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1 Introduction

The ‘security concept’ has been reconceptualisesbally since 1990 due to three
developments: a) the end of the Cold War in 1988 wie symbolic fall of the Berlin Wall,

b) the process of globalization and c) the mergmgacts due to Global Environmental
Change? This has resulted in a

a) wideningfrom the narrow military and political dimensiottseconomic, societal and
environmental dimensions;

b) deepeningfrom the ‘state-centred’ to ‘human centred’ consept human security
(UNDP 1994; CHS 2003; Brauch 2009) both upward froational to regional,
international and global security and downwarddmmunity and people’s or human
security;

c) sectorializationto energy, food, water, health, soil, livelihoodimate and other
security concepts that have been used by intematimrganizations and scientists to
upgrade the urgency of their respective activibieBelds.

In the Covenant of theeague of Nation§1919) and in théJnited Nations Charte(1945),
‘international peace and security’ are used asdaails of both to be achieved by global &
regional systems of collective security. Since theourity has been contextualized in a wider
conceptual context of a conceptual quartet inclydbesides security and peace also
development and the environment and the six dyadicceptual relationships that are
addressed from the perspective primarily from tiseidline of (besides philosophy, history,
law, sociology, economics et al.) political scierral international relations in the context of
four research programmes of i) peace researcbedrity, strategic or war studies as well as
iii) development and iv) environmental studies ((Biia 2008).

International relations relies on knowledge in ficédil philosophy, history and international
law, and it was influenced by the three ideal tifaelitions that were identified with realism,
pragmatism, and idealism. In this paper only twahe four research programmes will be
reviewed: a) peace research and b) security studatsare identified with one of the two
common goals and purposes of the United Nations.

This paper addresses two following questions:
« How have the concepts of security evolved in betiosls during the 20century?

 Did a) the global contextual change in 1990, b)bglzation, and c) the emerging
‘anthropocene’ trigger a reconceptualization olsigg?

» Has the gender dimension of security been addrebgethe two selected research
programmes and by major schools of thought?

* Has UNSC Res. 1325 contributed to an agenda saeifitige gender dimension of peace
and security in national governments and intermafiorganizations?

* How has this UNSC Res. 1325 been implemented byonmadt governments and
international organizations during the first tenarge(2000-2010)?

* Has this UNSC Res. 1325 contributed to a scientif@nstreaming of gender issues in the
anaysis of peace and security in the respectiensic programmes?

2 See the three volumes comprising the Global Enwirental and Human Security Handbook with 270 peer
reviewed book chapters written by more than 30@a@mstfrom over 100 countries that were edited lbgaan
of 11 co-editors from 10 countries (Brauch/Oswahdiigy/Grin et al. 2009; Brauch/Oswald Spring/Mesjas
al. 2008, 2011).



2 Three Traditions and Four Research Programmes

International relations emerged at the Peace Cemder in Versailles (1929) when policy
advisers agreed to establish scientific instithbeshe study of international relations to focus
on causes, conditions, and forms of war and peakepn approaches of international conflict
resolution. Between 1919 and 1939, an idealist gggtr focusing on international

organizations and institutions prevailed.

2.1 Scientific Traditions of International Relations
Three intellectual traditions on IR co-exist:

» the Hobbesianor Machiavellianrealist with a primary focus on power politics and on
military strategy;

» theKantianidealistfocusing on international law;

» the Grotian rationalist pursuing cooperation irrespective of power diffeerand the
democratic deficit.

These three traditions and at least five fundanmelgaates have affected the research in the
two schools of peace and conflict research asasgeith security, strategic, and war studies.

While in the early years of IR legal perspectivedhie Wilsonian tradition prevailed in the
UK and US. During the Cold War (1947-1989) intermaal relations was dominated by
theoretical approaches developed primarily by Aoaerischolars. Between 1917 and 1991,
the theoretical debate in the East was influenced/brxist-Leninist ideology and Maoist
thinking. In Asia, Africa, and Latin America diffent traditions prevailed that were often
inspired by third world intellectuals. Since 19%@ tUS intellectual dominance in IR has de-
clined, and the Soviet influence disappeared. Sithem an increasing theoretical and
conceptual diversity has emerged and new centresrafeptual innovation are emerging.

2.2 School of Peace and Conflict Research

Peace research as an independent research prograamastablished in the inter-war period
by Quincy Wright and Lewis Frye Richardson. In @%ge to the realist paradigm in
International Relations (IR) during the Cold Waeape research centres were established
starting in the USA in many other countries.

During the Cold War, peace research focused botthemilitarized East-West conflict and
on the issues of underdevelopment and North-Sceltitions that was aimed both at the
scientific community and as alternative expertise docial movements. Since 1990, peace
and conflict research has been confronted with maew challenges, with new wars,
problems of nationalism and ethnicity, and a reédimig on security. While during the Cold
War the major focus were critiques of the secuaityl armament policies, since the 1990’s
many peace researchers have shifted to a wideredespened security concept, especially
to societal, environmental, and human securitygssu

Since 1964, many peace researchers and peace aniflictcoesearch institutes have
cooperated in the framework of theternational Peace Research Associat{tPRA). For
those who have focused on ‘negative peace’ (Galllg&®), security issues, and conceptual
approaches have been a major concern.

Since the late 1960’s, many peace researchergugiithe approaches of security studies
from theory-guided as well as policy perspectivEairing the 1980’s, critical peace
researchers focusing on ‘alternative’ security leey@ative experts for political parties, social
movements and the media, thus contributing to @ejoiual debate that mobilized millions of
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people in Europe against the deployment of neweanclveapons and missiles, but also for
the disarmament and human rights. During the Coltt Yériod a narrow security concept
prevailed that focused on the political and mifitdimension in most peace research studies.

2.3 School of Security, Strategic, and War Studies

International and national security, strategic, aaal studies are research programmes in the
realist or Hobbesian tradition. From the 1940’sthe 1980’s strategic studies dealt with
military affairs. Security or strategic studies egesl in the US after 1945 when the new US
global military role created a need of the natiosakurity, military, and intelligence
community for policy advice, but also a politicgaterest in an intensive national debate to
sustain high military expenditures. In 1948, RANRsaset up to improve policy-making.
During the 1950’s and 1960’s, security studies i@dptystems analysis and contributed to the
development of doctrines and to the debate on ig®of nuclear deterrence, focused on arms
control, strategic decision-making, alliance pali@punter-insurgency, and economics of
defence. In the 1970’s area studies, arms racerytheooliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and advanced technology, and inteligemere added. Since the 1960’s security
studies became an academic undertaking distingt thee approach of think tanks. Research
programmes were set up at leading US universita®l in the 1970’s’s sections on
international security studies were formed in IS APSA.

According to Weever and Buzan, security studies ‘fge in the US and was exported to
Europe, where they were conducted in foreign politstitutes, military academies, and
military staff colleges training military officeré.eading military strategic thinkers were Bla-
ckett, Liddle Hart, Howard and Freedman (UK), Aaord Hassner (France), and Bertram and
Ruhl in Germany. In the Soviet Union the two polibink tanks: IMEMO and the Institute of
US and Canada Studies, became centres of polioyation during the Gorbachev era, and
their concepts contributed to many Soviet foreighqy initiatives in the late 1980’s.

The main global security studies institution is th&ernational Institute of Strategic Studies
(1ISS) that was founded in 1958 in London. The [K88s to facilitate contacts between go-
vernment, business, and analysts on internatictairgy.

Since 1990, ‘critical security studies’ emergedthie US, Canada, and UK. Between both
research programmes of peace research and sestuidigs, many scientific disputes existed
on theoretical assumptions, methodological appeschnd on policy issues where their
concepts of security were mostly ignored.

3  Evolution of Security Concepts in Security Stude

Since 1945 two new concepts of ‘international pemu security’ in the UN Charter (1945)
and ‘national security’ in the US National Securgt (1947) entered the vocabulary of
international politics and relations.

During the Cold War period (1947-1989), for thelistamainstream in IR, the ‘national
security’ concept focused on the state as theeefabject that prevailed both in the political
debate and in the research on ‘security studiag vhat did the key goal of this analysis, the
concept of ‘security’, mean for this programme?

In the Cold War, Arnold Wolfers noted a shift froen welfare to a national security
interpretation of the ‘national interest’ that bew synonymous with national security. He
cautioned that “'security’ covers a range of gaasvide that highly divergent policies can be
interpreted as policies of security.” As a coreueabf a nation, he defined “security, in an
objective sense, measures the absence of threatgjtired values, in a subjective sense, the
absence of fear that such values will be attackel@’.acknowledged that security dangers



cannot be measured objectively but are always #seiltr of subjective evaluation and
speculation.

For Frei and Gaupp (1978) security is both a “vayabol” but often it is used as an empty
formula. But which values are to be protected agjawhich dangers? Among them are a
minimal economic welfare, a certain political amtial autonomy, and status as a group, or
the survival of the system. The more the intendeldies are above the desired level, the
higher the degree of security will be. State séguas the realization of state values at a
desired level is being endangered at three leatsrdlict and uncertainty: a) within society;
b) within political and non-political relations tiie state and society towards its context and
to international organizations; c) within the costén other states and societies and in
international organizations. This pointed to fowndtional levels of state security of
reproduction, production, steering, and integratidoth interpreted insecurity as a
consequence of conflict and uncertainty where \walre being threatened by scarcity and or
inconsistency, and by an uncertainty whether thay loe reached in the future. Achieving
security depends on whether, a) both value scaf@tyflict on distribution) and value incon-
sistency (due to ideological conflict) may endanggues; and b) incomplete information and
a missing coordination of action lead to uncertainThe degree of security depends on the
externally determined uncertainty of conflict and the self-determined strategies for
reducing insecurity. These studies remained unedticx the English security studies
literature.

Buzan (1983: 1) argued that “one needs to undeatsteconcept of security in order to have
a proper understanding of the national securityolgrm, and secondly, that in its prevailing
usage the concept is so weakly developed as todaequate to the task.” For him security is
an underdeveloped concept that has been ‘ambigus’ ‘contested’ due to its partial
overlap with the concept of power and to the irgeref policy-makers to maintain its
‘symbolic ambiguity’. Buzan’s objective is “to ddep a holistic concept of security which
can serve as a framework for those wishing to afty@dyconcept to particular cases”.

Buzan analysed as referent objects individualsestand the international system. Individual
security is seen as a social problem (‘social sgtuwith the state as a protector and as a
source of threat. National security is analysedrasbject of the interrelationship between the
idea of the state, its physical base, and its tutginal expression. The nation state is
confronted with manifold threats and vulnerabiitién the international system the state is
confronted with international anarchy, a specifistem structure, and security complexes that
pose a defence as well ap@wver-security dilemmtor the state. He concluded with a plea for
a holistic view of security that discusses natiosedurity in relation to the individual, the
state, and the international system.

In the US the renaissance of security studies ascademic field started in the mid 1970’s
when the Ford Foundation sponsored several stcatagitres in security studies, and when
the International Security(1976) journal was founded. For security studhesoty creation,
testing are preconditions for theory applications.

In 1992, Lynn-Jones conducted a review of inteamati security studies (ISS) where he
defined as its object: “international violence d@hiats to the security of states” with two key
themes: “1) the causes and prevention of war, aredr&tegy — how military forces are used
for political purposes” while “the effects of wangceived less attention. He defined ‘national
security’ as “defending a particular state agaemaernal threats”, for ‘international security’
as “security interdependence renders the unilajguasuit of security impossible”, while
‘global security’ refers to “institutions to dealittv ecological, economic, military and other
threats to the global community or even the sutvdfahe planet”. Within ISS, its scope of
analysis from a narrow focus of ‘national securityi violence and war to a wide focus of

5



‘global security’ remained controversial, but a sensus emerged that the traditional war and
peace issues remained important but that the nafuheeats should be broadened when they
became a cause of conflict, and economic threatsldgtbe included. He added to the agenda
for future security studies: regional security &ssun the developing world, proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, US defence policygtd8d strategy, problems of nationalism,
causes of peace and cooperation and economicseandtg, but not environmental security
issues that sere then suggested by Ullman, Myer3/athews.

Stephen Walt (1991), a leading American neo-reatisterved a “Renaissance of Security
Studies” since the mid 1970’s when they starteldeimome “more rigorous, methodologically
sophisticated, and theoretically inclined”. In kiew, the main focus of security studies is
“the phenomenon of war”. They may be defined as %tudy of the threat, use, and control of
military force” by exploring the conditions “thatake the use of force more likely, the way
the use of force affects individuals, states, amteties, and the specific policies that states
adopt in order to prepare for, prevent, or engagevar’. He argued against a widened
security agenda because this would destroy itdlestaal coherence. Walt added to the
agenda of security studies: domestic politics, eaud peace and cooperation, power of ideas,
end of the Cold War, questions of economics andirgge refining of theories, and a
protection of the database.

Edward A. Kolodziej (1992) called “for a richer aaptual, broader, interdisciplinary, theo-
retically more inclusive, and ... a more policy-redav understanding of security studies”.
Instead of an exclusive focus on ‘American natioseturity’ based on a narrow notion of
realism, he proposed to analyse “international sgcwr security per se” including the
“threats posed by states to groups and individues!’ those posed by “non-state actors” such
as guerrilla, terrorism, and low-intensity warfaaed the dual nature of the state as an object
of these movements and as a “major source of iatemal insecurity”. This reflected a call
of a deepening of the security actors, away from rlarrow state-centred focus, for both
security by whom and for whom. He proposed a seguidielines, including 1) a broader
scope of ‘reality’; 2) the behavioural and normati@ssumptions on which the research is
based should be states; 3) the disciplinary aretdigciplinary scope should be widened; 4)
the historical and empirical bases for generaliregtishould be widened; 5) the problem to be
solved should determine the scope and parameten®rafative theory; and 6) “resist the
temptation to consign security studies to a ghettbe academy”.

The dispute between Walt (1991) and Kolodziej (39@2lects for Buzan, Weaever, and de
Wilde (1998) the debate between state-centredtimadiists and a wider concept of security
with different referent objects and sectors or disiens of analysis. Buzan and the
Copenhagen school opted for the wideners and cadbive levels of analysis (international
system, international subsystem, units, subunigjviduals) with five security sectors
(military, environmental, economic, societal, pohl). Their key innovation has been
Weever's theory of securitization that is definedaasintersubjective process that is socially
constructed. While the traditional referent objetsecurity has been tretate, the primary
referent object of security are theoplewho may be threatened by another or their state.

Terrif, Croft, James, and Morgan (1999) noted “tthedre is no agreement what constitutes
security”, because its core “contain normative @eta that mean that analysts and policy-
makers cannot agree upon a definition through amexation of empirical data”. Many
national policy-makers and IR officials have redefi security concepts and agendas since
1990. They noted a disagreement on the referent pod on the nature of the threat. For Ken
Booth (1995) “the enemy is us, Western consumedastocracy ... is the problem.” In their
perspective “security and security studies at tmel ef the twentieth century seem
disaggregated and bewildering.” This is due bottheoend of the Cold War, but also due to
the “intellectual vibrancy of the subfield of seityistudies”.
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Steve Smith reviewed the changing conceptualizatibsecurity between 1980 and 2000
when “the concept of security was both widened d@epened”. International relations and
security studies have changed, “neo-realism isamgdr dominant,” and “the state is no
longer the only actor, and less privileged tharoteef

Within security studies, he distinguished betwé&aditional security studiethat adhered to
the state as the key referent object, while tlen-traditional literature discussed a)
alternative defence and common secultifytheThird World security schopt) Copenhagen
schoo] d) constructivist e) critical, f) feminist and g)poststructuralsecurity studies. In light
of 11 September 2001, Smith (2005) interpreted@ticepts of security as theory-dependent
what makes a neutral definition of the concept isgtllle. He concludes that “the events of
September 11 support those who wish to widen argeatethe concept of security,” although
this event has been used to strengthen the sttmiitary security.

Based on the critical theory and stimulated by Bpand Smith Richard Wyn Jones (1999)
developed an emancipation paradigm for securitgrihand practice and argued that with the
end of the Cold War the old concepts and theotiest Whatever limited relevance they once
enjoyed”. He distinguishes betwedeaepeningbroadeningandextendingsecurity suggesting
that security analysts should concentrate “makimgdividual human beings the ultimate
referents” of analysis what must be understood aspterequisite for bringing about
comprehensive security”. He argues that “theorfeseourity must be for those who are made
insecure by the prevailing order, and their purpagest be to aid their emancipation.” and
“critical security studies [should] be capable moily of mapping out the contours of the
present but of plotting a course for the future”.

Ken Booth (2005), a conceptual leadecnofical security studiegalled for a bottom-up criti-
gue of the orthodoxy in security studies and foethinking of the security debate, after the
US response to 11 September 2001. In his viewddasi that shaped the mainstream realism
during the Cold War: “derived from a combination Ariglo-American, statist, militarized,
masculinized, top-down, methodologically positiyighd philosophically realist thinking, all
shaped by the experiences and memories of thevirateryears and World War Il and the
perceived necessities of the Cold War (Booth 200%9. argues that this worldview:
“continues to survive and flourish because the aggn is congenial for those who prosper
from [its] intellectual hegemony”. According to Bio(2005), CSS should be “more self-
conscious and sophisticated,...self-reflective ... apdn to change”, that “seeks to expose
the problems of contemporary social and politidal’ from a distance. It should avoid “static
interest”, should be “ethically progressive”, airh “@mancipation” based on a “broader
agenda”, and offer a “better understanding of &lationship between theory and practice”.
He called for adeepeningof the analysis by including other referents thlae state, from
individuals to humankind and he supportdat@adeningof the security agenda.

In his Theory of World SecurityBooth (2007: 71) he carried his critical analysistter,
where he introduced gender as a category of asatgging that

security has been one area where feminist empinogk was minimal for a long time, and is still
in short supply. ... Those feminists working in ségustudies have thought o de-naturalize the
dominant framework of patriarchal assumptions, &xations, understandings, and prescriptions;
the latter have all been attacked as gendered. minkst theorists remain a beleaguered group
within IR. They are criticized ... for not understamgl ‘the real world’, for their middle-class bias;
for generalizing from a distinctly ‘Western’ positi; for overgeneralizing; for overlooking other
referents (notably men); for dwelling on victimhoddr not ‘doing’ theory properly; and for a
reductive concern with gender. ... Many of the conseat the heart of feminist scholarship
converge directly with those central to a critittedory of world security.



Michael Sheehan (2005) observed that the referemsecurity as an “essentially contested
concept” was often used as an excuse for not eyergtto define what the key concept of
strategic and security studies means. While thargggroblems, agendas, policies, and the
focus of the competing schools addressing secstitglies have significantly changed since
1990, the question remained unanswered how thisaffasted the meaning of the key
concept of security, and how such a reconceptualizaf security has occurred.

The security concept in strategic and securityisgidas hardly been defined in the literature.
For Sheehan (2005: 178) how security is definedita “because it is a crucial factor in
determining how societies choose to allocate thearce resources, and what is deemed to be
a legitimate political discourse.”

Ole Weever (2004) noted an increasing split in thbates on security studies in the US
between offensive, defensive, neo- and post-clalssalism, as well as constructivists, and
neoliberal institutionalists and the emergence isfirttt theories on security in Europe he
associated with Aberystwyth (Booth, Wyn Jones),Paris (Bigo) and Copenhagen
(securitization theory).

The intellectual leader of thParis schoolis Didier Bigo who is inspired by Bourdieu,
Foucault, and other French sociologists, &udtures & Conflictsis a major platform. His
empirical work has shown: “how internal and extés®urity merge as agencies compete for
the gradually deterritorialized tasks of traditibpalice, military and customs that jointly
produce a new threat image by connecting immignatioganized crime and terror. Insecurity
is largely a product of security discourses andisgcpolicy.”

The contextual change of 1990 has triggered mahitbbnges in the thinking on security in
strategic, security, and war studies. But this teelma reconceptualization of security has
remained self-centred, often due to the lack ofldedge on theoretical debates in other parts
of the world and a lacking participation of the@presentatives in global debates. For the
policy elites the annual and regional conferenceshe IISS offer a platform to discuss
security policy issues. Except ISA, the World Coefees on IR, UNESCO, no platform
exists for a global debate on reconceptualizingisgc

While most authors agree that a widening and a ateeg of security have occurred the
changes in the security concept were hardly defirtast on the basic changes in the
theoretical approaches, the security problems, dageand policies since 1990, a consensus
emerged. The reviewed literature did not refer e sectorialization of security such as
energy, food, water, health or livelihood secuntgr to the human security conceptualization
and to the human security debate in the peace amdlabment community. The debates
outside the Western world were in most cases ighofais self-centred Western security
dialogue has remained unchanged. This has beemtiawty that has remained unchanged by
the end of the Cold War.

X.4 Security Concepts in Peace Research

The key goal of the peace research community hasséa on the ‘peace’ concefdaltung
distinguished between ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ pealefining positive peace as the absence
of ‘structural violence’, and negative peace as dbsence of ‘physical violence’. While
‘positive peace’ is closely connected with sodiggtice, overcoming exploitation and granting
of social, economic, and individual human rightsedative peace’ focused on research on
wars, conflicts, armaments, arms control and diganent policies and strategies.

While the concept of ‘security’ affects both posgitiand negative peace, it was discussed by
those researchers who worked on military and statg¢red security issues during the Cold
War. Schwerdtfeger (2001) discussed security a®@posite term like violence, power,
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aggression, war, enmity and conflict. With the depment of the modern nation state the
original understanding of peace was replaced byéeerity concerns of the state, which was
reflected in both the state sciences and in paliscience. In peace research, traditional peace
researchers understood peace within the secuadynrevhile critical peace researchers saw
peace as a potential for development. How have ¢bageptualized security during and after
the Cold War?

This review on the security concept will be seleztibased on IPRA Proceedings and
assessments of peace research results. At thetseN®RA conference in 1977, two con-
tributions focused on security dealing with “The dde of National Security” in Brazil
(Cavalla 1979) and “Security policy options for tt@80’s — new perspectives for a policy of
détente and arms reduction in Central Europe” (8al979). Both reflect different policy
concerns and research agendas.

Cavalla, a former minister from Chile, critiquedeticoncepts of national security as the
ideologies of the nation state, many of them when truled by military dictatorships “which
implement new types of states of exception, camstg the expression of the bourgeois
counterrevolution in dependent countries”. In hsavthis “doctrine [is] for the military who
execute centralized government functions” and iretated to other bourgeois counterrevo-
lutionary theories” that were used to legitimizational security states” and their actions.

Brauch (1979) dealt with arms control theory andcpice pertaining to Europe and argued
that “security should not be seen only in terma aifilitary balance of power. Other elements:
economic potential and ideological attractivenesd atability should be included in any
power equation”. Both contributions were symptomdtir the security-related discussions
within IPRA: a fundamental critique of a concepttivas used by the military elites to legiti-
mize their rule and repression, and a reformisinat to look for ways out of the doctrines of
mutual assured destruction. But both did not cotuadize what they meant with security.

At the eighth IPRA conference in 1979, Gert KrdlBb81) offered a first analysis of “the
development of the concept of security”. For hihe security concept has been “one of the
most important terms of everyday political speeuid one of the most significant values in
political culture”. In his definition “security mea first absence of danger and protection
against danger, or ... the presence of desired sédltie pointed to the object of protection
(territorial inviolability of the state, citizenhgsical survival and autonomy) and referred to a
threefold dilemma “of securing peace with militamgans in the Nuclear Age”. He also noted
an extension of the concept to ‘economic’, indiabdaon-military dimensions of security:
globalization and interdependence, and he obsemeed developments for security policy,
such as resource scarcity, interdependence amaoig @and issues, new patterns of military,
political and economic conflict; a reduced utilaf the military instrument in the pursuit of
security goals, an increase in complexity of decisnaking, and unprecedented problems of
adjustment and global responsibility.

Since 1990, many of these reflections on securigyewapplied by governments in their
broadened or extended security concepts, e.g.onGarman defence white papers of 1994,
2006.

These conceptual considerations were developeueiubly Jahn, Lemaitre and Waever (1987)
and later by the Copenhagen school.

The 13" International Conference of IPRA in 1990 focused'Beconceptualizing Security”
with contributions by Randall Forsberg, Lothar BepPatricia Mische and Ursula Oswald. In
here introduction, Elise Boulding referred to aroarand wider concept.

Forsberg (US) and Brock (Germany) adhered to aomamilitary security concept, while
Mische (US) and Oswald (Mexico) included environtaérsecurity dangerskorsberg
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(1992: 67-78) argued for an alternative securitstesyn based on non-offensive defence and
peacekeeping, she pointed to positive conditionsdEmilitarization but referred also to
dangers on how a new arms race could emerge dueettita, vested interests of military
officers and defence industriddock argued that the fear of a nuclear war was replageal

widespread fear that the natural basis of humaitizeition may be destroyed through the dynamic
of this very civilization; that the biosphere mag thrown out of balance, with unforeseeable con-
sequences for all existing social systems; that nvirenmental destruction will darken the
expectations of future generations.

Mische (1992: 103-119) saw in past military actestan obstacle to new systems of security
and argued that the advancement of world peacessenéal to ecological security. She
suggested an increased focus on the linkages betWweenvironment, peace, and security.

From a third world perspective, Oswald (1992) oweiti strategies to overcome the
development myth and enter peaceful post-developaetopia by critiquing three strategies
of, a) the integration of liberal and neoliberabeemies and the formation of huge economic
blocs with their respective backyards; b) a newneoac order, and ¢) an “autonomous
development with some temporary, sectoral, or regidelinking from the world economy”
based on forces “from below and based on ecologigdl non-violent criteria”. She argued
that the third alternative “point the way to a pefat, sustainable green alternative path that
could change the nature-society relationship, anodyre an ecologically viable, non-violent
beginning of the next century.”

These four conceptual assessments of July 1996mpeed the debate between the adherents
of a narrow security concept and the proponenta afidened, deepened, and extended

security concept that has been in the centre ofi#ate in international security studies and

peace research since the early 1990'’s.

Brock (2004) remained sceptical of an extensiorhef security concept. While a widened
security concept would overcome the territoriahfian of security by a functional approach,
a widened concept would extend the categories lianyi thinking to non-military issue areas
and thus potentially contribute to their militativen. He suggested as an alternative ... a
return to a comprehensive discourse on peace @rdfdt a transformation of security policy
towards demilitarization could better be achievathwa narrow rather than with a widened
security concept. He pointed to the ambivalencthefextended security concept that can be
used both to emphasize the need of a civil confliahsformation and to legitimize a
limitation of civil rights and freedoms domestigall

Johan Galtung in his early writings (1951-1980)ided a conceptualization of security, but
in 1982 he suggested alternative security doctriff@genty years later, in the mission
statement of Transcend security was mentioned asid¢on-military Approaches to Security
and War Abolition While Galtung repeatedly criticized the secudboncept he did not offer
any systematic analysis of security similar todeinition of peace.

The SIPRI director Alyson Bailes (2006), noted éhpeocesses of change for the conceptions
of danger and security in the post Cold War eradbaersification of the security agenda, b)
diversity of actors, and c) the preference for sohs involving action rather than restraint”.
The forms of violence have broadened from intréestanflicts to transnational opponents
(terrorists, lawlessness, and criminality) andripgéesonal violence. Thus, the security goal of
governments has widened to the “protection of peapld their rights against the whole range
of such disorders” with an increasing focus onrimaésecurity. In addition non-military risks
of climate change, desertification and disasterhéostate and people have increased. While
the Westphalian system of nation states domindiedecurity analysis during the Cold War,
since 1990 new actors both below and above thematiate and transnational actors are
objects of security analysis.

10



Paul Rogers, a former director of the Bradford $tlnd Peace Studies, saw at the heart of a
new security paradigm three drivers: “the widenimgalth-poverty divide, environmental
constraints on development, and the vulnerabilitglite societies to paramilitary action. The
paradigm ... has been evolving largely unnoticedafoleast a couple of decades, and there
have already been numerous indicators” (Rogers/®&0800; Rogers 2002). He argued that
this socio-economic divide, environmental constsgiand the spread of military technologies
are most likely leading to conflicts what requifés develop a new paradigm around the
policies likely to enhance peace and limit conflidthat should focus on a) arms control, b)
closing the wealth-poverty divide, and c) respogdmenvironmental constraints.

In a German project on the future of peace (Sahpp&aNeichsel 2002, 2006; Jahn/Fi-
scher/Sahm 2005) two contributions by Brauch andigZdiscussed security issues. Brauch
(2002) argued that disarmament should not be askellesny longer within a narrow concept
of national security, but should use a broader r#gcaoncept. Zangl (2005) discussed to
which extent the post-national constellation oéinational security policy has differed from
the national constellation that has evolved siree 1990's, a shift that has occurred in
international economic, environment, and commuriooapolicy since the 1970’s. Since the
1990’s in international security policy there h&eb a shift in security dangers from national
(other states) to transnational (terrorists, crimetworks) actors. He argued that the
supranationalization of governance gradually sesinte the 1990’s with the significant

increase in UN peacekeeping operations, most ofl tihealing with civil war situations where

the participation and the use of force was accomepaby an increasing ‘international’

legitimization through international security cont® and not solely of national security
interests. This implies that international secupglicy must be analysed as a multi-level
policy that differs from the security policy of tmational constellation. He did not discuss
whether this shift implied a reconceptualizatiorpdvailing security concepts.

Due to this widening of the security agenda, thatsgjies and means needed to cope with
new dangers have also changed. This was a contehe &N SG’s High Level Panel on
Threats (UN 2004). Accordingly the scope of segucibncerns and the security agenda of
international organizations have widened signifigarsince 1990 “towards fields where
economic, social and other functional processed (@mpetences) prevail’. However, this
review of the changes in the security agenda atmtsaduring and after the Cold War has
avoided a discussion of the security concept angthich extent a reconceptualization has
taken place.

From this review of selected writings on securijydeace researchers in the Western world,
it may be concluded that the analysis of conceptssilies of security was no major
preoccupation within peace research. While peasearehers have already referred to the
need for a widening of the security concept siteelate 1970’s, and discussed the need for a
widening and deepening of the concept, no systenadsessment exists that traces the
manifold changes of its use.

While a reconceptualization of security could besared, this was rarely linked to the
fundamental contextual change of 1989, only pdytia globalization, and not to the shift
towards a new phase in earth history.

5 New Post Cold War Conceptual Disputes and Effostfor an
Integration of Critical Approaches

A lively debate on the reconceptualization of s#guwvas triggered by the end of the Cold
War. The major turning point has been 9 Novembe8918nd not 11 September 2001.
Several innovations were evolving prior to the glatoirn of 1989-1991 suggesting:

= A peace and security policy ‘beyond deterrence’;
11



a widening of the agenda (of what and for whom?) of US nali@ezurity during the
1980’s;

a broadeningof the scope from ‘national’ to ‘common’, ‘mutual’and ‘comprehensive’
security;

a deepeningof the concept of security from ‘national’ to ‘imtetional’, ‘global’ and
‘world’ security;

a sectorialization of security from national and international to oOtgical,
environmental security and

analternative focusndgoal from an offensive towards ‘alternative securityice the late
1970’s;

Since 1990, the contextual change has triggeredrakeadditional conceptual innovations
suggesting:

awideningof the scopedf wha) to at least five ‘sectors’ or ‘dimensions’;

a deepeningf the actors, referent objecter{whom and by whoyand levels of analysis
from the nation ‘statetpwardto ‘international’ actors andownwardto sub-state actors,
such as micro regions, communities, ethnic grodlass, families, and individuals;

a reorientation from a ‘state-centred’ to a ‘people’s-centred’ mygrh suggested by
UNDP, UNESCO, the Commission on Human Security agdthe Study Group on
Europe’s Security Capabilities;

and afurther developmenbf people-centred human security concepts from dmrno
gender security and to a combined concept of hugemder, and environmental security;

a sectorializationof security as reflected in energy, food, watealth, and other sectoral
concepts as climate security;

ashiftfrom a ‘national constellation’ to a ‘post-natiomanstellation’;

a diversification of the theoretical approaches within internatioreétions and security
studies from positivism to constructivism, and postlern, postpositivist, post
structuralist, feminist, critical security studies;

a renewedshrinkingtowards a narrow national military security concefihin the policy-
oriented strategic community primarily in the U&ttlare involved in consultancies for the
military and defence firms;

anintegrationof the manifold critical approaches with the enesice of a ‘New European
Security Theory'.

The controversies between security studies andepessearch that have been very heated
from the late 1960’s to the late 1980’s have madibappeared after the end of the Cold War.
Rather, the debates on the widening and deepetitigecsecurity concept have occurred

primarily within the two research programmes:

primarily within the security studiecommunity between the neo-realist proponents of a
narrow security agenda and those that have propasediening and deepening of the
security concept both from realist, critical reglisr Grotian realist and many other
postmodernist and poststructuralist approaches;

and to a lesser extent within tppeace researchommunity where some of the founding
fathers cautioned against a militarization of wiel@nsecurity concepts, while others
pointed to a shift in the urgency of non-militaryrhan security dangers and concerns that
require utmost efforts (climate change) where tligary tools and logic are irrelevant.
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The three schools that have developed in Europeanrity studies have stimulated the
emergence of a ‘New European Security Theory' whieflects the divergent critical
theoretical approaches to security in Europe, psefealitative interpretative methods, and
which have partly integrated themes previously aessid in peace research (Burger/Stritzel
200545).

According to Booth (1997), the end of the Cold Wiarovoked an intellectual crisis for
strategists adopting an orthodox approach to ggtuwhile this rupture was less severe for
those who had previously challenged this orthodoxy.

The CASE manifesto brought together a team of ypthmepretically minded, and promising
scholars that try to overcome the dichotomies ofdéBates in IR and security studies. This
effort to integrate the critical approaches in geesearch of the 1970’s and 1980’s with the
critical approaches in security studies and byding different disciplines together into an
emerging new integrated European theoretical appréi@at is fundamentally distinct from
the American versions of structural, classicalneo-classical realism, or neo-realism, is also
a signal of a scientific emancipation of a new gatien of European scholars working on
security issues that have returned to the createés of the diverse European intellectual
traditions. This vibrant intellectual debate chafjes the often self-centred American
scientific debates.

However, this new European centred security dismuand theory development must
broaden its scope to include the critical concdpgaaurity debates outside Europe and North
America. This is both a challenge and an opporyuriia theoretically trained new generation
of security scholars to engage in scientific diseuss with young scholars from Asia, Africa,
the Arab World, as well as from Latin America ahd Caribbean.

While the dispute between representatives of iauit, neo-realist, and narrowly focused se-
curity studies on the one hand, and policy-oriengedce researchers of the older generation
has re-emerged especially since 2000 especiallytaltlee policies legitimized by the events
of 11 September 2001, there seems to have beerbaiedbetween peace researchers and
critical security studies. In this literature, humsecurity concepts were not discussed and
sectoral security concepts were ignored.

Much of the vitality of the vibrant theoretical andnceptual debate on security seems to have
taken place since 1990 within security studiesunoge, and especially as a result of the new
approach of the Copenhagen school and the critighidbe school of CSS. However, in
nearly all contributions to the Western or North émoan and European debates, the
contributions of scholars in Asia, Africa, in thead World, and in Latin America were
mostly ignored. The reconceptualization of secwstipuld not remain a purely inter Western
effort; the work of scientists representing theeoth billion people should be analysed more
closely.

These conclusions are drawn from the above debates:

= The security agendéas horizontally widened from a narrow militarylipocal security
perspective to a more comprehensive one that iesltite economic, the societal, and the
environmental sectors or dimensions.

= The actors of security policy have also widened and are nuogéw (except for some
realists) limited to the state, increasingly subleral, supranational, and transnational
non-state actors must be included.

= So far thehuman and gender securitiebate and theectoral security conceptsave not
been systematically integrated by both approaches.
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In summer 2009, 20 years after the end of the A&t conflict, both the security concept
and security policies remain highly contested, thetdebate has been less polarized between
two opposing scientific poles of peace research sexlrity studies. Both schools have
focused primarily on their in-group debates, aretérhave been fewer controversies between
both schools that have dominated the 1970’s an@0'3@Riring the the first (1969-1974/1979)
and second détente (1987-1989) and the second\Wad1979-1987).

Based on the achievements of these debates, ther suiggests with regard to the future:

= a criticalreflectionand deeper understanding on the concept of sgciistetymological
and historical evolution, and contemporary use iffeigent cultures and religions in all
parts of the world and not only in Europe, North éqna, and in the OECD world;

= aprogressive integratioof the components of a new critical theory of s#guincluding
a deepening of the actor and referent objects,d@mimg of the sectors, dimensions, and
fields;

* aninternationalizationof the new thinking on security by overcoming iteritthern (Euro-
pean, North American) focus and Western theoretesdurce base.

According to theHuman Security Doctrine for Europ@004), ... “civilians should play a
significant role in a new EU force designed to cainidobal insecurity and protect citizens in
conflict zones.” This report “argues for a fundamaérrethink of Europe’s approach to
security — not only within its borders, but beyota.the 2% century, when no country or
region is immune from terrorism, regional wars, amged crime, failing states or the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, Earepnnot ignore the growing insecurity
around the globe”.

Security has been and will remain a ‘contested eptién international relations, in strategic
studies, and in peace research in the decadesne doe to both contextual political challen-
ges (transition to the Anthropocene), diverse caltimpacts, and scientific innovations.

6. Towards a Conceptual Quartet: Peace, Security,
Development and the Environment

These four social science concepts of peace, $gcdevelopment and environment refer to
four research programmes in political sciengeace researclas a value-oriented research
programmesecurity strategicor war studiesas a theory and policy-oriented research field,
developmentand environmental studiesThis conceptual quartet of key concepts, research
programmes and policy areas implies six dyadicagds (figure 1).

The UN Charter focuses only on the classic ‘agemdgeace and security (L1). With the
decolonization process ‘development’ was addechéoUN agenda in the 1950’s. With the
first UN Summit on Environment in Stockholm in 19T ‘environment’ followed and with
the Brundtland Report (WCED 1987) ‘sustainable’ elepment was added (L5). Since the
1990's, three phases of research addressed linkat\sen security and environment (L 6).

For the four key concepts nine different positioas be distinguished: For the classical peace
and security agenda three worldviews of Hobbesgafists, Grotian pragmatists, and Kantian
optimists exist. On development three theoreticaitoversies occurred between moderni-
zation and critical theories (imperialismependenciaperipheral capitalism, etc.) and with
sustainable development approaches. On environinmsizes, three standpoints exist of
pessimist Neo-Malthusians, pragmatic equity-oriendestributionists, and optimist Cornu-
copians.
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Figure 1: Research Programmes and Linkages within the ComaleQuartet

Research programmes |ihhe Conceptual Quartet Conceptual Linkages
international relations
Peace Research Peace «—  Security: Peace and security (Waey
Security Studies Segurity dilemma 2008)

»: Peace and environment (Osw|
Spring 2008)

3: Peace and devepment (De
Four Conceptual Pillars Soysa 2008)

Development Studies
Environment Studies

S-P:Security Dilemma il 4: Development and environment

D-E: Sustainable Deve- | Development, , EnvironmepkBrown 2008)

lopment Sustainable development Séggg)elopment and security (Uv
S-E-D:Survival Dilemma ) ,

) 6: Security and environme
P-D-E:Sustainable Peade (Dalby 2008)

Four linkage concepts have been discussed in @seawhich two have been widely used:

1. Security dilemmdor the classical peace and security interact®®);
2. Sustainable developmeiatr the link between environment and developmBrE].

In addition, two new conceptual pillars have emdrge

3. Sustainable peachas been used in the UN context and by actiomt@tk researchers
who combined peace with sustainable developmebt-B5-

4. Survival dilemmaaddresses security, environment, and developnmages caused by
human and nature-induced factors of global enviremial change.

The six conceptual linkages between the four keycepts of peace, security, environment, and
development have been analyzed in detail in siytelns on: 1) peace and security (Waever
2008); 2) peace and environment (Oswald 2008)gare and development (De Soysa 2008);
4) development and environment (Brown 2008); 5)ettgsment and security (Uvin 2008); and
6) security and environment (Dalby 2008). Besidaes two classic concepts of the UN
Charter, two new concepts and policy areas of dgwveént and environment and of
sustainable development have gradually emergee #nec1950’s, 1970’s, and late 1980's.

7 Achievements and Deficits on Gender Issues

Which role has “gender” and have “gender conceassdn objective of scientific analysis and
reflection played in peace and conflict researath iansecurity, strategic and war studies and
most particularly in the debate on the reconceatbn of security since 1990. While there
have been various feminist approaches to the stfdgecurity problems and issues
(Terriff/Croft/James/Morgan 1999; Sheehan 200%¢, filunders of the Copenhagen School
ignored the gender dimension in their major workiZ&/Waever/De Wilde 1998) while
Booth (2005, 2007) stressed the importance of émelgr dimension of security.

While ecofeminists (Mies 1998) stressed the gemtii®ension to environmental and also
environmental security issues, as one of very fetuas from the peace research community,
Ursula Oswald Spring (1990, 2001, 2009) suggestednaposite security concept the com-
bines human, gender and environmental security egieacand approaches with a double
meaning as a scientific scheme but also as a goal HUGE security policy. Thus there is a
need for a systematic analysis of the gender dimengithin the conceptual quartet.

15



7.1 From Gender Insensitive to Gendered Security

While analysing the topic of “gendered peace” sfibcus of this workshop, in the discussion
of security concepts and issues — except for fesnapproaches to security — an insensitivity
towards a “gendered security” has prevailed soHar.the classic, narrowly focused security
and strategic studies gender issues have beentifinares largely a research desideratum.
While the fathers of the Copenhagen School did ar@lyse the gender dimension, Lene
Hansen (2006) has extensively addressed gendesissuwell as masculinity and femininity
in her study orSecurity as Practice. Discourse Analysis and thenigm War.However, for
Ken Booth 82005, 2007), one of the major represimeta of the school o€ritical Security
Studieghe gender dimension and gender-related issudsmat

7.2 The Turning Point: UNSC Res. 1325: Politics & 8ence

While topics related to “gendered peace” and “gesdlesecurity” have remained rather
marginal in both peace research and security swtidar, it was the United Nations Security
Council Resolution 1325 on “Women, Peace and Sgtuhat was adopted on 31 October
2000 that put the gender dimension of peace andrisewmn the agenda of national
governments and of many international security wgions (e.g. UN, NATO et al.) that
triggered many governmental activities during thestpdecade that merit an empirical
assessment.

8. Research Outlook: Mapping the Gender Dimension

Thus, a huge field for conceptual, theoretical amgpirical studies has emerged that may be
addressed also by peace researchers and memlibesRdace Studies Section of ISA in the
years to come. Thus, the gender dimension of paadesecurity is an area that needs more
research, where innovative studies and publicatemesneeded. As the editor of two peer
reviewed book series published by Springer thataadlable as printed and electronic books:

* Hexagon Series on Human and Environmental SecamityPeac HESP): big hardcover
reference books as well as electronic books ixiade format for university libraries;

» Springer Briefs on Environment, Security, Developimend Peacd ESDP): small soft
cover books (50-150 pages) and electronic booksatieaaffordable also for students

this speaker is interested in receiving book prafgogom authors from all parts of the world,
especially from women of developing countries, bese themes and to have them peer
reviewed globally and published with the seconddat global scientific publisher with a
superb global distribution network. If there isiaterest by the participants of this workshop
he would be keen to publish peer reviewed contigingtresulting from this workshop in the
second soft cover peer reviewed book series.
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