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Abstract: Secolul XXI a adus cu sine diversificarea abordării termenului 

de Securitate, diferită de cea percepută în perioada Războiului Rece. 

Multidimensionalitatea acestui termen rezidă din abordarea diferitelor școli. 

Cu toate acestea, este incert subiectul pe care îl vizează acest termen. Studiul 

efectuat abordează subiectul atât din perspective individului, cât și a statului. 

Abstract: The 21st century has brought with it the diversification of the 

approach to the Security field, different from the one perceived during the Cold 

War. The multidimensionality of this term lies in the approach of different 

schools. However, the subject of this term is uncertain. The study approaches 

the subject from both the perspective of the individual and the state. 

Cuvinte-cheie: securitate națională, stat, securitate umană, amenințare, 
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In a new geopolitical environment, with a globalisation process that kept 

entire humanity, we assist a new world when the security issue becomes more 

complicated. Nowadays, threats come from military waged aggression and 

nuclear bombs as perceived during the cold war, but even from the states. 

Moreover, many lives are threatened, not by military aggression, but by 

environmental and social threats faced by humanity long before. However, as 

society evolves, it becomes much clearer that ‘it is unjustified to see treats like 

poverty and disease as ‘a sad but inescapable aspect of the human condition 

[2]’. The classical interpretation of the UN's rules on using force underlain the 

idea that global Security is about securing the State, not the individual, does 

not comprise such threats. In this paper, the question highlighted is whether the 

term security defines from the individual or state perspective. Is it an individual 

 
13 decan facultatea Științe militare Academia Militară a Forțelor Armate „Alexandru cel Bun”. 



147 
 

or state condition that considers first? This paper's central idea orients on the 

Security's global value by identifying common conceptual distinctions 

underlying various security conceptions and looking at the choice between a 

state-centred and an individual-centred approach to Security. 

 

What is Security? 

Today Security is a significant and sensible issue analysed by scholars, 

analysts, policymakers, and organisations worldwide from a different 

perspective. Long debates conveyed to a consensus that implies the core values 

preservation against the threats (for both individuals and group); however, it 

remains a significant disagreement about whether the main focus of inquiry 

should be on 'individual,' 'national,' or 'international' security [4]. According to 

the Merriam-Webster dictionary, Security defines as 'the quality or state of 

being secure [13].The definition is quite vague that is not addressing directly 

the object that might be an individual or an organised group of individuals 

(State). However, Bodunde focused on human beings defines Security as 

'freedom of threat and mainly agreed to safeguard against harm, fear, anxiety, 

oppression, danger, and protection of some values that human beings have’ [6].  

We will try to analyse the term security from the perspective of the 

Traditional School that focuses on the State as a central point, and non – 

Traditional School concentrated on the individual rather than the State's 

survival. Traditionalists perceive Security as safer from a threat or external 

attack that is much a militarised perception of the term, so the military is to be 

the tool to counter the threat. However, not enough described, during the Cold 

War, security studies composed mostly of scholars interested in military 

statecraft and where the military element was relevant and perceived as a 

security issue. Barry Buzan looked at Security from the state perspective and 

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/secure
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found it to counter the change force they see as hostile and preserve the core 

values [7]. He also saw military force as a critical driver to maintain Security. 

William pointed out that Security refers to the relief of threats that threaten a 

particular object, more general than Buzan [17]. In the same view, Walt defines 

Security as a study of threat, use, and military force control [15].Traditionalists 

describe Security as equal to peace and prevention of conflict through military 

means. The above authors gave a broad sense of Security. Their security 

interpretation is about safeguarding resources and assets that might be lost or 

damaged by an imminent threat; however, it is too ambiguous and does not still 

comply with the 21st-century environment.  

Therefore, nowadays, when states lost their supremacy in the global 

market and globalisation took over, even in the military affair, we see that 

States are no longer capable of ensuring individual security just through the 

military instrument. Nevertheless, the extremist attacks across Europe brought 

in front that the military is not the perfect tool to preserve the states' internal 

security [5]. There is no declared war that threat neutralises by military force. 

There should be mobilised the entire society with all its elements. Thus, it still 

might be the case when it comes to conventional conflict. A situation that uses 

force more likely when the use of force affects individuals, states, societies, 

and the specific policies that states employ to prevent or engage in war to 

counter an external threat and preserve the State's integrity.  

The non-traditional School of thought seems to be more appropriate 

nowadays. They deepen the definition beyond the military realm arguing that 

environmental, political, economic, and social threats endanger individuals' 

lives and properties rather than focus on the State's survival. Furthermore, this 

might be when speaking about the natural disasters tied to internal issues. The 

same idea covers radicalisation, transnational crime, privacy threats, and 
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human rights violations worldwide.So, these two schools argue whether 

individual or state security must predominate, and mainly, their focus is on 

human or National Security. However, there is a great common sense and 

discrepancy between those two ways of thinking. Primarily, it might be wrong 

to think that human beings are to carry it on if there is a security question. In 

this sense, there might be a shift from state security to all citizens' communities 

worldwide. In the next chapter, the analysis will focus on the parallel between 

human and State Security to prioritise one of them and emphasise whether 

those are interconnected.  

Security to whom? 

This chapter analyses the interconnectivity between two approaches to 

Security and whether both encompass each other, and foremost who might be 

the recipient.  

Afolabi characterises Human Security through seven dimensions of 

Security and focuses on an individual’s needs for protection. These are: 

Economic Security; Food security; Health Security; Environmental Security; 

Personal Security; Community Security; Political Security [1]. As seen from 

the components, it focuses on human beings' protection against every hazard, 

internal or external. It is all about state functionality on the national and 

international stage as a mechanism capable of providing or ensuring its 

citizens' safety. The concept focuses on the relation between a state and human 

beings with a focus on individual Security. However, Buzan rightly points out, 

a vision of Security that fails to specify a 'referent object' makes little sense [8]. 

Buzan considers not satisfactory the simple specifications like 'the state' or 'the 

individual.' Since there are many states and individuals, and since their 
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Security is interdependent, he argues that the 'search for a referent object of 

security' must go 'hand-in-hand with that for its necessary conditions' [8]. 

On the other hand, National Security definition perceives as more 

appropriate for the contemporary world. The National Security supposes a 

concept expanded from being based mainly on defence and military issues to 

focusing on those matters in conjunction with diplomatic, economic, and 

political issues, both domestically and internationally. There are two 

approaches: Traditional Security Paradigm and Contemporary perspective that 

analyses the relevance of National Security. Traditionalists describe National 

Security from a realist view with a focus on military response and management 

of threat. From Lippmann's perspective, 'a nation is secured when it preserves 

its legitimate interest without the necessity to refer to war or threat of war’ 

[10]. In the same view, Maniruzzaman sees National Security as protecting and 

preserving the minimum core values of any nation's political independence and 

territorial integrity [11]. Thereby, not so much differs from Buzan's view on 

Security their definition becomes incomplete in the new security environment 

designed by the 21st century when Security divides into subfields.  

In this sense, the new School has moved National Security beyond the 

military realm to include non-military factors. Its definition of security has 

become much more complex and suitable for a liberal democratic society. It 

maintains that traditionalists' conception of security cannot encapsulate 

modern-day security threats like hunger, unemployment, poverty, 

environmental humiliation. These problems have a considerable impact on the 

individual or personal security. Coupled with the widespread use of social 

media and other communications technologies overemphasis the individuals 

and societies place on individual security [3]. 
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In this regard, McNamara stated that ‘any society that seeks to attain 

adequate military security against the background of an acute paucity of food, 

population explosion, low level of production, low per capita income, low 

technological development, inadequate and insufficient public utilities and 

chronic problem of unemployment has a false sense of security [12]’. Even 

though writers define National Security as 'interests pursued notwithstanding 

the costs incurred' [15], the achievement of a certain degree of protection 

always comes with costs. Moreover, frequently, the sacrifice of other goals 

intervenes to have the resources devoted to security. Such effort comes at the 

expense of the population; there is not societal will to keep up with such a way 

of life. A state might perceive itself as secure when it secured its 'vital interests' 

or 'core values,' nevertheless, it might not be the case.  

The cyberspace is another raising new security threats. Cyberattacks can 

compromise everything, beginning with personal data, stealing information, 

and finalizing attacks on critical infrastructure like communications, power 

plants, water treatment centres. Nowadays, Cyber might be used by state and 

non-state actors. Russia’s invasion of Eastern Ukraine exemplifies this aspect 

[3]. Obasanjo conceives National Security as the object of the security interest 

of all individuals, communities, ethnic groups, and the entire political entity 

[14]. So, there is about the protection of its citizens, not worldwide human 

beings.  

To conclude, one can say that National Security understands the 

community effort to protect and preserve the State, its institutions, lives, and 

property, and the utmost importance, citizens' well-being. The way the modern 

world views security shows that the concept's meaning comprises elements 

beyond its territory's only conventional defence. Furthermore, it recognises the 

state’s components and institutions responsible for ensuring a state's Security 

https://globalsecurityreview.com/plausible-deniability-russias-hybrid-war-ukraine/
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since no country will allow itself to be affected by any internal or external risk. 

National Security is not the concern of the armed forces alone, but the citizenry 

and various organisations. 

The parallel between human and National Security made it more 

challenging to delineate the very sense of the term security in a much-

interconnected world, where the values are very different. Both approaches 

have common areas of interest, and as Wolfers stated, Security could be 

discussed on higher or lower levels [18]. Globalisation makes it much harder to 

identify the definition that will spread the fog surrounding the term security in 

the modern world and determine whether human and National Security 

incorporate one another. Today the concept of Security includes more than a 

conventional military environment highlighted by new, much complex threats 

like nationalism, terrorism, and the distorted information and psychological 

attacks with developing capabilities. In the twenty-first century, Security is 

extending to all human life dimensions. 
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