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Introduction

The concept of human security has its roots in the debates on security carried
out before and after the Cold War. The Independent Commission on Inter-
national Development (1980), the World Commission on Environment and
Development (1987), the Commission on Global Governance (1995) and the
United Nations Conference on the Environment and Sustainable Develop-
ment (1992) were influential in broadening the concept of security and the
subjects of security, not only states but also the planet as a whole and its cit-
izens and individuals, its actors, threats, risks and security mechanisms. The
internal conflicts and the civilians that were at the epicentre of conflicts in
many parts of the world after the Cold War contributed to the reformulation
of the concept of security. Many threats to human survival and well-being
were internal threats. To this has to be added the awareness of global risks
induced largely by the actions of people living in different states.

If Lincoln Chen coined the term ‘human security’, Mahbub ul Haq, a
respected Pakistani development economist and consultant to the UNDP,
who played a key role in the construction of the Human Development Index,
initially developed its content. Given the inspiration provided by ul Haq, the
UNDP Human Development Report of 1994 conceptualized human security in
three distinct ways. First, it shifted the referent objects of security from the
state to individuals or the people. Second, it identified four essential char-
acteristics of what are considered to be ‘human security issues’. These are:
that the issue is of universal concern; the components are interdependent;
it is best ensured through early prevention rather than later intervention;
and finally, it is people centred.1 Third, the concept was further focused
on two main aspects. The first one is ‘safety from such chronic threats as
hunger, disease and repression’, and second, ‘protection from sudden and
hurtful disruptions in the patterns of daily life – whether in homes, in jobs
or in communities’.2 Following these features, the UNDP report identified
seven core human security values. These are: economic security, food security,
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health security, environmental security, personal security, community secu-
rity and political security.3 Despite these expanded definitions, the UNDP’s
human security concept was essentially narrowed down to mean ‘freedom
from fear and freedom from want’. This definition subsequently became the
point of reference of the many writings on human security.

The problem of conceptual clarity

The ‘comprehensiveness’ of the UNDP schema of human security was crit-
icized by many security analysts for its lack of conceptual clarity. The
contention was that without a clear focus human security as a concept loses
its utility.4 In arguing for a narrower definition of human security, Sverre
Lodgaard stressed that it should focus only on the ‘vulnerability to physical
violence during conflict’.5 Another writer, Astrid Suhrke, advocated concen-
tration only on ‘vulnerabilities’ as its defining feature, specifically pertaining
to the vulnerabilities faced by those victims of war and internal conflict,
those living at or below subsistence levels and those who are victims of nat-
ural disaster.6 To both these writers, the concept of human security would be
best served if it were confined to ‘freedom from fear of man-made physical
violence’, which is referred to as direct, personal violence.

Apart from scholars who argued for more clarity in the definition of human
security, there were also critics who were dismissive of the concept.7 Roland
Paris, for instance, argued that human security is too broad to be analytically
meaningful or useful as a tool of policy-making, and thus provides ‘policy-
makers with little guidance in the prioritization of competing policy goals
and academics little sense of what, exactly, is to be studied’.8 Others also
found the concept too normative, thus making the realization of the goals
of human security unrealistic.9

The problem of conceptual ambiguities was also reflected in the different
formulations of human security as found in the foreign policies of certain
states. As a matter of fact, Canada, the first state to adopt the concept
of human security in its foreign policy agenda, and many other Western
countries have defined the concept rather narrowly through focusing on
‘freedom from fear’. As a result, Western countries represent a more pro-active
approach that includes the possibility of collective use of force, as well as sanc-
tions in the interest of protecting civilians from violent conflicts.10 In contrast
to that, Japan, as the second state after Canada to promote the concept quite
prominently in its foreign policy, follows the UNDP’s comprehensive and
broad view of human security through adding the aspect of ‘freedom from
want’. This is why the Japanese government’s approach to human security
has been noted by many observers as presenting the ‘other school of thought’
on the question of how policy establishments should conceptualize and artic-
ulate human security in foreign policy statements. In Europe, the European
Commission and in particular formerly neutral, European countries tend to
favour the broad view of human security.
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In this chapter we will provide two contrasting approaches to human secu-
rity based on the European and Asian experiences. The European experience
will focus largely on the role of the European Union (EU) as an international
actor and a global player, and the implications of its European Security Strat-
egy (2003) and the Lisbon Treaty (2007) on the present debates about the
concept of human security. While the EU’s Common Foreign Security and
Defence Policy puts more emphasis on the freedom from fear, the traditional
approach of the European Commission was and still is in line with freedom
from want. The EU approach therefore needs a more coherent and opera-
tional re-elaboration. The discussion on Asia will focus on the different Asian
perspectives on human security.

The European Union as an international actor and
its implications for human security

The EU has been depicted in many ways: as an international actor, a global
power in the world economy, a political and diplomatic actor, and a military
actor. This is reflected in several recent key EU documents:

The EU has a history and cultural ties that gives it links with every part of
the world. Now, with 27 states and over 490 million people producing a
quarter of the world’s Gross National Product (GNP), it has no choice but
to be a global player.11

As a union of 25 states with over 450 million people producing a quar-
ter of the world’s Gross National Product (GNP), and with a wide range
of instruments at its disposal, the European Union is inevitably a global
player . . . Europe should be ready to share in the responsibility for global
security and in building a better world.12

But the EU has not become a great power and there is no clear picture of the
kind of power it will be. This lack of clarity is reflected in the wide academic
and political debates in Europe about what kind of international actor the EU
is and is going to be.13 It is clear that the European Community during the
Cold War and later the EU at the beginning of the 1990s has been an unusual
and distinct actor, given its ability and intention of extending its own model
of ensuring stability and security through economic and political means. It
was characterized as a civilian power.14 It tried to give a distinct flavour to
international relations. But this novel type of power in the international
system implies some assumptions and has some characteristics:

• its international role was distinct from the role of states and great powers;
• its emphasis is on non-military instruments in foreign policy;
• territorial sovereignty is not crucial.15
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This liberal-idealist approach16 also presupposed that military power was
less important, and that a strategic environment and international order
could be maintained without the necessary use of military power.

The European approach is largely influenced by its historical experience,
especially after the end of the Cold War. The absence of military threats to
Europe after the Cold War as well as the security guarantees provided by the
US have essentially shaped the EU’s approach to a new international order,
where the promotion of its soft power outweighs military instruments as a
means to conduct international relations. Western norms and Western world
views could be expanded and the world would become more peaceful as a
result. As war was considered very unlikely, the EU focused on promoting
multilateral cooperation, institution building and supranational integration
rather than national interest, unilateral policies and defence of national
sovereignty. Instead of military coercion, the EU preferred the modalities
of persuasion, rewards, deference, attraction, negotiation, even condition-
alities and to some extent sanctions. With this approach, the EU tried to
promote international cooperation, solidarity and domesticate international
relations, expanding democracy, market economies and Western values.
Later, after 1995, it tried to promote international conflict prevention in
order to maintain and sustain peace in the world.

For different analysts the EU’s weakness in military capabilities supported
this notion of the EU as a civilian power. This weakness was highlighted in its
ineffectiveness to manage the conflict in the former Yugoslavia. The EU had
failed in being a neutral and effective actor in controlling and preventing the
spread of the conflict, showing the limits of civilian means.

Despite this perceived failure, some authors still maintained that the EU
could be considered as an effective civilian actor through the promotion
of norms and values rather the use of military force. Arguing that the EU
can be a normative power, Ian Manners stated in 2002 that ‘the discussion
about the conceptions of the EU as either a civilian or a military power, both
located in discussions of capabilities, need to be augmented with a focus on
normative power of an ideational nature characterized by common principles
and a willingness to disregard Westphalian conventions’.17 For this pioneer
of EU normative power there is a clear differentiation between civilian power
and normative power: ‘the emphasis on EU cosmopolitics within normative
power representations clearly indicates a huge change of political culture
away from the Westphalian frames of reference in which many discussions
of civilian power take place’; ‘normative power can be differentiated from
civilian power by the extent to which Westphalian culturation is changing’.18

Thus the EU does not rely on military or other capabilities to achieve its
objectives and its power rests on norm leadership and persuasion.19

However, what kind of values and norms? Depending on the author, the
list can be extensive. Ian Manners, for instance, identified the following core
values: peace, liberty, democracy, the rule of law and respect for human
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rights and four subsidiary values: social solidarity, anti-discrimination, sus-
tainable development and good governance. Nathalie Tocci included the
promotion of peace, democracy, human rights, the rule of law and sus-
tainable development.20 Finally the Lisbon Treaty, signed by the European
Council in December 2007, establishes the values and norms of the EU. Thus
the debate is closed at least for a while.

Article 1-a and Article 2,5 of the Lisbon Treaty state:

The Union is founded on the values of respect for human dignity, free-
dom, democracy, equality, the rule of law and respect for human rights,
including the rights of persons belonging to minorities.

These values are common to the Member States in a society in which
pluralism, non-discrimination, tolerance, justice, solidarity and equality
between women and men prevail.

And in Article I-3, 4 the Treaty states that:

In its relations with the wider world, the Union shall uphold and promote
its values and interests. It shall contribute to peace, security, the sustainable
development of the Earth, solidarity and mutual respect among peoples,
free and fair trade, eradication of poverty and the protection of human
rights, in particular the rights of the child, as well as to the strict obser-
vance and the development of international law, including respect for the
principles of the United Nations Charter.

Thus, values and interests are connected. In addition to this, the Treaty
presents the missions and capabilities of the EU. Articles 28A and 28B
establish that:

the common security and defence policy shall be an integral part of the
common foreign and security policy. It shall provide the Union with an
operational capacity drawing on civilian and military assets. The Union
may use them on missions outside the Union for peace-keeping, conflict
prevention and strengthening international security in accordance with
the principles of the United Nations Charter. The performance of these
tasks shall be undertaken using capabilities provided by the Member States.

States shall make civilian and military capabilities available to the Union
for the implementation of the common security and defence policy, to
contribute to the objectives defined by the Council.

The tasks referred to in Article 28 A(1), in the course of which the Union
may use civilian and military means, shall include joint disarmament
operations, humanitarian and rescue tasks, military advice and assistance
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tasks, conflict prevention and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat forces
in crisis management, including peace-making and post-conflict stabil-
isation. All these tasks may contribute to the fight against terrorism,
including by supporting third countries in combating terrorism in their
territories.

And Article 10a establishes the values and interests to be preserved in the
international arena.21

Tensions in translating the EU’s normative stance and
other means to peace

Conceptual discourses have to take into account this complexity of civilian
and military means and different tasks that imply the possible use of force,22

such as conflict prevention, crisis management, peace-making and the fight
against terrorism, and in particular the distinction between interests and
values. There are means and methods that can be used by the EU that can be
considered more normative than other means at its disposal. It is more useful
to define the appropriate means at the disposal of the EU in a quite normative
foreign policy as ‘means and instruments regardless of their nature that are
deployed within the confines of the law’.23

The EU, in order to be an actor capable of challenging the established
norms of the international order, needs to reach a consensus and a clear
picture of the new international order to be created, and to become a capable
agent that can successfully challenge the actual international system. That
is not obvious. A broader vision like a cosmopolitan order induced by EU
international action is a dream.

Another point to be made is that other states also put emphasis on the
diffusion of norms and values. Normative power is not new; all states are
based on normative values. But the main difference is that the EU tries to
promote democracy, the market economy and human rights, considering
them as the principal tools for promoting sustainable peace in international
relations and as contributing to shape the preferences and behaviour of other
international actors. This stance has some limits:

• Experience shows that the EU has not been successful in projecting
its normative power when it could not offer full membership to other
countries.

• There is a difficult problem in interacting with other states and interna-
tional actors that do not follow the same norms, standards and rules, in
particular if these countries can diversify their relationships connecting
themselves with powers or great powers that do not play by the same rules
and norms and can provide a substitution.
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• There is a crisis in international institutions, international law and human
rights that affects the EU proposals and objectives.

• The ability to be a normative power and to carry out norm diffusion
will become non-viable given the development of the Common Foreign,
Security and Defence Policy (CFSDP) of the EU.

To this we can add that its normative power depends on the interaction
between its policy goals, means and policy justifications and varies between
different issue areas.

Several recent critics have been particularly sound on these issues. Some
point at the lack of sufficient analysis of EU behaviour and the stress on the
construction of the EU’s identity. This emphasis may contribute to blinding
the actors from their failings and deficiencies both in internal affairs as well
as in their engagement with others.24

In December 2007 and January 2008 CEPS presented two working papers
on the EU as a normative foreign policy actor. Some of the conclusions are
strongly critical:

• The EU is more likely to pursue normative means when power relations
between the EU and a third state are relatively balanced and relations
develop within the confines of mutually negotiated agreements. On the
other hand, power and particularly relational power seems to be of critical
importance in engendering a normative impact given that even the best
of intentions may be an insufficient condition of success.

• The EU is driven by possession goals just like any other international actor.
While it can certainly influence the external context, particularly in its
neighbourhood where it has real foreign policy presence, it is bound to also
rely on fortuitous external circumstances to effectively assert its normative
power.

It is also suggested that the Union could strengthen its web of contractual
relations with third states in a manner that would ‘tie its own hands’, thus
reducing its ability to act non-normatively.

Other authors emphasize that the growing discourse on insecurity, project-
ing the EU as protector of its citizens from different threats, is incompatible
with the presentation of the EU as a normative power.25

These critics show the difficulties in maintaining a continuum in the
approach to a political entity in deep transformation. The CFSDP and the
development of the military component imply an alteration in the EU’s
essence and its traditional conceptualization, making it difficult if not impos-
sible to maintain the conceptualization of the EU as a civilian power and a
normative power. Power based only on the first pillar capability was some-
thing from the past. Petersberg tasks,26 the lessons learned and the new, more
multi-polar international environment, where the interests of states are more
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salient and the promotion of European interests and values more difficult or
impossible to realize, forced a reconsideration of the international role of
the EU.

Human rights in trade agreements, emphasis on regional cooperation,
strengthening of international institutions, lack of military instruments and
the turn to sustainable peace as characteristics of normative power have to
be complemented with other approaches. The normative practices based on
the Commission are now complemented with a full spectrum of instruments
for defence and intervention based on the Council.

In this context we can stress that human security addresses the same objec-
tives as sustainable peace. But in some aspects the application of this concept
to the EU CFSDP is becoming problematic.

The EU and human security

The concept of human security is now accepted by the Commission and more
ambiguously by the Council. We quote several recent official documents of
these EU institutions:

Central to the EU’s approach is the concept of human security – an idea
of security which places people at the heart of our policies. It means look-
ing at the comprehensive security of people, not the security of states,
encompassing both freedom from fear and freedom from want.

A world in which people can live in freedom, security and dignity, free
from poverty and despair, is still a dream for many. Yet only in a world
based on the rule of law and the freedom from fear and want can people
develop their individual and collective potential. Respect for human rights
is one of the most fundamental and universal values of our world. All of
us have a responsibility to promote and protect the rights of our fellow
members of the human family, be that at home or elsewhere in the world.

The EU takes this obligation seriously. We have been pursuing an active
human rights policy with our partners for many years, through political
dialogue, human rights clauses in our agreements with partner countries,
in the international fora as well as through our development aid programs,
in particular the European Initiative for Human Rights and Democracy
(EIHRD).27

The EU High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy
that has convened the Human Security Study Group apparently has been
reluctant to use the concept. We can quote this recent statement dealing
with the concept of security and not with EU security: ‘Security in the modern
sense is a very broad concept. It is about people, about Human security.’28

There are important approximations to the concept in the document The
European Security Strategy: a Secure Europe in a Better World. In the introduction
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it is clearly stated that ‘Europe should be ready to share in the responsibility
for global security and in building a better world.’ The normative approach
is clear in the document. Some books29 that have analysed the document
did not mention the concept of human security. Other authors consider that
the document means a compromise with the concept of human security. We
share this view.

Basic components included in the European Security Strategy

In the presentation, the document remarks that the EU has been central in the
achievement of a period of peace and stability unprecedented in European
history. It stresses the route the EU has taken and the progressive spread of
the rule of law and democracy, as the path other countries have to follow.

The EU considers as global challenges questions centrally included in the
conceptualization of human security such as:
• Protection of civilians in conflict: ‘Since 1990, almost 4 million people have

died in wars, 90% of them civilians. Over 18 million people world-wide
have left their homes as a result of conflict.’

• Poverty: ‘In much of the developing world, poverty and disease cause
untold suffering and give rise to pressing security concerns. Almost 3 bil-
lion people, half the world’s population, live on less than 2 Euros a day.
45 million die every year of hunger and malnutrition.’

• Health: ‘AIDS is now one of the most devastating pandemics in human
history and contributes to the breakdown of societies. New diseases can
spread rapidly and become global threats.’

• Environment and natural resources: ‘Competition for natural resources –
notably water – which will be aggravated by global warming over the next
decades, is likely to create further turbulence and migratory movements
in various regions.’

• Economic failure: ‘Sub-Saharan Africa is poorer now than it was 10 years
ago. In many cases, economic failure is linked to political problems and
violent conflict.’

• Conflicts: ‘Conflict not only destroys infrastructure, including social infras-
tructure; it also encourages criminality, deters investment and makes
normal economic activity impossible. A number of countries and regions
are caught in a cycle of conflict, insecurity and poverty.’ . . . ‘Violent or
frozen conflicts, which also persist on our borders, threaten regional stabil-
ity. They destroy human lives and social and physical infrastructures; they
threaten minorities, fundamental freedoms and human rights. Conflict
can lead to extremism, terrorism and state failure; it provides opportunities
for organised crime.’

• State failure: ‘Bad governance – corruption, abuse of power, weak institu-
tions and lack of accountability – and civil conflict corrode States from



Human Security: European andAsianApproaches 253

within. In some cases, this has brought about the collapse of State institu-
tions. Somalia, Liberia and Afghanistan under the Taliban are the best
known recent examples. Collapse of the State can be associated with
obvious threats, such as organised crime or terrorism. State failure is an
alarming phenomenon that undermines global governance, and adds to
regional instability.’

• Good governance and the rule of law: ‘The best protection for our security is
a world of well-governed democratic states. Spreading good governance,
supporting social and political reform, dealing with corruption and abuse
of power, establishing the rule of law and protecting human rights are the
best means of strengthening the international order.’

• International law: ‘We are committed to upholding and developing Inter-
national Law. The fundamental framework for international relations is
the United Nations Charter.’

• Development of international institutions and regimes: ‘We want international
organisations, regimes and treaties to be effective in confronting threats to
international peace and security, and must therefore be ready to act when
their rules are broken.’ . . . ‘We have an interest in further developing exist-
ing institutions such as the World Trade Organisation and in supporting
new ones such as the International Criminal Court. Our own experience
in Europe demonstrates that security can be increased through confidence
building and arms control regimes.’ . . . ‘Strengthening the United Nations,
equipping it to fulfil its responsibilities and to act effectively, is a European
priority. We want international organisations, regimes and treaties to be
effective in confronting threats to international peace and security, and
must therefore be ready to act when their rules are broken.’ . . . ‘The devel-
opment of a stronger international society, well functioning international
institutions and a rule-based international order is our objective; estab-
lishing the rule of law and protecting human rights are the best means of
strengthening the international order.’

• Multilateralism: ‘In a world of global threats, global markets and global
media, our security and prosperity increasingly depend on an effective
multilateral system.’

• The attraction of the EU: ‘It is in the European interest that countries on our
borders are well-governed. Neighbours who are engaged in violent conflict,
weak states where organised crime flourishes, dysfunctional societies or
exploding population growth on its borders all pose problems for Europe.
The European perspective offers both a strategic objective and an incentive
for reform.’

• On the instruments and means to use: ‘Trade and development policies can
be powerful tools for promoting reform.’ . . . ‘Contributing to better gover-
nance through assistance programmes, conditionality and targeted trade
measures remains an important feature in our policy that we should fur-
ther reinforce.’ . . . ‘None of the new threats is purely military; nor can
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any be tackled by purely military means. Each requires a mixture of
instruments.’ . . . ‘In failed states, military instruments may be needed to
restore order, humanitarian means to tackle the immediate crisis. Regional
conflicts need political solutions but military assets and effective policing
may be needed in the post conflict phase. Economic instruments serve
reconstruction, and civilian crisis management helps restore civil govern-
ment. The European Union is particularly well equipped to respond to
such multi-faceted situations.’

In the third part of the document concerning policy implications the
document insists on the missions and means:

(There is a) full spectrum of instruments for crisis management and
conflict prevention at our disposal, including political, diplomatic, mil-
itary and civilian, trade and development activities. Active policies are
needed to counter the new dynamic threats. We need to develop a
strategic culture that fosters early, rapid, and when necessary, robust
intervention . . . Preventive engagement can avoid more serious problems
in the future.

Thus, in the European Security Strategy crucial elements for the development of
the concept of human security as freedom from fear and freedom from want are
included. But the most significant elaborations on this document from the
human security angle have followed the line of human security as freedom
from fear not as freedom from want. The task to develop all these elements in
a coherent framework as freedom from want is a very complicated task but it
needs to be carried out in the coming years.

A European security doctrine for Europe

In 2004 a report entitled ‘Human Security Doctrine for Europe: The Barcelona
Report of the Study Group on Europe’s Security Capabilities’30 was made pub-
lic. The Study Group, convened by Mary Kaldor at the request of Javier Solana,
the secretary of the Council, presented several proposals on the application
of principles of human security understood as the freedom for individuals
and communities from basic insecurities caused by gross human rights viola-
tions. The centre of attention was insecurity as the consequence of conflicts in
which individuals and communities are deliberately targeted with impunity.
Freedom from fear was the approach.

They concurred that Europe needed military forces but maintained that
these forces had to be configured and used in new ways different from classic
defence and war fighting. Europe also needed to be able to deploy more
police, human rights monitors, aid specialists, and many other kinds of
civilian experts.
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The Study Group considered that in the new global context, the European
Union’s security policy should be built on human security and not only on
state security. The justification is based on morality, legal obligations from
the UN Charter and enlightened self-interest. They believed that this concept
could give new direction and coherence to the European security strategy.

Focusing on situations of severe insecurity and the Petersberg tasks elabo-
rated in the draft of the EU Constitution, they try to fill a vacuum: the lack of
a comprehensive doctrine for implementing these military operations, sup-
porting law and order and defending human rights (the overall aim of these
operations). This point is not evident. They present the EU as a promoter of
values, in a normative role. Later they move in another direction, presenting
the need for European citizens to support the process because of feeling that
the EU contributes to their security. But, in their opinion, this could only be
achieved through a European contribution to the security of human beings
in general.

Later the document proposed a set of principles intended to guide
the actions of high-level EU officials, politicians, diplomats, soldiers and
civilians:

• The primacy of human rights, avoiding killing, injury and material
destruction. In human security operations protection of the individuals,
not defeating the enemy, is an end in itself.

• Legitimate political authority. Interventions must provide the conditions
for restoring or establishing a legitimate political authority. With this,
the internal situation can be stabilized. Command and control of the
human security missions has to be exerted by a political authority. And
the missions have to be led by a civilian.

• Effective multilateralism. Working with international institutions and
through their procedures, ways of working, coordination and common
rules and norms. Multilateral authorization is needed for human security
missions.

• The bottom-up approach. Success depends on the local population for
advice, information and implementation. It is necessary to use the local
capabilities if they are available.

• Regional focus. The reason is that the new wars do not have clear
boundaries and insecurity spills over borders.

• Use of legal instruments. The primary task in any deployment is to assist
law enforcement. For the military it means a shift from the traditional use
of military force, fighting wars, to that of law enforcement.

• Appropriate use of force. Minimal force, not overwhelming force, is key.
The defence of people living in a territory has priority over the protection
of military forces. It means that the lives of the forces deployed cannot be
privileged. Like the police, they have to risk their lives to save others at
more immediate risk.
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For the implementation of these principles the Study Group proposes
other capabilities for the EU: an integrated set of civil-military capabilities, a
multinational ‘Human Security Response Force’ of 15,000 personnel, where
substantial contingents of civilians are included, and a legal framework that
can legitimize the decisions to intervene. The question of intervention is
clearly accepted but the ways in which the civil-military forces are used in
crisis and conflicts are different from the past.

Three years later, in 2007, the Study Group presented a new report enti-
tled ‘A European Way of Security’ where they added the principle of clear
and transparent strategic direction. The new report, answering the critics,
emphasizes the EU’s tasks of crisis management, conflict prevention and
civil-military cooperation capabilities,31 and defends the thesis that a human
security approach is more realistic and effective for tackling crises. They also
try to define the type of military power the EU is and find lessons from
the recent EU missions and interventions. They propose an EU public dec-
laration of human security principles in order to affirm the core beliefs and
values in relation to international operations, something that will appear
as quite redundant once the Lisbon Treaty is signed by the members of the
European Council, where EU values are clearly stated. They also put forward
a new strategic framework for ESDP missions, including military missions,
headed by a civilian commander, with the aim of placing even short-term,
rapid responses within a long-term time frame providing time and space to
the local communities to build the conditions for peace; and several prac-
tical measures to translate the commitment to human security into ESDP
operations.32

This approach, as was stated by the convenor of the Study Group, is based
on Kantian principles.33 It is clear that conflicts after the Cold War are dif-
ferent: they are very complex, asymmetric, internal, they propel regional
instability and the distinctions between civilians and regular forces are dif-
ficult to maintain. All this has to be managed in a different way. There are
different situations in which the necessity of intervention is a must. The
problem is that the experience of the last fifteen years shows that normative
approaches are not cost free and the European Union not only did not react
on time, but also did not agree on possible interventions and the maximum
obtained was a coalition of the willing. Human security approaches have to
be linked with the interests of the states, including the costs – often colossal
costs – of intervention. It is sobering to see how many times the EU only
provided money and delegated moral responsibilities to third countries.

Another question is the possible scenarios that the Study Group has in
mind for the deployment of the ‘Human Security Response Force’. That is a
mystery. Without knowing this, the proposal lacks credibility. What will the
relationship be between the Human Security Response Force and the EU battle
groups? How can one manage the possible conflicts on the European periph-
ery, achieving a ring of well-governed countries with which it can enjoy
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close and cooperative relations, when possible US intervention is not clear?
For example, in the Mediterranean and Middle East, the Balkans, Ukraine,
Belarus and the Caucasus, are the ways and means proposed sufficient?

In security and defence matters, the EU has a solid connection with NATO
in a process of transformation. The question is how to link these princi-
ples and recommendations with new NATO approaches such as EBAO34 and
achieve a ‘comprehensive approach’ in a possible crisis situation. How can the
EU improve its collaboration with NATO when this organization is looking
for non-military instruments and resources from other actors and organiza-
tions? What kind of crisis does the Study Group consider possible? What is
the concept of crisis they are using? In a crisis escalation, if the EU is unable
to manage it with its civilian-military means, can NATO enter into the crisis,
accepting a previous EU soft mandate or a law enforcement mandate? How is
a law enforcement mandate associated with an increasing UN strong mission
slide towards peace enforcement?

European human security approaches depend as a precondition on the
global security – including military security – order established by the US.35

On the other hand, EU approaches and conditionalities on human rights (pri-
macy), democracy and values are fragile when confronted with state security
approaches (Russia and China) whose agenda does not include these matters
in their strategies and policies concerning the different regions and conflicts.
To be effective, the EU as normative power would need a unipolar Western
world or no competition with other effective competing states that use dif-
ferent principles and rules. The topic of this book, energy security, shows
clearly these EU shortcomings.

Thus, the human security doctrine for Europe as freedom from fear needs
new reflections and discussions, while the human security doctrine for
Europe as freedom from want needs substantial theoretical development and
articulation.

An Asian perspective on human security

In Asia, ever since the concept of human security gained resonance in the
mid-1990s, and particularly after the Asian financial crisis in 1997, human
security appears to have taken on a momentum of its own. This can be seen in
the way the concept has become part of the security lexicon in regions and in
the way some regional organizations like the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN) have started to adopt this concept in their official state-
ments. More importantly, human security has also been used to frame many
of the emerging security issues confronting the region, particularly non-
traditional security issues like climate change, resource scarcity, migration
and pandemics.

These developments are very significant especially if one looks back to
the kind of climate that prevailed during the period when the concept was
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first introduced in the region. We note for instance how concerned some
countries in Asia were about the veiled motivations behind the promotion
of the concept; and how they objected to the way this concept had become
part of the foreign policy agendas of certain Western governments. Hence,
compared with the kind of attitudes displayed then, it seems that much has
changed. But whether these changes are temporally or indeed qualitatively
different, will depend largely on which vantage point one is coming from.

Against this background, this part of the chapter will focus on two things:
first, to provide a review of the evolution of the concept of human security
in Asia and the different perspectives and issues that emerged in the region
with regard to the promotion of this concept. The second is to examine
how human security has remained salient in the security agenda of states
and provide an assessment of its outlook in the years to come. In doing so,
the argument will be that while human security was once marginalized, the
concept is now being mainstreamed in the security agenda in the region
since human security provides the platform that embodies the other security
concerns of states and societies in the region.

Revisiting the concept of human security: what, why and
how?36

The evolution of the human security concept in the region can be linked
closely to the academic debates that emerged after the end of the Cold War,
which were essentially about reconceptualizing the concept of security. Dis-
enchanted with the limited focus on military security, several scholars have
offered various ways of defining security beyond the conventional notions
of military threats to the state. We can group these scholars broadly into
two schools. The first refers to studies that seek to widen the scope of secu-
rity beyond military security, to include among others, political, economic
and ecological security concerns. The main thrust of this first school is to
challenge the dominant thought within the field of neo-realism that high-
lights the anarchic international system in which states had to compete for
survival to achieve their security.37 The second group includes those that
not only widen the scope of security concerns beyond the state and military
threats, but also seek in the process to achieve a goal of human emancipation.
Human emancipation, in this context, is defined as ‘the freeing of people (as
individuals and groups) from the physical and human constraints which stop
them from carrying out what they would freely choose to do. To this group
therefore, emancipation is the other side of security.’38

Beyond the academic contestations there have also been efforts at the
policy level to broaden the traditional notions of security. Although the con-
testations about drawing the boundaries of security continue even today, it
is noteworthy that it was not until 1994 that the concept of human security
actually gained international attention. Also important was the fact that the
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person who was responsible for [re]introducing this concept was an Asian,
Mahbub ul Haq. Haq was a Pakistani developmental economist whose work
on human development became the basis of the United National Develop-
ment Programme’s (UNDP) Human Development Report where this concept
was first used.39 Kanti Bajpai, in tracing this concept, had noted that the
UNDP report was in fact inspired by and based largely on Haq’s original
paper entitled ‘New Imperatives of Human Security’, wherein he passion-
ately argued that for any formulation of development thinking and policies,
the primary focus is the welfare of individuals rather than simply the state’s
macroeconomy.40 It was in this seminal work that Haq raised the question,
‘security for whom?’ He argued that what matters in security is not just the
security of nations but more so the security of individuals. Haq’s main con-
tention therefore was ‘to fashion a new concept of human security that is reflected
in the lives of our people, not in the weapons of our country’.41

Asian debates on human security

The debates on the conceptualization of human security and the controversy
about which area to focus on were not uncommon in states in Asia. However,
much of the earlier discussion on the so-called Asian focus of human security
came from Japan.

Although the official Japanese articulation of this policy started in 1998
when former Prime Minister Keizo Obuchi introduced human security as
one of the pillars of Japan’s foreign policy, Japan had in fact already articu-
lated this concept much earlier at a speech by former Prime Minister Tomiichi
Murayama. In his address to the fiftieth anniversary special session of the UN
General Assembly in October 1995, Murayama advocated for human security
to be the UN’s new strategy. But it took the Asian financial crisis of 1997–8
for Japan to clearly articulate and promote human security in the interna-
tional arena. In his speech at the First Intellectual Dialogue on Building
Asia’s Tomorrow in December 1998,42 Mr Obuchi said that human security
(as a concept) ‘is the key which comprehensively covers all the menaces that
threaten the survival, daily life, and dignity of human beings and strength-
ens all efforts to confront those threats’.43 Among the menaces or threats
were ‘environmental degradation, violation of human rights, transnational
organised crime, illicit drugs, refugees, poverty, anti-personnel landmines
and infectious diseases such as AIDS’.44

The stark difference in the Japanese approach, when compared with the
Canadian approach, is its comprehensive way of listing human security
threats which correspond to the UNDP’s view of human security. Thus, by
having an inclusive agenda of human needs ‘human security can only be
ensured when the individual is confident of a life free of fear and free of
want’.45 And, while not necessarily in sequential order, the thinking is that
the realization of human security covers the three phases of ‘human survival,
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human well-being and human freedom’. The nature of ‘human security
thinking’ in Japan was clearly articulated by a Japanese official, who stated
that:

We believe that freedom from want is no less critical than freedom from
fear. So long as its objectives are to ensure the survival and dignity of
individuals as human beings, it is necessary to go beyond the think-
ing of human security in terms of protecting human life in conflict
situations.46

This foreign policy orientation has been translated into the various official
development assistance (ODA) schemes that Japan has introduced within
the framework of human security. These schemes are wide-ranging, from the
IMF-led assistance packages and assistance in economic structural reforms to
assistance for human resources development and assistance to the socially
vulnerable. The most important development assistance programme under
the human security scheme has been the establishment of the Human Secu-
rity Trust Fund under the United Nations in 1998. The fund, approximately
US$190 million in total, was slated for projects that address specific human
security concerns like poverty eradication, health care and refugee assistance.
Japan, like Canada, has also been in the forefront in the campaign against
anti-personnel landmines, having advocated the ‘Zero Victims Programme’.
This programme calls for a comprehensive approach not only to effectively
ban anti-personnel landmines but also the strengthening of de-mining and
victim assistance.47 Moreover, Japan has also played a leading role in the
adoption of the Convention against Transnational Organized Crime and its
Protocol on Trafficking in Persons, especially Women and Children, by the
UN General Assembly.48

Moreover, Japan has been largely instrumental in the establishment of
the International Commission for Human Security. Formally launched in
January 2001, the Commission has Sadako Ogata and Amartya Sen serv-
ing as co-chairs. The Japanese government has also initiated the UN Trust
Fund for Human Security to assist in poverty alleviation projects and refugee
assistance.49

From the above, it is clear that while Japan’s human security policy may
be more inclined towards the UNDP’s developmental approach, it has gone
beyond addressing the ‘freedom from want’ issues to also include the issues
that fall under ‘freedom from fear’. However, Japan has ruled out the possible
use of collective force in advancing human security. While it supports and
cooperates in international efforts in such issues as anti-personnel landmines,
international criminal tribunals and controlling small arms, it has so far dis-
sociated itself from international efforts of humanitarian intervention. As
argued by an official from the Japanese Foreign Ministry, ‘the use of force for
humanitarian intervention . . . is an ill-conceived concept of human security.
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So long as its objectives are to ensure the survival and dignity of individuals
as human beings, it is necessary to go beyond the thinking of human security
solely in terms of protecting human life in conflict situations.’50

Perspectives from other Asian countries: the case of ASEAN

Although this concept has generated a lot of interest in Southeast Asia, it took
a while for the concept to achieve a major breakthrough. Among the reasons
for this lack of impact is the concern about the implications of human secu-
rity approaches for state sovereignty. Some countries in the region have had
reservations regarding the emphasis placed on certain elements belonging to
the ‘freedom from fear’ category – for example, political security (freedom to
exercise one’s basic political rights) – that would allow certain states to inter-
fere in their internal affairs and to adopt a more confrontational attitude in
promoting regional security. Such practices have been considered as going
against the regional norm of non-interference.

But while this concern about possible intrusion into domestic affairs is a
shared concern among states not limited to Southeast Asia alone, the other
more interesting aspect about human security is the way this has been per-
ceived as challenging the dominant security paradigm in the region, which
is that of comprehensive security. Comprehensive security is conceptualized
as going beyond (but does not exclude) the military to embrace political, eco-
nomic and socio-cultural dimensions.51 There are two essential points that
have to be underscored in the way comprehensive security has been pro-
moted in the region. One is the paramount importance placed on regime
stability and the other is the emphasis given to economic development as a
major means/instrument to bring about domestic stability. As a consequence
of this formulation, the position of the state was reified as the primary unit
of analysis. It has become the main actor in defining and providing security,
which in the process has legitimized further its pre-eminent role in not only
bringing about economic development, but more importantly in shaping
the security doctrines of states. Hence, while ASEAN states may have had an
expanded notion of security beyond military concerns, their idea of compre-
hensive security was no different from the dominant state-centric approach
to conceptualizing security.

It took the experience of the Asian financial crisis for the concept of human
security to make some headway in the region. In the aftermath of the cri-
sis, many observers and policy-makers in the region were dissatisfied with
the way regional institutions, especially ASEAN, had responded to the prob-
lems that followed. It should also be noted that the enthusiasm for human
security also coincided with calls for ASEAN’s norm of non-interference to
be reviewed. Among the most significant developments in this regard was
the Thai proposal for ‘flexible engagement’ which called on ASEAN member
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states to be open and frank about discussing certain issues, albeit domes-
tic ones, but of regional concern and that had serious repercussions for the
security of member states as well.

Although some ASEAN members considered the proposal as ill-timed, given
that the region was still reeling from the devastating effects of the 1997
Asian financial crisis, the proposal nevertheless exposed the differing opin-
ions within ASEAN on how regional problems were to be addressed. These
dynamics were succinctly summarized by Withaya Sucharithanarugse, who
observed that:

[when] Thailand, supported by the Philippines, proposed moving from a
policy of ‘constructive engagement’ with Myanmar to one of ‘construc-
tive intervention’ or ‘flexible engagement’, Indonesia came out strongly
against the idea, arguing that it ran counter to ASEAN’s basic principle of
respecting sovereignty of the state. Malaysia then weighed into the argu-
ment by reportedly suggesting that Thailand would not like it if Malaysia
started commenting on the treatment of Muslims in southern Thailand.52

Despite the lack of consensus in the region on promoting human security, the
concept did not lose its appeal, especially among NGOs and Track II bodies
who continued to challenge the dominant idea of state-centric security and
raised issues of human rights protection, social justice and equitable develop-
ment. In effect, these calls indirectly sustained the calls for adopting human
security as a common framework for promoting security and development
in the region.

Tipping points in advancing human security in the region

The 1997 Asian financial crisis triggered a series of ‘human security’ crises
which, in effect, added to the impetus to reconceptualize the notion and
approaches to security. Among these was the emergence of three major secu-
rity threats: economic dislocation as an offshoot of Asian financial crisis; the
threats posed by transnational crime; and the outbreak of infectious diseases.
These are discussed briefly below.

Poverty and economic dislocation

The onslaught of the Asian financial crisis (AFC) and its economic impact
on many affected states in the region proved to be a watershed in the way
security was thought of. As the story of the crisis has shown, the economic
effects were not only devastating but came in rapid succession. The economic
crisis also brought about a host of problems in a short period of time. These
included massive private sector debt, a credit crunch, decline in economic
production, decline in consumption, falling investment, high unemploy-
ment, inflation, labour migration, rising social problems and political unrest.
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As these countries geared up for economic recession, it soon became clear that
they were up against not merely a financial crisis, but – particularly for badly
hit countries like Indonesia53 and Thailand – also a social and political cri-
sis which reverberated across the region, and was indeed a wake-up call to
the states in the region. At the very least, it brought out two salient points
about security in Asia. First, that while emergence of human security threats
reaffirmed the close nexus between economics and security, it also reinforced
the region’s notion that security was more than just a military concern. Sec-
ondly, no matter how convincing the arguments were for regime security and
its emphasis on economic development, these approaches had become dis-
mally inadequate against the new types of security threats that transcended
borders. Among these new types of security threats were illegal migration,
environmental pollution, drug trafficking and other types of transnational
crimes. To be sure, the relationship between territory and security had dras-
tically changed. But more to the point was the fact that the domain of state
authority had contracted and its capacity to handle an increasing number of
security threats was already being stretched to the limits.

The problem of transnational crime

In Southeast Asia and the wider Asian region, the problem of transnational
crime is severe and consists primarily of the illicit trafficking of drugs, money
laundering, piracy, arms smuggling, cyber crimes, credit card fraud and oth-
ers. Some of the most dangerous criminal organizations operate in the region.
Transnational crime constitutes a threat to states by violating national bor-
ders, compromising national administrations and eroding the rule of law,
and is also a threat to national economies and civil societies. The prob-
lem of transnational crime therefore requires a transnational response. Yet
inter-state cooperation in the region is often complicated by the fact that it
touches on sensitive questions such as domestic jurisdictions, the sharing of
information, extradition laws and problems of corruption.54

Despite these constraints, regional efforts in fighting transnational crime
can now be seen on several fronts. At the ASEAN level, the regional mecha-
nism addressing this issue is the ASEAN Ministerial Meeting on Transnational
Crime (AMMTC). ASEAN has also worked with its regional partners to
enhance international cooperation in fighting transnational crime. One of
the more significant regional arrangements in this area is the ASEAN–China
Joint Declaration on Cooperation in the field of non-traditional security
(NTS) which was signed at the ASEAN-China summit in 2002.55 The agree-
ment seeks to complement national and international efforts in addressing
issues like drug trafficking, people and arms smuggling, sea piracy, money-
laundering, cyber crime and terrorism. The ASEAN–China Joint Declaration
on NTS also dovetails with ASEAN and China Cooperative Operations in
Response to Dangerous Drugs (ACCORD) to respond to this rising problem.
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Infectious diseases

Since the Asia-wide outbreak of the SARS virus in 2003, the threats from infec-
tious diseases appear to have become more severe. As the SARS experience
has shown, in this era of globalization and regionalization, some infectious
diseases have the capacity to detrimentally affect the security and well-being
of all members of society and all aspects of the economy.56

The region’s recent experience with SARS and the looming threat of a new
pandemic, possibly from the mutation of the H5N1 virus (Bird flu), have
highlighted the need for the region to address an emerging human security
threat that is potentially of immense proportions. Given the complex prob-
lems faced by states at the national level, such as the lack of contingency
planning and coordination among state agencies, people now realize that
health issues are also security issues. Initiatives are, therefore, emerging at
the regional level to institutionalize cooperation in averting the possibility
of pandemic outbreaks, through measures such as building regional capacity
for surveillance and disease control.

In summary, the different security challenges that have confronted South-
east Asia and the wider region since 1997 have brought home the salience of
human security to the well-being of states and societies in the region. More
importantly, this has made the states, as well as a number of international
organizations and many civil society organizations, increasingly aware of the
breadth and the complexity of human security threats and of the urgency to
address these kinds of challenges on many fronts. As a result, human secu-
rity issues are increasingly gaining an important place in both national and
regional forums.

China and human security

The proliferation of various regional initiatives that attempt to address a num-
ber of human security issues – whether it is fighting infectious diseases or
combating transnational crimes – have also seen the active participation from
what was once Asia’s most vocal opponent of the concept of human security.
As a country that has and continues to be faced with a number of human
security threats, China has indeed been very active in many regional mech-
anisms that have been established in Asia to respond to these challenges. As
one Chinese scholar observed recently, the urgency to respond to a host of
global security challenges has led to a slow shift in Chinese thinking and
approaches towards security, where security ‘not only refers to security at the
state level, but also to the international, the global and individual levels’.57

It is important to note, however, that the term ‘non-traditional security’ is
used to refer to human security issues rather than human security itself. The
reason behind such preference, according to scholars, is the fact that while
human security issues are important issues, national security still remains the
core of security and ‘without national security, there is no human security’.58
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Nevertheless, it can be observed that ‘non-traditional security’ is now a term
used widely by Chinese leaders, academics and the mass media.

Moreover, notwithstanding the reticence to adopt human security in the
national security lexicon, there is nevertheless a perceptible trend particularly
among scholars in China to promote the notion of human security. Albeit
advanced in a more nuanced form, there are now several Chinese works
that study issues of human security. Among these are the important works
that have been generated by the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS)
in Beijing. This trend is best captured by Wang Yizhou, Director of World
Economics and Politics, CASS who noted that: ‘human security and social
security are the foundations for national security . . . To seek national security
at the expense of human safety and social stability is to treat the symptom
rather than the root of the problem.’59

Discourses from below: civil society organizations andTrack II
networks on human security

In tandem with these developments at the official level are also significant
movements at the non-official levels, with a number of civil society organi-
zations (CSOs) in the region actively advocating human security in various
regional forums. In Southeast Asia, for instance, the ASEAN People’s Assembly
(APA) has been at the forefront in promoting human security on the ASEAN
agenda. In fact, the genesis of the APA provides some salient insights on
how social movements or NGOs in ASEAN have developed links with Track
II networks in pushing for their agendas on development and security.60

For the last six years since its formation, the APA has focused its engage-
ment with ASEAN on outlining and pursuing an ambitious people’s agenda
that highlights the human security issues of the people in this region. This
can be found in APA’s Action Plan which it has been developing since its
inception. The Action Plan has identified specific areas where urgent atten-
tion needs to be given to address issues of security and development. These
include issues such as the protection of human rights, the promotion of
democracy and attention to critical areas of human development – poverty,
illiteracy and health.61

At another level, discussions about human security also indicate significant
attempts by different groups of actors to address the more difficult issues of
human security that pertain to prospects of humanitarian intervention. One
of these is the attempt by a Track II organization, the Council for Security
Cooperation in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP), to define the principles of human-
itarian intervention.62 This was initiated in the light of the bitter debates
that ensued following the NATO intervention in Kosovo in 1999 and the
peacekeeping operations in East Timor. Against these developments, a work-
shop was organized by the CSCAP Working Group on Comprehensive and
Cooperative Security to reflect on the challenges posed to the principle of
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non-intervention. The findings of that workshop, which were outlined in
the Summary of Discussions, were instructive in that it was perhaps one of
the pioneering attempts to reflect on some of the emerging ideas on the
controversies found in the region, and on the calls to review the princi-
ple of non-interference in the domestic affairs of states. Among these were
the criteria that must be considered before any humanitarian intervention
can be allowed, which include consent from the local people, support from
the international community and a high probability of success.63 Given that
one of the difficult hurdles in humanitarian intervention lies in the lack of
consensus on principles and procedural safeguards to ensure that it is prop-
erly carried out, the CSCAP efforts in this regards are notable. It belies the
assumption that states in the region are unwilling to discuss intervention in
multilateral forums.64

Discussions on related topics on humanitarian intervention are also found
in Track III circles. For example, at the 2002 ASEAN People’s Assembly, there
was a special session devoted to debating the ideas propounded by the Report
on the Responsibility to Protect (RTP).65 The main objective of these sessions
was to get the reaction of the civil societies in the region on the various
proposals related to the responsibilities to protect, react and rebuild. It is sig-
nificant to note that at the discussions on intervention in the APA meetings,
the cases cited where intervention was needed centred largely on Myanmar.
Many NGOs represented at APA issued calls to governments in the region to
‘intervene’ in Myanmar to stop alleged cases of human rights abuses. But,
interestingly, while the language of humanitarian intervention was often
used, the types of interventions suggested did not include deployment of
military force against the regime in Yangoon.66 Instead they called for the
promotion of human rights mechanisms, and also promoting the role of
civil society in conflict prevention.67 Moreover, among the interesting points
raised in the RTP was how women’s NGOs could make use of the RTP propos-
als to create new norms for the protection of women and children in conflict
areas, and also how to refocus the RTP doctrine away from its emphasis on
reaction and instead think more about the responsibilities to prevent and to
rebuild.68

In summary, the evolution of these types of regional discourses when put
together, albeit mostly found at a non-official level, are indeed indicative
of the willingness by several actors in the region to address the diffi-
cult issues related to humanitarian intervention. More importantly, it also
reflects the growing constituency of actors in the region who are seri-
ously examining intervention issues and how multi-sectoral actors can play
a role. These activities therefore dovetail well with the on-going efforts
by other actors to promote the adoption of proposals within the broader
framework of the UN reforms, specifically those that are outlined in the
UN Report on A More Secure World, which include the RTP’s ideas on
sovereignty-as-responsibility.69
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Conclusion

The preceding discussions have shown how human security is evolving to be
part of the security lexicon in Europe and in Asia.

In Europe the recent studies and approaches have focused on the European
Union as an international actor for good. It is accepted at the official and
academic level that the conceptualization of security inherited from the Cold
War is not viable. The task is to forcefully link EU human security approaches
with a new, more multi-polar and more complex, international environment.
Interventions, even for good, are not for free. The use of force is problematic.
The way that civil-military forces are used in crisis and conflicts is different
from the past and its articulation is complicated. But the utility of military
forces, even for conflict prevention and internal conflicts, which are often
very complex and violent, cannot be so generally devalued. And the myriad
of instruments at the EU’s disposal have to be more effectively articulated for
an EU human security approach such as freedom from want.

In Asia, by highlighting the different narratives on discourses on security
at both official and non-official levels, and by identifying some of the con-
crete policies that have been introduced to address human security issues by
different governments in the region, one can see that human security is now
gaining a place on the regional security agenda.

Moreover, it can be observed that there is indeed an effervescent con-
stituency out there that has begun to define security beyond the conven-
tional, comprehensive notions to a multilevel perspective of what security
should be. These include the proposals made by civil society groups which
adopt an ‘emancipatory’ vision of human security that argues against the
division and exclusion that the idea of comprehensive security has engen-
dered. This has, in effect, challenged the dominant notion of comprehensive
security in the region which had been been shown to be inadequate in
addressing the emerging security challenges faced by states and societies in
Asia. While many of these developments still need time to yield more definite
results, these emerging trends and attempts to mainstream human security
on the security agenda in the region point to a sea change, in both the atti-
tudes and approaches to security from different actors in the region. To be
sure, the new rhetoric about human security has paved the way for more
policies and actions in addressing a host of security threats in the region.
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