security as context -

specific 
 

In line with the UNDP 1994 

Human Development Report , this paper 

takes the core components of human 

security - understood as freedom from 

fear and freedom from want  - as: 

economic, food, health, environmental, 

personal, community and political 

security.  

The weight given by an 

individual or group to each of these 

elements is likely to be condition ed by a 

multiplicity of factors such as ethnicity, 

age, gender, time, geography , political 

regime, economic situation  and culture.  

Ethnicity represents both an 

important variable in the perception of 

vulnerabilities and a major risk factor in 

the generation of violence itself. In 

approaching the components of human 

security, the ethnic perspective gives 

primacy to community -level security 

because this encompasses the physical 

protection of the ethnic group . The 

remaining elements of human security 

are relevant to the extent that the ir 

accessibility is jeopardised by 

discrimination based on ethnicity. People 

belonging to different  ethnic groups are 

unlikely to attribute the same weight  to 

the components of human security. For 

example, the vulnerabilities of a minority 

in a country under a n author itarian 

regime may well differ from  the risks to 

which the majority of the population are 

exposed. An individual belonging to a 

minority group is likely to be concerned 

about  the protection of his or her 

political rights and aspires to his or her 

children avoiding the risk of 

marginalisation or persecution  in the 

future . An individual  from within the 

majority may fear economic or financial 

risks and have little or limited concern 

about issues of equality or discrimination. 

History has shown ethnicity to represent 

a major factor of risk of violence in its 

own right . Numerous violent conflict s in 

the world , Rwanda, Ethiopia and Darfur  

being cases in point, were linked to 

ethnicity as political, cultural, economic 

and social problems among ethnic 

groups degenerated into civil war.  

 

Differences in age heavily 

influence perceptions of vulnerabilit y in 

human security, without being linked to 

violence as such. A young person is likely 

to be primarily concerned about 

employment, job security, peer violence, 

environment and education , whilst 

elderly people will be concerned about 

the ability of the state to respond to their 
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needs, their access to social services and 

the purchasing power of their  pensions. 

 

Gender constitutes a complex 

variable in perceptions of human 

security. In particular, it can be a major 

factor in increased risk of violence, 

notably  in conflict  situations. Gender 

potentially affects perspectives on all 

seven components of human security, 

since economic, food, health, 

environmental, personal, commun ity and 

political securities are fundamental to 

women in reducing their vulnerabilit y. 

Many women suffer both individual and 

societal discrimination in all or some of 

these domains. Generally, women have 

less control over resources, a factor 

which makes them particularly 

vulnerable and constantly exposed to 

the risk of discrimination. Women are 

exposed differently to risks than men. In 

terms of physical violence, in conflict 

situations in particular , women are often 

the target of rape or HIV contagion 

throu gh sexual violence: as one 

seasoned peacekeeper said recently, it is 

now more dangerous to be a woman 

than a soldier in modern conflicts. Even 

during peace time, women  remain much 

more vulnerable to physical threats than 

men. At a societal level, women are often 

affected by disparities in their salaries 

compared with men  undertaking the 

same work. Women may fear 

encountering greater  difficulty in finding  

and maintaining  a job, or weak social 

protection during their maternity leave. 

Finally, in some political regimes, women 

are specifically excluded from 

participation in political and economic 

life of the country because they are not 

considered equal to men in society. 

 

Time affects perceptions of 

human security vulnerabilities in that it 

attributes different  levels of importance 

to risks depending on historical periods 

or on the social or cultural trends that 

dominate particular decades or 

centuries. What is now perceived as a 

threat or a risk may not even have been 

considered a potential source of 

vulnerabil ity a century or even decades 

ago, an instance being climate change 

or terrorism, now major  international 

security concerns. World wars and the 

fear of heavy fighting between nations 

were fundamental concerns during most 

of the 20
th

 century, wh ereas now th e risk 

concerns few countries  in the world . 

One might expect that elements 

currently  perceived as major global 

security threats, for instance energy 

security, may well be of less relative 

concern to future  generations as other 

sources of vulnerabil ity not yet foreseen 

become the object of global concern.  

 

Geography affects the analysis of 

human security because perceptions of 

vulnerabil ity are affected by the location 

of individuals, countries or continents. 

The geographical perspective puts 

primacy on the environmental 

dimension of human security , but is also 

sensitive to economic, food and personal 

security dimensions of vulnerability . In 

reality, as a consequence of its 

surrounding geography, a population 

with  less access to resources is likely to 

have an underdeveloped economy, 

restricted food availability and greater 

exposure to natural disasters, all of which 

threaten its security. People living in a 

desert environment are more exposed to 

vulnerabilities in their economic, 

personal, physical and environ mental 

security than individuals living in more 

benign environments . At the same time, 

islands or states located in areas 

threatened by earthquakes or floods 

display high levels of vulnerability in 

terms of environmental and personal 

security. Geography is also a potential 

source of risk of violence since it often 

implies access to particular resources 

with  economic or geostrategic 

implications and can thus generate 

violence amongst groups fighting for 

control of the geographical space in 

order to appropria te the resources. This 
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can be particularly relevant in the cases 

of water or oil , for example. 

 

Political regimes, as with ethnicity 

and geography, constitute both a 

variable in the perception of human 

security vulnerabilities and a risk to the 

generation of violence itself. Differences 

in the political regime can affect all seven 

components of human security, due to 

the fact that most of the vulnerabilities 

facing individuals and communities , be 

they economic, social, environmental or 

personal, depend upon  the political 

system. People living under an 

authoritarian regime naturally have 

different perceptions of their 

vulnerabilities than those living within  a 

democratic system. In the first case, for 

example, even physical security can be 

jeopardised, and there is greater scope 

for a wide range of freedoms to be 

arbitrarily threatened by abuse of power . 

However, this shortfall may not be clearly 

perceived by the population, as free 

access to information is likely to be 

curtailed. In democratic countries, people 

may fear corruption or misrepresentation 

of a legitimate interest, but the legal and 

judicial apparatus should ensure a 

certain level of protection of the 

populationõs human security. Political 

regimes can also be catalysts for 

violence, if interstate conflicts explode as 

a result of expansionist policies of the 

leadership, as was the case in the 

invasion by Iraq of Kuwait in 1990. 

 

The economic situation  of a 

person or country naturally affects all 

elements of human security, since 

economic vulnerabilit ies can have 

repercussions on the security of food, 

health, environment, communities, the 

political system and individuals
3
. A rich 

country will  almost inevitably be less 

vulnerable to a lack of food, inadequate 

                                                 
3
 See, for instance, UNDP (1998) NHDR Chile, which 

analyses different security situations according to 
different political/economic systems, pp. 39-40 

health provision, environmental 

catastrophes, physical violence or 

political instability. A poor country, on 

the other hand, is much more concerned 

by all these vulnerabilities and, in 

addition , to the risk that it can be 

weakened by problems deriving from  

rich countries upon  which it depends for 

its economy or for political support. The 

same applies to groups and individuals 

within the same country  since wealth 

and individual capacities vary greatly so 

giving place to different levels of 

resilience and response ability to human 

security threats. 

The example of the recent 

financial crisis is emblematic, in that 

while it originated  in particular parts of 

the developed world, it  has triggered 

severe economic and human 

repercussions in both rich and poor 

countries.  

 

As with ethnicity, culture affects 

the perception of human security 

components , whilst cultural intolerance 

represents a potential catalyst of violence 

itself. From a cultural perspective, the 

most important e lement in human 

security is community security because of 

its emphasis on traditions, values and 

ethnic links. As with ethnicity, a cultural 

approach to the other six human security 

characteristics focuses mainly on the risk 

of cultural discrimination in access to the 

economy, food, health, environment and 

political life. People with diff erent 

cultures are likely to have divergent  

priorities within  their human security 

perspective. Identity, religion, traditional 

values and social systems strongly 

influence the identification of risks for 

individuals. Especially during the last 

decades, religion has become influential  

in shaping perceptions of threats and 

vulnerabilities. This suggests that culture 

represents one of the elements deeply 

influenced by time . Some current  

international tensions emphasise the 

resurgent difficulty in finding comm on 

ground between  people belonging to 
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different  cultures, whilst religious and 

cultural intolerance represent a factor in 

creating violence where  groups with 

different identities may clash violently. 

 

As the above indicates, ethnicity, 

age, gender, time, geography, political 

regime, economic situation and culture , 

all forge an individualõs sense of security 

or insecurity. Human security at its core is 

built on people sõ perceptions, which are 

themselves embedded in individualsõ 

cultural background. This means there 

can be different perceptions of security 

even within the same community  and in 

circumstances where theoretically 

people should share similar feelings of 

insecurity. At the same time, common 

perceptions of security may develop 

across people living in different 

continents if they share a core set of 

common human security characteristics. 

In terms of shared felt vulnerabilities, it is 

thus possible to recognise human 

security from both a horizontal and a 

vertical perspective. 

 

Human Security as Policy 

Doctrine 
 

From the time of the 1994 

Human Development Report , the 

concept and practice of human security 

started to permeate the international 

political discourse. It took four years until 

the then UN Secretary General Kofi 

Annan declared that òensuring human 

security is, in the broadest sense, the 

cardinal mission of the United Nationsó 

(UN Secretary General, 1998: 1). In the 

same report , he also highlighted the 

importance of the development 

dimension in dealing with conflict 

prevention and sustainable stability. The 

position of the Secretary General derives 

directly from the work carried out by 

UNDP. The reiteration by him of the 

centrality of human security , however, 

had a multiplying effect and provided 

encouragement and legitimacy to the 

incorporation o f human security in the 

policy discourse of UN member states. In 

preparation for the 2000 Millennium 

Summit, the Secretary General presented 

another report entitled We the Peoples: 

The Role of the United Nations in the 21
st
 

Century, which proposed solutions to 

diminish the negative impact of 

globalisation on the weakest human 

beings. The importance of this report for 

human security resides in its inclusion of 

a definition of the concept, which i s 

described as a value encompassing 

human rights, good governan ce, access 

to education and health care as well as 

opening access to opportunities and 

choices to fulfil every individualõs own 

potential. Freedom from want and 

freedom from fear come together with 

the freedom of future generations to 

inherit a healthy nat ural environment. 

Poverty, water, education, HIV/AIDS, 

youth employment and building digital 

bridges are identified as issues to be 

addressed to secure freedom from want. 

On the other hand, international law, 

peace operations, targeted sanctions, 

small arms and nuclear weapons 

represent the key issues from the 

freedom from fear perspective. These 

ideas were retained in the Millennium 

Declaration adopted by 189 states at the 

2000 UN Millennium Summit . 

 

Responding to the challenges 

proposed by the Secretary General Kofi 

Annan in his We the Peoples report 

about the legitimacy of military 

intervention in case of gross human 

violations
4
, during the Millennium 

Summit, the Prime Minister of Canada 

announced the establishment of the 

International Commission on 

                                                 
4
 òIf humanitarian intervention is, indeed, an 

unacceptable assault on sovereignty, how should we 

respond to a Rwanda, to a Srebrenica - to gross and 
systematic violations of human rights that offend every 
precept of our common humanity? Surely no legal 
principle - not even sovereignty - can ever shield crimes 
against humanity. Armed intervention must always 
remain the option of last resort, but in the face of mass 
murder, it is an option that cannot be relinquishedó 
(UN Secretary General, 2000: 48). 
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Intervention and State Sovereignty. The 

Commission aimed at promoting a 

comprehensive debate on the 

relationship between intervention and 

sovereignty, trying to reach a global 

political consensus on the criteria that 

could be used to allow external 

intervention s in a state that is unable or 

unwilling to protect its own citizens. In 

December 2001, the Commission 

finalised its report entitled The 

Responsibility to Protect, in which it 

studied the relationship between the 

rights of sovereign states and the so-

called òright of humanitarian 

interventionó. Although the report 

focused mainly on state responsibilities 

towards its own citizenry, it also 

highlighted the concept of human 

security, which it defined as òthe security 

of people ð their physical safety, their 

economic and social well-being, respect 

for their dignity and worth as human 

beings, and the protection of their 

human rights and fundamental 

freedomsó (International Commission on 

Intervention and State Sovereignty, 

2001: 15). Even though the report 

focuses mainly on th e concept of 

responsibility to protect, inclusion of the 

concept nonetheless illustrated the 

degree to which  human security had 

become a central topic in policy-making
5
. 

 

In 2001, a Commission on 

Human Security, chaired by Nobel 

Laureate Amartya Sen and the former 

UN High Commissioner for Refugees 

Sadako Ogata, was established to 

explore the concept of human security 

and to produce policy recommendations. 

In 2003, the Commission presented a 

report, Human Security Now, which 

represented the first important attempt 

                                                 
5
 Also the World Bank, in its 2000-2001 World 

Development Report, made a very important 
contribution to the human security debate, identifying 
three main policies aiming to reduce poverty: 
facilitating empowerment, enhancing security, and 
promoting opportunities. It consequently gives high 
important to the full set of components o f human 
security identified above. 

to construct a comprehensive definition 

of human security and to elaborate an 

official statement on the fundamental  

link between human security and 

development. It recognised that 

achieving human security included not 

only protecting pe ople, but also 

empowering people to fend for them. 

Along similar lines, the 2004 Report of 

the High Level Panel on Threats, 

Challenges and Change, prepared under 

the chairmanship of former Prime 

Minister of Thailand Anand Panyarachun 

at the request of the Secretary General, 

underlines that human security and 

development are indispensable 

foundations for a collective security 

system and fundamental tools to help 

combat poverty, infectious disease and 

environmental degradation that 

threaten human security. These ideas 

were incorporated in the landmark 

report of the UN Secretary General In 

Larger Freedom: Towards development, 

security and human rights for all , 

submitted to the General Assembly in 

2005. 

 

Human Security, Human Rights, 

Human Development  
 

To better understand human 

security from a comprehensive 

perspective and to have a more general 

view of the framework with in which 

human security is inserted, it is important 

to emphasise its linkages with the 

concepts of human developm ent and 

human rights. The 2003 report Human 

Security Now rightly sees human security 

and human rights as complementary: 

òHuman rights and human security are 

mutually reinforcing. Human security 

helps identify the rights at stake in a 

particular situation. And human rights 

help answer the question: How should 

human security be promoted? The 

notion of duties and obligations 

complements the recognition of the 

ethical and political importance of 
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human securityó (Commission on Human 

Security, 2003:10).  

 

Both human security and human 

rights have the individual at the core of 

national and international policies : 

human security cannot be assured 

without the respect for and the 

protection of human rights. Both 

concepts have freedom from fear and 

freedom from want as fundamental 

goals. Additiona lly, human security has 

as its core the indivisible and non-

hierarchical value of human rights, 

which allows living  a life of dignity . 

Moreover, human security and human 

rights are deeply interconnected in their 

motivation s and areas of concern (Alkire, 

2003). The objectives of human security 

are the most basic and universal human 

rights and the two concepts address the 

fight against poverty and violence as 

priorit ies in their policy implementation. 

Finally, human security and human 

rights are both connecte d to duties and 

responsibilities of particular actors. The 

enjoyment of human security and 

human rights cannot be assured without  

people, institutions or structures whose 

duty i t is to provide individuals with a 

range of opportunities enabling  their 

personal fulfilment. At the same time, this 

obligation does not mean that people 

themselves have to wait for the provision 

of the above-mentioned opportunities  by 

others. On the contrary, human beings 

have to make a proactive effort towards 

their realisation. In both human security 

and human rights, the responsibility 

resides in the provider, but also in the 

individual as the principal determinant in 

the fulfilment of his /hers own 

development. 

 

The inter-linkages between 

human security and human 

development are also striking. As Alkire 

highlights, both human security and 

human development are people -centred; 

they are multi-dimensional; they have a 

strong development perspective in the 

long term; and they address deep 

poverty (Alkire, 2003). First, the centrality 

of people represents the core of both the 

concepts, and the individual constitutes 

the principal focus in the definition of 

human security and human 

development -related policies. Second, 

they are both multi -dimensional because 

they involve different spheres and levels 

of society as well as individuals. Their 

different components  cannot be 

considered in isolation, but rather have 

to be addressed simultaneously across 

their various dimensions. Third, human 

security and human development each 

have a strong development perspective, 

implying a commitment to long-term 

action to address vulnerabilities through  

policies aimed at fulfilment  of human 

potential . For UNDP, the right to 

personal realisation represents a 

fundamental component of both the 

concepts. Finally, human development 

and human security reflect a strong 

commitment to poverty reduction 

because there cannot be security or 

development in conditions of abject 

poverty. On the contrary,  poverty 

represents a fertile ground for the rise of  

all kind of vulnerabilities. 

 

The theoretical differences 

between the concepts of human security 

and human development lie in the 

emphasis on prevent ion and in their time 

horizons (Alkire, 2003). Human security 

reflects a strong commitment to 

prevention rather than reaction  - . Whilst 

theoretically speaking, human 

development takes a longer-term 

perspective than human security, in fact 

the latter cannot be addressed without a 

clear long-term approach because it 

encompasses prevention, crisis 

management and post -reconstruction  

efforts. Finally, human security permits 

the taking into account of perceptions, 

which whilst all -important, nevertheless 

make attempts at objective measurement 

still more elusive and varied. Despite 

these differences, human security and 
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human development  overlap in many 

areas. If human development is the 

enlargement of peopleõs life choices, 

human security is the protection of the 

availability of such choices and their 

continued undisrupted enjoyment. 

Nevertheless, their implementation still 

requires different institutions and policy -

making.  

 

An analytical study of human 

security cannot overlook the importance 

of these links and the reciprocal 

interactions between the three concepts. 

Human security complements state 

security, enhances human rights and 

strengthens human development 

(Commission on Human Security, 2003). 

 

Human Security and the 

Responsibility to Protect 
 

As noted  above, human security 

has traditionally been linked to human 

development and human rights . 

However, in recent years, it has also 

increasingly been associated with  the 

concept of responsibility to protect  and 

so closely linked to the freedom from 

fear. Its importance resides in the duty of 

the international community to 

intervene in protecting the civilian 

population in a country unabl e or 

unwilling to do so.  The Responsibility to 

Protect could, in that sense, be seen as a 

normative precept able to facilitate the 

implementation of a human security 

paradigm. 

The origins of the responsibility 

to protect  can be traced back to the 

debate over the right of humanitarian 

intervention for the protection of civilians 

in conflicts and crises held at the UN in 

the 1990s mostly in the wake of the 

genocide in Rwanda. The 2005 World 

Summit put the need to protect 

populations from genocide, war crimes, 

ethnic cleansing and crimes against 

humanity on the main stage of the policy 

debate. On 28 April 2006, the Security 

Council unanimously adopted Resolution 

1674 on the protection of civilians in 

armed conflict. The document contains 

the historic first official reference to the 

responsibility to protect: it òreaffirms the 

provisions of paragraphs 138
6
 and 139

7
 

of the World Summit Outcome 

Document  regarding the responsibility to 

protect populations from genocide, war 

crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes 

against humanity.ó Security Council 

Resolution 1674 was followed by several 

other juridical texts and policy 

statements where the responsibility to 

protect is regarded as a cardinal principle 

in international relations. For instance in 

May 2008, the Security Council 

reaffirmed òthe responsibility of States to 

comply with their relevant obligations to 

end impunity and to prosecute those 

responsible for war crimes, genocide, 

crimes against humanity and serious 

violations of international humanitarian 

lawó (SC, 2008:3). The debate around the 

responsibility to protect concept keeps 

                                                 
6
 òEach individual State has the responsibility to protect 

its populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic 
cleansing and crimes against humanity. This 
responsibility entails the prevention of such crimes, 
including thei r incitement, through appropriate and 
necessary means. We accept that responsibility and 
will act in accordance with it. The international 
community should, as appropriate, encourage and 
help States to exercise this responsibility and support 
the United Na tions in establishing an early warning 
capability.ó 
7
 òThe international community, through the United 

Nations, also has the responsibility to use appropriate 
diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means, in 
accordance with Chapters VI and VIII of the Charter, to 
help protect populations from genocide, war crimes, 
ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. In this 
context, we are prepared to take collective action, in a 
timely and decisive manner, through the Security 
Council, in accordance with the  Charter, including 
Chapter VII, on a case-by-case basis and in cooperation 
with relevant regional organizations as appropriate, 
should peaceful means be inadequate and national 
authorities manifestly fail to protect their populations 
from genocide, war cr imes, ethnic cleansing and 
crimes against humanity. We stress the need for the 
General Assembly to continue consideration of the 
responsibility to protect populations from genocide, 
war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against 

humanity and its implicati ons, bearing in mind the 
principles of the Charter and international law. We 
also intend to commit ourselves, as necessary and 
appropriate, to helping States build capacity to protect 
their populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic 
cleansing and crimes against humanity and to assisting 
those which are under stress before crises and conflicts 
break out.ó 
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intensifying. In January 2009, in his 

report to the General Assembly, the 

Secretary General highlights a three-

pillar strategy for the implementation  of 

the concept . The first pillar concerns the 

protection responsibilities of the state; 

the second foresees international 

assistance and capacity-building and the 

last encompasses a timely and decisive 

response by the international 

community .  

 

In spite of its universal scope, the 

general acceptance of the concept  and 

indeed the assumption of international 

obligations , the responsibility to protect 

remains a highly politically sensitive 

issue. On what basis can the 

international community  judge whether 

a population is in need of a 

humanitarian i ntervention  that  requires 

the use of military means? Who decides 

whether a crisis falls under humanitarian 

emergency? Who actually takes the 

decision to use military means to 

intervene in a country? The SG Report 

provides some answers to these 

questions and including the role t he UN 

Security Council should play as the 

global institution in this sense under 

Chapter VII of the UN Charter. The 

Security Councilõs legitimacy, however , is 

sometimes perceived as controversial, 

mainly due to its composition which i s 

judged almost universally as obsolete 

and the weight and veto power of the  

five permanent members in deciding for 

or against international interventions .  

A fundamental set of questions 

remains, however. Why has the 

responsibility to protect been confined 

only to  cases of violent threats to 

physical security? In this sense, the 

principles related to the responsibility to 

protect, being limited to physical 

security, take into account just some 

components of freedom from fear, 

leaving aside, for instance, the whole 

spectrum of non-physical violence 

security threats. What about the other 

constitutive principles of human 

security? The concept of responsibility to 

protect does not inclu de epidemics or 

mass starvation for example, even 

though these may cause the death and 

destitution of millions of individuals .  

 

If the international community is 

willing to protect civilians, then their 

fundamental  necessities and 

vulnerabilities go much further than the 

sole freedom from fear. If one takes into 

consideration the  whole spectrum of 

human security, the international 

community should in principle be 

compelled to engage not only in case of 

physical violations but also according to 

other fundamental elements that make 

up human security. When facing 

reluctant states, the international 

community has been willing to engage 

in humanitarian crises deriving from 

natural disasters, as in the case of 

Myanmar, more than in situations that 

are directly linked to the current 

understanding of responsibility to 

protect
8
.  

Important criticisms to the 

human security concept reside in the fact 

that it could be used to legitimise military 

                                                 
8
 The debate within the UN is not only 

confined to the concept of responsibility to protect. In 
fact, the General Assembly and the Security Council 
have already referred to humanitarian crises as 
justifying international interventions. In a soft written 
provision the General Assembly (RES/43/131) when 

endorsing the need for humanitarian assistance to 
victims of natural disasters and similar emergency 
situations, clearly states that is òup to each State first 
and foremost to take care of the victims of natural 
disasters and similar emergency situations occurring 
on its territory.ó Buy considers that the òabandonment 
of the victims without humanitarian assis tance 
constitutes a threat to human life and an offence to 
human dignity,ó therefore setting the stage for 
international action. The Security Council in distinct 
Resolutions (e.g., 688, 794 and 929, for Iraq, Somalia 
and Ruanda, respectively) explicitly considers that 
humanitarian emergencies are a threat to international 
security and peace and resort to the provisions under 
Chapter VII of the Charter to decide the set up of 
multinational operations. The assumption of this 
linkage between humanitarian crise s and international 
security is groundbreaking and is used by the 

promoters of a right to intervene as turning point from 
mere observation (that marked the first 50 years of UN 
history) to a proactive and restorative action (Ribeiro & 
Ferro, 2004: 289). But still there is no recognition on 
the necessity to intervene just for the sake of the 
humanitarian situation; that recognition only comes 
when there is a threat to in ternational peace and 
security. 
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interventions under the guise of the 

responsibility to protect . Yet surely the 

international community should be 

prepared to act in different and 

addit ional spheres of human security, 

with the aim of ensuring an adequate 

and comprehensive approach to 

peoplesõ fundamental vulnerabilities. 

 

There are many cases in point . 

The present financial crisis and the 

related economic downturn  is leading to 

a profoun d crisis affecting the everyday 

lives, livelihoods and survival of millions 

of individuals and has deeply affected 

the safety and value of peopleõs savings 

in many countries. This has increased 

their economic vulnerabilities and hence 

their vulnerabilities in many other 

aspects of human security. This requires 

action on the part of the international 

community to prevent the more serious 

consequences on individuals. Indeed, the 

international action s needed to stabilize 

financial markets and the measures 

required to alleviate the consequent 

economic hardship for developing 

countries could be presented at least as a 

compelling contribution to human 

security, if not as part of the responsibility 

to protect , the duty bearer being the 

international community at la rge, 

especially the G20, the donor countries, 

the International Financial Institution s 

(IFIs) and the UN.  

 

Another security element that 

should be assured by the international 

system is environmental security. Natural 

disasters are usually out of statesõ control. 

Floods, earthquakes or drought can 

hardly be tackled by national 

governments. Inhabiting  a secure 

environment represents a core value for 

human beings. The international 

community has already intervened in 

several environment-related crises or 

natural hazards. Without its help , it is 

difficult to imagine how  states such as 

Pakistan during the 2005 earthquake  

could have dealt with the crisis. The 

alleviation and prevention of climate 

change-related disasters can therefore 

also be considered as vital and relevant 

to a wider framework of the 

responsibility to protect .  

 

Food security represents another 

important factor that could demand 

international intervention within a 

particular state. If a large segment of the 

population does not have physical or 

economic access to basic food because 

its state cannot or is not willing to 

provide it, the international community 

should have the responsibility to act in 

protection of these peoples. The right to 

food  represents a core value in the 

affirmation of security: aside from the risk 

of outright starvation, a hungry person is 

more exposed to violations to his or her 

integrity.  

 

Today, religious and ethnic 

identity  represent values easily 

threatened both by other communities 

and by national authorities in certain  

countries. Community security is more 

and more a central right to be defended. 

Despite numerous genocides, identity-

related violations still constitute one of 

the most common threats to human 

security. States are often unable to 

prevent violence between c ommunities 

and major community security violations 

could come once again from statesõ 

actions. In these cases, the international 

community should engage to ensure the 

protection of civilians from threats to 

their own identity , cultural or physical 

survival. 

 

If a wider understanding  of the 

responsibility to protect envisaged in this 

paper is considered reasonable, then 

one can derive from that that the 

international community should not only 

have a mandate but also the 

responsibility to protect all human be ings 

through facilitation or the provision of 

essential global public goods such as a 

reliable international economic and 
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financial order, sustainable development 

frameworks, international peace, climate 

stability, sufficient food availability to all, 

human rights enhancement and 

protection systems and more.  

 

In todayõs international politics, 

humanitarian assistance is perceived as 

an act of good will or generosity from 

the international community or 

individual states. Instead, it should be 

promoted as a fundamental tool 

somehow linked to  the responsibility to 

protect principle and it should be 

provided as a real commitment in the 

fight against all severe human security 

violations.  

The current international debate 

is understandably focused on the 

responsibility to protect people from 

massive, violent threats to their lives
9
. 

However, this should not exclude a 

debate on the enlargement of the 

concept to other severe and massive 

threats connected to freedom from 

want.  Indeed the on -going work on the 

protection of persons in the event of 

disasters in the International Law 

Commission suggests the existence of a 

right to humanitarian assistance and 

may lead to a legal framework at least for 

international disaster response activities.  

This possibility is recognised in 

the resolution on humanitarian 

assistance adopted by the Institute of 

International Law in 2003, which states 

that òif a refusal to accept a bona fide 

offer of humanitarian assistance or to 

allow access to the victims, leads to a 

threat to internati onal peace and 

security, the security Council may take 

the necessary measures under the 

Chapter VII of the United Nations 

Charteró. 

                                                 
9
 òThe responsibility to protect applies, until Member 

States decide otherwise, only to the four specified 
crimes and violations: genocide, war crimes, ethnic 
cleansing and crimes against humanityó. (UN Secretary 
General, 2009: 8) 

Security by Whom? 
 

Human security is centred on the 

idea that the object of security is the 

people (security to whom?). The 

providers of security (by whom?), or the 

agents responsible for diffusing and 

containing the threats are studied less in 

the human security literature. This paper 

argues that human security should be 

facilitated or provided by a wide range of 

actors from the local to the global levels. 

As seen above, a comprehensive 

interpretation of the responsibility to 

protect could be a powerful instrument 

to underline stateõs responsibilities and 

rectify the incapacity of the state to 

provide human security. However, the 

responsibility to protect individuals, or 

the ability to intervene to address correct 

wrongdoing s, presupposes the idea that 

human security can indeed be facilitated 

or provided at different levels and by a 

multiplicity of actors: 

 

Å Local Level. Human security is 

deeply rooted in the idea of grassroots 

empowerment. Citizens are often 

embedded in formal and informal local 

networks that may help to prevent 

threats
10

. Municipalities and other 

administrative structures of local power 

are also particularly well-equipped in this 

regard given their proximity to  the 

citizens and the local problems facing 

them. Some threats to human welfare 

are highly  localised and have a very 

short range (e.g. water quality) which 

makes them highly suitable for local 

intervention s.  

 

Å National Level. The natural 

social contract presupposes that the 

state is responsible for the protection of 

its citizens. Indeed, sovereignty has been 

equated to responsibility, i.e. the state 

sovereignty consists in fulfilling 

                                                 
10

 This is defined as òsociabilidadeó in UNDP (1998) 
NHDR Chile, p. 106. The Report also discusses the 
importance of social capital for human security at p. 37 
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fundamental protectio n obligations and 

respecting core human rights towards its 

citizens (UN Secretary General, 2009). 

And that protection cannot be limited to 

physical violence. The state remains the 

most prominent political actor and the 

bedrock of social organisation and social 

protection , and is more powerful and 

better-resourced than local institutions. 

 

Å Regional Level. Regional and 

other intergovern mental organisations, 

for example the European Union (EU), 

the African Union  (AU) and the 

Association of Southeast Asian Nations 

(ASEAN), are gradually becoming 

prominent actors in international 

relations. A large number of such 

organisations have strengthened their 

mandate in peace and security and 

adopted regional development plans.  

 

Å Global Level. The United 

Nations and other relevant global 

institutions are well positioned and 

mandated  to tackle global threats. What 

they may lack in local specificity and local 

impact, they compensate with their  

capacity to provide international 

legitimacy to particular actions.  

 

All these levels operate in an 

interdependent and inclusive way. Th e 

range of human security threats is 

heterogeneous and undefined . 

Therefore no single method or actor is 

able to counter all threats. Indeed, 

individuals need to be protected by a 

wide range of dif ferent actors who 

might intervene according to the 

specificity of each threat.  

 

The complexity of the 

relationship of human security to its 

context is addressed more concretely in 

Part II. Indeed, the universal conception 

but local application of human se curity 

represents a fundamental element in the 

study of human vulnerabilities, security 

providers and cross-border threats. 



19 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Part II  
Local Governance and  

Assessment of Human Security 

 
 

 
 



Delivering Human Security through multi-level Governance 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

òPeople protected can exercise 
choices, and people empowered can 

make better choices and actively 
prevent or mitigate the impact of 

threats and insecuritiesó 
 

Sadako Ogata 
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òBecause human security is a public 

good, it entails the state 
responsibility, as well as a 

corresponding duty of engagement by 
the people. With the ultimate aims 
of ensuring survival, livelihoods and 
dignity, the obligations of those in 

power ð the state and the 
international community ð consist of 

protecting, providing and 
empoweringó 

 

UNDP, Afghanistan HDR  

 
 
 
 
This section focuses on the link 

between local governance and the 

provision of human security. It takes as a 

starting assumption that enhanced 

human security is a central outcome of 

good governance, and seeks to 

demonstrate first, that it is possible to 

monitor human security at the local level; 

second, the political and programmatic 

utility of this approach ; and, third, the 

fact that mapping the evolution of a 

chosen set of human security indicators 

at the local level can provide an 

indication of the quality of local 

governance by local authorities.  

 

Security carries with it the 

notion of living without c oncerns, of 

being carefree. As such, it encompasses 

predictability and control over oneõs 

destiny, and it implies the removal of 

obstacles that prevent people from 

realising their aspirations towards a 

better life for themselves, their families 

and for communities.  

Human security thus has a double 

agenda of protection and 

empowerment. Protection refers to the 

norms, processes, and institutions 

required to shield people from critical 

and pervasive threats.  

Empowerment emphasizes 

people as actors and participants in 

removing òunfreedomsó and defining 

and implementing their vital choices . 

(Ogata, 2004:10) In all fundamental 

social contracts, good governance is 

expected to respond to these challenges. 

The state has been created to provide 

people with the necessary public goods 

to ensure their well -being. Because 

sometimes the state is either too big or 

too small to deliver these goods to 

people effectively, other layers of 

governance have also been created. 

 

Human Security exposes the 

Vulnerabilities of People 

 

Worldwide , people experience 

òunfreedoms,ó namely obstacles and 

insecurities that prevent them from 

realising their aspirations to live a life of 

dignity in larger freedom : free from want 

and free from fear, and ensuring the 

freedom of future generations to inherit 

a healthy natural environment. This 

legitimate aspiration implies that a set of 

governance institutions, starting from 

the state and moving across the whole 

spectrum - from municipalities up to 

international organisations  and 

including the regional and sub -national 

layers of the governance processes - 

works towards the creation and 

maintenance of an environment 

conducive to the fulfilment of such 

aspiration. This shift away from an 

exclusively state-based conception of 

collective security to a people- and 

community -centred definition enables 

security to be understood as the sum of 

individual and community concerns, 
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òAfghanistan has no policies for 
any of the things that help with 

human security and human 
development. It has no education 
policy, it has no health policy, it 
has no economic policy, it has no 
environmental policy, it has no 
security policy. It just takes 

everything by the day and many of 
the days are bad. I wish I could 

have been more optimisticó 
 

Hamdullah from Jalalabad  

 

with a possible positive-sum game in 

which all actors can realize greater 

security (Jolly and Ray, 2006:12). 

 

As noted earlier, human 

security is rarely just about the protection 

from violence, and security is always 

more than just freedom from fear. In 

crises and other extreme scenarios, 

conflicts and social upheaval may focus 

peoplesõ security concerns on violence. 

More often, however, the primary threats 

to the lives of millions of people living in 

developing countries are related to the 

òsupply sideó of societal systems, and 

involve socioeconomic risks: security of 

employment and income, the access of 

individuals to health care and education 

systems, or the promotion and 

guarantee of their basic human rights.   

Where large segments of the population 

spend most of their income on food, 

where people face the menace of 

recurrent devastating floods, (as in 

Bangladesh), or droughts, (as in 

Ethiopia), security there means above all 

else development. 

 

This enlarged perception of 

what impacts on peopleõs security and 

related dignity means that ò[in] todayõs 

world, the well -being of the individual 

requires a far more complex set of 

considerations than was considered 

necessary within the state-based 

definition of security. The very reason 

that for an Afghan citizen the definition 

of security is drastically different than 

that of a Latvian citizen compels an 

immediate reformulation of the very 

definition of securityó (Jolly and Ray, 

2006: 9).  

 

That being said, there is no 

fundamental difference between the 

aspiration to human security of an 

Afghan, of a Latvian or of an inhabitant 

of flooded Bangladesh or of drought -

ridden Ethiopia: they all want to realize 

their potential. As Amartya Sen clearly 

states: ò[p]eople need security so as to 

enjoy the greatest possible degree of 

freedom and dignity in their livesó (Sen, 

2000). 

 

Good Governance as the Art of 

increasing Human Security 

 

Governance constitutes the 

system of values, policies and institutions 

by which a society manages its 

economic, political and social affairs 

through interactions within the state  and 

between the state, civil society and the 

private sector. Governance is the way a 

society organizes itself to make and 

implement decisions through  mutual 

understanding, agreement and action. It 

comprises the mechanisms and 

processes for citizens and groups to 

articulate their interests, mediate their 

differences and exercise their legal rights 

and obligations. It is the rules, institutions 

and practices that set limits and provide 

incentives for individuals, organisations 

and firms. In its social, political and 

economic dimensions, governance 

operates at every level of human 

enterprise, be it the household, village, 

municipality, nation, region or globe. 

(UNDP, 2000) 
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In principle, governments, and 

indeed all entities vested with 

governance powers , seek to secure 

development and security for the people 

they serve. Serving people means to 

empower them to face the challenges of 

life. Good governance is central to 

human development . It requires 

fostering fair, accountable institutions to 

protect human rights and basic freedoms 

(UNDP, 2002, a: 2). Effective governance 

must by definition lead to improvements 

in the hum an development and human 

security status of people, enlarging 

choices available to individuals to live the 

long, healthy life they value and 

effectively reducing risks and threats 

associated with human security. 

 

With  this understanding of 

good governance,  it is evident that t he 

performance of governance institutions 

(judiciary, political parties, public 

administration, municipalities and 

governments) and their attributes 

(representativeness, legitimacy, fairness, 

transparency, accountability, equity) 

often help to determine the nature and 

scope of human security in a given 

society. These institutions may 

themselves constitute  major factors 

influencing positively or negatively 

human security levels. Indeed, some 

human security surveys have found that 

the major threats and factors of 

insecurity identified by the population 

include their own government and 

politicians, their lack of influence on 

decisions or the absence of legitimate 

and impartial representation. In some 

surveys, respondents have identif ied 

international organisations as the best 

security providers for them, expressing 

higher levels of confidence in them than  

in their own national institutions.  

 

 

Box 1. Human Security and Democracy 

 
Human securityõs challenges of the 21

st
 century require the p romotion of a 

broader definition of democracy that includes human rights concerns, capacity for social 

and economic development, accountability, the building of consensus in settings of high 

diversity, improving electoral processes and promoting public inv olvement. Sources of 

insecurity lie in exclusion and lack of access to power and resources. The concept of 

human security emphasizes the protection of people from grave threats to their lives, 

safety from harm and violent conflict, and empowerment against such social threats as 

disease or crime. Democracy enables the protection of peoples through institutional 

safeguards, equality before the law, and the advancement of human rights. Democratic 

practice links the empowerment of people to critical development al outcomes such as 

education, health care, and opportunities for livelihood.  

 

 

Human Security and Democracy  
 

 

This section sought  to convey 

the vital continuum  between 

governance, its effects, and the provision 

of human security, leading to the 

conclusion that protection  and 

empowerment should be embodied in 

the functioning of any well -governed 

state (Ogata, 2006: 11). The counter  

argument can be made for states 

displaying weak governance: where the 

state does not deliver the political goods 

for which i t was created (e.g. security, 

rule of law, accountable and transparent 

public institutions, a functioning judicial 

system that guarantees people due 

process), and the regional and local 

governance structures are not 

empowered to do so . In such an absence 
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òBuilding a safer world also means 

looking at the real sources of 
insecurity from which millions of 

people suffer. Promoting security is 
not just about fighting a war against 

terrorism. It is about looking at 
threats more broadly and 

understanding them in the context 
not of state but peopleõs security.ó 

 

Irene Khan 

of good governance, people are bound 

to feel insecure. 

 

Today, the state level alone 

seems inadequate to deal with human 

insecurity, since many of the related 

issues are either dependent on local 

conditions at sub-national level, or are 

derived from global challenges (such as 

climate change, transnational terrorism, 

proliferation of nuclear weapons, 

pandemics, financial crises, energy and 

food price rises, unfair and unpredictable 

global trade practices). Crisis prevention, 

mitigation and recovery require ac tions 

beyond the reach of a single state. In the 

latter case, such insecurities should 

indeed be dealt with at a global 

governance level, although global 

organisations, with their current 

institutional settings (mainly in terms of 

composition and decision making 

power), seem hardly able to tackle them 

effectively (Secretary Generalõs High-

Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and 

Change, 2004: 4).  

 

The dramatic events that the 

world witnessed in 2008, such as the 

food and energy exploding costs, the 

severe financial crisis and economic 

downturn, the increasing effects of 

climate change, stress the need for a 

human security framework and 

governance system at the global level. It 

has become clear that more and more 

factors of human insecurity are òexternaló 

- and frequently confused and 

unforeseen - variables, which escape 

control of even the most powerful states. 

From there the ongoing call for better 

international economic and financial 

order rules and early warning systems 

and the revamped call for reform of 

international and political governance 

institutions. The international community 

should endow itself with  much more 

effective mechanisms of prevention and 

protection against global security 

challenges which affect hundreds of 

million people  all over the planet, with 

different degrees and modalities, and 

that end up, in any case, reflected in the 

òclassicaló individual human security 

dimensions. 

 

The efforts to build more 

inclusive, accountable global 

governance systems face two main 

challenges. The first is increasing 

pluralism: expanding the space for non-

state actors to participate in global 

decision making; the second is increasing 

participation and accountability in 

multilateral institutions to give 

developing countries a larger role 

(UNDP, 2002, a: 7). Pending the much-

needed reform of the overall global 

governance mechanisms, especially of 

the United Nations Organization and 

System, other possible òsupranationaló 

governance mechanisms such as the G8, 

the G20 and the International Monetary 

Fund (IMF) also seem able to provide 

only partial, (and sometimes contentious ) 

responses since their legitimacy, 

adequacy and universality are often 

questioned. In this specific subject, the 

Least Developed Countries (LDCs) claim 

that they are the ones whose peoplesõ 

daily lives are most threatened by 

current crises (with an emphasis on the 

financial global crisis and climate change 

effects) and therefore have the highest 

risks impeding on their human security, 

while they are not adequately 

represented in the existing mechanisms 
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of global governance. This was a claim 

that was echoed recently at the Doha 

International Conference for Financing 

for Development. 

  

Many human security 

dimensions are however  better dealt 

with at a local level (municipalities, 

regions, communities), or at regional 

(continental) level (EU) where it is 

possible to tackle similar issues of 

insecurity felt in countries sharing similar 

geography, economic development, 

demographic features, shared cultural 

backgrounds and practices, networks, 

etc.  

Compared with the restrictions 

noted above for operating at the global 

and national levels, the local level offers 

greater scope to identify the main 

priority dimensions of human security. 

The focus on the local 

dimensions and structures of 

governance represents a fundamental 

tool to assess, manage and provide 

human security. It allows for a closer 

perception of vulnerabilities, threats and 

aspirations, which is likely to facilitate the 

measurement and management of 

human security indicators.  

As will be demonstrated 

below, it is not only desirable but also 

quite possible to create a local human 

security framework that can support the 

efforts of local decision-makers and their 

societies to understand the local human 

security challenges better. Such a local 

framework, with indicators, would 

permit the crafting of tailored policies, 

enable their implementation and impact 

to be monitored, and ultimately allow all 

stakeholders to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the interventions 

themselves, and ultimately the 

governance system that delivered them.  

 

Can Human Security be 

measured? 
 

From the discussion in Part I of 

this paper, human security can be seen 

to be highly context -specific and 

dynamic. Moreover, the assessment of an 

individualõs human security is influenced 

by subjective perceptions of vulnerability 

as much as by real threats. Perceptions 

and threats are all a product of space, 

time and other factors.  

 

Drawing from this, measures of 

human security need to include not only 

quantitative indicators (such as those 

included in the UNDP human 

development index), but also qualitative 

indicators. This combination is 

fundamentally important. A good 

indicator of human security, that adds 

real value to the existing research in this 

field, needs to include not only the 

amount of existing or perceived threats, 

but also the nature of existing 

vulnerabilities and how these are felt by 

individuals and groups. That said, the 

difficulties in measuring these elements 

are enormous, not only because of 

availability of data on such aspects, but 

also because of the risk of their 

politic isation. Who decides which cases 

should be taken into consideration and 

on which criteria? Who elaborates the 

ratio for surveys on the ground and 

prepares survey content? Who 

determines the hierarchy among 

different threats and on what basis? 

These are just a few of the problems in 

the identification and interpretation of 

peoplesõ vulnerabilities that need to be 

carefully taken into consideration to the 

extent possible. 

 

These concerns with 

measurement have been far from absent 

in the debate on implementation of the 

human security concept. Decision-

making, policy design and programmatic 

implementation all require monitoring 
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òThe goal in Afghanistan is not 
simply to create a development or 
democracy agenda, but to use these 

tools to prevent conflict, on one hand, 
and to provide the ultimate goal of 
human security as a public good, on 

the otheró 
 

National Human Development 

Report Afghanistan  

against some benchmark, to verify the 

impact of a given policy, and to ascertain 

the need to reformulate courses of 

action. Monitoring is served by the use of 

indicators, indices and other analytical 

tools that make measurements possible 

and feasible over time.  

When analyzing human 

security, the two aspects - real and 

perceived threats ð should be combined 

and eventually produce a set of 

indicators allowing, first, to measure 

changes of insecurity over time and, 

second, to undertake comparisons 

between different places. The complexity 

of this task is self-evident. In some cases, 

socioeconomic risks can be measured 

through quantitative indicators. The 

same can be true for many 

environmental risks. However, 

measuring other insecurities, such as 

personal security risks, requires the use of 

subjective or proxy indicators. Moreover, 

the perception of insecurity needs to be 

captured since this is as important as real 

insecurity ð feeling secure is of capital 

importance. The degree of resilience, 

which is not the same even amongst 

people belonging to the same 

community, also needs to be measured. 

 

However, the number of 

factors that have a direct impact on 

human security is very large and the 

influence of each one of them is also felt 

differently across time and space. Threats 

(real and perceived) are either linked to 

external factors, those that are difficult to 

control locally (for instance: human-

made or natural disasters, regional 

conflicts, world commodity and energy 

prices, financial crisis, pandemics, 

economic cycles, political developments 

in neighbouring countries) or are very 

much localised (soil erosion or 

salinisation, common criminality, access 

and affordability of basic services, 

employment opportunities, health and 

education infrastructure availability and 

quality, desertification, water availability 

etc.).  

 

Whilst various dimensions of 

human security are increasingly 

connected globally, nevertheless their 

impact and how they are felt need to be 

looked at in the local context. Comparing 

human security between countries may 

not allow meaningful results.  Even those 

who take a strong stand for developing 

a òsystem of monitoring levels of human 

security based on measurable indicatorsó 

warn that òthe elaboration of a human 

security index is undesirable for political 

and practical reasonsó (UNDP Bratislava, 

2003: 4). An attempt to build a standard 

international index could introduce 

unnecessary confrontation between 

different national governments in a 

particular sub-region and shift the 

attention from the substance to the 

question of relative rankings or more 

political aspects. Even the call even for 

national  measurement of human security 

is still controversial. 

Over and above the potential 

controversy inherent in creating such an 

index, the task is in any case 

methodologically arduous. Only a 

detailed analysis of the human security 

situation, through a matrix of a plethora 

of indicators, prevailing in different 

places and over time, could give the 

possibility to make comparisons. Even so, 

such comparisons would remain 

unscientifically-based and largely 

intuitive. What may be possible is to 

compare separate elements of human 

security, taken individually. For instance, 
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it may be possible to ascertain whether 

physical insecurity is higher in a place 

than in another through a set of 

quantitative indicators (provided they 

are available) such as crime rates, the 

incidence of violent deaths, or numbers 

of cases reported to the police; or to 

compare economic insecurity between 

places using indicators such as the 

incidence of extreme poverty, util ising 

the UNDP human poverty index, income 

distribution, unemployment rates, and 

others. 

 

For these reasons, exploration 

of the preparation of a standard and 

internationally -comparable index of 

human security seems a wasted effort. 

Even assuming that suitable measures 

and indicators could be identified for the 

main dimensions of human security and 

for each factor capable of influencing 

them, nevertheless the variability in the 

severity or relevance of the different 

factors in time and space would make 

the index hardly fit  as a comparative tool.  

 

It is perhaps equally difficult to 

arrive at a single composite index of 

human security even at the local level. 

That notwithstanding, at the local level it 

may be possible to identify a set of 

indicators corresponding to priorit ised 

insecurity factors. These indicators, 

monitored over time, can as a minimum 

provide a measure of the evolution of 

human security in situ. Indeed, 

measuring human security focusing at 

the local level is not only feasible, but can 

also be an important source of insight 

from which to discern tren ds and take 

action.  

 

Identification of a baseline 

measurement of the individual priority 

components should provide a first 

diagnosis, from which policies, 

instruments and initiatives could be 

identified aimed at removing the 

obstacles to peoplesõ exercise of their 

freedoms. Ex-post monitoring of the 

implementation of policies and actions 

should permit assessment of whether 

and the extent to which they are 

enhancing peopleõs capacities to make 

choices. The challenge here is to find 

measures that are closely and irrefutably 

related to, and behave in a similar way to 

the targeted element.  

 

Of course, this approach 

requires instruments that can provide, 

firstly the available statistical data on 

local issues (such as crime, employment, 

access and use of basic services, 

morbidity and mortality indicators, 

household expenditures) and, secondly, 

a subjective vision of insecurity factors by 

citizens, which could be delivered 

through a human security survey 

interpreted by expert analysis. The expert 

analysis should seek to purge 

perceptions from possible distortions 

induced by media, local leaders, political 

propaganda, commercials, etc.  

 

And because governance is the capacity 

resident in a system of government to 

adopt decisions and public policies in a 

legitimate, effective and efficient way, 

good governance can be defined as the 

art of enhancing human security, with 

the latter serving as a measurement by 

people of the effectiveness of those who 

govern. Easily-understood indicators of 

local human security could serve to 

empower communities to better 

understand and express their 

vulnerabilities, to hold political leaders 

accountable for responding to these, 

and to take appropriate actions 

themselves to reduce their levels of 

insecurity. In this way, measurement of 

the trend and evolution of human 

security over the medium-term offers real 

potential as a tool to assess the 

effectiveness of local governance. 
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Human Security in National 

Human Development  Reports 
 

The mechanisms through 

which human security can be explored 

include an array of instruments, ranging 

from public opinion polls, surveys, 

enquiries and interviews. Many existing 

local, national and regional experiences 

can be examined as starting points. A 

number of UNDP National Human 

Development Reports (NHDRs) focused 

on human security, albeit with different 

approaches to the concept, and have 

produced statistics, surveys and detailed 

analyses. Reports on Afghanistan (2004), 

Chile (1998), Former Yugoslav Republic 

Of Macedonia (2001) and Latvia (2003) 

and undertook  specific statistical surveys 

to obtain original data on  how people 

perceive threats to their security and 

about their own experiences of 

insecurities in their lives or communities 

(Jolly and Ray; 2006: 17). 

Box 2. National Human Developments Reports 

 

Afghanistan 

 

The Afghanistan NHDR 2004, Security with a Human Face, Challenges and 

Responsibilities, is built around the concept of human security. It conducts a threat -based 

analysis of peopleõs wants and fears, a study of the causes and consequences of these 

insecurities, and an evaluation of Afghanistanõs state-building process from a human 

security perspective. The report emphasizes that òhuman security is a public good that 

belongs to all and cannot be exclusive, it entails a responsibility for the state to provide 

guarantees that people will not fall below an acceptable threshold, but also a 

corresponding duty among people to remain engaged.ó (UNDP, 2004:10). In the analysis 

of Jolly and Ray, the National Human Development Report of Afghanistan  is òa brilliant 

example of human securityõs multidimensional analysis, with particular reference to post-

conflict reconstruction.ó (Jolly and Ray, 2006: 15). Features of this report are elaborated 

upon below in relation to local governance and post-conflict peace-building.  

 

Chile  

 

Among the attempts to arrive at a composite national index of human security, 

the case of Chile, in the NHDR 1998, where 2 indexes are proposed, is an interesting one. 

The first indicator constitutes an objective index, based on six dimensions and 12 variables, 

and derived from statistical indicators. This index reflects the availability to individuals of 

security òmechanismsó, those capabilities or instruments able to build empowerment and 

resilience to face threats. This index assumes that the availability of security mechanisms is 

directly correlated to the objective security of the individual, but does not take into 

account the degree of the risk or the severity of insecurity, nor assign weights to the 

different elements, according to d ifferent circumstances. The second subjective index 

reveals the perceptions of individuals with respect to the effectiveness of the security 

protection mechanisms or, in other words , their perceived vulnerability.  Results were 

analyzed according to several variables. The authors acknowledge that the methodology 

is not suitable for international use and that it provides a static, òfrozenó image of the 

reality. They also stress the need to accompany measurement with sophisticated expert 

interpretation of huma n security factors. 

This report interestingly analyses also the relationship between phases of societal changes 

and human security perceptions and stresses the individual agency towards human 

security and the relevance of social capital for human security. 
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Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) 

 

In the report on the FYROM, Social Exclusion and Human Insecurity in the FYR 

Macedonia, a public opinion poll asked the respondents which category of threat made 

them feel more insecure. The data indicated that òalmost every citizen of the FYROM feels 

some kind of insecurity derived from the societal context or circumstance. The insecurity in 

the transitional period (over the last decade) is much higher in comparison to the previous 

period. The absolute strongest origin of insecurity is due to unemployment. The next type 

of insecurity derives from low and/or irregular remuneration, followed by inadequate 

social assistance. In general, causes related to subsistence (or obtaining the means to make 

a decent standard of living) dominate (about 80% of the total number of responses) in 

Macedoniaó (UNDP, FYR Macedonia, 2001: 11). 

 

Latvia 

 

In Latvia, in preparing the NHDR 2003, Human Security and Human 

Development , a survey was undertaken to identif y the complex and multidimensional 

vulnerabilities of the population. Respondents were asked about their perception of more 

than thirty  specific threats: they were asked whether or not they felt concerned about 

each and were asked to rate their degree of concern (from not afraid at all to very afraid). 

This approach permits a ranking of the different threats, and deeper analysis of 

perceptions and relative degrees of concern felt by respondents (Jolly and Ray, 2006: 17). 

Since, in this case, economic/income uncertainty and acc ess to health care were defined 

as the two most pressing threats to security, the policy conclusions on human security 

contained in the report pointed to  a multi-stakeholder employment strategy consisting of 

both formal sector employment initiatives and a comprehensive government -led social 

security network (UNDP, 2003: 120-121). This report usefully draws attention to the 

different levels of human security: the individual , family, community, national and finally 

the international level. It highlights how  improved security in any one individual  sphere 

can translate into a greater sense of security and an ability to act at other  levels. 

Conversely, insecurity at any one level can have negative ramifications on peopleõs sense 

of security at other levels (UNDP, 2003: 18). The Latvian report is conceptually innovati ve, 

introducing the concept of securitability. Securitability is explained as the interconnection 

of two dimensions of security: an objective state of security and a subjective sense of 

security. The first is the actual state of being free from threats and the latter is the inner 

state of feeling secure. Securitability is thus the cumulative effect of a set of subjective and 

objective factors about  the capacity to be and to feel secure (UNDP, 2003: 19). It is what 

this paper refers to as real and perceived threats. 

 

The value of such surveys carried out for 

both the Afghan and FRY Macedonia 

reports is twofold: to understand the 

dimensions of human insecurity and to 

guide actions to diminish them. These 

surveys also help to rate relative threats 

in ways that can be useful in assessing 

alternative public actions and tradeoffs in 

the use of resources (Jolly and Ray, 2006: 

18). 

Experiences of measurement, 

including through  instruments like these 

carried out at a national level and 

disaggregated at a local level, can 

provide some indicators of human 

security levels. In turn, the policies and 

action plans to address the identified 

human security priorities may provide 

indicators to measure governance 

effectiveness. However, the 
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òWhen peopleõs livelihoods are 

deeply compromised ð when people 
are uncertain where the next meal 

will come from, when their life 
savings suddenly plummet in value, 
when their crops fail and they have 

no savings ð human security 
contractsó 

 

Commission on Human Security 

measurement, even at the local level, 

should more usefully consist of a set of 

locally-determined indicators, rather than 

any single composite index of human 

security. What the experimental National 

Human Development Reports show is 

that  analytically
11

, it is normally possible 

to identify four or five local human 

security priorities, each with a form of 

baseline data. If this approach is retained, 

it may be also possible to apply such an 

approach to specific groups of people, 

e.g. by minor ities, ethnicity, age, gender 

and economic groups. This would allow  

formulation of policies that in a targeted 

way, addressed a clearly identified 

priority dimension of human security for 

each of the relevant groups. 

 

The same survey instruments, 

accompanied by statistical data, if 

applied periodically, should allow for the 

identif ication and monitoring of 

variations and trends in local human 

security in the medium and long -term. 

Once changes deriving from a force 

majeure (external insecurity elements 

which  are not in control by local actors) 

are discounted, the periodic 

measurements would allow an 

assessment of  whether at the local level, 

good governance  has been exercised 

and the capacity - through policy, direct 

actions, programs, empowerment, 

capacity building, leadership and 

participation  - to improve the human 

security situation of large segments of 

the population  has been demonstrated. 

 

A Hypothetical Example 
 

Taking into consideration all 

the conceptual and methodological 

limitation s noted  above, the case for 

                                                 
11

 For a list of National Human Development Reports  
adopting a human security approach, see: Richard 
Jolly and Deepayan Basu Ray (2006), òThe Human 
Security Framework and National Human 
Development Reportsó, UNDP, NHDR Occasional 
Paper 5. Available at: 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/Human_Security_GN.p
df. 

specific-context analysis on human 

security as the best way to translate this 

approach into practice has been made. 

An imaginary test case, albeit one with 

several resemblances to familiar realities, 

is elaborated below to test the 

hypothetical vi ability of the proposed 

local human security framework ,  

 

The methodological approach 

has four phases. It starts by taking an 

imaginary region where it is possible to 

identify a set of human security priority 

dimensions through a survey of the local 

popul ation and analysis of the results. 

Once the determinants of human 

security at the local level have been 

selected, for each one a small number of 

suitable indicators need to be identified. 

This set of indicators represents the 

baseline situation of human security in 

the selected locality. On the basis of the 

survey, local authorities should then 

devise a human security action plan, 

identifying  the measures to be taken to 

improve the status of human security. 

After a period of implementation of such 

measures, the survey should be repeated 

and the indicators updated to assess 

whether the intended improvement has 

been realised. 

 

a) Identification of Human Security 

Priorities 

The seven dimensions of 

human security identified by UNDP in 

1994 can be used as the starting point, 

http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/Human_Security_GN.pdf
http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/Human_Security_GN.pdf
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namely: economic, food, health, 

environmental, personal, community and 

political security (UNDP, 1994: 24). Each 

dimension in turn contains a number of 

specific insecurities that can be identified 

by applying one of the surveying 

techniques to assess vulnerabilities of the 

targeted group, assumed to be a 

representative sample of the local 

community or a geographic district.  It is 

also assumed that the revealed insecurity 

priorities, namely the ones assigned the 

highest degree of importance in the 

survey and/or that demonstrate the 

greatest severity when combining 

factual findings and perceptions , were:  

1) Decreasing quantity of available water 

per capita (due to increased population 

and increasing agricultural water 

demand);  

2) Civil strife in a country bordering with 

the district in question, which impedes 

safe transportation of products to a port 

for forwarding to final market;  

3) Recurrent agricultural pests which 

make food availability and affordability 

uncertain;  

4) Rising personal insecurity due to 

violence and crimes of juvenile gangs;  

5) Job scarcity and high unemployment, 

especially affecting young people, 

women and an ethnic minority . 

 

b) Indicators for Insecurity Factors  

For the identified priorities, 

several indicators could be used to 

develop a baseline insecurity situation. 

Without being exhaustive, some 

indicators that could be used to assess 

the above-mentioned severity include: 

for insecurity priority 1), the cubic meters 

available pro capita for daily 

consumption and the pat terns of water 

usage; for insecurity priority 2), the 

number of road blockades per week and 

of violent episodes occurring in the 

nearby country; for insecurity priority 3), 

the number of recurring disease types 

and the harvest losses; for insecurity 

priori ty 4), the number of criminal 

episodes communicated to the police 

and those revealed by victimisation 

surveys; for insecurity priority 5), the level 

of long -term and youth unemployment 

rate, disaggregated by sex and ethnic 

groups, and the average time for 

securing a first employment or to find a 

new job.  

 

c) Human Security Action Plan  

The human security baseline 

information, obtained through survey s, 

expert analysis and indicators, should 

help local governance institutions in the 

design of specific policies and 

implementation instruments that address 

the identified human security priorities  

and build resilience and empowerment 

mechanisms. This exercise can also 

provide the governance structures with 

the analytical capacity to develop early 

warning mechanism s and craft tailored 

responses. It goes without saying 

perhaps that generally it will be 

considerably less costly and more 

humane to meet these threats upstream 

rather than downstream, early rather 

than late (UNDP, 1994: 3). 

It is then possible to envisage 

the type of response by the local security 

providers, namely local authorities, 

including the municipalities and the 

district authorities.  

 

Faced with  such a scenario, a 

human security local action plan could 

include: for priority 1), the decreasing 

quantity of available water could result 

in a request for technical assistance to 

increase water recycling and water 

efficiency and the exploration of new 

groundwater possibilities.  

 

For priority 2), civil strife in a 

country bordering with the district in 

question which impedes the safe 

transportation of products to a port for 

forwarding to final market, the rapid 

impact measures that have to be 

undertaken are likely to fall outside the 

purview of the local authorities and even 

from their capacity to influenc e. In fact, 
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this is one of the cases when the 

national authorities themselves have little 

political space to manoeuvre. What the 

local authorities could do is to request 

the national government to revamp 

efforts and negotiations with the 

neighbour ing count ry, for instance 

possibly including the nomination of 

local negotiators to facilitate a peaceful 

solution of the current crisis. The local 

level could also ask national authorities 

to provide escorts for convoys or to 

improve infrastructure for alternative  

routes to markets. With this proactive 

approach, the local authorities are 

helping to shape the response of 

another security provider, even if 

national authorities may be ineffective in 

dealing with this specific insecurity 

component. As a minimum, local 

constituencies may also perceive that 

there is an active commitment to act 

from the authorities which may reduce 

the perception of vulnerability.  

 

For priority 3), recurrent pests 

that are undermining food security, the 

local institutions can make available to 

local farmers organic pesticides through 

subsidised purchases or conditional 

loans (with reimbursement conditional 

upon  crop performance) and  make 

available specialised technical assistance 

and extension services for pest control 

and improved agricul tural practices.  

 

For priority 4), to deal with 

rising personal insecurity due to crimes 

from juvenile gangs, the authorities, after 

analysing possible root causes of the 

phenomenon, can organize a system of 

community safety control, introduce a 

small arms control and reduction project . 

It can introduce parental counselling, 

introduce upgrading skills training of 

local enforcement authorities and 

eventually improve its internal 

organisation and possibly increase the 

effective numbers, enhance the creation 

of facilities and social infra-structures 

offered to young people, and promote 

the creation of part -time job 

opportunities for youngsters.  

 

Finally for priority 5), job 

scarcity and insecurity, local authorities 

can envisage several active labour 

market policies, including vocational 

training for unskilled workers, 

improvement of productive 

infrastructure, and review investment 

promotion measures and micro-credit 

schemes. Such measures should be 

tailored by gender and particularly target 

the ethnic minorit y most affected, to 

protect and empower those identified as 

the most insecure. 

 

As summarised in the table 

below,
12

 it is possible to relate each one 

of the identified priority factor s of human 

insecurity to a human security 

dimension. It is a clear, common-sense, 

experimental framework that can have a 

high positive impact on policy design 

and implementation.  

                                                 
12

 For an abstract application of a similar matrix to a 
real case study, see the Summary of the Dimensions of 
Human Security in Afghanistan, UNDP (2004), NHDR 
Afghanistan , pp. 243-244. 
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Table 1. Human Security Priorities and Dimensions 

Priority factor 

of Human 

Insecurity 

HS Dimension Indicators Response Provider 

Decreasing 

water 

availability 

Health 

security 

Environmental 

security 

Water per capita  

(cubic meters) 

T/A for policy 

and action to 

increase 

efficiency of 

water usage and 

recycling 

Municipality  

Disrupted 

route to 

markets 

through 

bordering 

country  

Economic 

security 

Personal 

security 

Number of road 

blocks and 

violent incidents 

Request state to 

undertake 

mediation in 

nearby country, 

explore 

alternative 

routes, organize 

escorts 

State upon 

request of 

local 

governor  

Agricultural 

pests 

Economic 

security 

Food security 

Recurrence and 

type of pests. 

Harvest losses 

Subsidised 

organic 

pesticides, 

extension 

services 

District 

authorities 

Violence and 

crimes by 

juvenile gangs 

Personal 

security 

Incidence 

revealed by 

victimisation 

surveys 

Small arm control  

Youth vocational 

training and  

employment 

programmes 

Strengthen law 

enforcement  

Municipality, 

local labour 

offices, 

governorate 

law 

enforcement 

authorities 

Unemployment 

especially 

among youth 

and minority  

Economic 

security 

Disaggregated 

unemployment 

rate and labour 

indicators 

Active labour 

market policies, 

incl. vocational 

training and 

microcredit  

Municipality, 

labour 

offices, local 

NGOs 

As it can be seen from the very 

simple example provided above, most 

threats can be dealt with at the local 

level and even those which fall outside 

the sphere of influence of the unit could 

be indirectly supported locally by 

creative and proactive engagement and 

by involving the national authorities. If 

the policies are well-designed and 

implemented, they should lead to an 

improvement in the indicators over time, 

confirmed by periodic human security 

surveys, which should show the 

percentage of people identifying the 

threats in question and the perceived 

severity of these, actually decrease. 

By monitoring the levels of 

insecurity in such a way in the medium 

and long -term, and by regularly cross-

checking these with the factual 

measures of impact of the actions taken, 

the local authorities can obtain  feedback 

on the quality and effectiveness of their 

governance capacities.  

 

In the above-mentioned 

example, a human security social 

contract is implicitly being forged 
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between citizens and local authorities. In 

that case, good governance would 

correspond to the ability to increase 

human security of people concerned 

and weak governance would 

correspond to the inability  to meet the 

human security demands of those 

people. Discounting possible cases of 

force majeure which may interfere with 

the evolution of the human security 

indicators, the lionõs share of the work 

should be done by local governance 

structures.  

The applicability of this 

approach to measurement of human 

security at local level depends largely on 

the quality and impartiality of the 

surveys, including the correct and 

precise composition of the representative 

sample and on the availability of 

statistical data. It is also clear that 

another district of the same country may 

reveal a completely different composition 

of factors of vulnerability, depending on 

geography, demographic composition 

and other factors mentioned earlier. It 

may well prove impossible to make 

scientific comparisons in the overall level 

of insecurity between districts, unless the 

priorities and indicators happen to be 

the same. However, it should be possible 

to compare human security trends at the 

local level, over time.  

 

 

Box 3. Local Governance in Post-Conflict Situations 

 

Local Governance: building Human Security in post-conflict settings 

 

Conflicts have a long and lasting impact on peoplesõ human security. They 

hamper the physical personal security of individuals, and because they destroy livelihoods, 

infrastructures and governmental institutions their effects last throughout into the post -

conflict settings. Hence, economic, political, food, health, community and environmental 

securities are disrupted and the feeling of insecurity is widespread and enduring.  

 

Post-conflict peace-building should, therefore, be seen by all major rebuilding 

stakeholders (international community, national governments, civil society organisations 

and NGOs) as an opportunity to implement a human security action p lan. 

UNDPõs work on Governance in Post-Conflict Situations seeks to highlight the 

inter-linked nature of development, human rights and security, acknowledging that they 

are interdependent and mutually reinforcing, and to identify  opportunities  at the 

grassroots level as the entry strategy for building resilient states with good governance. 

Local governance is the obvious tool with which to do this. 

 

The National Human Development Report of Afghanistan of 2004 addresses 

peace-building with that view point. Entitled Security with a Human Face, Challenges and 

Responsibilities, the report uses human development and human security as analytical 

frameworks and advocates a human security perspective for Afghanistanõs state-building 

process. The end-result of this process should be building a state for good governance 

(UNDP, 2004: 160). 

 

In the same line, Serge Yapo, in a paper entitled Improving Human Security in 

Post-Conflict Cote dõIvoire: A Local Governance Approach, advocates for the recognition of 

local governance as a key entry point for improving human security in a post-conflict 

situation (Yapo, 2007:3). 

The rationale behind this assumption is based on lessons learned on the 

ground . Often, in post-conflict reconstruction, the challenges are addressed at the national 
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level and, out of necessity to restore state legitimacy, the majority of reconstruction 

strategies are state- centric. Putting local governments at the centre in post -conflict 

situations has several advantages: authorities at the local level are close to the citizen; local 

governance provides an opportunity to develop a locally -owned peace building strategy 

through the participation of the public in security sector reform and in the provision of 

basic social services; local governance can give voice to the most vulnerable, empower 

individuals and build strong communities. Moreover, if local reconstruction programmes 

are planned in cooperation with the local authorities and well implemented, their 

cumulative effects can contribute to national peace and stability and form the basis for 

sustainable development at the national level (Yapo, 2007: 5). 

 

The 2003 report Human Security Now, Protecting and Empowering People , 

dedicates a chapter to the challenges of recovering from violent conflict. Recognising that 

helping countries recover lays the foundations for development to take off as well as for 

human security (Commission on Human Security; 2003: 57), the report acknowledges that 

òpost-conflict recovery requires an integrated human security framework, de veloped in full 

partnership with the national and local authorities to ensure ownership and commitment 

to the objectives.ó (Commission on Human Security; 2003: 61). 

By emphasising the role of local governments in fostering post-conflict 

development, decent ralised governance in post-conflict settings appears to represent a 

major opportunity to re -establish governmentsõ services and mobilize communities, 

empowering individuals, reinforcing citizenry, and giving people national ownership over 

the process of building good governance.  

 

 

Tentative approaches to 

human insecurity identification and 

action have to be devised, application of 

which will necessarily be dependent on 

the governance structure of each 

country . In a highly centralised 

environment, the responsibility for 

human security will rely almost 

exclusively on the government and on 

the international and regional 

organisations to which the country 

chooses to belong. In such 

environments, there is probably little  

room for local enquiry and for the 

promo tion of  locally-based assessments 

and action plans. In authoritarian 

regimes, where everything is decided 

and applied by the state structures, there 

is likely to be limited scope to research 

and model locally-based human security 

local and empowerment appr oaches. In 

autocratic regimes all threats, external 

and internal threats , are perceived as 

against the very existence of the state. 

Therefore, individuals are treated only as 

part of the group and their security in 

not differentiated from the state security. 

The security agenda has not been 

òhumanisedó and the process, even if it 

makes it onto the political agenda, 

would be meaningless. 

 

The more democratic and 

decentralised a country is, normally the 

greater the level of power vested in each 

layer of governance. Decentralised 

governance, carefully planned, 

effectively implemented and 

appropriately managed, can lead to 

significant improvement in the welfare of 

people at the local level, the cumulative 

effect of which can lead to enhanced 

 
òLocal governance is a key entry 

point for improving human security 
in a post-conflict situationó 

 

Serge Armand Yapo 
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òIf people can be of any help in 

enhancing human security they need 
to be taken into confidence with 

respect to the relevant policies. They 
should be provided with information 
about the current policies and asked 
about their advice with respect to 

improving themó 
 

Gul Ahmad Yama from Ghanzi 

human development. (UNDP, 2004: 

156). Local institutions and civil society 

organisations all have a part to play in 

deciding and implementing the policies 

that empower people and lead them to 

a higher degree of human development, 

in identifying and reducing threats or in 

offsetting the impact of the threats that 

were not d iminished (either because 

they fell out of its purview or because 

they were addressed too late with too 

little means). Strengthening civil society 

organisations, therefore, is vital do the 

implementation of human security 

(Ogata, 2004: 11). In this scenario, 

human security is a cross-cutting 

approach whose responsibility resides in 

governments, local authorities and civil 

society organisations, depending on the 

type and severity of the vulnerability. 

While some òunfreedomsó can 

only be removed by a normative and 

legislative exercise that has to be 

assumed by national powers (the 

protection agenda), the local institutions 

normally have the potential to address 

vulnerabilities faster and with more 

tailored solutions (filling in the 

empowerment gap). If a human security 

problem is localised in a certain 

community, because it is exposed to a 

particular threat or because it constitutes 

a clearly-identified group, then the case 

for local action is evident. 

A particularly interesting case, 

in this sense, is that of climate change. 

Despite the global dimension of the 

roots and consequences of climate 

change, certain populations are affected 

by a determined set of events. Not 

everyone is affected by droughts, and 

certainly not everybody is affected by 

hurricanes ð at least directly. A global 

action is needed to slow down and 

reverse climate change effects. However, 

adaptation to climate change has a 

crucial local dimension. For instance, 

dealing with rising sea level, frequent 

intense atmospheric events, or soil 

erosion, may provide the case for specific 

local actions to increase resilience, 

preparedness and devise economic 

diversification activities, infrastructure 

improvements. 

 

When adopting a human 

security approach, the focus shifts from 

the state to people, from the exclusive-

national -layer to local, sub national 

institutions; this shift also brings other 

actors into play. òBecause human 

security is a public good that belongs to 

all and cannot be exclusive, it entails a 

responsibility for the state to provide 

guarantees that people will not fall 

below an acceptable threshold, but also 

a corresponding duty among people to 

remain engaged. It is in its response to its 

citizens that the state finds its meaning 

and moral legitimacy.ó (UNDP, 2004: 10) 

òThose in position to receive ð people 

and communities ð must assume, 

demand and defend their rightsó (UNDP, 

2004: xxv). Civil society organisations are, 

hence, part of the equation.  

 

Applicability of Human Security 
 

Human security can be useful 

at a national level to devise the òsecurity 

deficitsó (including unbalanced 

developed across territori es or 

population s). Because of that, it 

represents a valid analytical framework 

which enables the identification of 

desirable policy directions and the 

selection of those human security factors 
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òGood governance at the local, 

national and international levels is 
perhaps the single most important 
factor in promoting development 

and advancing the cause of peaceó 
 

Kofi Annan 

whose evolution could usefully be 

followed by early warning systems. 

However, it is essentially the application 

of a human security framework at local 

level that allows the mapping of specific 

priority gaps and the prescription of 

more targeted actions. Since it leads to 

the evaluation of results, human security 

can reflect the efficacy and quality of 

local governance. 

Therefore, the opportunity for 

practical applicability of the human 

security concept, as an essential element 

of policy and accountability, seems to 

reside primarily at sub-national level, 

where there is an important governance 

role to be played, and where the real 

power of the human security tool can be 

felt. It is there that, with appropriate 

tools, one may define the content and 

meaning of human security, identify 

priority threats and potential measures at 

policy level to improve it, and monitor 

performance and results over the 

medium- and long -term. 



 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Part III 

The Case for Regional Governance  

in the Promotion of Human Security:  

The European Union  

 
 

 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 òThe philosophy underlying the EUõs 
approach to security, as outlined in the 
Security Strategy, is that security can 

best be attained through development, 
and development through security. 

Neither is possible without an 
adequate level of the other. 

Thatõs why we focus on the holistic 
concept of human securityó. 

 
Benita Ferrero-Waldner 
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As it has been shown in Part I 

and II, the concept of human security 

has led to a redefinition as to the subject 

of security policy. The premium is no 

longer placed on the security of the state 

but rather, there has been a shift 

towards the individual. This shift also 

calls for a revision as to who the security 

provider(s) should be and at which level 

actions ought to be taken. The 

complexity of the threats , but also of the 

ways to prevent them , point to the 

importance of governance in 

safeguarding and promoting human  

security in all its forms. However, this 

governance should not be considered as 

restricted to one level only. Quite to the 

contrary: it is important to recognise that 

in regard to the human security 

conundrum , governance must be 

acknowledge d in its multi-level 

dimensions. From the local to the global, 

there are various entities exercising 

governance and thus have a role to play 

in human security. Regional 

organisations represent one of these 

levels and as they evolve and expand it 

becomes increasingly necessary to take 

them in consideration as actors that can 

affect human security. 

Concerning the role of regional 

organisations, the human security 

concept has been mainly used in regard 

to external interventions while very little 

attention has been dedicated to how 

regional levels of governance can be a 

provider of human security within the 

region itself. Nevertheless, there are 

many aspects that call for the inclusion of 

regional processes as part of the human 

security contributors, especially since, in 

many ways, regional integration and 

regional organisations tackle issues that 

have direct consequences on the 

components of human security. 
 

Regional Integration and 

Human Security 
 

One of the main reasons for 

taking into account the regional 

dimension is the very fact that several 

issues affecting human security are cross-

border issues. The problems affecting 

human security are not restrained by 

political borders but to the contrary tend 

to affect more than one state.  

 

In fact each of the seven 

components of h uman security can be 

considered to have a cross-border reach 

for which a solely national response can 

be insufficient. The globalisation 

phenomenon has demonstrated that 

economies in various parts of the world 

are now closely intertwined. The recent 

financial crisis has been the latest 

reminder that economic security can no 

longer be thought solely at the national 

level but now needs a multilateral 

approach. Similarly, food security is often 

a challenge that affects more than one 

state. Lately the food crisis in the Horn of 

Africa has shown that food security is 

not just restricted to individual countries 

(Ethiopia, Kenya or Somalia for instance) 

but affects many states at the same time. 

Moreover, it is caused not only by local 

but also international factors  ranging 

from world commodit y and energy 

prices, exchange rates, agricultural  

outputs, land use changes, small farmersõ 

productivity , etc. Health security can also 

be a concern that goes beyond national 

frameworks. One just has to think about 

potential pandemic risks such as the 

Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome 

(SARS), the Avian Flu or HIV/ AIDS. 

Environmental security also needs a 
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broader perspective than the national 

one. It would be ineffectual for example 

to try to tackle environmental problems 

in the Mediterranean Sea without trying 

to include as many coastal countries as 

possible. Regarding personal security, 

community and political security it is 

possible to make reference to the case of 

Darfur and the spill-over of the conflict to 

Chad and the Central African Republic. 

 

Given the cross-border 

characteristics of these problems 

affecting human security , it becomes 

insufficient to look at the state as the sole 

provider of security. As it has already 

been mentioned in Part II, since similar 

problems affect a set of countries or 

because a national issue poses a threat 

to neighbo uring states, it is necessary to 

envisage solutions and remedies at a 

larger framework than the national one. 

As recognised by Boin and Rhinard, òif 

threats to safety and security unfold 

along boundary -crossing trajectories, 

response capacities of individual states 

will have to become linked if not 

integratedó (2008: 1). States throughout 

the world are aware that on many 

different issues they would gain more 

and become more effective by pulling 

together and combining their efforts. 

Regional integration has emerged as one 

of the key developments in international 

relations at the beginning of the twenty -

first century. States are increasing their 

cooperation and collaboration with their 

neighbo uring countries in order to 

better respond to the pressures and 

opportunities presented by globalisation 

(Farrell, Hettne and Van Langenhove, 

2005).  

This tendency to set up 

regional frameworks has reached such a 

scale that it is now possible to say that a 

new level of governance has been 

created that oscillates between the 

national and international ones. This 

regional level is not as broad and as 

diluted as can be the case with global 

governance mechanisms while still 

offering the opportunity to sur pass that 

narrow national level. Moreover, this 

new regional level of governance should 

not be considered as undermining 

neither the global level nor the national 

one (Thakur and Van Langenhove, 

2008: 24). It rather offers an intermediate 

level that allows neighbo uring states to 

collaborate on a given set of issues. 

 

However, it is necessary to be 

wary of the idea that the creation of a 

new level of governance is followed  

automatically by an improvement in the 

amount of good governance . Rather, 

regional gov ernance, just as it is the case 

for global governance, national 

governance or local governance needs 

to be benchmarked so that its 

effectiveness can be evaluated. It is 

important that regional governance is 

assessed in regard to its actual capacity 

to prov ide the citizens of the member 

states with a higher  level of human 

security. So far, most studies on good 

governance and regional governance 

focus only on the legitimacy and 

democracy promotion and little on 

human development, stability and 

human security ð the actual results that 

good governance is expected to achieve. 

Taking into account the degree of 

human security that is provided by the 

regional organisation  also allows one to 

go beyond the immediate aim of the 

integration process and evaluate as well 

some other more far-reaching 

consequences of the integration process.  

 

The EU and Human Security 
 

Ever since the adoption of the 

1994 Human Development Report  and 

the appearance of the concept of human 

security, major actors of the international 

scene have shown their interest in 

promoting human security worldwide. 

Among these actors the European Union 

embraced the concept of human security 

and included it in many of its policy 
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documents. However, in most cases the 

adoption of this concept served the EU 

policies outside its own borders and not 

within them. Whether it is out of 

conflicts, humanitarian, human rights or 

development concerns, the EU has 

persistently referred to the concept of 

human security as an instrument of its 

external relations and its effort to 

promote security as a global actor.  

This EU human security vision 

can be problematic as it often seems to 

equate human security and the 

responsibility to protect even though 

they are two very different concepts. As 

human security has been coined to 

involve many features such as economic 

security, food security, health security, 

environmental security, personal 

security, community security and political 

security, limiting its applicability to the 

sole field of external relations and 

political instability situations can only be 

counter -productive. At a closer look, it is 

not only state security that the EU is 

promoting but also elements of human 

security within its own borders.  

 

In this chapter, rather than 

taking the usual perspective of the EU as 

a security provider in other parts of the 

world, the aim here is to look as well on 

the EUõs role within its own borders. This 

paper wishes to illustrate how various 

policies adopted at the regional level 

have contributed to an increased 

security level for people within the 

regional area. After all, the Treaty of 

Rome signed in 1957 clearly stipulated 

that the aims of the European 

integration process were òto promote 

throughout the Community a 

harmonious development of economic 

activities, a continuous and balanced 

expansion, an increase in stability, an 

accelerated raising of the standard of 

livingó (Art. 2). Using the European 

integration process allows us to look at 

how one of the most successful regional 

integration schemes has helped in the 

provision of human security to the 

citizens living within its borders.  

 

Boin and Rhinard state that 

òtodayõs crisis management capacities 

are the result of a broader process of 

policy integration in Europeó (2008: 11) 

and later on that òthe EU has gradually 

but steadfastly assumed a role in the 

provision of transboundary crisis 

management capacity. Across the three 

Pillars, and within its institutions , a 

substantial collection of venues, 

mechanisms, policies, and funding can 

be found that directly enhance the 

capacity to deal with future threatsó 

(2008: 18). In this paper, four particular 

ranges of issues will be the focus of our 

attention. Firstly, the EU itself has 

become increasingly active in the field of 

peace and security including through its 

Common Foreign and Security Policy 

(CFSP). Secondly, the issue of economic 

security needs to be looked at. This is 

quite an evident choice as one of the 

leading topics of European integration 

has been economic integration. Thirdly, 

sets of policies that are of relevance for 

the evaluation of the European 

governance effect on human security 

concern social policies. Fourthly, the 

consequences of political integration 

cannot be left out either , also because it 

concerns not only the current member 

states but also has an influence on the 

future members and other membership 

candidates.  

 

The CFSP and the ESDP 
 

The EU has also empowered 

itself so as to become a global actor in 

the field of peace and security. In 1992 

the member states decided with the 

Maastricht Treaty to introduce some 

responsibilities in the field of security at 

the European level by opening the way 

for a future common defen ce and 

foreign policy. Eventually, the Treaty of 

Amsterdam in 1999 clarified the role of 
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òWe have worked to build human 
security, by reducing poverty and 

inequality, 
promoting good governance and human 

rights, assisting development, and 
addressing 

the root causes of conflict and 
insecurityó 

 
European Security Strategy (2008) 

 

the EU by introduc ing a new title 

specifically related to defence policy and 

peace and security. It also marked the 

incorporation of the Petersberg Tasks 

that give the EU the opportunity to 

undertake military missions such as: 

humanitarian and rescue tasks; 

peacekeeping tasks; as well as tasks of 

combat forces in crisis management. 

Following this empowerment, the EU 

has been working hard to become 

operational for these new tasks. It was 

under the aegis of this European Security 

and Defence Policy (ESDP) that the EU 

has been able to deploy troops in 

different parts of the world
13

.  

 

The ESDP itself is in fact part of 

the larger ranging Common Foreign and 

Security Policy (CFSP) which constitutes 

the second pillar of the three pillars of 

the EU. According to the Article J.1 of 

the Treaty on European Union: 

òThe objectives of the common 

foreign and security policy shall be:  

- to safeguard the common values, 

fundamental interests and 

independence of the Union;  

- to strengthen the security of the 

Union and its Member States in all 

ways;  

- to preserve peace and strengthen 

international security, in accordance 

with the principles of the United 

Nations Charter as well as the 

principles of the Helsinki Final Act and 

the objectives of the Paris Charter;  

- to promote international 

cooperation;  

- to develop and consolidate 

democracy and the rule of law, and 

respect for human rights and 

fundamental freedoms.ó 

 

The CFSP itself is driven by the 

European Security Strategy, a policy 

                                                 
13

 These overseas deployment include most notably 
the 2004 EUFOR Althea in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
the 2006 Operation Artemis in Eastern DR Congo and 
since 2007 the EUFOR in Chad and Central African 
Republic. 

document that not only identifies the 

threat the EU is facing but also sets out 

the strategic objectives for the EU. 

Additionally, the EU has also decided to 

establish the position of a High 

Representative to be the figure of  the 

common European position on the 

international scene. The document was 

assessed during the December 2008 

European Council, when a new version 

of the Strategy, the Report on the 

Implementation of the European Security 

Strategy - Providing Security in a 

Changing World , was adopted. In this 

document, the EU takes into account a 

variety of new challenges and threats it 

aims to address and it makes explicit 

reference to human security in its 

policies.  

 

The European Union has been 

advocating  a human security approach 

to international affairs. At the request of 

EU High Representative Secretary 

General Javier Solana, a study group was 

convened to examine the possibilities to 

integrate human security in the foreign 

policy of the EU. The groupõs report , A 

Human Security Doctrine for Europe 

(September 2004) boldly proposed, for 

instance, the formation of a 15,000-

strong human security response force 

(HSRF), with at least one third being 

civilian (police, human rights monitors, 

development and humanitarian 

specialists, administrators, etc.), and a 
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human security volunteer service to 

assist the HSRF. Although these 

proposals have never been adopted, the 

European Union has repeatedly 

expressed the need to reconcile security 

with development in all aspects of its 

foreign policies. 

Nevertheless, the same study 

group presented a new report in 2007 

entitled A European Way of Security, in 

which it art iculates a proposal for a 

European military and security doctrine 

based on the principles of human 

security. The report calls for the primacy 

of human rights and the protection of 

civilians, legitimate political authority, a 

bottom -up approach, effective 

multilateralism, an integrated regional 

approach and a clear and transparent 

strategic direction. Both the large 

spectrum of foreign policy tools at the 

disposal of the EU (including 

development policies) and the fact that it 

has strived to become a global military 

security actor open up the way for EUõs 

engagement in the protection of human 

security. In fact, the EU, as a relative new-

comer to the challenges of military crisis-

management, has been keen to appear 

as a new military actor, whose 

intervention s and actions intend to 

ensure human security. Its interventions, 

rather than aiming at physically 

eliminating a given enemy , are more 

focused on the provision of h uman 

security. All of the EUõs military 

operations so far have set themselves 

goals that go beyond a traditional 

military rationale. They include, among 

others, providing security for elections to 

take place in the DRC in 2006, to stabilize 

post-conflict Bosnia-Herzegovina and 

help it foster economic development as 

well as providing security to Internally 

Displaced Persons (IDPs) and refugees in 

Chad and Central African Republic. 

 

 

 

European Integration and 

Economic Security 
 

 Europe has come a long way 

since the signing in 1957 of the Treaty of 

Rome establishing the European 

Economic Community. The European 

integration process has also greatly 

facilitated the recovery of the economies 

after the Second World War up to a 

point where nowadays the EU with its 

27 member states represents a third of 

the world GDP (Eurostat, 2006:11). In 

the 50 years since then, the integration 

process has evolved in such a way that 

Europe now has a single market, 16 of its 

members share a common currency, and 

has adopted a large set of common 

policies regarding trade, regional 

development, internal competition, 

agriculture  and many others. 

The EUõs macroeconomic 

policies are developed to handle these 

issues at the regional level. The EU can 

either act by formulating guidelines 

within which member states have the 

liberty to adopt tailor-made national 

reform programs or it can have a more 

direct implication in various aspects of 

the economy. In fact, the EU as a 

regional organisation  has several ways 

through which it can impact upon the 

economic prospects of its member states 

and the well -being of their citizens. Since 

EU policies are set up with the aim of 

improving the well being of European 

citizens it thus becomes a provider and 

promoter of human security for its own 

citizens.  

 

Ever since the beginning of 

the European integration process, 

economic integration has played a major 

role. The creation of the single market 

and of the customs union ha ve been 

two of the main achievements of the 

European integration process. Both have 

largely favoured trade and exchanges 

between the member states and have 

also eliminated the risks of a tariff war by 



Delivering Human Security through multi-level Governance 

46 

pushing the member states to 

collaborate rather than compete. 

Moreover, the EU has also repeatedly 

thrived to create conditions to attract 

investments including by instituting free 

movement  of capital within its borders. 

The EU as the regional body that has 

taken to its farthest point the free 

movement of people, goods, services 

and capital has enabled Europeans to 

experience such economic development 

that the economic security of European 

citizens has become somehow 

cemented. This has enabled the EU to 

experience continuous growth since the 

entry into force of the Single European 

Act in 1987 and increase per capita GDP. 

 

But there are also other ways 

through which the EU as a regional 

organisation  tries to ensure and improve 

the economic security of its inhabitants. 

In fact, one of the overriding principles of 

the EU is to coordinate the economies of 

its member states so as to enable them 

to foster growth. One of the methods 

used for this purpose is the 

establishment of guidelines and or 

strategies agreed upon by all the 

member states. One such case is the 

Lisbon Strategy which states that it aims 

at transforming Europe in to òthe most 

dynamic and competitive knowledge -

based economy in the world capable of 

sustainable economic growth with mor e 

and better jobs and greater social 

cohesion and respect for the 

environment by 2010ó. It is in this case 

quite evident that a link exists between 

the European policies and the provision 

and promotion of human security , not 

only with an impact on economic  

security but also concerning 

environmental and social or community 

security. Since 2000, the EU economic 

and social model has been redesigned 

by the Lisbon Agenda to include high 

economic growth, and a high level of 

social and economic cohesion. òThis is 

Europeõs response to globalisation in 

order to make business and labour more 

competitive and better able to take 

advantage of the opportunities arising 

from globalisationó (UNU-CRIS, WP 2008: 

14). 

However, this does not mean 

in any way that the Lisbon Strategy has 

been met with full success. There have 

been various aspects where there are 

serious shortcomings. In 2004, the 

European Council invited the 

Commission to establish a High Level 

Group headed by Mr. Wim Kok to carry 

out an independent review  and mon itor 

the progress and pitfalls of the Lisbon 

Strategy. This High Level Group 

recognised in its report that òhalfway to 

2010 the overall picture is very mixed 

and much needs to be done in order to 

prevent Lisbon from becoming a 

synonym for missed objectives and failed 

promisesó (High Level Group, 2004:9).  

 

The EU has also been able to 

introduce on certain occasions more 

forceful economic guidelines that ought 

to be respected by the member states. 

This has been the case for the fiscal 

policy through the adop tion in 1997 of 

the Stability and Growth Pact 

anticipating the introduction of the Euro. 

Thus the Stability and Growth Pact 

ensures that all member states maintain 

their annual budget deficit under 3% of 

the GDP and additionally that the 

national debt rema ins lower than 60% of 

the GDP. Similarly, the Convergence 

Criteria have been set out for member 

sates willing to join the European 

Monetary Union with  provision 

regarding the maintaining under control 

of inflation rates and the stability of 

interest rates and exchange rates. The 

aim is to ensure more rigorous 

budgetary discipline through EU level 

surveillance and coordination of 

budgetary policies within the Euro area 

and the EU. 

The introduction of the Euro in 

2002 has also benefited European 

citizens in many different ways. Despite 

the fact that prices across the EU are not 
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converging at the expected pace, the 

European common currency has 

enabled European citizens to be better 

protected against negative global 

economic and financial phenomena . The 

Euro offers a much stronger currency 

with a much less volatile exchange rate 

on international markets and a better 

protection against speculative actions. As 

former European Central Bank Executive 

Board member Otmar Issing recently put 

it: òIt is not difficult to imagine what 

would have happened during the recent 

financial-market crisis if the euro-area 

countries still had all their national 

currencies: immense speculation against 

some currencies, heavy interventions by 

central banks and finally a collapse of the 

parity system.ó (EPC, 2008) It is also 

possible to cite a less expected 

phenomenon which is the 

strengthening of the Euro exchange rate 

against the dollar that has for example 

allowed European citizens not to bare 

the full brunt of the high oil prices in th e 

first half of 2008. 

 

Another element regarding 

the role of the regional level in ensuring 

the protection of human security 

concerns the capacity and willingness of 

states to work together to ta ckle a 

specific problem. òEven in areas in which 

no formal EU competences exist, states 

sometimes display a òcoordination reflexó 

(Boin and Rhinard, 2008: 15). The latest 

example to date is the coordinated 

response EU heads of states and 

governments have been able to give in 

front of the looming financial crisis. 

Although initially uncoordinated due to 

a panic based, knee-jerk reaction, the 

heads of states and governments of the 

EU convened in order to streamline their 

actions and act cohesively. This has 

enabled the threat of a financial 

meltdown to recede. And, of more direct 

concerns to the citizens, it has also 

allowed measures to be taken in order to 

guarantee the repayment of private 

savings and prevent banks from running 

bankrupt.  

 

The EU can also play a much 

more direct role in improving the 

economic security of its citizens through 

a variety of redistribution instruments. 

Looking at the EU budget is sufficient to 

see that redistribution of resources 

accounts for a very large share. Two of 

the most important budget lines for the 

EU are the Structural funds and the 

Cohesion funds. Both are regional 

integration instruments that have been 

established in order to improve the 

economic prospects and the well-being 

of European citizens by reaching out to 

the local level. These instruments were 

developed and conceived so as to 

ensure growth, economic development, 

stability, rising employment and other 

elements of citizensõ welfare that help 

diminish vulnerabilities and therefore 

promote human security. For example, 

the Cohesion fund, available for the 

member states whose Gross National 

Income is below 90% of the EU average, 

allows for European investment in the 

field of trans-European network s and the 

environment. Similarly, the European 

Regional Development Fund (ERDF) 

serves three objectives: improving 

regional competit iveness and 

employment, fostering territorial 

cooperation and improv ing the 

convergence of all European regions. 

Taken together these two funds account 

for no less than û348 billion over the 

2007-2013 period.  

 

European Social Policy and 

Human Security 
 

Social policies can cover many 

different aspects of everyday life. At one 

level it is about policies and practices that 

support the means of social participation 

(domains of health and social care, 

income maintenance, employment or 

livelihoods, housing and education) ð all 
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critical aspects of the concept of human 

security. At another level, social policy 

may be understood as those 

mechanisms, policies and procedures put 

in place by governments (collaborating 

with other actors) with a regulating 

purpose for the general welfare of the 

citizen and to create safeguards against 

economic and social exclusion. They can 

be characterised as being constituted by 

three strands: redistribution (involv ing 

investments, transfers or cross-

subsidisation from some socio-economic 

groups to others), regulation (to frame 

the activities of businesses and other 

private actors so that they take more 

account of social aims and impacts and 

keep goods/services more affordable), 

and rights (to ensure efficient legislative 

processes and institutional mechanisms 

to enable citizens to make claims about 

social entitlement from their 

governments) (Deacon, Ortiz and 

Zelenev, 2007). 

 

In front of the challenges 

posed by globalisation especially 

concerning the preservation of existing 

social rights and policies that provide for 

the social needs of populations, authors 

like Yeates and Deacon (2006) have 

claimed that regional integration can 

have an important added value. Effective 

regional groupings of countries can 

develop cross-border regional 

redistribution, regulation, and rights 

articulation mechanisms that will protect 

social rights. Therefore Yeates and 

Deacon make the case for a regional-

based strategy to achieve a more socially 

just globalisation (2006). Such an 

approach affords protection f rom global 

market forces that might erode national 

social entitlement and allows such 

grouped countries to have a louder 

voice in global negotiations on economic 

and social issues. According to the two 

authors, this would be done through:  

- regional social redistribution 

mechanisms: regionally financed funds 

to target particularly depressed localities 

or to tackle significant health or food 

shortage issues or to stimulate cross-

border cooperation;  

- regional social, health and labour 

regulations: food produ ction and 

handling standards, agreement on the 

equal treatment of workers;  

- regional mechanisms giving citizens a 

voice to challenge their governments in 

terms of social rights; 

- regional intergovernmental 

cooperation in social policy on health, 

migratio n, education, food, livelihood 

and social security; 

- regional regulation of the de -facto 

private regional social policies of health, 

education, utilities and social protection 

companies. 

 

In 2002 the International 

Labour Organisation (ILO) established 

the World Commission on the Social 

Dimension of Globalization (WCSDG) as 

an independent body to reflect upon the 

challenges globalisation has brought to 

peoplesõ lives, their families, and the 

societies in which they live. The 

Commission aimed at exploring the 

existing and future  opportunities to 

combine the necessity of economic 

development with social policies and a 

sustainable environment. Its 2004 final 

report, A Fair Globalization: Creating 

Opportunities for All,  claims that regional 

integration can contr ibute to a more 

equitable pattern of globalisation if 

regional integration has a strong social 

dimension (WCSDG, 2004:73). 

According to the WCSDG, this could be 

achieved by empowering people and 

countries to better manage the global 

economic forces, by capacity-building so 

as to take advantage of global 

opportunities and by improving the 

conditions under which people connect 

to the global economy (WCSDG, 

2004:71). 

 

The EU has also become 

aware of the social challenges created by 

globalisation. The Luxembourg 
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European Council in 1997 paved the 

way for the European Employment 

Strategy (EES), also known as the 

òLuxembourg processesó. The EES aims 

at achieving better European 

convergence of national employment 

strategies, while respecting national 

diversity. The goal is to promote high 

employment rates, but not at any price 

(preserving quality of jobs, avoiding tax 

competition between countries) (UNU -

CRIS, WP 2008:14).  

Furthermore, the Commission 

in its 2005 report European values in the 

globalized world  stressed that the gains 

made so far through the European 

integration process were under threat if 

Europe could not rise to the challenge of 

responding to the negative 

consequences of globalisation especially 

regarding job loss. As a part of the 

solution, the Barroso Commission 

proposed the establishment of a 

Globalization Fund which was endorsed 

with a few alterations at the December 

2005 European Council. The European 

Globalization adjustment Fund (EGF) 

represents an innovative instrument òto 

provide additional support for workers 

made redundant as a result of major 

structural changes in world trade 

patternsó (European Council Conclusions 

of December 2005). The novelty of EGF 

is the direct support offered to workers 

who have been made redundant, and 

not the compan ies or institutions, 

through active labour market tools such 

as counselling, job search and mobility 

allowance, and micro-credits (UNU-CRIS, 

WP2008: 21). This new instrument, 

which saw the first full payments being 

made in December 2007, is an important 

landmark in protecting the economic 

and social security of European citizens. 

 The adoption of the EGF as an 

instrument of European integration 

proves that there has been a long-term 

shift in the EUõs social concerns. While it 

started from a vision of the European 

project working on a restricted number 

of issues between six quite similar 

member states, it evolved into a broader 

vision encompassing broad social 

categories of people in a vast area of 

great social and economic disparities. 

The contrast between the short list of 

specific articles contained in the Treaty of 

Rome and the long list of social 

provisions provided for in the Treaty of 

Lisbon (incorporating the Charter of 

Fundamental Rights) is palpable. 

 

A clarification is needed in 

regard to what is exactly meant by 

òEuropean Social Policyó. Confusion is 

easy since for many years in the 

European integration process the title 

òSocial Policyó meant working conditions, 

equal pay for women and men, and 

youth exchanges while important social 

aspects such as health, education and 

welfare policies remained conspicuous 

by their absence, the wording of the 

Treaty of Rome giving the European 

Community  no powers in these fields.  

However, along the years 

there has been a fundamental expansion 

of the social agenda in European 

integration . A small but significant set of 

powers have been transferred to the 

supranational level particularly with 

regard to the physical working 

environment of employees and equal 

treatment at work. Still, major elements 

of social policy at national level have only 

a limited involvement with the European 

policy making structures, and direct 

provision of services by the EU remains 

almost non-existent. Where there has 

been European involvement, the social 

transfers that member states are 

supposed to provide after EU-level 

agreement are mostly non-

benchmarked, suggesting that 

differential implementation continues. So 

in no sense has the EU grown into a 

supranational welfare state. Yet, 

paradoxically, the focus of the EU policy 

is now definitely more directly oriented 

towards the general welfare of its 

citizens than it was even a decade ago.  
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The EU has developed a more 

sophisticated multi-faceted role in social 

policy, that goes beyond the supra-

national regulation of working  

conditions towards t aking responsibility 

for setting up frameworks for adequate 

living conditions, and guiding member  

states through inter -governmental 

coordination procedures. It is fair to say 

that the social protection and freedom 

from discrimination required ensuring a 

better quality of life for EU citizens and 

residents is now a fundamental concern 

of the EU, even when it does not always 

deliver clear improvements. Member 

states have been able to combine the 

autonomy they still enjoy over social 

policy with the advantages  brought by 

burden -sharing, policy-learning and 

gradual convergence of policy 

outcomes, particularly in cases where the 

harmon isation systems is problematic. 

The EU itself has proven to be a dynamic 

forum for advancing a sui generis form 

of social integration and has transformed 

itself into an actor that has a role in the 

protection of the various components of 

human security. 

 

Political Integration and the Link 

with Human Security 
 

While using the concept of 

economic integration when talking 

about the EU may not raise many 

eyebrows, such is not the case when 

political integration is mentioned. It is 

therefore necessary to make clear that 

political integration as part of a regional 

process does not always amount to the 

creation of a federal state. Political 

integration speaks about the multiple 

beliefs and dynamics that pull together 

the countries taking part in a same 

regional integration process. In fact, the 

ability of various independent states to 

take action together in agreement can 

be considered to reflect successful cases 

of political integration. According to 

Haas òpolitical integration is the process 

whereby political actors in several 

distinct national settings are persuaded 

to shift their loyalties, expectations and 

political activities to a new centre, whose 

institutions possess or demand 

jurisdiction over pre-existing national 

statesó (1958: 16). 

But if on the one hand political 

integration refers to the building or 

strengthening of formal political 

institutions and regulative structures, on 

the other hand it refers more specifically 

to the sharing of common concerns and 

the creation of a set of common norms. 

In the case of more advanced schemes 

of regional integration it is even possible 

to witness the formation of political 

communities and common  political 

identities (Kelstrup 1998). 

 

The history of the European 

integration process shows a tendency in 

favour of political integration. Whether it 

is considered the establishment of 

regional level institutions or the creation 

of a community of values, the 50 years 

since the Treaties of Rome clearly show 

that the EU has experienced a high 

degree of political integration. This 

phenomenon is also of particular interest 

to study the role of the EU in regard to 

human security. Firstly, as a process 

establishing solid regional institutions 

that can play a role in the protect ion of  

various aspects of human security; and, 

secondly, as a community of values that 

has at its core a set of norms protecting 

European citizens from abuses and 

allow ing them to enjoy la rger freedoms. 

 

Regarding the institutional 

aspect of political integration, the 

examples abound when one looks at the 

EU especially because the European 

integration is the most institutional ised of 

all regional integration processes. The 

history of European construction is also 

the history of the creation and 

reinforcement of supranational 

institutions. The EU Commission and the 

European Parliament have both 
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witnessed an increase in terms of 

quantity (each of the enlargements 

adding to their size) but also in terms of 

quality (with more power being 

delegated to the two institutions). Both 

the Commission and the Parliament, as 

supranational institutions have  also 

come to complement the role of member 

states in protecting and promoti ng 

human security. In fact, these European 

institutions can also play a safeguarding 

role by protecting European citizens 

from abuses from the member states 

themselves. It is even possible to wonder 

whether infringement procedures 

enacted by the Commission do not 

amount to such a safeguarding role.  

Through the broad range of 

resolutions that are adopted at the 

European Parliament, this institution is 

deeply involved in the promotion of 

essential elements linked to human 

security. A concrete example concerns 

the various safety standards that are 

discussed and adopted at the European 

level. These European safety standards 

are more than helpful in what concerns 

the protection of health, environmental 

sustainability, food safety and many 

other aspects that are directly linked to 

human security. 

 

Another , and a not EU limited, 

European institution worth mentioning 

given its role in safeguarding European 

citizens is the European Court of Human 

Rights. The Court is responsible for 

ensuring the respect for the Convention 

for the Protection of  Human Rights and 

Fundamental Freedoms which include 

among others the right to life, to liberty 

and security, the freedom of expression, 

prohibition of discrimination , etc. As all 

47 member states of the Council of 

Europe are contracting parties to the 

Convention, they all fall under its 

jurisdiction. Moreover, the Protocol 11 to 

the Convention also enables European 

citizens to challenge member states 

when their actions go against the 

Convention  thus enabling  European 

citizens not to be subjugated to the 

abuses of their own states and to seek 

reparation at a higher regional level. 

What the European Court of Human 

Rights also proves is that Europe, by 

allocating such powers to a regional 

court, shares a common understanding 

of the rights citizens can enjoy.  

 

To show how  shared values 

and norms can effectively protect human 

security (and not just political security) it 

is worth mentioning some of the core 

values of the EU. Democracy and the 

respect for democratic governance is a 

very good example. Through a slow and 

gradual process, democratic legitimacy 

became one of the important features of 

the European integration process. While 

in the early days very little official 

documents mentioned òdemocracyó as a 

requirement for joining the European 

integration proce ss, it has now become 

an essential part of the EU membership 

conditions. EUõs embrace of democracy 

as one of its core values is visible through 

its inscription in the Preamble of the 

Lisbon Treaty. 

Moreover, in the 1980s and 

1990s European institutions themselves 

were increasingly criticised for their lack 

of a democratic character. Moreover, it 

was considered that European 

institutions themselves ought to work in 

accordance to the principles of good 

governance. Well aware of this problem, 

the Commission explicitly pushed 

forward the idea of improving the 

governance of the EU in order to 

address its democratic deficit. The 2001 

Commissionõs White Paper on 

Governance clearly states that improving 

governance is an answer to the 

difficulties met in transposing democratic 

characteristics at the supranational level 

(European Commission, 2001a:8).  
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The Influence of European 

Integration in the Human 

Security of Neighbo uring 

Countries  
 

In 1993, the European Council 

meeting in Copenhagen established 

criteria that new member states needed 

to comply with. These criteria, which 

became known as the Copenhagen 

Criteria, included strict rules regarding 

candidate countries legislation to allow 

them to join the EU. The Presidency 

Conclusions explicitly stated: 

òMembership requires that the candidate 

country has achieved stability of 

institutions guaranteeing democracy, the 

rule of law, human rights and respect for 

and, protection of minorities, [é]. 

Membership presupposes the 

candidateõs ability to take on the 

obligations o f membership including 

adherence to the aims of political, 

economic and monetary union.ó 

(European Council, 1993) By establishing 

these requirements the EU has in fact 

played a major role in influencing 

human security in the candidate 

countries and in its neighbouring states .  

 

These Copenhagen Criteria 

are divided into three parts. The political 

criteria include various provisions 

regarding , among others , the stability of 

institutions guaranteeing democracy, the 

rule of law, human rights and respect for 

and protection of minorities. Economic 

criteria ensure the existence of a 

functioning market economy and the 

capacity to cope with competitive 

pressure and market forces within the 

Union. And finally the acceptance of the 

Community acquis ensures that 

candidate countries have the ability to 

take on the obligations of membership, 

including adherence to the aims of 

political, economic and monetary union. 

Therefore, by setting out  pre-conditions 

to accession to the EU, the European 

integration process has been able to 

ensure various aspects of human security 

were respected even outside its own 

borders. 

In fact, the prospect of 

accession to the EU has played a very 

important role in what concerns the 

political stability of Eastern and Central 

Europe after the end of the Cold War. It 

provided these countries with a clearly 

laid out and credible economic and 

political project which they could aim for. 

The EU became somewhat of a pole of 

attraction that, with its influence, policed 

the political dynamics in the countr ies 

aiming for EU membership. In the 13 

years between 1991 and 2004, the 

shared willingness to be part of the 

European integration process acted as a 

preponderant stabil ising factor, even 

though Former Yugoslavia had to 

endure major conflicts.  

 It was because the EU selected 

some specific criteria that needed to be 

respected and was itself a model that 

could be followed, that the 

neighbouring  states adopted various 

policies that ensured the respect for 

human rights and promoted human 

development. 

 

The role that the EU as catalyst 

can play in the provision and 

safeguarding of human security in the 

neighbouring  countries is very well laid 

out in the Ukrainian National 

Development Report 2008 which 

highlights the linkage between what 

they call òEuropean Choiceó and a 

tentative human security agenda. òThe 

modern European architecture is a 

multidimensional structure whose many 

intergovernmental organisations [é] deal 

with pressing political, security, 

economic and humanitarian challenges 

on a regional and global scale, including 

eradicating poverty, combating health 

and environmental degradation, 

protecting human rights and freedoms, 

strengthening democratic institutions 

and the rule of law and fighting 
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terrorism and organized crime.ó (UNDP, 

2008: 11). 

 

The EU has also been playing 

a pro-active role in its neighbouring  

countries. Aware that the very security 

and stability of Europe depended on the 

security and stability of the Eastern and 

South-Eastern part of the continent, the 

EU developed a series of programs 

meant to help develop Eastern and 

South-Eastern European states. As such, 

the Phare program was established by 

the EU to assist the applicant countries of 

Central and Eastern Europe in their 

preparations for joining the European 

Union. The Phare program has three 

overriding objectives: strengthening 

public administrations and institutions to 

function effectively inside the European 

Union; promoting convergence with the 

European Unionõs extensive legislation 

(the acquis communautaire) and reduce 

the need for t ransition periods; and 

promoting Economic and Social 

Cohesion. Moreover, in 2000 the EU 

decided to create another financial 

instrument program known as the 

Community Assistance for 

Reconstruction, Development and 

Stabilization (CARDS) meant specifically 

for the Western Balkan region
14

. This 

program  puts an emphasis on 

reconciliation, reconstruction, 

democratic stabilisation, and the return 

of refugees as well as sustainable 

economic and social development with 

the eventual aim of preparing these 

countries to one day join the EU. More 

recently, the EU has launched an 

Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance 

(IPA) to support the same objectives, but 

for countries aspiring to join the Union in 

the period 2007 -2013. This framework 

encompasses the previous pre-accession, 

stabilisation and association assistance to 

                                                 
14

 Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, 
Montenegro, the Former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia and Albania are eligible for CARDS 

candidate and potential candidate 

countries. 

The influence that the EU 

exercises is not limited to the potential 

member states either. In fact, the EU has 

also developed series of instrument that 

focus on its neighbouring countries , 

even though it is not expected that they 

would join the European integration 

process. The European Neighbourhood 

Policy (ENP) has in fact been established 

in this regard as well. It is, for example, 

under the framework of the EN P that the 

Euro-Mediterranean partnership, also 

known as the Barcelona process, has 

been placed since 2007. Through its 

ENP, the EU has therefore been able to 

get across its own borders and influence 

the level of human security in its 

neighbouring states as well. 

 

Regional Governance and 

Human Security 
 

Both the number of existing 

regional organisations and the 

deepening of existing regional 

integration processes call for a 

reconsideration of the role of regions in 

the world of today. In many ways it 

appears that regional integration has 

favoured the emergence of a new level 

of governance that is an intermediate 

between the national and the global. 

The setting up of new institutions 

accompanied with the delegation of 

certain power s to the supranational level  

has created new dynamics where states 

try to increasingly collaborate to better 

respond to the various challenges they 

may have to face. As such, the regional 

level, as a level where governance is 

exercised, needs to be studied to see in 

which ways it can  serve to promote and 

protect the human security of its citizens. 

 

The EU, because it is the most 

far-reaching regional integration process 

with the most firmly institutional ised 

supranational structures, is an interesting 
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case study to see how it can ensure and 

safeguard the various components of 

human security. Moreover, this role and 

influence that the EU as a region has on 

human security can happen in many 

different ways. Whether it concerns the 

economic integration, political 

integration or the social policies that are 

put in place at the regional level, it is 

possible to see in each case that the 

process of regional integration can be 

instrumental in ensuring the respect for 

the four freedoms and safeguarding the 

well-being of citizens. 
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Other Experiences of Regional 
Governance in the Promotion of 

Human Security 

 
 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 òA regional organization can 

fundamentally shift the dynamics of the 

region toward peace and security. It can 

build bridges of understanding; it can 

transform relations from enmity to 

amity; and it can bring stability and 

prosperity where conflict and discord 

previously reignedó. 
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