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Abstract

Terms like ‘human security’ try to catch the attention of an audience and to catch the user’s own attention; in other words they aim to stimulate and motivate. Having caught attention they try to organize it: they link to a perspective, a direction for and way of looking. Having caught and organized attention, they aspire to influence or even to organize activity: they provide frames for work. Such terms and the frameworks that they mark seem though to often come and quickly go, to rapidly rise and fall in international usage. A few terms become established but in the process often change or lose meaning. How important, persuasive and durable is a ‘human security’ framework likely to be? 

I will suggest, firstly, that a human security perspective promotes some necessary prerequisites for serious discussion of issues in global ethics. Prior to entry into any of the detailed debates in global ethics come a series of related choices about how we see ourselves and the world. First, how far do we see shared interests between people, thanks to a perception of causal interdependence, so that appeals to self-interest are also appeals to mutual interest. Second, how far do we value other people’s interests, so that appeals to sympathy can be influential due to interconnections in emotion. Third, how far do we see ourselves and others as members of a common humanity or as members of a national or other limited social community or as pure individuals: is our prime self-identification as interconnected or separate beings? This prior set of perspectives determines our response to proposed reasoning about ethics and justice. Adoption of a human security perspective can influence, even reconfigure, how we see ourselves and others and our interconnectedness, and thereby reconfigure how we think about both ethics and security. 

Secondly, with specific reference to issues of global climate change, I will suggest that the necessary transition in predominant societal perspectives and personal life-styles needs a language or languages of transition that make vivid and meaningful what is at stake, that unite and motivate groups committed to change, and that persuade enough of those groups who could otherwise block change. If we look at the value shifts identified as necessary by the Great Transition work we see that human rights language and the capability approach’s ‘development as freedom’ while potentially important are not sufficient. By themselves they are too potentially individualistic and compatible with visions of self-fulfilment through unlimited consumption and exploitation of nature. The emphases required—on human solidarity, stability and prioritization; prudence and enlightened self-interest; sources of richer quality of life, felt security and fulfilment; and ecological interconnection that demands careful stewardship—seem to be more fully present in human security thinking. It can be one of the languages of transition.

Introduction – a framework for globalization of ethical thinking?
Global or world ethics is the study of ethical claims made on human beings—individually or in groups, not only grouped as states—in their relations with individuals and groups (again not only states) throughout the world, in the standard definition by Nigel Dower (1998). The topics within global ethics include whether individuals and states have any morally justified obligations across national boundaries, other than obligations they have already explicitly agreed. The obligations under discussion include those that are or would be embedded within rules and institutions. 


Thomas Pogge’s influential work uses terms differently, to make a particular claim within global ethics as defined by Dower. For Pogge, following John Rawls, the term ‘ethics’ refers to assessment of actions by agents, whether individuals or organisations, including states; whereas ‘justice’ refers to assessment of social rules and institutional structures. Rawls considered such issues of ‘justice’ only for within states. For him and other social contract theorists, like Hobbes, people ensure security by accepting the authority of a power-centre, a contract enforcer, which in their view could only be the nation-state. That assumption is now partly obsolete. Pogge uses the term ‘global justice’, in order to distance himself from Rawls’s nationalism and to assert that the globe should be seen as an arena for justice, not an arena where each agent is justified to seek only its own interest, or where we assess agents’ individual actions (as for example in many discussions in business ethics) but take as given whatever structures exist (like the legal and institutional set up within which businesses operate). We should normatively assess the rules and structures that govern the world economy and world society. While I will not adopt Pogge’s terms, we should recognise and acknowledge this ‘global justice’ agenda which he and others investigate (e.g. in Follesdal & Pogge, 2005). It represents one type of cosmopolitanism. As in any form of cosmopolitanism, the whole world is taken as the ethical universe, the space in which we have to ethically locate and justify ourselves. 


Prior to entry into any of the detailed debates in global ethics come a series of interrelated choices about how we see ourselves and the world. First, how far do we see shared interests between people, thanks to a perception of causal interdependence, so that appeals to self-interest are also appeals to mutual interest. Second, how far do we value other people’s interests, so that appeals to sympathy can be influential due to interconnections in emotion. Third, how far do we see ourselves and others fundamentally as members of a common humanity, or as members of a national or other limited social community (with, for example, an ethnic, religious, ideological, or economic basis of identity), or as pure individuals; in other words what is our primary self-identification, as interconnected or separate beings. This prior set of perspectives determines our response to proposed reasoning about ethics and justice. 


A human security perspective is likely to reflect, and generate, particular sorts of stance on these issues. Adoption of a human security perspective may influence, even reconfigure, how we see ourselves and others and our interconnectedness, and thereby reconfigure how we think about both ethics and security. According to its advocates, such a framework can contribute to ethical globalization: to globalization of ethical thinking and to doing globalization ethically.

The framework has been emergent for at least a generation, in various versions and under various names; for example in 1970s work in conflict and peace research and on basic human needs, by figures such as Kenneth Boulding, John Burton, and Johan Galtung, and in the 1980s work of the Brandt Commission, the Palme Commission, and the South American Peace Commission. It became prominent under the ‘human security’ name in the 1990s, especially through the Human Development Report 1994 (UNDP 1994).


Terms like ‘human security’ try to catch the attention of an audience, and also to catch the user’s own attention; in other words they aim to stimulate and motivate. Having caught attention they try to organize it: they link to a perspective, a direction for and way of looking. Having caught and organized attention, they aspire to influence or even to organize activity: they provide frames for work. Such terms, and the frameworks that they mark, seem though very often to come and then quickly go, to rise and fall in international usage. A few terms become established, but in the process they often change or lose meaning a lot. How important, persuasive  and durable is a ‘human security’ framework likely to be? 


The idea and framework have been subject to much debate and dispute, and different versions compete. But significantly, they have spread into and within many areas of analysis and policy, such as on conflict, climate, migration, public health, socio-economic security, and well-being. They seem to be fulfilling the roles mentioned above: to stimulate, to motivate, to organize attention and activity. The idea of human security has also spread more widely outside the UN system than has its elder sibling and partner, ‘human development’. Why? What is its significance for discussions of global ethics?


Consider a possible analogy. South Africa has long described itself as ‘a world in one country’. Coming together in this land have been various by origin African, European and Asian peoples, and persons from much of the world. The response adopted by those in power nationally for most of the 20th century was to enforce division into racially defined groups, later further subdivided in an ad hoc way into supposed national communities. These were to relate to each other as politically separate nations. (‘Europeans’ were not divided for political purposes into separate national groups, e.g. according to language background—Afrikaans, English, Portuguese, etc.—for this would have weakened their ability to control power. They had also intermingled to a large degree, but so had the African groups upon whom separation was enforced.) Long, bitter, brutal attempts were made to separate ‘Europeans’ from other groups, residentially, socially and politically, even while economic development and mass culture increasingly pulled them together. Eventually the African National Congress’s project for a politically unified South African people won through, against the apartheid system that had denied a shared political and ethical community. The post-apartheid order’s ethic of unification is shown by the central role which is given to human rights in South Africa’s constitution, stronger than in any other country. The ANC’s ‘one people’ project did not win by military conquest, but in part as a conquest by ideas and feeling: an increased acceptance of the sharing of environments and predicaments and of shared humanity. 


The world as a whole seems organized in various ways as a system of global apartheid—dramatically illustrated by the barriers and patrols that separate the USA from Mexico, or Spain from North Africa, and the daily attempts by thousands of people to evade them in order to find employment in Northern economies that are hungry for services and care-workers. While major forces pull the world together, this can be responded to in diverse ways: by trying like the apartheid regime in South Africa to enforce separations, or by various forms of rethinking of global systems to reflect a growing ideal and reality of ‘one world’. ‘Human security’ frameworks contribute to rethinking the meanings of security, ‘we’, ‘self’, ‘interests’, ‘self-interest’ and ‘common interest’. Evolution away from global apartheid will be extremely difficult, complex, contingent and uncertain, even more than was the move away from apartheid in South Africa. Unlike in the South Africa case there are—at least as yet—no big outside powers to exert pressure on the insecure rich fearfully barricaded into their laager. Globalization often undermines psychological security. However it also establishes bases for potential real human security by building interconnections that can give shared interests, richer identities and mutual respect.

CHARACTERISTICS OF A HUMAN SECURITY PERSPECTIVE

Central in security matters are certain paradoxes. First, ‘security forces’ can make people insecure and prey on them. State military security is not identical to human security. Second, steps to increase my security in isolation from that of other people will often fail. In a military context, the reduced vulnerability of one player can make all the others feel more under threat. In non-military contexts too, ‘no man is an island, entire of itself; every man is a piece of the continent, a part of the main’ (from Meditation XVII by John Donne, 1573-1631). This principle of common security reflects a reality of pervasive interconnection. Psychologically and in almost every way people are parts of bigger systems, indeed of global systems. Self-engrossed nest-building may not win the friendship and cooperation of other persons, who do not form an insentient environment but are sensitive proud potential actors and reactors. In these two paradoxes the posited means of security fail to achieve the ends, because human systems are misunderstood.


A further paradox concerns the nature of the ends. Felt security correlates very weakly with more objective measures of security. The more that the fearful barricade themselves in, the more fearful they may feel. The more that they have, the more that they fear losing it, even if the risks that they face are objectively far less than those faced by people who are less fortunate. We need to consider both felt and objective security. A human security perspective does this, and looks hard at the human meanings of security. We cannot talk sensibly about security without asking whose security; and we cannot think clearly about human security without reflecting on the nature of being human. We will see how this line of reflection links to a certain type of perspective on issues of global ethics.

Definitions of the concept

Human security means, in a broad formulation, the security of human persons, against important threats to their basic needs. It refers to the security of all people, not just the security of the security forces, or of the state, or of the rich. Second, a common narrow formulation refers only to the physical, bodily security of persons; or thirdly, more narrowly still, to bodily security against intentional physical threats. Less narrow is, fourth, Robert Picciotto’s definition: security in terms of quantity of years lived (adjusted for life quality, in the way done in health planning, and with the normative benchmark of a normal human lifespan of say seventy years), against all threats to life, whether physical or not and intentional or not (see e.g. Picciotto et al. 2007). Intermediate between this and the broad first formulation lies, fifthly, the widely used phrase ‘Freedom from fear and freedom from want’. (For a fuller examination of definitions, see Gasper 2005.)


In this chapter I largely refer to the broader formulations – the first, fourth and fifth – because these have more implications for thinking about global ethics. Even the narrower formulations of human security are radical though in relation to traditional security studies thinking. The term ‘human’ is inherently global in coverage, and contains—for humans—a moral appeal. Combined with ‘human’, the term ‘security’ too makes a normative appeal, for priority; ‘human security’ conveys a message about basic life quality and a claim for its priority in policy. Since overwhelmingly most victims of violent conflicts are now not members of armed forces, and most violent conflicts are now not between states, security studies must look at security of persons not only at security of national boundaries, as the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty underlined (ICISS 2001). 


The broad formulation that we will mostly consider here, security against threats to fulfilment of basic human needs, closely corresponds to that introduced in the UNDP Human Development Reports and followed up in many national human development reports (Jolly and BasuRay 2007). It does not go as far as the UN’s advisory commission on human security that reported in the study Human Security Now (CHS 2003), which refers to threats against core values. The core values of apartheid South Africa were threatened by majority rule, but this was not a threat to human security as understood here. Even so, human security as a framework of analysis, not merely an isolated definition, encourages us to give close attention to the subjective insecurity of apartheid’s proponents, for purposes both of understanding and of constructive response. 

A human security perspective or framework

The ‘human security’ language conveys more than did the older language of ‘basic human needs’ alone. Security language adds a number of important themes. One is the significance of stability in fulfilment of basic needs, and of avoiding certain types of loss. Second is a sense of danger, the danger of triggering fundamental damage when we lapse below certain thresholds; in other words a sense of the limits to safety in pervasively interconnected systems that contain maximum tolerance levels, beyond which ramifying harm can ensue. Third is the importance of attention to feelings and subjectivity as well as to objective life circumstances; losses can include not only the loss of things but the loss of major meanings and even identity. 


Wendy Harcourt shows these factors at work in Nepal, and how they have affected women in particular. They form the backdrop to its long civil war, which was equally long forewarned (e.g., Blaikie et al., 1980): the combination and interaction of an oppressive social system, very limited economic opportunities and intensifying environmental pressures contributed to the emergence of a Maoist insurgency, open armed conflict, and largescale population displacement. These harmed women especially, through rape, robbery, and other forms of physical and psychic violation, which add to and exacerbate very high levels of domestic violence, trauma, and anger. Hurt is thus not only physical; there is damage to psyches, to trust, and to communities. The civil war led to revival of child marriage, for example, as an attempt to avoid the danger of abduction by the Maoists. Health services deteriorated; even earlier they had already neglected mental health and women’s reproductive health. (In a rather similar case, Afghanistan, the national Human Development Report 2004 that took human security as its theme found self-reported mental health problems amongst 35% of women questioned.) Desperation and disruption have fuelled large-scale human trafficking and prostitution (Harcourt 2004).


A human security perspective thus involves a system of ideas, not just a single definition. That system includes a focus on individual human persons and on stability in fulfilment of their basic needs; and attention and emphasis to causal interconnections and ‘tipping points’, and to felt insecurities. For ease of reference let us organise the aspects of the approach to human security found in the work led by UNDP and the Commission on Human Security, and much similar research, under the following headings, though in reality they interweave: first, strong attention to the contents of individual person’s lives and to provision of human depth in understanding of security; second, a synthesis of features from the normative languages of human needs, human rights and human development; and third, a framework for situation-specific yet wide-ranging explanatory syntheses.


First, human security thinking directs us to look at ordinary people’s daily lives, and at the vulnerabilities, contingencies, and consequent possible sequences of disadvantage that can arise. The concentration on the contents and fluctuations of daily life, and on specific threats and misfortunes—including ill-health, disability, displacement, death—gives a more intense, realistic awareness of the meanings of ‘human’. We can call this a holistic perspective at the level of the individual. As in the work of Burton and his basic needs school in conflict studies we see how people seek security of various sorts, physical, economic, and psychological. Human security thinking has thus often a stronger concern with felt experience than has been found in some of the legal-led work on human rights and economics-led work on human development. It adds to them not just a supplementary interest in the stability of people’s basic rights and capabilities, but a foundational concern with the priority capacities and vulnerabilities that form the grounds for basic rights.

Second, as in the other ‘human’ languages—human needs, human rights, human development—normative importance is given to all living (and future) persons; everyone matters. Using and advocating this human perspective means that we adopt ‘joined-up feeling’: we give weight to others not only to ourselves (Gasper and Truong 2005). Human security thinking adds to more individualistic human rights thinking an emphasis on the human species as a whole, and its shared security, insecurity and fragility.


Within the family of ‘human’ languages, the human security language links the other three (Gasper 2005, 2007; see also Held 2004). The ‘security’ label highlights basic priorities: basic needs, that are seen as justifying human rights and are expressed in the human development language of capabilities (abilities to achieve), as part of a commitment to freedoms (Sen 1999). The stresses on shared fragility, basic requirements and felt experience give a foundation for solidarity, joined-up feeling. By encouraging thinking deeply about individuals, all individuals, human rights language can thus be grounded in a way that helps to counter dangers that can otherwise arise in the use of rights language.

Third, human security thinking extends the holistic perspective of explanation from individual daily lives through to social, national, and global systems. We saw this in Harcourt’s review of the crisis in Nepal: how national and local level insecurities and conflicts affect and hurt individuals, and how individual level insecurities and conflicts contribute to local and national level pathologies. Also contributing to the national economic pressures and political conflicts are international economic structures and systems of ideas; Maoism is one external model, and human trafficking is an international business. “Significant in this new endeavour [human security thinking] is the ability to comprehend and respond to threats to human life and dignity as outcomes of interplay between global forces and those forces embedded in national and local structures.” (Truong 2005) For vividness we can call this ‘joined-up thinking’. It can reinforce ‘joined-up feeling’, through a greater awareness of interconnection. Awareness of effects—actual, probable or possible—of one’s actions on others might generate feelings of sympathy, even responsibility; while awareness of boomerang effects—actual, probable or possible—on oneself can generate feelings of fear and precaution. Awareness of the impossibility of full knowledge in any one centre of all the relevant factors and connections could bring a more consultative, learning style in policy (Truong 2005).

Much ink has been spilt on whether to define human security in relation to a broad or narrow range of threats and possible types of damage. Once we enter a perspective of joined-up thinking, in which environmental insecurity, health insecurity, economic insecurity, military insecurity, psychological insecurity and more all sometimes strongly affect each other, the definitional dispute declines in significance. Broad attention to types of threat and damage does fit with a broad causal analysis, but even those users of a narrow physical violence definition of human security who adopt a transdisciplinary causal perspective will be led to engage with many other types of insecurity and harm, and with how people value and react to them.

Which connections are strong and considered most important in a particular case remains a matter for investigation and evaluation, case-by-case. Jolly and Basu Ray show this from the different national Human Development Reports which have taken human security as theme. A human security perspective is a frame for work, differently elaborated each time, not an instruction to study the effect of everything on everything or a fixed blueprint of research design. 


In the language of the sociology of science the type of work involved here is ‘boundary work’, and the effect of the perspective is to help us break from the fixed habits of the traditional scientific disciplines concerning which factors should be analysed in relation to which others. ‘Boundary work’ means work at and across a boundary between different mental worlds: such as between different disciplines, between different organizational cultures and bureaucratic ‘empires’ (such as ‘security’ forces and ‘development’ departments), and between the worlds of research on the one hand and policy and politics on the other. 


Academic disciplines typically go deep by thinking in a sustained way about the interaction of a restricted number of factors; and they still use some of the forms of organization and socialization inherited from the religious traditions out of which the European university grew: exclusive affiliations and loyalties that are created through long induction of trainees at an impressionable stage of their lives. The disciplinary groups are marked by much mutual ignorance and suspicion; disciplines train disciples. The Gulbenkian Commission on the future of the social sciences warned that this existing organisation of social science which took shape in Europe in the 19th century, as a series of distinct and disconnected disciplines, was shaped by a number of historical and political circumstances that in many ways no longer apply. In particular, each of the social science disciplines was moulded by and within a nation-state framework which is now to an important degree superseded (Wallerstein et al., 1995). We need types of ‘boundary work’ for connecting the deep but often narrow and unbalanced disciplinary knowledges, to each other and to everyday knowledge that is not captured within formal sciences, as required for many types of explanatory and policy task. Conceptual frameworks are required that can ‘bridge’ the boundaries and can motivate as well as permit cooperation. ‘Human security’ thinking may be one productive framework for doing this, including for thinking about global ethics. Let us examine how, after first looking at a fuller case study.
Rwanda

Conduct of economic analysis and formulation of economic policy without reference to the social and physical effects, thanks to assumptions of social and natural environments able to comfortably absorb all ‘external effects’, are always dangerous. They can become calamitous as interconnections increase in strength and thresholds are crossed. Even affluent core societies will be profoundly shaken by, for example, climate change. Fragile dependent peripheral societies can spiral into disaster.


Rwanda provides a grim forewarning. Tensions grew within the country during the 1970s and 80s, stemming from increasing population pressure, heavy reliance on unstable agricultural export markets, especially for coffee, loss of access to land by many people in a fast commercialising society, and extreme and rising inequality (Ballet et al. 2007; Gasper 2007; Prunier 1997). A severe slump in the world coffee market in the late 1980s led to a massive fall in real national per capita income, estimated at around 40%. The IMF piled financial shock therapy on top of this in the early 1990s, seeking rapid reduction of the trade and public sector deficits. To mobilise or retain support, politicians increasingly emphasised ascribed ethnic affiliations, uncovering the wounds from earlier conflicts and the fears aroused by recent inter-ethnic conflict in neighbouring Burundi. Confrontation along ethnic lines escalated. Identities became simplified and re-formed as the socio-economic crisis became a political crisis. Some groups were ‘othered’, identified as dangerous, evil, subhuman, alien. ‘The international community’ which had rigorously imposed financial ‘discipline’, ignored warnings of imminent disaster from UN officials in Rwanda, and then long ignored and minimised reports of the genocide in which between half a million and one million people—around 10% of the population—were massacred. But with modern media coverage and other means of communication this genocide could not remain largely ignored, unlike some earlier ones. 


The Rwanda disaster illustrates themes highlighted by human security thinking: the interconnection of economic issues, identity issues and physical security; and the interconnections of countries linked through global markets, global tastes and trends, the arms trade, and global media. Like the Nepal crisis, the Rwanda disaster did not directly damage rich countries. Even so, the costs of the subsequent chaotic humanitarian relief efforts dwarfed what would have been the costs of timely preventive assistance (see e.g. Gasper 1999). A human security framework suggests further that the effects of this type of disintegration—the anger and recourse to violence, state collapse, drugs exports (as in Afghanistan or Colombia), disease, and traumatized refugees—do not stay for ever ‘off-screen’. They spread and can have impacts anywhere in the world. 

Armed conflicts leave scars that conduce to further violence. Violence violates people emotionally not only bodily; it can undermine positive capabilities and build negative ones (Dubois and Trabelsi 2007). Potentially though, the response to crises can include favourable re-forming of identities, as we have perhaps seen in South Africa. But the requirements of building and sustaining a life in common are several: sufficient elements of shared identity, of accepted mutual responsibilities and of common vision for the future, and corresponding life-skills. UNESCO’s agenda for education includes ‘learning to live together’: understanding interdependence and gaining skills of co-operation and co-determination, skills that unfortunately have been typically ignored in secondary and tertiary education. Similar education is required for national and international decision-makers too, not only for combatants or potential combatants. National decisionmakers in a country like Rwanda still face extreme pressures and constraints, and international decisionmakers have the obligation, as well as a prudential interest, to offer broad economic and educational support to conflict-prone countries, rather than government-assisted export of arms and landmines (Gasper 2007).

HOW A HUMAN SECURITY PERSPECTIVE MIGHT RECONFIGURE DISCUSSION OF GLOBAL ETHICS

Issues in global ethics

A broad conception of human security opens up questions about ‘global justice’, the justice of the global basic institutional structure. In the present structure, for example, insufficiently informed and unaccountable decisionmakers in the IMF and its main shareholders can sometimes enforce disastrous courses of action on weak clients. We noted already in the Introduction though that prior to any detailed debate about ethics in global relations lie a number of perspectival issues: how far do we see shared interests between people, thanks to a perception of causal two-way interdependence; how far do we value other people’s interests; how do we identify ‘self’ and ‘others’ and what is our primary self-identification, as interconnected or separate beings? Unless there is significant ‘globalisation of thought’ in at least one of these dimensions, detailed debates about global ethics will get little audience. Nobody will be paying attention. Human security thinking might influence each of those fundamental choices of perspective. 

Appeals to self-interest and mutual interest

Human security thinking brings, we noted, a transdisciplinary approach to tracing interconnections, across conventional intellectual divisions and across the world. In terms of connections across nations, we saw the paradox of military security, that states which pursue security solely by self-strengthening are unlikely to achieve it, for they make others insecure. Similar logics apply in other important arenas. Human interaction in general involves feedbacks, since the players are intelligent, proud, and resourceful. Rich countries are unlikely then to obtain security by building Fortress America, Fortress Europe and Fortress Japan, largely sealed behind barriers to not only migration from poor countries but to much of the agricultural produce, textiles and labour-intensive manufactures which those countries could readily and advantageously supply. Poor countries, struggling and vulnerable in a disequalizing global system, with policy dictated to them from underinformed metropolitan centres, with rising expectations promoted through global marketing, and with their best trained manpower attracted and even deliberately recruited by rich countries, will not sleep quietly in their poverty. They are at risk of violent conflict; they will turn to profits from other forms of trade, including trade in drugs and people; and they will emit streams of migrants, some of whom fall into the hands of the traders in people but who will thereby often find their way into the rich countries.


Two further types of logic require emphasis: the logic of global public goods (Kaul et al. 1999), and the special case of the logic of global public health. In public health affairs, each person, the rich included, lacks health security if they have sanitized their own private space but their neighbours’ yards and public spaces remain unsanitized. Not only must they travel through the public spaces and even sometimes visit their neighbours, but the carriers of health threats respect no paper boundaries. They are non-excludable bads. Further, ‘non-medical’ factors—peace, food, clean water—often have more influence on health threats and their impact than do the means provided by medical services. Assuring one’s own health requires assuring decent life conditions for one’s neighbours, and not undermining them by the indirect effects of one’s other actions. Health impact assessments of alternative international trading arrangements and other international ‘non-health’ policies are now recognised as central for global public health (special issue of Bulletin of the World Health Organisation, March 2007, 85(3)).


This principle applies more broadly. Certain major bads (as perceived by the intake country) that emanate from one’s neighbours can largely not be kept out: pollution, weapons, people, drugs, diseases, criminal networks, etc. There cannot be security in one country alone, just as there as cannot be health in one house alone. In Europe and North America in the 19th century the middle classes in the new industrial cities gradually decided that their fate was indissolubly connected to the industrial working classes, with respect to public health and some other public goods, including physical security. The alternatives of seeking security through enclave systems for the well-off, or through physically distancing the poor (such as attempted in apartheid South Africa), would be neither feasible nor effective. It seems to remain an open issue in, for example, South Asia how far the growing middle classes there will make a similar such calculation or instead seek to establish secure enclaves (Wood & Newton 2005). Globally, the issue certainly remains open: will rich nations and rich groups conclude that they cannot sustain health and security in one part of town alone? 


In some respects the human security perspective is a generalisation of the public health perspective in which disease anywhere, and the conditions which breed disease, form a threat everywhere. A human security policy approach can perhaps be called global civic health. In the case of climate change though, powerful groups in some rich countries have until lately calculated that global warming would bring them no net harm, or even net benefits: agricultural growing seasons, for example, would extend (see e.g. William Nordhaus’s work). Problems for other countries were their problems alone. It is now evident that global warming will bring not modest marginal variations in climate but massive system-breaking impacts, within countries and, when more fragile countries disintegrate, across countries. Fortunately, in one sense, the past generation of inaction on climate change has meant that there is now much less room for debate. The delay and the acceleration of deterioration mean that even exclusively with reference to the personal benefit of people presently alive it is imperative to stabilize and reduce greenhouse gas emissions, regardless of which ethical theory one subscribes to, estimate the Climate Ethics group at Pennsylvania State University (www.climateethics.org). Arguments about the claims of future generations are no longer critical; they simply add further to the necessity for structural adjustment in the big emission countries.

Appeals to sympathy and the evolution of identity

Public goods provision cannot however be merely a matter of calculation of self-interest. Even though provision is to the benefit of all participants, as compared to its absence, free-riding by self-interested participants can destroy a system. Ironically, people’s self-interest can only be reliably promoted if they think in a way other than direct self-interest. The growth and maintenance of civic facilities in Europe, while requiring compatibility with middle classes’ perceived overall interests, also rested on a growth of civic spirit and some feelings of wider solidarity, perhaps partly supplied by the growth of nationalism. Similar points apply now for global security: only shared norms, institutions and regulatory activities can bring security.


Energy for moving towards and sustaining norms of solidarity comes especially from looking at real cases which evoke awareness of shared humanity and human fragility, and feelings of unfairness. Sympathy is fostered by cases’ highlighting of the personal, the individual, the imaginable and tangible, which touches. Schaffer and Smith (2004) argue that the enormous growth in the use and authority of human rights language over the last sixty years has come less through the work of lawyers and philosophers than through the reporting worldwide of real cases. The human security perspective is sister to the human rights approach and shares this intense attention to individuals, often in a particularly vivid and realistic way due to its focus on priority requirements of physical security, food security, physical and mental health, and community membership. The stress on these human specifics provides a conceptualisation of what is indeed common in our common humanity. A human security perspective thus adds or strengthens attention to humanity as a whole, the human species, a community of fate that shares a fragile life support system – the perception brought home to humankind since the Apollo 8 flight in 1968 by looking back at the terrestrial globe from the moon. In sum, to an awareness of and respect for individuals it adds an understanding of human individuals, the category of human species, humankind, and a sensitivity to the specifics of human need, vulnerability and shared insecurity, wherein each affects all. Discussions in international relations contrast the human security concept to state security, and stress security of individual persons. But a concern for other individuals and a concern for humankind rely on each other and need to go hand in hand. 


The more intense awareness of others and of interconnectedness contribute to rethinking of identity, ‘me’, ‘you’, ‘us’. A sustainable concern for others, and a sense of subjective security, may both depend on change in the perception of ‘us’. For feelings of sympathy to be more than fleeting, and to have influence against the lifestyle pressures that are built into consumer societies, the feelings need to generate something more:- lifestyle change movements, political movements, and modified self-identifications, which lead in turn to modified institutions and systems that embody norms of sympathy and solidarity. 


Cooperation to secure global public goods relies to important degree, given the dangers of free-riding, on the presence of a sense of common good: a sense of living in common and of mutual concern. Given the uncertainties in detail concerning cause-effect chains at global scale, to rely only on enlightened self-interest is dangerous. Human Security Now, the report of the Commission on Human Security chaired by Sadako Ogata and Amartya Sen (CHS, 2003) expressed eloquently the necessity of such elements of a common global ethic, and addressed how to promote it.

Appeals to rational comparison

 A human security approach may add little directly to philosophical work on global ethics. It instead adds before and after such exercises. First, it influences the type of vision—the attitudes, scope of consideration, and range of evidence—brought into ethical discussion. It changes the data used in reasoning on mutual advantage and sharing of costs; it can affect the habitual framing, the conception of ‘we’, and the other attitudinal starting blocks which instrumental reason is required to serve; and it affects the attention to risk and uncertainty. 


Second, it influences the concrete agenda of policy alternatives and comparisons and value weightings in policy design and evaluation. Some writers argue that a broad human security discourse makes prioritisation too difficult and diverts us from real (typically, military) priorities (see e.g. MacFarlane and Khong 2006). Human security analysis shows in practice an intense and creative concentration on matters of prioritisation. The Millennium Development Goals are one area of expression of a human security agenda, and include prioritisation both of areas and especially within areas. Breadth is shown in the range of areas covered, but priority goes not to a whole issue area per se but to ensuring basic levels of achievement in each such area. 


Human security analysis enters also the lion’s den of comparisons between policy areas, engaging in the type of ‘textbook logic’ that clashes with ‘political logic’, namely the power and convenience of established interests that do not wish to have existing allocations queried (Lodgaard 2000). A broad-scope human security concept encourages fundamental comparisons: can we better promote security through more military spending or, for example, democracy education or women’s education (since mothers educate everyone else)? Looking back in the 1970s at his previous decade as US Secretary of Defence, Robert MacNamara concluded that the US had reached a level of military capability where further military expenditure did nothing to increase its security and could even undermine it, and where far better security returns could be obtained from ‘non-security’ expenditures. Smallpox was eradicated in the late 1960s and 1970s at a cost equal to that of three fighter-bombers: US $300 million. What, we must ask, would be the impact of changes in the world trade system on achieved human life-years, bearing in mind the possible impacts of economic adjustments on political conflict and health conditions ? Just as, for example, gender-budgeting frameworks require us to routinely thoroughly examine the implications of budgetary allocations and tax arrangements for women, so a human security perspective helps to institutionalise habits of reasoned comparison, of looking at evidence and of debating, rather than bowing automatically to established power. 


Some commentators fear a ‘human security’ language leads to subordination of human development concerns to conventional thinking on military security. In reality—and besides its key concerns with matters of environment, public health, and financial and economic instability—human security analysis is a reaction to such subordination, not its cause. It encourages us to ask sustainedly: whose security, and what really increases security? Human security analyses have argued in detail that major reductions of military expenditures can often increase security, by redirection of efforts to fields that build democratic peace and the corresponding capabilities (see e.g. Haq 1999). The Human Security Network led by Canada and Norway has organized to reduce some parts of the international arms trade. 


The Human Security Network mainly follows a narrower version of the approach, centred on the impacts of physical conflict on persons. We might call it a human safety perspective. The vivid narrow focus has led to successful campaigns and concrete action in important areas: the anti-landmines campaign, the International Criminal Court, and against the small arms trade. It deals with the immediate causes and immediate damage from violent conflict, but not with underlying causes and long-run damage. This matches the short-run convenience of some powerful interest groups in rich countries, who do not want evaluation of the global basic institutional structure which they have established, dominate and gain from. They prefer to avoid analyses that may indicate required reforms and new responsibilities. Failure to look at deeper system interconnections means that fleeting pangs of sympathy will not be converted into the required institutions to embody norms of solidarity and of enlightened self-interest. 


Parallel to the Human Security Network’s type of campaign we need attention to the longer-term agenda too. The bigger long term gains for humankind’s security will come through the broader version of the perspective, and through rethinking of frameworks and self-perceptions. It involves studying underlying causes, and acting on the demonstrated vastly greater cost-effectiveness of prevention rather than ‘first aid’. The narrower and broader versions of human security work can however be partners, and need not be treated as competitors.


Any language can be diversely used and misused. Some see human security language, together with human rights language, as used to justify imperial interference in poor countries. Some see it as used to instead justify disengagement from a developing world that is perceived as generating threats to human security in rich countries. These criticisms concern users of ‘human security’ language who merely put a fashionable label on what they were going to do anyway, and who ignore its central principles of interconnection and feedback effects. The criticisms miss the heart of the issue. The relevant comparison to use in evaluation is not against perfection but against what would happen otherwise. In the case of human rights language too one can see much lipservice and even misuse, but also massive favourable impacts, achieved despite massive resistance. The human rights perspective has been variously dismissed as theoretically ungrounded, financially unaffordable, Eurocentric, individualistic, the path to socialism or the shield of the bourgeoisie, and the Trojan Horse for Great Power intervention. Yet it contains very powerful and inspiring insights plus a potential for refinement, adaptation and deepening. I have argued that the same applies for the human security perspective; and further that it adds to and compensates for limitations in human rights thinking in several ways.

CONCLUSIONS - WHAT A HUMAN SECURITY PERSPECTIVE ADDS

Already a few years after the arrival of majority rule in South Africa, the preceding apartheid era of a ‘security’-obsessed minority regime spending enormous sums on ‘security’ to in reality reduce security for everyone, even for the privileged, looked in retrospect to nearly all those concerned like a bizarre nightmare. After fifty years of moving against the trend symbolized by the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and of trying to seal themselves into a morally isolated realm of white ‘European’ privilege, the apartheid regime both lacked sufficient self-belief to continue indefinitely in that direction and concluded that its constituency’s interests were better reconceived and pursued along another path. In the same way we now look back in pity at other attempts to separate races, castes, slaves and freemen, men and women, as if they were different species. Will humankind be able to look back similarly, after a generation, fifty years, a century, or more, at a transition from the fundamentally unequal and unbalanced world order that we presently live in ?  


Will they be able to look back too at a transition from the extraordinarily wasteful, thoughtless, unsustainable style of resource use now present in rich countries, with its presumption that ‘Mother’ Earth will tidy up after them? How such a transition could happen is examined in the Great Transition project that originated in the Stockholm Environment Institute (Raskin et al. 2002; Raskin 2006). It identifies three required value shifts if we are to move to social and environmental sustainability: first, from a preoccupation with the acquisition and consumption of commodities to a broader and deeper picture of what gives quality of life; second, from an overwhelming individualism to a human solidarity, based indeed on respect for individuals; and from an attitude of mastery and domination of nature to an attitude of stewardship for ‘Mother Earth’.


Any transition needs a language or languages of transition, that make vivid and meaningful what is at stake, that unite and motivate groups committed to change, and that persuade enough of those groups who could otherwise block change. Given already the language and global ethic of human rights, and that of human development as the expansion of human freedoms, what does a human security perspective add? If we look at the value shifts identified as necessary by the Great Transition work (see also Kates et al., 2006), we see that human rights language, and the capability approach’s ‘development as freedom’, while important are not sufficient. By themselves they are too potentially individualistic and compatible with visions of self-fulfilment through unlimited consumption and exploitation of nature. The emphases required—on human solidarity, stability and prioritization; prudence and enlightened self-interest; sources of richer quality of life, felt security and fulfilment; and ecological interconnection that demands careful stewardship—are more fully present in human security thinking. A human security perspective helps to appropriately ground the human rights and human development approaches in attention to the nature of being and wellbeing; and to appropriately focus them on priorities. It conveys interdependence more than does human rights language; it adds a synthesizing approach in explanation and diagnosis, and a realization of dangers, vulnerability, and fragility; and it connects strongly to human subjectivity, which increases its explanatory force and motivating potential.
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