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gewisses Maß an Autonomie in den Beziehungen zu extra-
regionalen Akteuren zu verfügen. Gerade Krisenregionen wie 
der afrikanische Kontinent oder Zentralasien sind durch eine 
hohe Empfindlichkeit gegenüber globalen Faktoren – Keo-
hane und Nye würden von asymmetrischer Verwundbarkeit 
sprechen44 gekennzeichnet. Deshalb ist es analytisch für ei-
nen an Krisenregionen orientierten, integrierten Sicherheits-

begriff geradezu zwingend, inner- und zwischenstaatliche 
Konfliktkonstellationen stets in Bezug zur Struktur und zu 
den Entwicklungen des jeweiligen regionalen Subsystems zu 
setzen. 
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ecurity sector reform (SSR) and human security are 
relative newcomers to the security discourse, having 
only really entered the lexicon some ten years ago. Al-

though much of the thinking behind human security pre-
dates the 1990s, it was the 1994 Human Development Re-
port published by the United Nations Development Pro-
gramme (UNDP) that put it on the map as a full-blown 
concept.1 The term »security sector reform« was not coined 
until 1998, notwithstanding the fact that the Code of Con-
duct on Politico-Military Aspects of Security agreed by the 
OSCE four years earlier brought into the mainstream the 
notion that lies at the core of security sector reform – the 
democratic control of the military and other security actors.  

Human security and security sector reform have both been 
part of the process of reconceptualizing security after the end 
of the Cold War. This process has involved seven major 
shifts in focus (see table 1). 

                                                   
* David M. Law is Senior Fellow and Coordinator of the Working Group 

on Security Sector Reform at the Geneva Centre for the Democratic Con-
trol of Armed Forces (DCAF). The author wishes to acknowledge the as-
sistance in the preparation of this article provided to him by Oksana 
Myshlovska, DCAF Research Assistant. 

1  See Taylor Owen, »Challenges and Opportunities for Defining and Meas-
uring Human Security«, Disarmament Forum, No 3, 2004, p. 18. For ante-
cedents of the human security concept in the 1960-1980s see Kanti Ba-
jpai, »The Idea of a Human Security«, International Studies, No 40, 3, 2003, 
pp.196-199.  

Table No 1.: Key characteristics of Cold War and Post-Cold 
War security 

Cold War Post-Cold War 

territory & borders individuals & communities  

external   internal & transnational  

military   multidimensional  

man-made  natural & environmental as 
well 

east-west  global 

readying for action privileging prevention 

centrality of the state’s 
role 

relativization of the state’s 
role 

Firstly, there has been a shift in emphasis from the security 
of territory and borders to the security of individuals and 
their communities. There has been a second and related 
shift away from the preoccupation with external security to 
a heightened focus on internal and transnational security. 
Thirdly, the tendency to understand security in mainly 
military terms has yielded to a vision that has security as a 
multidimensional phenomenon, whose economic and cul-
tural aspects warrant as much consideration as its war-
fighting ones. Fourthly, whereas during the Cold War era 
there was a concentration on man-made threats, in the new 
strategic circumstances natural disasters and environmental 
degradation have come to be understood as sources of inse-

S 

                                                                            
44  Vgl. Robert O. Keohane/Joseph S. Nye, Power and Interdependence. World 

Politics in Transition, Boston/Toronto 1977. 
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curity that can be just as preoccupying – and on occasion 
even more so – than the machinations of men and their 
killing machines. Fifthly, there has been a reorientation of 
strategic preoccupations, from the East-West theatre to the 
global one, as entire areas of the world that were previously 
seen by western and eastern decision-makers alike as the 
staging grounds for their proxy wars have become theatres 
of strategic concern in their own right. In addition to the 
above, there is a new emphasis on conflict prevention, none 
the least because of the enormous costs of dealing with the 
real security challenges that had to be addressed quite soon 
after the celebratory signing of the Charter of Paris.  

Finally, the post-Cold War world has brought a distinct re-
lativization of the state, which has gone from being the 
central figure on the world stage to an actor that finds itself 
increasingly having to share and leverage responsibilities for 
security where previously it held – or thought it held – a 
monopoly. At the same time, the overall credibility of the 
state’s security role has suffered as it has struggled to deal 
with an increasing number of intra-state conflicts and fail-
ing states, and to protect its borders against the nefarious ef-
fects of globalization, such as human trafficking and the 
expanding networks of cross-border crime. The impact of all 
this on individual states has, of course, varied enormously. 
That said, the fact that in the 1990s a non-state group 
emerged that would prove capable, in the first decade of the 
subsequent century, of challenging even the world’s most 
powerful country – and doing so with a modicum of re-
sources – has pointed to the possibility that the state-centric 
Westphalian order is under serious fire – and perhaps even 
finds itself in systemic decline.  

In large part, human security and security sector reform 
both constitute responses to these strategic shifts, of which 
many have been taken into account in their respective ap-
proaches. But notwithstanding their common roots and 
ideological affinities, there has been very little interaction 
between the two concepts. Indeed, there is a broadly held 
view that they are somehow diametrically opposed and in-
compatible. This article will review the reasons for this. It 
will explore the different ways in which human security 
and security sector reform approach the state, discuss the 
different trends characterizing debate about the two concepts, 
compare their respective discourses and examine some of the 
criticisms to which they have been subject. In the conclud-
ing section, our attention will turn to what we consider to 
be the significant commonalities between the two concepts, 
and the considerable potential that exists for creating syner-
gies between them.  

There are four factors that have stood in the way of there 
greater interplay between human security and security sector 
reform. In the first place, the two concepts have contrasting 
perspectives on the role of the state. A second problem de-
rives from the existence of different schools of thought 
within both the human security and security sector com-
munities. Thirdly, while sharing some methodological fea-
tures, the two concepts have contrasting functions and ob-
jectives. Fourth, a number of misunderstandings about the 

two concepts have arisen, distracting practitioners from the 
possibilities for mutual interaction.  

1. Different Views of the State 

At their core, human security and security sector reform are 
both critical reactions to the state in its role as a security 
provider. The reactions, while similarly inspired, and hav-
ing much in common, are in essence rather different. Let us 
look first at the criticisms put forward by human security 
advocates, of which there are four. 

The first criticism concerns the fact that the security of the 
state and the security of its people are not necessarily syn-
onymous. The erstwhile Soviet Union had secure borders – 
most would argue too secure – and faced no threat to its ter-
ritory; its people were nonetheless insecure. Or to take an-
other case: In Rwanda, the genocides of the 1990s and ear-
lier decades underlined that its people were not secure, 
notwithstanding the fact that the sovereignty of the country 
was not endangered.  

The second criticism relates to the inefficiency of the state in 
its role as security provider. One example will suffice to 
make this point: at the beginning of the 20th century the 
ratio of dead civilians to dead military in conflict situations 
was some 1 to 10; by the century’s end the proportions had 
been more or less reversed, such that by the latter part of the 
twentieth century, in many parts of the world it was safer to 
be a man or woman in military service than in civilian 
life.2 

The third criticism is that that the state has sometimes 
shown itself not to be the loyal guardian of the population 
under its jurisdiction, but rather its worst enemy. Take the 
fate of the former Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia 
where organs of the central power were responsible for initi-
ating war with the Yugoslav republics of Slovenia, Croatia 
and Bosnia in 1991-92, and against the province of Kosovo 
in 1999 – actions that cost hundreds of thousands of lives. 

The fourth criticism stems from the fact that there are a 
number of issues of primary importance to the security of 
individuals and their communities that have either not 
been on the agenda of the state, or have been given an in-
significant place there. For example, several governments 
have failed to address – and in some instances have even 
failed to acknowledge – the security ramifications of such 
issues as climate change or HIV/AIDS, with their enormous 
implications for the quality of life and the longer-term sur-
vival prospects of entire communities and peoples. 

For human security proponents, the crux of the problem is 
that states tend to seek security for governments and elites, 
as opposed to the people that they are supposed to serve – 
and far too easily their interests can diverge. Hence, their 
advocacy of a concept that privileges the security interests of  

                                                   
2  Mahbub ul-Haq, »Global Governance for Human Security«, in Majid Te-

hranian, ed., Worlds Apart. Human Security and Global Governance, New 
York, London 1999, p. 79.  
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Graph No. 1: Assumptions of state security roles by actors at other levels of aggregation post-Cold War 

 

the individual and distinguishes them from those of the 
state, even if they are not necessarily understood to be inde-
pendent of  them.  

What conclusions have human security practititoners 
drawn from this analysis? There are essentially four. The 
first is that the security concerns of individuals must be 
given priority over those of the state. Secondly, security 
must redefined to encompass the gamut of individuals’ 
security concerns. In other words, security has to include 
safety at home and in the streets as well as the security that 
comes with the enjoyment of reasonable living conditions 
and the realisation of individual protential. Thirdly, these 
concerns need to be pursued in concert with a broad array of 
actors, including an informed and energized public, NGOs, 
international organisations like the UN and other actors 
such as enlightened corporate entities. Fourthly, the 
methodology of security needs to change, with a greater 
emphasis being put on prevention, participation and public 
ownership.   

The concept of security sector reform has also emerged in re-
sponse to concerns that traditional security approaches have 
been ineffective, and that this is in great part due to the way 
the state has tended to perceive security. Thinking about 
SSR has developed in response to a number of different 
situations. During the Cold War, the main protagonists 
were rather disinterested in such issues as »…accountability, 
rule of law, transparency, and participation in [their] Cold 

War era security assistance programs….[which] almost al-
ways took the form of training and supply of equipment to 
enhance the operational capacity of security bodies with no 
concern for democratic governance or rule of law.« 3 

This approach was clearly unacceptable in the new world 
that took shape in the 1990s. In particular, it was under-
mined by the reality on the ground as donor countries 
moved to address the dysfunctional state of the security sec-
tor, first in developing countries, and then in transition 
states, after the end of the Cold War. Here it became clear 
that jurisdictions with a capacity to use force – at first, pri-
marily the military, but later also the police, customs, intel-
ligence services and the penal system – had to be made both 
effective and accountable if donor efforts to stabilize, develop 
and democratise were to have a chance of being successful. 
Another influence in the evolution of SSR is more recent. 
The events of 9/11 and 3/11 have underscored that security 
sector reform is not just a programme that donor countries 
deliver to developing and transition countries, but a frame-
work for reform on which the prospects for the welfare and 
survival of developed western countries also depend.  

Thus, security sector reform broadly shares the preoccu- 
pations of human security as formulated above. A central  

                                                   
3  Nicole Ball, »Dilemmas of Security Sector Reform: Response to Security 

Sector Reform in Developing and Transitional Countries«, in Alex Austin, 
Martina Fischer and Norbert Ropers, eds, Transforming Ethnopolitical Con-
flict. The Berghof Handbook, Wiesbaden 2004, p. 2.  
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concern of security sector reform is the tendency for many 
states to be dysfunctional security providers and for some 
states to pose the greatest security threat facing their popula-
tions. Security sector reform recognizes that the security of 
individuals and that of the state are not necessarily identi-
cal, and that not all security problems will have a state-
centric solution. Nevertheless, the most important com-
monality is the awareness of the need for good governance 
of the security sector and civil society involvement in the 
security decision-making process. As such, human security 
and security sector reform are part of the global trend to-
wards democratization that was given a major new impetus 
with the end of the Cold War. 

Notwithstanding these similarities, human security and se-
curity sector reform have differing perspectives on the state. 
The default position of human security is to promote the 
role of security actors other than the state as a way of over-
coming its shortcomings. Security sector reform, on the 
other hand, stresses the vital role of the state as a security 
provider and the need to ensure that the state can play its 
role effectively. The assumption underlying security sector 
reform is that however important have become actors other 
than the state in the post-Cold War security environment, 
and however compelling the need for new approaches, the 
state must be able to perform effectively – for if it fails to do 
so, it will be very difficult, if not impossible, for any other 
agent to fill this role or to compensate for the state’s fail-
ings.4 

It is possible to see the post-Cold War role of the state in se-
curity affairs as a function of it surrendering influence and 
functions in four different ways: to international and re-
gional non-governmental security activity, to international 
and regional intergovernmental security activity, to other 
public actors at lower levels of aggregation and to non-state 
actors acting at the sub-state level. These trends are dis-
played in the graph below. Human security is essentially 
part of the trends characterizing the right-hand side of the 
graph, where the state’s centrality has been weakened and 
some of its responsibilities transferred to the private sector 
on both the sub-state and supra-state levels. Security sector 
reform, on the other hand, is a corrective response to this 
development. It seeks to ensure that the state can deliver se-
curity as any other public good. But as we shall see, the dif-
ferences between human security and security sector reform 
are not as distinct as this starkly drawn contrast might sug-
gest.  

2. The Broad and the Narrow  

Human security and security sector reform are both subject 
to varying interpretations. While this article will make no 
attempt to present a comprehensive review of the various 
approaches that have been taken towards the two concepts, 

                                                   
4  See Theodor Winkler,  Managing Change. The Reform and Democratic Control 

of the Security Sector and International Order, DCAF Occasional Paper No. 1, 
October 2002, available online at http://www.dcaf.ch/publications/ 
Occasional_Papers/1.pdf.   

it will discuss two sets of mainstream definitions, which 
have been very loosely characterized as broad and narrow.  

Definitions of human security usually refer to »freedom 
from fear«, associated with direct threats of violence, and 
»freedom from want«, associated with indirect threats or 
chronic limitations on personal well-being. Popularized in 
the 1994 UNDP Report on Human Development,5 these 
phrases are sometimes enlarged upon to include the »free-
dom to take action on one’s own behalf«.6. The Commis-
sion on Human Security, an initiative of the Japanese Gov-
ernment launched at the Millennium Summit of the UN in 
2000, defines human security to mean »…protecting the vi-
tal core of all human lives in ways that enhance human 
freedoms and human fulfilment…«.7 

Differences in human security approaches tend to revolve 
around the extent to which they acknowledge or stress the 
following elements: the legitimacy of the role of the state as 
a contributor of security and as a consumer of security in its 
own right; the degree to which they focus on indirect and 
direct violence as opposed to only direct violence; the impor-
tance of human development as opposed to political devel-
opment; and the legitimacy of resorting to the use of force 
or sanctions, if circumstances warrant them.8 

The broad approach to human security, usually identified 
with the thinking of the UNDP and the Commission on 
Human Security, tends to downplay the role of the state and 
the legitimate use of force, and play up the importance of 
indirect threats and human development. The narrow ver-
sion of human security, usually identified with the policies 
of the government of Canada and most other countries in-
volved in the Human Security Network9 tends to reverse the 
emphasis on these points.10  

The problem with the broad approach to human security is 
that it tends to define security so widely that it can become 
difficult to use the concept as a guide for orienting action or 
developing programmes. In this guise, human security 
tends to overlap with many of the concerns of human de-
velopment. The narrow approach, on the other hand, has 
championed such projects as the treaties banning the anti-
personnel landmines and establishing the International 
Criminal Court, as well as programmes countering human 
trafficking, child soldiers, and the like. Here the emphasis is 
on practical programmes in specific areas of foreign, security 
and development policy. The drawback of narrow human 
security is that it risks losing sight of the big picture that 
prompted the emergence of the human security approach in 
the first place.  

                                                   
5  United Nations Development Programme, Human Development Report 

1994.  New Dimensions of HumanSecurity,NewYork1994,availableonlineat  
http://hdr.undp.org/reports/global/1994/en/default.cfm.   

6  Timothy Edmunds, Security Sector Reform: Concepts and Implementation, Re-
port for Geneva Centre of Democratic Control of Armed Forces, 2001,  
p. 1.  

7  Commission on Human Security, Human Security Now: Protecting and Em-
powering People. New York 2003, available online at http://www.human–
security-chs.org.   

8  This characterization is based on Bajpai 2003, pp. 207-216. 
9  See http://www.humansecuritynetwork.org.  
10  Of course, there are many hybrid models. On this, see Owen 2004, pp. 

15-24. 
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Definitions of security sector reform have been subject to 
similar variance. The security sector has been defined nar-
rowly as »…those militarized formations authorized by the 
state to utilize force to protect the state and its citizens…« or 
broadly as encompassing all »…organizations and activities 
concerned with the provision of security, and including or-
ganizations and institutions ranging from private security 
guards to the judiciary.«11 Reform of the security sector so 
that security can be provided »…within the state in an effec-
tive and efficient manner, and in the framework of democ-
ratic civilian control…«12 would be considered by many to 
be a generally acceptable definition. Others, however, would 
object to the qualification that restricts the concept to secu-
rity that is provided within the state as unhelpful in a secu-
rity environment characterized by an intense and increasing 
degree of transnationality. Then too, for most practitioners – 
and despite the changes in the strategic environment en-
gendered by the events of 9/11 and 3/11 – security sector re-
form remains something that developed democracies pro-
mote and sponsor in developing and transition countries, 
not in their own backyards. For others, of course, this per-
spective has become increasingly untenable with the emer-
gence of strategic terrorism and the fundamental vulner-
abilities that it has pointed to in the defence and security 
structures of developed countries.13  

The multiplicity of approaches within both disciplines is a 
factor that complicates communication between the human 
security and security sector reform communities, but should 
not stand in the way of their interaction. Notwithstanding 
the divergence between the broad and narrow schools within 
both conceptual families, it is the core features of the two 
that should determine their interrelationship. We will return 
to this question in the concluding section.  

3. Phenomenological Antipodes  

A third point of contrast between human security and secu-
rity sector reform relates to their phenomenological identi-
ties. Human security is a lens for looking at security; it 
tends to address such issues as »who should security be 
for…?« and »…what should be the benchmarks for the kind 
of security that we want to achieve…?« Security sector re-
form is operational; its proponents tend to ask »… how 
should we approach the various facets of security – the ac-
tors, their functioning and their interaction – if we want to 
ensure that the end-product serves the population…?« and 
»…what do we have to do to achieve this result…?« To gen-
eralize, human security posits values that should shape de-
cisions about security, whereas security sector reform offers a 
policy framework.   

The different natures of human security and security sector 
reform can also be brought to light by comparing their dis-

                                                   
11  Edmunds 2001, p. 1. 
12  Edmunds 2001, p. 2. 
13  For a discussion of the interrelationship of security and governance in se-

curity sector thinking, see Heiner Hänggi, »Conceptualising Security Sec-
tor Reform and Reconstruction«, in Alan Bryden and Heiner Hänggi, 
eds., Reform and Reconstruction of the Security Sector,  Münster 2004, pp. 3-18.  

courses. For example, in their approach to Iraq, human se-
curity advocates would focus on the impact of the decision 
to invade the country on the security of its individuals and 
their communities, on the repercussions for the security of 
people in the broader region and indeed beyond, over the 
shorter and longer-term.14 In principle, human security ad-
vocates would also want to compare and evaluate the secu-
rity situation of the Iraqi population and its different com-
munities before and after the invasion. The assessment, in 
view of the current state of the conflict would, of course, 
have to be an ongoing one. 

Security sector reform practitioners, on the other hand, 
would stress that the absence of a legitimately constituted 
and democratically overseen security sector in Iraq during 
Saddam Hussein’s multi-year rule was a key factor encour-
aging Iraq’s oppressive policies at home and aggressive ac-
tions abroad, and impeding the country’s growth and de-
velopment. Post-invasion, they would also emphasize that 
as long as Iraq does not have an efficient security sector, ac-
countable to its population, it will remain a troubled, dys-
functional and dangerous state.15 

As this these examples illustrate, the discourse of human 
security and security sector reform are different but not mu-
tually exclusive. We will return to this question in the last 
section of this article.  

4. The Concepts and Their Critics  

Human security and security sector reform have both been 
subject to a number of criticisms involving their overall 
credibility and practical implementation, again a factor that 
has impeded their interaction as well as their broader utili-
zation.   

We discussed earlier the view that human security is insuf-
ficiently concrete and too far-reaching to be wielded as an ef-
fective policy tool. There has also been criticism to the effect 
that it is anti-state, anti-defence and opportunistic.  

Human security, in particular in its early days, was often 
identified as being opposed to the state. This is in part un-
derstandable if one thinks that the states that human secu-
rity activists were preoccupied with tended to be so danger-
ous to their own populations that it was felt that other 
actors – NGOs, the regional and international community, 
and civil society had to be mobilized as a counterweight to 
the state, in certain situations acting as its adversaries and, 
in others, supplanting certain of its functions. The situa-
tion is similar as regards the question of how human secu-
rity relates to defence. For human security proponents, 

                                                   
14  Such a discourse is usually advanced by Amnesty International and other 

human rights organizations that make human rights and protection of 
civilians their primary goals. See, for example, Amnesty International 
news reports on Iraq, available online at http://www.amnesty.org/.  

15  See, for example, Walter B. Slocombe, »Iraq’s Special Challenge: Security 
Sector Reform ‘Under Fire’«, in Bryden and Hänggi 2004, pp. 231-255; 
Daniel Byman, »Constructing a Democratic Iraq: Challenges and Oppor-
tunities«, International Security, 28, no. 1 (Summer 2003), pp. 47-78; »Iraq: 
Building a New Security Structure«, ICG Middle East Report, No.20, Bagh-
dad/Brussels, 23 December 2003. 
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strengthening the army or other security forces of a country 
could be seen as a totally unhelpful act if its leadership 
could not be counted upon to use its power judiciously. 
This was a problem that originated with the Cold War prac-
tice mentioned above, whereby East and West armed allied 
and friendly states for battle against the other side, with lit-
tle thought as how security resources could end up being 
used against the people of these state – as they often were. 

In quite different statal environments, human security has 
sometimes left the impression of acting as a substitute for a 
state’s reluctance to meet its security responsibilities. As a 
case in point, one of the early champions of human secu-
rity was Canada, whose enthusiasm for the concept seemed 
to soar in reverse proportion to its preparedness to devote re-
sources to its armed forces.16 That being said, human secu-
rity proved to be a very useful mobilizing framework for a 
number of »soft« security initiatives that Canada sponsored 
that decade – from the campaign against anti-personnel 
landmines to the struggle to establish an international 
criminal court and the creation of the Human Security Net-
work.17 

As for security sector reform, it has encountered its own 
criticisms. One line of reasoning is that security sector re-
form is unworkable where the state is collapsing or has 
failed..18 If we look at the track record of security sector re-
form, there may be some truth to this claim. Yet very little 
work has been done on the question of whether there are 
windows of opportunity for sub-state security sector reform 
in dysfunctional states, and it may be premature to draw 
robust conclusions about the experience of central govern-
ments and the international community in this regard.  

The criticism that security sector reform is not necessarily 
carried out with regard to the security of the population also 
deserves to be taken seriously. To take an example, one ob-
server has argued that efforts to bolster systems of border 
protection in the Balkans have inadvertently diminished the 
ability of people fleeing from oppressive regimes further 
afield to move to safer havens, thereby undercutting human 
security.19 To this criticism, the response of the security sec-
tor community is that reform, if it is to be effective, has to 
be guided by two fundamental principles, namely, that the 
security sector has to be not only efficient but also respon-
sive, first and foremost, to human needs. To put it another 
way, the view is that a security sector that is not well-
governed cannot, by definition, be efficient – because it will 
not be able to ensure people’s security.  

                                                   
16  Military expenditures of Canada in 1992 represented 1.9% of the GDP (or 

6.9% of central governmental expenditure), in 2001 respectively 1.2% and 
6.2%. See World Bank, World Development Indicators 2003, Washington DC 
2003.  

17  Among other countries that are human security enthusiasts, there have 
been several whose defence effort was significant and whose security cre-
dentials could scarcely be doubted. See the data on the military expendi-
ture of Norway, Switzerland and Japan, ibid.  

18  See, for example, Gero Maass, Friedrich E. Sifting, and David Mepham, 
Promoting Effective States: A Progressive Policy Response to Failed and Failing 
States, London 2004.   

19  Derek Lutterbeck,  »Border Security and the Limits of Human Security 
and Security Sector Reform«, paper presented at the ACUNS 17th Annual 
Meeting on »Human Security: Issues, Linkages and Challenges« held on 
30 June-2 July 2004, in Geneva.  

5. Towards a Synergistic Approach  

As we have seen, human security and security sector reform 
have several common elements. They are fundamentally 
agreed on the basic features of post-Cold War security. They 
take a comprehensive approach to security challenges. They 
see the inadequacies, and the limitations, of the state as a 
provider of security, and they acknowledge the importance 
of security actors other than the state. Both concepts present 
the notion that security is primarily about protecting indi-
viduals and their communities. They also stress that secu-
rity is essential for development and democratization. 

We have also seen that there are important differences be-
tween human security and security sector reform, particu-
larly in the way the two concepts approach the state. Never-
theless, there is significant potential for complementarity. 
The greatest weakness of human security is its ambivalent 
attitude towards the security role of the state and its lack of 
a structured framework for policy formulation. Security sec-
tor reform leaves no doubts as to the need for an effective – 
efficient and well governed – state security role. It also pro-
vides an operational framework. This suggests that a secu-
rity sector reform focus could help human security overcome 
the difficulties it has sometimes encountered in translating 
its concerns into concrete policy initiatives and in structur-
ing its programming.  

The greatest vulnerability of security sector reform derives 
from doubts about its commitment to good governance and 
people-centred security, which are on the other hand central 
to human security. This vulnerability can be particularly 
important in the post-9/11 world. In many countries, secu-
rity concerns have tended to marginalize democracy, ac-
countability and human rights. Moreover, in some post-
conflict situations there has been a tendency to argue that 
security has to come before democracy, even in its most ru-
dimentary forms.20 As an example of the former, we need 
only cite the preparedness of the United States and other 
Western countries to ignore the civil and human rights re-
cords of Pakistan and a number of Central Asian states 
while undertaking measures to reinforce these countries’ 
ability to support their objectives in the war against the Ji-
hadists.  

A related problem is highlighted by the debate about the 
situation in Iraq. Some analysts have argued that the coun-
try’s security sector has to be up and running before serious 
thought can be given to issues of accountability and over-
sight.21 The key issue in Iraq, however, concerns the legiti-
macy of the provisional government and its ability to com-
mand the trust of the population and the country’s 
constituent communities. If Iraq’s security sector is rebuilt 
without a concomitant effort to win the confidence of a 
broad majority, the effort to return the country to normalcy 
will fail. Hence, the need to ensure that the objective of se-

                                                   
20  See Freedom House, Countries at the Crossroads, New York, 2004.  
21  Anthony H. Cordesman and Nawaf Obaid, The Saudi Security Apparatus: 

Military and SecurityServices-Challenges and Developments, DCAF Working 
Paper no. 147, available online at http://www.dcaf.ch/publications/ 
Working_Papers/147.pdf.  
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curity sector reform, in Iraq and elsewhere, is the security of 
the population and, only as a means to that end, the secu-
rity of the state.  

How then to best take advantage of the complementarity be-
tween the two concepts? 

Three considerations can be put forward here. The first is 
that for the academic and policy communities that are in-
volved in human security and security sector reform, there 
are good reasons for accepting the proposition that while dif-
ferent in a number of respects, the two concepts enjoy im-
portant conceptual links. Secondly, it should be acknowl-
edged that their complementarity can also be useful in 
practical terms. Human security can help guide practitioners 
of security sector reform, while security sector reform can 
help operationalize the practice of human security. Thirdly, 
those who design and implement programmes around hu-
man security themes or who support the reform of security 
sectors should be encouraged to bring together elements 
from the two concepts and their experience in the field into 

their own work. Moreover, in view of the many issues that 
are addressed by both human security and security sector re-
form, joint human security-security sector reform programs 
should certainly be feasible. The Human Security Network 
could be a particularly promising framework for developing 
programmes that take advantage of this complementarity 
and seek out synergies.  

The bottom line in all this is that without a functional 
security sector, the state will not be able to provide the 
secure environment that is required to realize human 
security goals. Similarly, unless guided by a human 
security perspective, security sector reform risks generating a 
security sector that is not accountable to those it is supposed 
to serve and that can act oppressively towards them. These 
are terribly real problems in today’s world, where there are 
far too frequent instances of states failing to meet their 
security responsibilities – whether this is because of resource 
shortages, inefficiency, neglect or ill will towards the people 
in their care. 

Human Security als Teil einer geschlechtersensiblen 
Außen- und Sicherheitspolitik? 
Cornelia Ulbert* 

Abstract: Human security is a highly controversial concept. Whilst proponents praise it for its focus on individuals and its 
practical, i.e. normative relevance, critics complain about the broadness and fuzziness of the concept. In this article, the 
author makes the case for a narrower concept of human security from a gender perspective. A comparison of the concept of 
human security with the traditional concept of state security and a broader notion of security that was developed after the 
end of the Cold War proves the potential of human security to also encompass questions of gender difference and gender 
equity. However, subsuming development and human rights issues under the heading of human security risks losing the 
empowerment and rights dimensions of the other perspectives. Therefore, a narrower conception of human security, and one 
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ehn Jahre, nachdem das Konzept von Human Security 
in einem der Human Development Reports des UN-
Entwicklungsprogramms UNDP einer breiteren Öffent-

lichkeit vorgestellt wurde,1 hat der Begriff mittlerweile Ein-
zug in die breitere wissenschaftliche und politische Debatte 
gefunden. Dies verdankt er auch einem Bericht, den die 
Commission on Human Security unter dem appellativen Titel 
Human Security Now im Mai 2003 veröffentlichte.2 Dieser Be-
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1  United Nations Development Programme, Human Development Report 
1994, New York/Oxford 1994 (im Internet abrufbar unter: 
http://hdr.undp.org/reports/global/1994/en/). 

2  Commission on Human Security, Human Security Now, New York 2003 
(http://www.humansecurity-chs.org/finalreport/index.html). 

richt ist das Ergebnis eines etwa zweijährigen Diskussions-
prozesses, der mit der Einsetzung der Commission on Human 
Security im Januar 2001 begann.3 Diese Kommission wurde 
auf Initiative Japans im Anschluss an den so genannten 
Millenniumsgipfel4 der Vereinten Nationen vom September 
2000 unter Vorsitz der ehemaligen UN-Hochkommissarin 
für Flüchtlinge Sadako Ogata und des Nobelpreisträgers für 
Wirtschaft Amartya Sen ins Leben gerufen. Auslöser war die 
Erkenntnis, dass nicht nur bewaffnete Konflikte, sondern 
auch Armut, Hunger, Infektionserkrankungen oder auch 
Menschenrechtsverletzungen das Leben und die Sicherheit 

                                                   
3  Nähere Informationen zur Arbeit der Kommission finden sich unter 

http://www.humansecurity-chs.org. 
4  Zum Millenniumsgipfel der Vereinten Nationen siehe 

http://www.un.org/millennium. 
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