In reading about world
politics, we frequently
encounter the terms
‘security’ or ‘national
security’. Do we know
what these terms mean?
Often, they are used to
stop debate and
discussion. We hear that
an issue Is a security issue
and that it is vital for the
well-being of the country.
The implication is that it is
too important or secret to
be debated and discussed
openly.
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We see movies in which g9 TE fired QwEd © foad

everything surrounding ‘T gan' | el 99 $9 S S|
‘national security’ is EHhI-FUT AR TaH Bl a1 THE
shadowy and dangerous. STH gl 2 & Al R 9
Security seems to be aret & Hiae #9198 s

something that is not the e ot AR 1 D

business of the ordinary o L
citizen. In a democracy, A-] T B Afh @thaA |

surely this cannot be the  ®Iz Tt @ st Sal-gt :'gg' .
case. As citizens of a et S ghdll YR&MW oh SR d gl
democracy, we need to 3N A S 1 STd 8| &l

know more about the term =y 2, 9ra & gan GsN
security. What exactly is -1 22
it? And what are India’s

security concerns?




This chapter debates
these questions. It
introduces two different
ways of looking at security
and highlights the
iImportance of keeping in
mind different contexts or
situations which determine
our view of security.
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WHAT IS SECURITY?

At its most basic, security g #1 I odf @ 'R 9
implies freedom from threats. 3T=IEH AFT 6l 3fdd 3R fepdt

Human existence and the life 2y 41 g7 @R 9 W a1 81 99
of a country are full of threats. I T TAAd T8 S fF o TE

Does that mean that every
; ?
single threat counts as a & TR I G R G 9 W9

security threat? Every time a  3T<Hl 59 3t 310 R ¥ 9@ %A
person steps out of his or her fiFed @ d 3G A 3TEl
house, there is some degree Figq—gug & ! & fHdt T

of threat to their existence Rpdt ot § Eau SR Bk 21 AR

and way of life. Our world
would be saturated with BH WA T ST A 319 form

security issues if we took i At Tl gFrn # s uEl SR W

such a broad view of whatis <& {&I & & Ha™ =X SR
threatening.




WHAT IS SECURITY?

Those who study security, sHl ROT S T Gean fouaen
therefore, generally say that  3=g9q W e 3l el & fh

only those things that had 3 =Sl bl ‘g’ 9 TSI
threaten ‘core values’ should %ﬁgﬁ F1 f99 931 9 A Sie
be regarded as being of

interest in discussions of b5 o' bl T B A
security. Whose core values  Hdlcl d-dl ¢ for fonuar hlia a2

though? The core values of T X 3V & ‘HsF GeA'? 3M
the country as awhole? The i yeni & Sl yea? @ MR
core values of ordinary F1 R FQ T WER T
womehn and men in the

"hald g’ Rl @l 37 WUl kil

street? Do governments, on
behalf of citizens, always g S IS TRl AIRER?
have the same notion of core

values as the ordinary

citizen?




WHAT IS SECURITY?

So we are brought to a TH W@ J@ qt &9 3 9@l 9
conclusion: security s s feTer ehd 21 gRam
relates only to extremely %1 fgar fer <2 qqﬂ—{ gdad 3
dangerous threats— 3 @ TR H Gt & U

threats that could so

endanger core values that 7 fo T @ TR St et
those values would be &l Uity &fq gga

damaged beyond repair if
we did not do something to
deal with the situation.



WHAT IS SECURITY?

Having said that, we must 3 9 dt 3% g, Rt ot & @'
admit that security WieR &1 difsT 6 gen'
remains a slippery idea. I Y § HlIER R @)
For instance, have firgrel o ol &9 9% CE) qod

societies always had the
same conception of g fo = afcl sren <ot @

security? It would be fafe=1 ot & gram =t
surprising if they did THYAM YRUT 9t 31 @l 22
because so many things Tqr gt SvdsHe @ Ffe
change in the world gOR B ferat g 94 AN 9Kl

around us. And, at any
given time in world history, 1 ¢! T &0 7 waret it &

do all societies have the ghd © 6 @ fodl @@ w14
same conception of ® fava & g9t gu=i ® gan
security? ! T S 9o Wl 22




WHAT IS SECURITY?

Again, it would be amazing 49& dld ot gM T s sk
if six hundred and fifty My ot @ foh e
crore people, organised in >0 fgewl & 7 3T AT G
nearly 200 countries, had # 3ty @R B? ]

the same conception of X N 14
security! Let us begin by ST Ae S Yethl

putting the various notions @l o f guan e faacuw

of security under two YR %I AT, & &l fafv=
groups: traditional and i &l < Sifedl § W@
non-trad_ltlonal _ ‘v'l‘Eﬁ 1 ST F9Q © g

conceptions of security.
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TRADITIONAL NOTIONS: EXTERNAL




TRADITIONAL NOTIONS: EXTERNAL

Most of the time, when we AT w19 9 GRa o 9k |
read and hear about security &8 9g I g1 & B g @ TR
we are talking about T GRET ) URuRe 3rdid Ui
traditional, national security T H1 YRV @ Sl 1 geEn

conceptions of security. In the
traditional conception of RAReh STmon § 81 gl

security, the greatest danger {8l <V & T Y@ AR WA
to a country is from military @M1 S 81 39 ER H1 G IS
threats. The source of this O Tooh Bl & S 99 BAel &1
danger is another country TR AT G, WA 3k o5
hich by threatening milita . ’ . .
which Dy g I srdiear S fordt 29 & S ool

action endangers the core
values of sovereignty, oh foq @au YT il g1

independence and territorial HaRE U 3 ARl oh Sl &l
integrity. gy g 2




TRADITIONAL NOTIONS: EXTERNAL

Military action also I g el wE gl g fe
endangers the lives of fedt g5 o faw afiw =ma &
ordinary citizens. It is JYal AR S| M SA-YEY i

unlikely that in a war only . n h
33 S
soldiers will be hurt or ft g5 ° @i et Tt @

killed. Quite often, FHRR frreeed AR 3T TG-S
ordinary men and women ® ST 1 R SAEn S @
are made targets of war, to 391 3R IRl GIHR T B

break their support of the g=3 31 ST Tt 2

walr.




TRADITIONAL NOTIONS: EXTERNAL

In responding to the threat el AR W et SR & T
of war, agovernmenthas  J5 & fefq o &7 foey 210 &
three basic choices: to STHGHYY HTT T SER UL <l

surrender; to prevent the a1d &l faq IS ﬁFQ O T 3794
other side from attacking by g 9 B8R a1l Y &I 39 8
promising to raise the costs Ers?ﬁ ¥ Gha 3 Fh 0 T

of war to an unacceptable |
level; and to defend itself ¢ - N T q 9N I I

when war actually breaks 3% 1 ¥ ar STt T Sl ik
out so as to deny the THCTER ST 39 Thyg H hEAE
attacking country its Bl T 3R 9P T ST a

objectives and to turn back gHAE™R & WS HT <1
or defeat the attacking

forces altogether.



TRADITIONAL NOTIONS: EXTERNAL

Governments may choose 35 ¥ ®lz WHR #d &l

to surrender when MUY &Y 2 Afeh 9% 34
actually confronted by Y= 330 Ht Hifd o ®9 d Sl
war, but they will not qqid I8t T 9 él'\” 3Yq
advertise this as the HRUT, GREN-NA &1 G99 qg
policy of the country. 1 avieT & dEd § a2

Therefore, security policy N
is concerned with ford ‘ sroie’ el Sl & AR

preventing war, which is 1S @ HIfad T@F} AT IHH
called deterrence, and g H 9 e @ ol
with limiting or ending &% 9Tl 2

war, which is called

defence.




TRADITIONAL NOTIONS: EXTERNAL

Traditional security policy TWITd YRET-HIfd T Th T

has a third component 3R 21 38 SIfR-He Hed 2
called balance of power. ®IE 29 Y4 S-S H
When countries look E O fr (1,%9' o

around them, they see that .
some countries are bigger B2 ¥t T9 w81 W T

and stronger. This is a clue & ST ¢ fo wfesr o fom
to who might be a threat in 231 @ 38 @aU & g&dl 2|
the future. For instance, a g o fau =1 gsidt 3w
neighbouring country may 99 2 7% 9 #2 5 9% =aa
not say it is preparing for .

H 3 A e 2

attack. There may be no
obvious reason for attack.



TRADITIONAL NOTIONS: EXTERNAL

There may be no obvious gl &1 iz Yhe HRUT I &l
reason for attack. But the <= wsdr gl f il 98 @

fact that this country is for IS 331 9gq dihdel @ I%

very powerful is a sign that ., & o 3 75 gy § =2

at some point in the future = 3 3
it may choose to be eHeAIA Hhdl =l 24 dsle

aggressive. Governments  &8{ W% T W H A

are, therefore, very fHI-Fda il ikl gd
sensitive to the balance of gaeqsfiqr wd 21 FIT TEHR
power between their

| 9 fed-Tde &
country and other SN e

TSl MR Y& # «§8[ & fau
Sit-die wifemr w21

countries.



TRADITIONAL NOTIONS: EXTERNAL

They do work hard to St 391 ToiEteh &, fSeh |
maintain a favourable T 8 a1 57 <9 b 'y

balance of power with other g o ISTe & gt 8l 3ok
countries, especially those .., o G & ST Uy H

close by, those with whom
they have differences, or W W @M dR | SR 2

with those they have had  SIIdl 2| AfeR-uged T W@
conflicts in the past. A good &1 I8 &d¥g SAEKL 39T
part of maintaining a d=-vifed e[ 1 gt é
balance of power is to build AR el e denfire =1
up one’s milita ower,

b Ry drhd St HE<aqul @ EPJﬁfEF

although economic and
technological power are d=1-wifaa &1 I8 SMUR 2
also important since they

are the basis for military

power.




TRADITIONAL NOTIONS: EXTERNAL

A fourth and related IRU QRan-Hifa &1 dten a
component of traditional ® TS SN TSa4T o s
security policy is alliance 291 Infae & ¥ it O TU«
building. An alliance is a + A5 ¥Er ST w1 TN

coalition of states that
coordinate their actions to 19 ¥ad HTH I3 q

deter or defend against ATl MSEYAl i fafed gy

military attack. Most 9 s 3iy=iiie ®9 i @
alliances are formalised in  3j\x T weayAl &1 g8 a6
written treaties and are foThel T T&d 2 fip T

based on a fairly clear .
identification of who fraa 21 fedl 331 st TeHA

constitutes the threat. £ qot-l ® YT dlehd T 3TER
e[ o fau 39 TSy oA
2




TRADITIONAL NOTIONS: EXTERNAL

Countries form alliances to TSH YT AR feal @ smuTia
increase their effective power gid 3 3R U= fedal o <M

rel_ative to a_nother country or 3 tgqy o I S 2
alliance. Alliances are based on 3 .
3q8Y0 o T, 9dad T

national interests and can | .
change when national interests 3T 4 U1 1980 < <3 |

change. For example, the US  difgaa @9 & faame st
backed the Islamic militants in Iyarfea’ = guefq fear ofea

Afghanistan against the Soviet N :
Union in the 1980s, but later 211 191 TS & gl H
attacked them when Al STA-HTIR THH FIE
Qaeda—a group of Islamic Wﬁ'ﬁ? 1 99 11 faasx
militants led by Osama bin 2001 a,j 'ﬁ—,.[ 39 9T Ul o

nL'flden—Ia_unched te_rrorlst o QI A Y 3

strikes against America on 11

September 2001. faare A=t Eta feam



TRADITIONAL NOTIONS: EXTERNAL

In the traditional view of GRATT hl WA ¥Ren § 410
security, then, most threats Sdl e T fodl 291 &1 YL &l
to a country’s security SRR Sl 39HT W1 oh el

come from outside its A g1 21 suwt 99 2

borders. That is because
the international system is Aiia saaeem 3@ fdw Ag@

a rather brutal arena in " THl $I3 had dichd 81 Sl
which there is no central 2331 & FFER-IAE W AP
authority capable of W o gy 8 fedt v &

controlling behaviour. ithin Tt fem & wad @ fued &

a country, the threat of
violence is regulated by an fe T ST arl sFee

acknowledged central Bidl @ -
authority -




TRADITIONAL NOTIONS: EXTERNAL

the government. In world politics, 5 GHR Hed < ,
there is no acknowledged central faqyg-3Hifd H Tt <hlg <hsld Ol

authority that stands above T <1 9% S| B 9T 9 @
everyone else. It is tempting to

think that the United Nationsis  ¢1¢T@ B & ® Qg U

such an authority or could T G © S1El THl S Hehdl
become such an institution. @, fhelere 319 see &
However, as presently . S avii
constituted, the UN is a creature SITRT AT ™ qH

of its members and has authority Il I g 3R 3Hh O= <9 e
only to the extent that the Il 2901 Q9 3R WieRa & 3l

membership allows it to have .
authority and obeys it. So, in & T B B e o

world politics, each country has 9%~ TSHifd H 8T 3 &l 37O
to be responsible for its own e ! Sl | 3o Bl €l

security.



TRADITIONAL NOTIONS: INTERNAL

By now you will have asked g+l ol sl 98+ ©h ] Aeh
yourself: doesn’t security Sie1 o I8 Halel ST&L YT BHN
depend on internal peace 5 g & AR wfa ailx
4
:ggi:tl;l (Ieo:e. sl-tl;::vt\:rzai? tall1ere Is P T TR
Hdr? R fhdt 331 b AW

violence or the threat of
violence inside its borders? KU & @I 8l AT g+ i

And how can it prepare to  3¥T®T 8 af 98 <9 Yfard 4
face violence from outside g} gegqr 22 98 s o &0« O
its borders if it is not froed = 3 9 w5 S\t
secure inside its borders?

] T i o Hiax YRfa

&l ®2




TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

In traditional security, AT Sl TRATA RO fl:
there is a recognition that Ti&R f&ar wmar @ f& fEar =

cooperation in limiting WA gUEYd difda gl

violence is possible. qifeul 5 oh @eg AR GieM
These limits relate both 5t g e ey 31 ‘=7’
to the ends and the #1 TN W b1 @ qe o

means of war. It is now an :
almost universally- e for st e ™

accepted view that foaga wrar @ fo el 291 6l

countries should only go 4% Sfaa SRoT AT ATH-8T
to war for the right YAl TUU &l SHESR ¥ d9[
reasons, primarily self- & fau & sam =ifeul
defence or to protect

other people from

genocide.




TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

War must also be limited 39 If<®IV & IR &4l I3
in terms of the means ? gg-9igHl &1 Gifaa s«

that are used. Armies g1 Afetl JEIq 91 &t drfeu
must avoid killing or fr oe gudfaqe 39, e
hurting noncombatants as ofig sy99r sTarguior 9 T
well asdunarmed al;mlt o T F T 9R1 O H Ia1 &
surrendering combatants. __ . __ aifen

They should not be
excessively violent. Force Joral & foau sl & 3R

must in any case be used S8 T® Ul &% & fe@r %
only after all the eI o1 91t 9 99 ast

alternatives have failed. f&ar 9 S9 49 U IHRA
&l T Bl




TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

Traditional views of security do &1 &t .‘F'WH WT“". 59 HWeT ¥
not rule out other forms of R el il foh <90 o <o T
cooperation as well. The most ts ®9 4 Hgam &l s 9=y

important of these are qgt—o[lluf % uﬁ@eh—{u{’ ST
disarmarpent arms_ cc_mtrol, qen favam =t T2 FREisor 5
and confidence building. 50 Bt & fF O T TR ST

Disarmament requires all A PO
states to give up certain kinds 1% Meed ST 39 , I

of weapons. For example, the I 81 & R ¥ o151 TRl

1972 Biological Weapons 3 o faw, 1972 @t Sfow sPRR
Convention (BWC) and the gfy (diciisiehel S99 hd3) del
1992 Chemical Weapons 1992 <l YO @R 9fy

Convention (CWC) banned the (Shfthel AT HavA) H T SRER

production and possession of oy g -
these weapons. S



TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

More than 155 states 155 €@ SIS 29 4 9 W 3
acceded to the BWC and 181 29T = Gfy T s&arR fhu

181 states acceded to the 3, 1 <4 gfaal q{.q@q

CWC. Both conventions 3 Tl § gt qereiEar
included all the great

powers. But the et €1 Afhe 'g'g'! SRl
superpowers — the US and 3THie1 a1 difaad @9 Arfesh
Soviet Union — did not HeR o 3 Il qHifvae

want to give up the third =R &1 faeey T Sre
type of weapons of mass St of Tafae < 3 ’

&
destruction, namely, .
nuclear weapons, so they ST T W feram

pursued arms control.




TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

Arms control regulates the 3T FreAu o Sidid sRERE <l
acquisition or development of fa&fd & 3t¥ar Ih! B v A
weapons. The Anti-ballistic % G H FS BRI bl e
Missile (ABM) Treaty in 1972 &1 ygar 81 @1 1972 =t €
tried to stop the United States Yofes firgra 9 ¥ smdeE ok
and Soviet Union from using S 97 1 dafes B ¥ )

ballistic missiles as a . )
defensive shield to launcha & 99 & &1 U 3w R

nuclear attack. While it did 1l T8 &Il ¥ el 1 Yesi
allow both countries to deploy ! SIS dehdl &t Gfer o I Q9 <l

a very limited number of Hifg den o T wr-gurelt 9A«
defensive systems, it stopped & =t rHfq o <ifes 39 TR A
them from large-scale 241 290 1 T WI-YUEh F =S

production of those systems. 3T § A



TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

As we noted in Chapter 1, st foh R SteAE s W3
the US and Soviet Union e, 3deT 3R wifawa g+ A

signed a number of other - g7 &1 #3 3 GigA
arms control treaties R gwer feu foud amfis
including the Strategic Arms . wficf ©fy_o (Vs

Limitations Treaty Il or SALT m fafeem A1) sk amfew

Il and the Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty (START). | IS AT WY (ézlégs
The Nuclear Non- I e il e @)

Proliferation Treaty (NPT) of TWIU] STHER |iY (fareR A
1968 was an arms control  Tfa® M 2t (1968) f T

treaty in the sense that it Ad o e o afy &€ ot
regulated the acquisition of Fife zgq ywafias efa &
nuclear weapons: U H HER-



TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

those countries that had SN\ °\'°. R 4 o1 et fadn
tested and manufactured 9 330 % ¥ 1967 9§ U8«

nuclear weapons before G FUER o ford o =@
1967 were allowed to keep 397 ydieror &3 faar a1 3= =9

their weapons; and those gy 395 aiqriq =9 efoard =)
that had not done so were to @ F et @ T S 2w

give up the right to acquire .
them. The NPT did not T 1967 T THI Tl HT T4 o

abolish nuclear weapons;  S¢ U8 TRl Hl BIqe ST

rather, it limited the number & 1¥®R 9 aﬁm fera T
of countries that could have TMIU] YER Gy 4 qXHI{UgH

them. Traditional security sy« &1 gurw «at <&F fhan
also accepts confidence dfe 3= ifda X 9% 9

building as a means of 3o F GEAT STE FH F+
avoiding violence.




TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

Confidence building is a &N bl YRR urRen ¥ I 9| ot
process in which countries Ml TR ® fop oy sered o Suri

share ideas and information 4 <9 & o9 feu™R &9 fFa <0
with their rivals. They tell each gaqr 2 fava sect =1 ufear o
other about their military =1 soya 3k ufaefedr ol 2w
intentions and, up to a point, W?’ﬁ B S

their military plans. This is a .
way of demonstrating that SEH-YSH &1 HEA F 2l J 2

they are not planning a TH-GW I 3T BiSl 7hER a0 Th
surprise attack. They also tell @< d% ST T ASHISH ok aR H
each other about the kind of & dd &1 THT &3 A 9 344 ghiga
forces they possess, and they &} g a1 &1 31WaE 34 © foh 3Th1

may share information on T O 3= B 1 AT el
where those forces are SR ST @

deployed.




TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

In short, confidence 3 TH-GW A 98 W qO@ © B
building Is a process T W fFE @ & d=-99 21 ]
designed to ensure that ag ot 91 ¥hd @ fh 3 ot &
rivals do not go to war 8l drd foar ST w1 81 g9 9

through misunderstanding &2 di favart sEr &t 9fha I8
or misperception. Overall, gfifyaa wwt @ fo gfags 2=
traditional conceptions of {4} TAwEH T THOd § TEHL
security are principally ST o feu oTmRr 9 /@ S &
concerned with the use, or fEEr 29 TR F R
threat of use, of military IR T w9 @ A9 a9 & w9
force. In traditional st =1 99 & TN 3 SeiET |
security, force is both the . - .
principal threat to security TS 2 11;&11;;!»;[ @W ]:ﬁ
and the principal means of A E"aj RS A
achieving security. G g @ IR W T @ A
& 1 HEH @I 51 Gehdl =)




TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

mﬁw&wmwﬁm—mﬁ#ﬁm@aﬁméa}a@m
w1 WA SR Fd 87 BUR U9 98 ®ed & T STUR § fF
mﬁ#gfmﬁ?)ﬁ@'@éﬁwa}mmmmﬁwﬁ’ F
7 T | | |



TRADITIONAL SEC

=1 ' wnfa fawm
¥ fou o e

Al H @ W @ 9R- 9 @ g § wa"iE wy g g
ATeNl U 9gd FH 81 @ fwar S 81 9% T 39 ferfd
g feorofl T 2 1 TR 39 o e 39E FT e #2



TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

Non-traditional notions of ET&" ot Wﬁ@ %“T“" faw o=
security go beyond military T 9 Geg el 399 AFEd e
threats to include a wide W < w8 O] AGh Gl 3
range of threats and dangers gyyigsii =) snfirer fepem AT @1 St
affecting the conditions of YE Bt & URUReh TREm #Y HRom

human existence. They begin ¥ Wi wiHR Fr o gl (G

by questioning the traditional
.
referent of security. In doing fheenl?) W HaeT 3SR THN

so, they also question the BT Grall o ol ﬁ‘ awll p fop =il
other three elements of &I gean, ff Ead 9 gean S g
security — what is being % qloh W i YAFae T TSI ©

secured, from what kind of Sd 89 q?{‘lﬁ &I 99 % al SHI

threats and the approach to ;o & 2 wAgeEn fraen afew?
security. When we say referent

we mean ‘Security for who?’




TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

In the traditional security QT HT YRR TN q ‘*1@3[
conception, the referent is the 3R TTenstl afed T &1 T

state with its territory and qHET STl 81 L& 1 IR
governing institutions. Inthe gy o g «1 =g =71 &«
non-traditional conceptions, 3, g @q 7= & ‘11?&;1
the referent is expanded. 5 12 @ e & -

When we ask ‘Security for .
who?’ proponents of YR o YfduIgshl 1 Sam« &ldl

nontraditional security reply g pAEE T € TR st

‘Not just the state but also SR WErE A FT T gt
individuals or communities or drexr &1 &M &1 S&@ 21’

indeed all of humankind’. Non- sqi srur gean &t sarRufa®

traditional views of security YOI k! ‘HAdl st LI’ 31eqan
have been called ‘human vg_Tenr’ el Sar 3

security’ or ‘global security’.




TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

Human security is about the Al 1 & 1 faar S=ar- SHRH

protection of people more than 1 &I HI T T TIRT ¥ TgHhT

the protection of states. Human HI-dl 1 AFadl &1 G SR T i
security and state security AT TH-TW o & 8 A8y 3R
should be — and often are — the =X gid i 81 «ifw gUfa T=T =0

same thing. But secure states do wace sien wridm smar &1 s
not automatically mean secure Fuifat =1 faosit saat @ s=9FT 9o
peoples. Protecting citizens from = 39573 Q& ®) 980 v 8 afed
foreign attack may be a Tal WX 1 gFiw el e S e
necessary condition for the g=ar a8 & f frsa 100 asT 9
security of individuals, but it is Rrat it fadsit 91 & @l R T

certainly not a sufficient one. .

: 39 HEl -1 | E] 37U &t
Indeed, d the last 100 ; ¥ -
ndeed, during the las years ¥ e @

more people have been killed by
their own governments than by
foreign armies.



TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

All proponents of human HESAl St L& oh Al EREDN
security agree that its aFd © T saeT miufus agg
primary goal is the protection Zfyqe &1 gten 21 T8@, =9
f indiidule. Howotst, 1w i § s o 9
HH-4 Ta & 58 safera @i

precisely what threats
individuals should be 9™ STHT AT Al hi GI&

protected from. Proponents =7 Thivf 31ef &4 ot TR 1
of the ‘narrow’ concept of SR afaaal &1 fegs gad It
human security focus on TF- B § SO W g &

violent threats to individuals .
or, as former UN Secretary- 930 UHH o Y[AYd He™fdd

General Kofi Annan puts it, HI%hl 3&M & Il H %he d TH
“the protection of RpRl &1 WA a1 € ' safgat

communities and individuals 3ﬁ_{ e\ - "
: : YAl bl JEEAT G -
from internal violence”. , =
et 9 S9M1




TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

Proponents of the ‘broad’ concept  FTHadl &1 HR&M &1 A% 31 oA
of human security argue thatthe  a1dt GUSRI &7 doh @ fb @all &1

threat agenda should include “fﬂ o STehTel, HETEN 3R 3mgerst
hunger, disease and natural =t sfe R ST T e

disasters because these Kkill far , ,
more people than war, genocide TE, S-WeR SR STawaK

and terrorism combined. Human  fic&t T4 @it &t Ad @ S99
security policy, they argue, should &g su @i 3rhTer, TeMRT 3R
protect people from these threats Yrepfaeh SMUET 1 Iz 92 oR T

as well as from violence. In its - & P
broadest formulation, the human ~ TT79dl 1 &I oh AqTqhdH 3

security agenda also encompasses 3Tk YT 3R AT TREn &)
economic security and ‘threats to  gzan =1 st wnfira fwan ST 2
human dignity’. Put differently, the g e sierer § 2 @t wEEan

broadest formulation stresses what '
has been called ‘freedom from S IR o ATTHaH TR d SR

want’ and ‘freedom from fear’, ‘s @ gfea’ ok ‘wa @ gfw’
respectively. W fear sian 21




TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

The idea of global security favaeardt @R S| dAfvas
emerged in the 1990s in  qgfg (&iea AfHT),
response to the global AR ITdHAE TsH ailx
nature of threats such as g % 3t werifen RS

global warming,
international terrorism, and 1990 & <% | fova- g Al &l

health epidemics like AIDS HTUTI Wﬁl I3 o A
and bird flu and so on. No  gHHST k1 HHIYM 3Tohal 81

country can resolve these &3 geqn war +f & g%ar &
problems alone. And, in fn fret fefaay 1}' fadt

some situations, one
country may have to ¥ W I GEERS B AR

disproportionately bear the IRl =l 34&T SR ATl
brunt of a global problem T2

such as environmental

degradation.




TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND COOPERATION

For example, due to global 3<IelUl & fau, Afvasw ?"‘F’[@
warming, a sea level rise of 4 3R 9qzdd I WX S0

1.5-2.0 meters would flood 33q7 2 qt ar@RsT =61 20
20 percent of Bangladesh, N

- gfaerd fesdn ga Swn; wAEsl
inundate most of the 3
Maldives, and threaten U Hldsid PR ¥ QAT S

nearly half the population 3R UIgeis Ht 50 HIEIT AR
of Thailand. Since these = & TaU TEAMI JfF
problems are global in U3 H1 Yohia dfveas @
hature, "Tte".‘at'.""a' et STaUS I F&dil 3Tcdd

cooperation is vital, even
though it is difficult to He<dyul & T €, 9o & 34

achieve. gIfad e qf¥ha Bl




INDIA’S SECURITY STRATEGY

India has faced traditional ¥Rd & TRUH (¥=1) 3R

(military) and non- IRURh @l T WHAT Tl
traditional threats to its  usT 21 3 @@ W & 3T @
security that have 9 I 3R daET 9 9 9d #
emerged from within as gRan-ifa & IR 92 ueH &
well as outside its 3T ST ST aaa.ﬁ' s
borders. Its security qedl & e A ean #

strategy has four broad
components, which have
been used in a varying
combination from time to
time.

AT TRt T 2



INDIA’S SECURITY STRATEGY

The first component was QREm-ifa &1 Jgal wEh Wl
strengthening its military BT 1 HIgd T Hifw

capabilities because India ARd W YSiHl 331 € 8Hct gid @

has been involved in conflicts 3| qifts=am 3 1947-48, 1965, 1971
with its neighbours — aen 1999 ¥ 3R = A T, 1962 A
Pakistan in 1947-48, 1965, TRA W E9E Rl far uivRme

1971 and 1999; and China in , ,
1962. Since it is surrounded " § TRA & A TE T

by nuclear-armed countries in A A A9 W eI W@ H 9Ra &

the South Asian region, ] GO0 8 S had (1998)
India’s decision to conduct & 3faq SEUd TT ARG &R A
nuclear tests in 1998 was U YR T doh 41 a1l 9rRa A

justified by t!1e Indian @9, 1974 B wEE TRuTv] wderer fha
government in terms of -

safeguarding national
security. India first tested a
nuclear device in 1974.




INDIA’S SECURITY STRATEGY

The second component of WRA bl Gl :m:d !l AU Hch %
India’s security strategy has been 319 gl fedl &l s9H & fau iqi<™
to strengthen international HREI AR TR ) Ao HEl AR
norms % B FUFAHA SaRed T8E |

and international institutions to TR T RS TSI |
protect its security interests. (m) 3R i &
India’s first Prime Minister, . N

Tl i e il 38H Siaie™

Jawaharlal Nehru, supported the ~ o ) '
cause of Asian solidarity, el W g UegHe Rl St U=

decolonisation, disarmament,  #F4 W SIX <3N 9Ra 7 SRR &
and the UN as a forum in which  3gaR o a4 ¥ teh gy 3R fom
international conflicts could be  Weyqg Tl iy 9aq F wamzT
settled. India also took initiatives Ft fred = 3w 7 afek GeR %
to bring about a universal and forril (] St f) @

non-discriminatory non-
proliferation



INDIA’S SECURITY STRATEGY

regime in which all countries oG T o 3R 3R Sfra =i
would have the same rights and YR 7 T9-3dU< T 3nfeleh g <l

obligations with respect to weapons of _-
mass destruction (nuclear, biological, i o S R IS 91 @ 6 q

chemical). it argued for an equitable HeRIfaadl bt QU 9 e 39
New Intemational TefRUear o 9 ° fava-vifa &1

Economic Order (NIEO). Most : & 3
importantly, it used non-alignhment to il WRd 31160

help carve out an area of peace outside <9 | nfiet s 5= 1997 & =&

the bloc politics of the two YRichic] W g feu 1 FiE qewid
superpowers. India joined 160 F AR

countries that have signed and ratified i T 'l 3\' 5 R cIiI L T F 1%:"{
the 1997 Kyoto Protocol, which MRy T & IS Dl HH HH &

provides a roadmap for reducing the sy o fegn s samu T 2

emissions of greenhouse gases to A
check global wamming. Indian troops

have been sent abroad on UN i %l TEeThHdl o 99U § 9RA
peacekeeping A G O G AeH o ifd=isledt
missions in support of ooperative ¥ e B T %I

security initiatives.
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