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ne of the prinary roles of the state is to provide peace and
security for its citizens both wthin the nation-state and to
ensure their protection against threats fromoutside. 1

| nt roducti on

A major source of nilitary conflict that provided focus for the
Wstern world' s perception of the threat to human security was
removed when the Gl d Vér cane to an end. Another nore | ocal source
of insecurity was eradicated in Southern Africa with the absol ution of
apartheid. Hwever, the threat of mlitary force is not the only
security chal l enge faced by states in the new nill enni um

This paper offers an appraisal of recent literature on threats to
human security that do not derive frommlitary confrontation.

In fact, as early as the 1970s, the lhited Sates expanded its
definition of national security to include international econoncs,
when it becane ‘clear that the WS econony was no |onger the
i ndependent force it had once been, but affected by econonic policies
in a dozen other countries’.? But ‘a fully fledged debate about the
neani ng and reconceptual i zation of security did not begin until the
early 1980s’ .3

Theoreti cal frameworks behind the new security



di scour se

Various attenpts have been nade to provide an adequate
conceptual i zation of human security. There are two nmain
contenporary theories of international relations. A one end of the
continuum is an approach based on a neo-realist theoretica

framework, which maintains a continued enphasi s on the prinacy of
the state wthin a broadened conceptual i zation of (hunan) security.

Some call this approach the ‘new security thinking.* A
postnoderni st or ‘critical hunan security’ approach that is rooted
wthin the pluralist theory of international politics represents the
other end in this security discourse. This approach is based on a set
of assunptions that essentially attenpt to dislodge the state as the
prinary referent of security, while placing greater enphasis on the
i nt erdependency and transnational i zation of non-state actors

The neo-realist approach to hunan security has been advocated by
‘structural’ or neo-realists such as Barry Buzan in his semnal
work People, Sates and Fear.® Buzan argued that the ‘straitjacket’
militaristic approach to security that doninated the di scourse during
the Gold Wr was ‘sinpl e-minded’” and | ed to the underdevel opnent of
the concept.® He subsequently broadened it to include political,
econonic, social and environnental threats, in addition to those that
are mlitaristic. ” Although Buzan examines security fromthe three
perspectives of the international system the state, and the
individual, he concludes that the nost inportant and effective
provi der of security should renain the sovereign state. Hs anal ysis
provi des the nost extensive contenporary examination avail abl e of
human security from a state-conbi ned perspective (as originally
proposed in a sinmlar formby dausewtz).

The ‘critical’ or postnodernist approach to human security,
reflected in the work of Ken Booth, a so advocates a broadened
conceptual i zation of security that goes beyond a nilitary
determnation of threats.® But advocates of the postnodernist
approach stress quite explicitly that the state nust be dislodged as
the prinary referent of (hunan) security, and enconpass instead a
wde range of non-state actors, such as individuals, ethnic and
cultural groups, regional econonic bl ocs, multinational corporations
(M\Gs) and non-gover nnent al organi zati ons (N33), and just about
all humanki nd. I n expandi ng the concept of security horizontally and
vertically, Booth argues that human security is ultinately nore
inportant than state security.® Put differently, the postnoderni st



conceptual i zation of security does not equate state security wth
hunan security.

In Booth's view states and inplicitly governnents nust no | onger
be the prinary referents of security because governnents which are
supposed to be ‘the guardians of “their peoples’ security”, have
i nstead becone the prinmary source of insecurity for the nany peopl e
who live under their sovereignty, rather than the arned forces of a
nei ghbouring country’. 2% This approach chall enges the idea of a state
as an effective and adequate provider of security to its people.

Eval uati on of the two approaches

Both approaches attenpt to address the non-nilitary threats to
human security. Their fundanental difference lies in the way these
analyses point to action. The broadening of security to conceive of
nore than just nilitary threats raises the contentious question:
‘Wat is it that is to be nade secure? ! As a result, the ongoing
(security) debate centres on the identification of a prinary referent
or unit of security has been central to an ongoing (security) debate.

Argunents for the state toremain the prinary referent of security
shoul d not nean nai ntaining the state as the sole or unitary referent
of security. But rather it neans that the security of the state, in
particular a state that is weak, should continue to remain prinary,
since the ‘main aimis to buildthe capacity of the state to provi de and
maintain security for its citizens'. 2 In other words, although the
conceptual i zation of security nust nake the security of people and
hunan beings its end, the state, as the neans, cannot be disl odged as
the prinary referent. After all if the state is to provide and maintain
security, it has to be secure itself or to use Buzan's words, ‘it has to
be or becone a strong state . '3

This expl anation, of course, needs clarification. Wat constitutes a
state? king the conventional interpretation, a state is nade up of a
governnent, people and territory. In other words the whole (that is
the state), conprising all its constituent parts, has a reciprocal
relationship wth the individual parts. The state cannot be secure if
its constituent parts are insecure or unstable. A the sane tine, if
the state as the institution representing its constituent parts is weak
or insecure in relation to other states, its elemnents wll aso be
affected by such weakness or insecurity.

Booth has argued that state security was used by ‘ governnents that
posed as guardians of their peoples’ security, to cloak reality and
hide what essentially was the security of their regine and its



supporters and should therefore be dislodged as a prinmary referent
of security . 1% This argunent need not nean the termination of the
state per se as areferent of security, but rather that the type of state
that has been unable to deliver security to its people should be
questioned. It is such governnents that do not allowthe state to fulfil
their functions of statehood that need to be eradicated and * di sl odged' .

The neo-realist approach to security places human security
‘alongside state security as atwn referent inthe theory and practice
of security’.1® In equating state and human security, Buzan nakes
reference to ‘the fate of human collectivities' as being the prinary
object or referent of security.'® ‘Himan collectivities are the
citizens of a state. The state becones the referent of security as the
representative institution of hunan collectivities.

In discussing the state as a source of both threats to, and security
for, individuals, Buzan naintains that citizens ultinately have to
decide on the lesser of two evils, that is either to accept the threats
that cone fromthe state, or accept the threats that arise in the
absence of the state. 1’ The assunption that whatever threats enanate
fromthe state are likely to be of a |l ower nagnitude than those arising
inits absence, ‘grows as society devel ops around the state, beconing
increasingly dependent on it as a linchpin for social and econonic
structures of security. In seeking human security, state and society
are sonetines in harnony with each other, sonetines opposed. Its
bottomline is about survival’.'®

Critique of the two approaches

Buzan's state-centric approach within a broadened franework of
security is useful insofar asit argues that the stateis avita vehicle
for the security of its citizens. Hwever, he introduces the concepts
of ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ states to showthat ‘the creation of strong states
is anecessary, but not a sufficient condition for inproved individual
and national security .1® In other words, the existence of strong
states woul d not, by itself, guarantee security, but weakness in states
woul d certainly encourage and sustain insecurity for their citizens.
In this regard, Buzan draws a distinction between weak and strong
states on one hand, and weak and strong powers on the other. 29 He
explains that the strength of a state is deternined by the degree of its
socio-political cohesion, while the strength of its powers refers to
the traditional distinction anong states in respect of their



conparative military and econonic capabilities. This distinction sits
very awkwardly in argunent chanpioning the state as the case of
hunan security, since the attainnent of human security requires
both a strong state and a strong power. To avoid any confusion as to
the unit or referent of security, it is preferable to lunp together
attributes (i.e. socio-political cohesion and nilitary and econonic
capability) and the characteristic distinction between weak and
strong states. 21

Buzan acknow edges that alnost all weak states are found in the
South or devel oping world, where they find thensel ves trapped by
historical patterns of economic devel opnent and political power
vhi ch | eave t hem under devel oped and therefore unable to nuster the
econonic and political resources necessary to build a stronger state.

What Buzan does not nake clear is how weak powers and states can
become strong. Instead he argues that integration into an
‘“increasingly interdependent international narket econony woul d
contribute to a mature anarchy with its pronmise of greater
international security .22 This woul d be problematic for peripheral
states such as those in Arica, which are not only trapped by
historical patterns of underdevel opnent, but nore crucially, are
weak rendering their economc security vul nerable to nmarket forces
inanintegrated or globalized world econony.

According to Hchard Falk, while the newthreats to security which
defy boundaries cannot be solved by one state a one, the uneven
devel opment fostered by a hierarchical international systemof states
and a global capitalist econony has contributed to an intolerable
situation. The security of the rich seens to be increasingly
di mini shing the security of the poor. 2% Accepting Falk’s argunent, it
is clear that Buzan assunes that an integrated world econony woul d
offer mutual gains for weak and strong states and powers alike.

Fobert Qlpin argues that the placement of a state in the
international division of labour, defined by the Mdern Vérld-
System theory as lying between core, sem-periphery and
periphery, deternines vhether a state is ‘hard or ‘soft’. 2% Wer eas
a hard state is able toresist the potentia negative effects of externa
nmarket forces, channelling themto its own advantage and nanagi ng
its econony effectively, a soft state is pliable, at the nercy of
external narket forces and unable to control its own econonic
affairs. > Sates in the devel oping South and in Arica in particular,
bei ng soft and peripheral, in terns of Glpin's definition, would not
find an integrated world econony beneficial to either their economc



devel opnent or their security. In other words, uneven devel opnent
within the world s capitalist econony sets structural constraints on
the achi evenent of econonic security for the poorest states and their
inhabitants. In this sense, African states are likely to experience
great difficulty in beconing strong or ‘hard, to formpart of what
Buzan calls a ‘mature’ anarchy. Nevertheless, Buzan has noved
beyond the traditional realist fixation on security associated wth
mlitary power.

The problemw th the postnodernist approach is that it regards as
proven the assunptions nade by the pluralist theoretical franework
of international relations. It accordingly asserts that national
sovereignty is unravelling, and that states are proving less and | ess
capabl e of perfornming their traditional tasks. For exanple, Xavier
CGarimargues that global factors increasingly inpinge on gover nnent
deci sions and undernine their capacity to control either external or
donestic politics. He concludes that ‘if state sovereignty has not
actual |y ended, it is under severe challenge . 2% For Booth, the | ogical
alternative to the nodern state as the unit of analysis is the diffusion
of power fromstates to local or regional conmunities so as to cater
for cultural diversity. For exanple, the wder problens of
econoniics coul d be dealt wth effectively at the regiona level. 2’

There can be no denying that regional integration or cooperation, as
a curent trend wthin the international system ans not only to
address the political and economc interests of nenber states, but
also the security needs of their people. Acritical concern is whether
regional security structures necessitate a redefinition of state
sovereignty. Threats to hunan security that conpel a review of the
traditional conceptualization of state sovereignty are especially
noticeable at aregiona level. For exanple, the insecurity that arises
fromillegal inmgration has conpl ex causes and effects, all of them
relating to hunanitarian issues, for exanple people fleeing from
poverty, civil war, drought or economic decline, that nust be
addressed by regional nechanisns or structures. After all, ‘when
peopl e face fanmine or war, no fence, arny or governnent policy, wll
keep them from seeking even narginally better conditions' .28
Therefore, regional nechanisns that are created to address such
threats are ultinately the building blocks for greater regional,
national and individua security. 2°

Post noder ni sts have very often stressed the power of non-state
actors such as MNGs, crine syndicates and N33 to operate beyond the
control of the state. This however, should not be taken to be generally



applicable to all states; nor should it be construed as neaning an end
to state sovereignty. Qearly, non-state actors can nore easily
overpower weak states than strong states. But throughout history
non-state actors have coexisted wth states. A tines the power of
non-state actors has been predonminant while at other tines the
power of the state has been superior. The exi stence of powerful non-
state actors does not nean the death of a state.

It has, likewse, been argued that MNZ have no state attachnent
and operate beyond the control of any state, including their hone
country. But, as Howard Perlnutter argues, ‘the degree of
mul tinationality of an enterprise is positively related to the firms
long-termviability .3%1n other words, an MCwill retain its hone-
country identity because of its need to be protected from outside
interference. For exanple, an M\Cwoul d rely on its honme country or
state to inpose trade or other sanctions on another country, if the
latter endangers its operations. The exanple cones to nind of the
Lhited Sates suspending the Mst Favored Nation (MAN status of
China in 1997 because of violation of copyrights and patents.
Snilarly, the Lhited Kingdomwas protecting the interests of Royal
Dutch Shell when its governnent failed to inpose sanctions on the
Ngerian mlitary junta for the execution of the Qyoniland activists.

The assunption that MNGs increasingly operate beyond the control
of national governnents and the state also ignores the process of
liberalization in the world econony, and the new rules that govern
vworld trade and the integration of states into the world econony. The
addition of new rules such as the Miltilateral Agreenent on
Investnent will grant MG access to any econonic sector of the host
country, ensure the removal of any discrimnatory |egislation
agai nst foreign firns, and guarantee full profit repatriation by the
M\Cs. 3! The power and nobility of MG are not only derived from
advances in technol ogy, but, of an economic |iberalization process
that is driven by states. Martin V@l f argues that the revol utionary
advance in technology ‘nakes globalization feasible, but it is
liberalization that makes it happen' .32 As a result, the MG of the
advanced industrialized countries are able to operate beyond the
control of soft, dependent and weak peripheral states, precisely
because of the rul es advanced by the forner to guarantee uni nhibited
access to the latter’ s econonies.

For the postnodernists, the apparent lack of order in the
international system should no longer donminate security policies,
especially after the collapse of the Soviet LUhion. BEast-Veést



confrontation was dimnished but the world is far from stable.
Advances in mlitary technol ogy have profoundly transforned the
dynanics of the world security | andscape with the begi nning the new
mllennium ‘Anewround of military expansion is in progress anong
naj or powers, notably the WS with its Mssile Defense System
thereby aggravating inbalances in the world nilitary strategic
configuration. This undoubted y poses new chal | enges to world peace
and devel opnent’ . 33

Concl usi on

An adequate conceptualization of hunan security for African states
would ‘link human security wth human devel opnent’ . 34 Econonmic
devel opnent wll have to be at the top of the institutional agenda,
since devel opnent and security are ‘two sides of the sane coin'. 3%
Non-state actors do not have the power to bring about |arge-scale
devel opnent or to resolve the new security threats al one, wthout
any sate assistance. Surely, ‘it is only acadenic to conceive of
rudi nentary security and devel opnent wthout strong, legitinate
states’. 36 (onsequently, in the context of Africas soft states,
strengthening the state is a necessary precondition for the
institutionalization of peace and security. Arican states wll have to
renmain interventionist to build the institutional capacity to nanage
the non-traditional security threats that affect the people of the
conti nent.
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