
who support the objective, about the means to achieve this end. I addition, the
philosophical and normative underpinnings of the concept deserve dloser scrutiny.

Participants began by considering whether human security represents a transitory policy
change or a more long-termn paradigm shift. A majority of participants agreed that
'paradigin shift', resulting froni a profound set of changes in the international order, may
be the more accurate way to conceptualize humnan security. This paradigm shift was
described alternatively in terms of chaaging perceptions of what constitutes the main
threats to security (from war and interstate conflict to environmental threats, drag
smuggling, epidemic disease, etc.), changes in the political context of the post- Cold War
world (including globalization, the much heralded international 'victory' of liberal
democracy, the search for a new mandate for the UN) or the impact of the weakening
nature of the nation-state to adequately respond to these changes.

Some argued that even if one accepted that human security is a paradigm. shift, it is,
nonetheless, too broad and vague a concept to be meaningful for policy makers, as it has
corne to entail such a wide range of different threats on the one hand, wbile prescribing a
diverse and somnetimes incompatible set of policy solutions to resolve them. on the other.
Moreover, it was argued, that in practice, human security is too amorphous to implement
successfully, particularly in the days of dwindling public dollars. If human security is
taken to be a 'grab bag' of either new threats or 'new goods', it becomes so elastic and
beyond fiscal reach as to lose any utility as a principle for Canadian foreign policy.

Consensus developed during the day that huinan security should not be seen as either a
particular set of threats, or as a substantive package of goods which can be applied
uniformally and universally. Rather human security could be considered as a new lens,

on the


