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The debate over the meaning and referent object for security is not new because security has 

been considered as the most valuable and ever existing reality in the history of human beings. 

However, it remains as an ambiguous term that defies a universal definition as it is possible to 

apply the term to a range of ideas that operate at many levels of analysis.  

Traditionally, security has been understood almost exclusively in terms of “the ability of 

sovereign state to survive and prosper”. Indeed, in view of realist (neo realist) school thinkers- 

the strong proponents of security in its traditional sense- security was conceptualized as “the 

study of the threat, use and control of military force and threats were external and militaristic in 

nature”.  

However, following the collapse of the cold war, the traditional security paradigm faced serious 

challenges that marked the deterioration of the realist school conception of security and led to 

“the emergency of alternative voices within the security studies, calling for widening and 

deepening of the subject”. Consequently, the early 1990s marked unorthodox development to the 

state centric security conceptualization with the introduction of a radical concept, i.e. human 

security. The generally accepted beginning of the formalization of human security was 

associated with the United Nations Development Report of 1994 which envisioned human 

security in two fundamental aspects namely; “safety from such chronic threats as hunger, 

disease, and repression and protection from sudden hurtful disruptions in the pattern of daily 

life.”  Furthermore, the most comprehensive and elaborated definition of human security came 

from both the Commission on Human security of 2003 and the International commission on 

intervention and state security which together widened and deepened human security as “the 

security of people- their physical safety, their economic and social well being, respect for their 

dignity and worth as human beings, and the protection of their human rights and fundamental 

freedoms”.  The implication of conceptualizing security in this sense is ,therefore, that human 

security on the way shifts the referent object for security from  the state to humanity and its well 

being and underlined that state as a political organization is not only source of security but  could 

also be source of insecurity . 
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In response, the international community introduced new policy response to deal with the 

emerging challenges to citizens of a state. States could be sources of insecurity to their citizens 

either because of their inability to deal with citizen’s demand or because of their undemocratic 

policies. As a result the international community established concepts like “humanitarian 

intervention” and the “Responsibility to Protect (R2P)”to reduced problems faced human beings.  

The concept humanitarian intervention originally meant to refer to an armed intervention in 

another state to address (the threat of) a humanitarian disaster, in particular caused by grave and 

large-scale violations of fundamental human rights. However, defining humanitarian intervention 

on these grounds has become problematic and implementation even more contentious for the 

simple reason that a debate arises on the actual causes states are now intervening on others- 

though in the name of humanitarian intervention- and more importantly on the criteria for 

intervention and chances of success or failure thereof. Such a definitional ambiguity pressurized 

the UN too which despite its primary adherence to the principle of “sovereignty of states” as 

enshrined in its Charter (Article 2(7)) could not eventually sit easily with concern over what 

takes place within state borders as the institution is also bound to (in another part of its Charter) 

inhibit the realization of universal human rights.  As result, the UN Charter broadened the 

meaning of humanitarian intervention in a way that a balance between sovereignty and human 

rights is emphasized and more clearly individual States are to accept other obligations under 

international law to protect human rights and not to be safe heavens for violators (including 

themselves) that may otherwise be hidden behind the protection of sovereignty. 

On the other hand, the concept of the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) has evolved from one core 

principles of intervention for the cause of humanity, i.e. the idea that where a population is 

suffering serious harm, as a result of internal war, insurgency, repression or some other sort of 

state failure, and the state in question is unwilling or unable to halt it, the principle of non-

intervention yields to the international responsibility. Therefore, the Responsibility to Protect 

(R2P) is defined broadly as embracing three elements of specific responsibilities: The 

responsibility to prevent, the responsibility to react and the responsibility to rebuild.  The 

responsibility to prevent is defined as addressing both the root causes and direct causes of 

internal conflict and other man-made crises putting populations at risk. The responsibility to 

react means responding to situations of compelling human need with appropriate measures, 

which may include coercive measures like sanctions and international prosecution, and in 
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extreme cases military intervention whereas the responsibility to rebuild refers to providing, 

particularly after a military intervention, full assistance with recovery, reconstruction and 

reconciliation, addressing the causes of the harm the intervention was designed to halt.  This 

note, will primarily employee the  third  element(the Responsibility to Rebuild-Hosting 

emigrants as a policy of rebuilding or Normalization )  to define  the policy   of R2P in 

relation to  Ethiopia’s policy responses to the Eritrean refuges ,because  the first two elements 

are almost  by now out of hand for Ethiopia to do anything on for various reasons but the 

continues in-flowing of Eritrean refuges is still demanding new policy attention from 

neighbouring states.  

Following the Ethio-Eritrean war of the 1998-2000, the human security of Eritreans is viewed as 

increasingly deteriorated. The government of Eritrea declared an indefinite state of emergence 

for the reason that Eritrea’s national security was allegedly “endangered” by Ethiopia after its 

military defeat. In light of this, the government declared its national security to be reduced into 

the border stalemate as irreducible priority of state by relegating the protection and 

promotion of the security of its people as irrelevant.  

To this end, it adopted a securitization via militarization strategy. As a manifestation of this, the 

government started  a continuous forced conscription and military service of the Eritrean 

generation for unspecified period of time as opposed to the stated objectives of the 1995 national 

service proclamation which in turn contributed to the increasing frustration and mistrust between 

the public at large and the government of Eritrea. The post-war Eritrean political landscape also 

evolved to a totalitarian leadership especially after the imprisonment of G-15 who were 

considered reformist to the growing undemocratic governance structure as opposed to the 

expectations of the armed struggle for democracy, social justice and devolvement. 

As a result of the above factors, the government of Eritrea is becoming an “isolationist” 

government and making Eritrea and its people an “enclave” from regional and international 

affairs, the cumulative effect which is that the Eritreans human security is increasingly 

worsening due to the government’s repressive measurements.  

In response, the people are choosing migration as an alternative to their insecurity and misery. 

What makes the situation surprising is that most of the migrants are migrating to Ethiopia which 

they previously considered it colonialist and potential enemy to their sovereignty. Besides, the 

insecurity of Eritreans is not exclusively attributed to the activities and repressive policies of the 
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government of Eritrea but also related to the policy responses and actions of the hosting 

countries. 

The recent evolution of international human right instruments to human right violations and 

eventual insecurity to humanity entails that the international community has the responsibility to 

protect people living in grave human insecurity. People could be victims of insecurity either due 

to the incapability of the national governments to avert possible insecurity or government’s 

intentional repressive actions so that to be source of human insecurity.  

Given these facts and taking in to account the current problems that the Eritreans are facing from 

most host countries’ reluctance to give asylum to Eritrean refugees as part of  their responsibility 

to respond to increasing  human insecurity and as part of positive intervention via hosting 

emigrants. Hence, the Eritreans, it can safely be argued, are at odds to the orthodox responses of 

hosting countries to international refugees ,i.e., while some countries (Egypt and Libya) are 

repatriating them back to their country which makes them victims of  an even more grave 

insecurity. Unorthodox the above practices, Ethiopia’s responses which range from peaceful 

hosting, revoking most legal and political restrains, arranging resettlement opportunities in 

third countries  to rendering university scholarships is an exemplary application of the 

responsibility to protect (R2P) seem to be rather paradoxical in the sense that this is not  the 

common practice in countries  that are in conflict. Therefore, from the perspective of a new 

dynamics in the field of human security studies, these dynamics must open new motivation to 

revisit existing theoretical debates on security conceptualization and human security, the R2P 

nexus in the context of emigrant population so that to redefine and broaden R2P from Ethiopia’s 

immigrant policy perspective as a new, sustainable and exemplary input to the international 

human rights practices with special emphasis to countries in conflict and demarche for 

normalization.  

                                       --The End-- 
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