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Formation and evolution of the non-traditional security discourse

Abstract. Promoting security has a broad definition of ensuring functional integrity and
preserving the independent identity of states and societies. The bipolar era dominated the
conventional military-political approach to ensuring the security of nations. Since the end of
the Cold War, non-traditional threats have taken an important place in the political agenda of
the world. Many issues with non-traditional security threats are considered the results of global
trends, where globalization is an objective process that makes the world more interconnected
and interdependent. Nowadays most national and global security agendas contain vast areas
of sustainable development. They cover various non-traditional matters in political, economic,
social, and environmental spheres, such as climate change, energy security, freedom of speech,
human rights, rule of law, government regulatory quality, trade and economic stability, research,
and development, and so on. This paper explores major definitions and gives a broad introduction
to non-traditional security and introduction to its schools of thought within the broad political

science discipline.
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Introduction

Being secure has been the major purpose of
mankind from the beginning of its history and
on the way to pursuing progress and civilization
[6]. It is stated that all people require a sense of
security for themselves, the lives they live, in
their jobs, and in a community [9]. And non-
traditional security is the concept for ensuring
the well-being of an individual and a state that
arise primarily out of non-military sources.
The notion of non-traditional security “differs
according to an actor’s status and position
within the international system” and depends
on specific threat perceptions of those actors [5,
p- 179]. However, nowadays, challenges of non-

traditional security have become transnational
and include a wide range of global political,
economic, social, and environmental aspects.

In identifying a dataset of unconventional
security threats, one can simplify the problem
and argue that any potential threat to a state that
is not traditional, i.e. military, would qualify as
“non-traditional”. Since non-traditional security
issues address a broad range of non-military
questions, such as natural disasters, illegal
migrations, climate change, resources scarcity,
eradication of poverty, infectious diseases, food
shortages, living standards, mortality rates,
quality education for all, and so on, they led to
the emergence of non-traditional security ideas,
which in turn create frameworks for identifying
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and solving those issues [13]. Non-traditional
security discourse generally isaboutendorsing the
institutional change in a state, which is especially
necessary for developing countries with constant
socio-economic security agendas. Moreover, “the
non-traditional security agenda does more than
designate selected issues as security threats; it
tests the sovereignty of states by problematizing
the idea that politics, especially security politics,
are conducted along state borders” [13, p. 45].
Thus, “the successful promotion of the non-
traditional security paradigm would necessitate
sweeping institutional changes” [13, p. 48].

This paper aims to contribute to the literature
gap on the subject matter by giving theoretical
background and analysis of non-traditional
security. It also focuses on two major schools of
the NTS discourse and is guided by the effort to
strengthen the understanding of the sphere in
local academic circles.

Research methodology

As the main objective of the paper, this part
explores the effective approach to understanding
the topic. The research methodology of the
article is selected to explore vast theories and
understandings of non-traditional security:
namely, concepts, ideas, definitions, and different
schools of thought. Hence, qualitative research
with a historical approach is chosen to integrate
different interdisciplinary scientific areas from
the historical point of view.

The scientific discourse of non-traditional
security is comparatively new in academic
spheres. Critical interpretation of primary sources
in the expansion of the sphere will help to observe
the main events and developments and realize
the course of the current concepts. Its purpose is
to give a clearer consideration of the impacts of
the past traditional security politics and current
approaches in many political security agendas,
also known as non-traditional security processes.

Findings and discussion
Generally, the history of non-traditional

security studies started from the end of World
War II, when the bipolar rival between the USA

and USSR led to the development of not only
military technologies, which raised the menace of
nuclear attack [1] but also technological advances
and space race. The end of the XX century and
the post-Cold War era resulted in the shift of
paradigms in the notion and nature of traditional
security in “war studies, military, and grand
strategy and geopolitics” [1].

For example, Richard Ullman in his paper
“Redefining Security” which was published
in 1983 stated that human poverty and
diseases, natural disasters, and environmental
degradations all fall into the realm of security.
He has been regarded by the Western Academic
Community as the first to put forward the idea
of non-traditional security. Moreover, during the
1980s the agenda in the field of security have been
changed and the Copenhagen School initiated the
first modern version of the securitization theory.
The necessity for its formulation was manifested
in an understanding of research limitations
related to the traditional understanding of
security. The school set a task of deconstructing
the concept and outlining the comprehensive
new structure in security research. Thus, the very
use of the concept was expanded: for example,
threats can arise in various areas, military and
non-military, but they must be considered as
security issues according to strictly defined
criteria that distinguish them from the normal
state of affairs.

Copenhagen School includes such scholars as
Barry Buzan, Ole Weever, and Jaap de Wilde and
considers security issues as gradually transitting
from the traditional security studies towards
non-military concerns.
discuss the critical junctures of traditional
security issues’ transition into non-traditional
security threats and explain new trends in the
system of international relations that proposed
to enlighten new concepts of securitization [10].
Moreover, B.Buzan, I.Galtungas, O.Wever, and
J. de Wilde became representatives of a new
paradigm in the study of security problems
(Security Studies), who paid attention to the social
aspects of security, rather than the military one.
An important place in Copenhagen>s «peaceful
studies» was the problem of constructing

Some other authors
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threats and their diversity. Thus, the concept of
securitization arises in the Copenhagen school,
where social and political process gives the
status of a security problem for arising issues.
As a result, the Copenhagen School’s responses
to such questions, as “who and what are the
referent objects?”, “who are the securitizing
actors?”, “who are desecuritizing actors?” and
“how is a process of securitization completed?”
[2]. The Paris School, in turn, widens the range
of explanation of non-traditional security matters
by expanding “security agenda and security
governance”, but ignoring “sociopolitical and
economic dynamics” [8, p. 462].

Consequently, from the 1980s, the United
Nations organization started to shift its focus to
non-traditional security problems and started to
elevate problems of environment, development,
poverty, population, and human rights to the
level of security to call people’s attention to the
mounting importance of those tasks. Currently, at
the outset of the XXI century, the world witnesses
important changes in the system of international
relations. Due to globalization, the growth of non-
traditional actors, and the securitization policy,
non-military problems come to the forefront.
Hence, solving the non-traditional security issues
gain paramount importance.

Changing threats led to the restructuring of
the entire concept of security: the subject (who
protects), the object (whom it protects), and the
methods of providing it. Moreover, economic ties
and financial flowsthatarenotrestrained by closed
borders and ideological barriers created a truly
global space for non-traditional threats. Coverage
of new security studies widens its horizon and
plenty of sub-areas of non-traditional security
issues turn out to be more extensive. Global
and regional financial crises, energy security in
combating climate change, pandemics, and other
contemporary problems boost the importance
security discourses,
“the concept of non-traditional security is now
widely accepted and reliably appears on regional
security agendas and in scholarly publications.”
[13, p. 43]. From then on, several new schools
of thought in international relations, especially
those theorists of international political economy

of non-traditional and

and environmental politics, had made important
contributions to expanding the scope of non-
traditional security studies and constructing the
theoretical framework of non-traditional security
(2], [3], [3) [7], [10], [11], [12], etc.

Many articles and books on non-traditional
security bring broad definitions of it, as well as
its directions, development perspectives, and
challenges in modern society. For example,
Fierke talks about the spheres of international
relations and geopolitics that are more and more
investigating the epistemological and ontological
fundamentals [7]. Some scholars reason the
emergence of new threats, such as terrorism,
environmental problems, economic crises, and
others that opened new avenues for “former
“low politics” security issues, which in turn are
continually reclassified into the “high politics”
realm” [2], [12].

Generally, early debates on security were
mainly concerned about whether the concept
should be widened to non-traditional at all,
because the “security agenda risked making
both scholarship and state policy incoherent”
due to the change of attention “from the state to
human security” [8, p. 463]. Eventually, opinions
on broadening security notions to more non-
traditional aspects prevailed and according to
its supporters “it simply reflects post-Cold War
changes in the threat environment, particularly
globalization’s impact in creating new risks,
threats, and vulnerabilities for states and people,
to which governments must now respond” [8].

According to many scholars, cases of non-
military security issues in any country should be
placed on the agenda of national security [1], [2],
[3]. Also, Hameiri and Jones argue that nowadays
security matters are non-traditional because
states themselves have become non-traditional
[8]. Therefore, governance and politics of non-
traditional security aspects in a country or region
reflect their administration, political and socio-
economic discourses, matters and ideologies,
and strategies and intentions of key bodies [8].
Moreover, non-traditional security issues that are
depicted as “new threats” are mainly not new,
but old problems that are addressed within a
new discourse [8].
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Nowadays as globalization deepens, more
often non-traditional security matters go beyond
the traditional borders of a nation and place
them in the hand of international think tanks
and governments [8]. For example, scholars of
the Copenhagen School “have identified and
described how problems become security issues,
focusing on changes in the discourse of security”
8,

p. 463]. The only drawback, according to
Hameiri and Jones is that the school does not
“attempt to account for why this process is
happening or how security issues are governed”
(pp. 463- 464). Researchers of the Paris School, in
turn, claim that “the security field is not fixed,
and the location of agents and their influence is
shaped by the configuration of context, the nature
of the issue at stake, and the power struggles
between professionals” [8, p. 465]. As a result,
understandings of what is the security and how
it is exercised are “intrinsically related”, thus, as
argue Hameiri and Jones:

“What we take from the [Copenhagen School]
and its constructivist and poststructuralist critics,
therefore, is the notion that security is socially
constructed; that it refers to, at least potentially,
existential dangers; that securitization inherently
empowers some actors at the expense of others;
that discourse plays some role in defining
security, and that networks of experts and officials
are an important aspect of security governance.
However, to fully understand the rise of non-
traditional security and its implications, our
conception of securitization processes needs to
expand to encompass broader historical and
material processes of state transformation, and
we need to develop conceptual tools capable of
analyzing security governance that go beyond
security practitioners and their networks” (p.
465).

As a result, authors discard the empiricist
statement that “the rise of non-traditional security
is simply a reflection of changes in the threat
environment associated with globalization” [8,
p. 467]. Instead, they reason that descriptions of
security cannot rely only on security discourses,
but that “observe shift within security needs
to be conceptualized in terms of a deep-seated

historical transformation in the scale of the state’s
institutions and activities” [8, p. 472]. However,
another description from scholars Callabero-
Anthony and Emmers [2] states that

“The redefinition and broadening of the
concept of security in academic debates have
been matched by the development of new
conceptual tools in the security studies literature.
In Asia notions of ‘comprehensive security and
‘cooperative security has become part of the
evolving security lexicon. Furthermore, the idea
of ‘human security, which provides an alternative
approach to re-think security by highlighting
the threats and insecurities of individuals and
communities, has gained more resonance and
credence in the light of emerging threats and
uncertainties.” (p. 1).

In a word, nowadays problems of balancing
positive and negative aspects of globalization
from the point of view of a state>s defensive
capability are exacerbated. After the collapse
of the Soviet Union, many political actors,
academics, and diplomats believed in an era
of peace and stability through the “integrated
international economic system based on the
principles of the free market” [4]. However, as
new threats emerge, the notion of “peace and
security” also have changed. The more dramatic
growth of “securitization” of global issues
outside of the traditional notion of security is
increased mainly due to 9/11 and “other high-
profile terrorist attacks” [8].

As a result, “traditional spatial notions of
security, of national stability defined purely in
terms of territorial sovereignty — reflected on
a larger scale by the containment doctrines of
the Cold War - simply do not work in today’s
more complex geostrategic environment” [4, p.
2]. And nowadays’ NTS issues are more inter-
depended between each other than at any time
in history due to globalization and technological
advancements, which the
scale and practice of non-traditional security
concepts [4]. For example, despite globalization
positively affects to socio-economic exchanges,
easy distribution of ICT and innovations, and
attracting foreign direct investments (FDI), it also
makes it easier to spread local threats to regional

also influence
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and international levels, as the recent events of
the global COVID-19 outbreak, and its economic
consequences have shown [4].

Conclusion

To sum up, considering today’s realities,
the notion of security has been deepening and
broadeninginresponsetoglobalizationchallenges.
As a result, in addition to the traditional security
threats on a politico-military basis, new non-
traditional security pressures emerged. Issues
that affect the security of individuals, states,
regions, and the world are combined into one
concept of Non-traditional security studies. But
despite the widespread opinion, non-traditional
perspectives of security do not normally fall into
considered traditional security claims. Mostly it
is because its definition and concept have been

the object of various interpretations. Moreover,
together with the re-conceptualization of non-
traditional security notions, rising challenges
of non-military challenges caused the growing
designation of national and international threats
as non-traditional security matters [2]. For
example, the Copenhagen School designates five
categories of “new” security concepts, such as
military, environmental, economic, societal, and
political. But the rising phenomenon of human
security entitles all security concerns should be
claimed in terms of securitization of individuals
rather than national levels. In this case, any
issues, and challenges at societal, national,
regional, or global levels that affect people’s
safety necessitate to be addressed and coped
with. It embraces safeguarding and escalating
human vital freedoms by protecting them from
pervasive threats.
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A. Toumbex
Acmana IT yrnusepcumemi, Hyp-Cyamarn, Kasaxcman

JacTypai eMec Kayincisgik AvicKypCbIHBIH KaabIIITaCybl MEH 9BOAIOIIMSICHI

Anaatma. Kayincisgik TakbIpbIIITapblHa KOA4ay KepceTy KeH MarblHaja MeMAeKeTTep MeH KoFaMAapAbIH
(pYHKIIMOHAAABIK TYTaCTBIFBIH KaMTaMachl3 €Ty JKoHe ToyeAcCi3 Oipereriirin cakTay peTiHAe aHBIKTadaAbl bu-
MOASAPABIK, A9yipAe MeMAeKeTTepAiH Kayilci3AiriH KaMTaMachl3 eTyAe A9CTYPAi aCKepu Ko3Kapac cascu ape-
Haga O6aceiM OpbIH aaAbl. KeIpFn-KaOak, COFbIC asKTaAFaHHAH KelliH, KayilcisAiKTiH 49CcTypAai emec Maceaeaepi
94eMaiK casicaTTa MaHBI3ABI OPBIH aja Oacragpl. JocTypai eMec KayilcisAikTiH Kemmriiri >xahanawIK ypai-
cTepAiH HOTIKeCI peTiHAe KapacThipblaaabl. bya sxepae, >kahanaany — oOLeKTHUBTI IIporiecc peTiHAe aaemMai
e3apa DallaaHBICThIPaAbI KoHe ©3apa Tayeaai eTeai.

Y ATTHIK >KoHe 941eM/iK Kayillci3aik OaFjapaaMadapbIHBIH KOIIIIiAIT TypaKThl 4aMyABIH ayKbIMABI OaFbITTa-
PBIH KaMTUABL. ATall aiiTKaHAa, Cascy, 9KOHOMUKAABIK, 91€yMeTTiK JKoHe DKOAO0TUAABIK calalapAarsl 9pTypAai
A9CTypAai eMec, MbICaABl: KAVMATTBIH ©3Tepyi, DHepreTUKaAbIK Kayillcizaik, ce3 OOCTaHABIFE, adaM KYKBIKTa-
PBL, 3aHHBIH YCTEMAiri, MEMAEKeTTiK peTTeyAiH carachl, cayAa->KOHOMUKAABIK TYPaKTHLABIK JKoHe T.0. Macee-
aepai kaMTuAbl. Makaaa casicaTTaHy II9HiHiH KeH IeHOepiHAeri AocTypai emec Kayirici3gik AMCKypchIHa HeTisTi
aHBIKTaMaJapbl MeH OJf MeKTeIITepiH 3epTTell OThIpa, KaAIIbl Kipicrie Hepeai.

Tyiiiz ce3aep: gocTypai eMec Kayincisaik, Komenraren mexre6i, [Taprok MekTebi, CeKbIOpUTH3AITIA.

A. TommbGex
Acmana IT yrusepcumem, Hyp-Cyaman, Kasaxcman

CDOPMI/IPOBaHI/Ie Y1 9BOAIOINSI AVICKYPCa HeTpaAI/IHI/IOHHOf/I 0e30IacHOCTHU

Annorams. [Toagepskanne 6e30macHOCTM UMeeT HINPOKOe opejeleHne B oOecriedeHny PyHKIMOHAAD-
HOI 1]e10CTHOCTM U COXPaHeHMs He3aBMCUMOI MA@HTUYHOCTH TOCyAapCTs 1 ob1iects. B Ounoaspuyio smoxy
Ha IMOAUTUIECKON apeHe AOMUHUPOBaA TPaAUIIMOHHBIN BOEHHEIN I10AX0/ oOecriedeHns: 6€30IacHOCTU CTPaH.
ITocae oxoHuaHM: «X010AHOM BOHED» OOABIIIOE MECTO B MUPOBOI MOANTUIECKOI IIOBECTKe HadaAl 3aHMMaTh
BOITPOCHI HeTpaAUIIMOHHOM He3omacHoCTy. MHOTMe Tpo0.AeMBI ¢ HeTPajUIIMOHHBIMI yTPO3aMi 0e30I1acCHOCTH
paccMaTpUBAIOTCS Kak pe3yAbTaT r100aAbHBIX TeHAGHIINIA, TAe TA00aamu3alus Kak OObeKTUBHBI IIpoLiecc Je-
AaeT Mup 60.4ee B3aMOCBSI3aHHBIM U B3alIMO3aBUCHMBIM.

Ha cerogusiimamii geHb OOABIIMHCTBO ITOBECTOK AHSI HAIIMOHAABHOM M rA00aAbHON 0e30IacHOCTH cogep-
SKUT OOImMpHEIe 004aCTU yCTONYMBOTO passuTys. OHM OXBAaTBIBAIOT pa3AMyHbIe IMPOKUE HeTPaAUI[MOHHEIE
MIOHATUS B TTOAUTUYECKO, DKOHOMMYECKOI, COITMAAbHOM 1 DKOAOTUUYECKON cepax, Takue KaK M3MeHeH!e
KAUMaTa, DHepreTudeckas 6e30macHOCTh, CB0DOAa CA0Ba, ITpaBa YeA0BeKa, BepXOBEHCTBO 3aKOHa, KadecTBO ro-
CyAapCTBeHHOTO PeryAnpoBaHusi, TOPTOBO-DKOHOMMYECKasl CTabMABHOCTD, MCCA€AOBAaHNS U Pa3pabOTKU U T.A.
B »T0I1 cTaThe gaeTcs obluee rpeAcTaBAeHNe O HETPaAUIMOHHO 0e30I1aCHOCTHY, pacCMaTPUBAIOTCS OCHOBHbIE
ompeJeAeHNUs U IIKOABI HeTPaAUIIMOHHOTO AMCKypca 6e30I11acHOCTI B paMKaxX ITOAUTUIeCKUX HayK.

Karouesbie caoBa: HeTpaguinonHas G6e3onacHocTh, Komenrarenckas mkoaa, ITaprskcekas mkoaa, CeKbio-
pUTH3aIAL.
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