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    Throughout the history, there have been many cases referring to the misuse of the power by one of the state power institution. Most frequently, it was the armed forces, which dislocated out of the control as the strongest power instrument. Modern era brought gradual strengthening of the next power institution such as police, intelligence services or internal security agencies. A parallel process to this strengthening was the increasing threat of the stressed institutions abuse. The violent overthrow of the government is the extreme demonstration of the power instruments interference with the state functioning. There are also other more typical cases, such as influencing of political life, discrimination of the internal opponents, or pursuing any particular financial or economic gains. The dominant role of some of those institutions in the political system was leading to a societal decline and to a spread of negative characteristics such as corruption and clientelism.


A precondition for the democratic system and for the market economy functioning is the democratic political control and the public supervision over state power institutions. The first crucial task of those mechanisms is to prevent from any manipulation with power instruments by political groups, which are trying to promote their own interests. The second crucial task is to prevent from any potential abuse of those institutions by their own members or by their command officers. On the basis of the mentioned facts, the civil society and the democratic state create a complex of formal relations and informal rules in order to ensure the accountable and transparent functioning of the whole power apparatus. In traditional democracies and in the countries undergoing a democratic transformation process, one rule is valid - the mechanisms of the political control and public supervision over the armed forces, police, intelligence services and internal security agencies are the preconditions for the effective state governance, and for the sustainable development of the civil society.


The formation of these mechanisms is influencing by historical experiences with civil – military relations. Even if the character of political systems and the character of the society structure was subject to any changes in the past, the main problem retained unchanged. It is the issue of how to involve the armed forces into the society so that these did not establish any latent threat (in the form of the misuse of their power potential for any illegitimate political or individual aims). The theory of the civil – military relations deals with the main principles of the balance between the armed forces efficiency and its subordination to the democratic control and civil/public supervision. This process has been evolving for the past six decades. This balance depends on the harmonisation of the prerequisites, with the aim to create an accountability of the armed forces towards the political authority and a transparency towards the public. The equal aim shall be to retain the military efficiency of the armed forces.


In the course of the past ten years, this concept has been applied also to further power institutions, and not only to the armed forces. It is the natural reflection, since the beginning of the 21st century introduced the same challenge as in the past – to ensure the democratic political control and the public supervision over the state power apparatus.  That is why a term “security sector” was appearing in the expert texts more and more often. In respect of the concept of its reform (SSR – Security Sector Reform) such term was acquiring a significant position within the theory of security studies. This term was used for the first time by Clar Short in 1997 and the SSR concept was subsequently elaborated by British academics operating mainly at the King's College of London and at the Bradford University (Michael Clarke, Anthony Forster, Owen Green, Tim Edmunds, Malcolm Chalmers, Dylan Hendrikson). 

      In the spirit of a more global perception of the security, these experts also started to deal with further security institutions, such as police, intelligence services and any various types of specialised interstate security agencies, besides the armed forces. They started to inspect these institutionary characteristics of the state security system within the context of their relations to the governing and controlling institutions, such as the government, parliament and judiciary. Thus, their mutual interaction situated into the frame of the civil society and its officials have established a system that was named a security sector
.


The issue of how necessary it is to make the institutions of the state security system adapted to the changed conditions after the end of the Cold War became a preferred research problem. The criterion related to a successful adaptation of these institutions became the two indicators - effectivity and accountability.  The first indicator deals with the issue related to a particular form relevancy of a particular institution for a new security environment and with a capability of facing to any oncoming security threats. The second indicator deals with the issue of a democratic governing and a public supervising of these institutions. The effectivity of the state security system by the means of its efficiency and the accountability of the state security system by the means of its subordination to the political governing, as well as its transparency towards the civil society are thus considered as the final aims of the  process known as the security sector reform.

Formation of the security sector concept

Besides the transformation of the thinking related to security matters, that established and provided a frame for the creation of the security sector concept, even some further partial factors played an important role therein. The first one was the growing orientation of the expert discursus for a societal security and for an individual security of the citizen. It was a deviation from the perception of the security exclusively through a state paradigm, mainly via military hard-security aspects and even the understanding of what the security sector is responded thereto. The formation of a new concept was influenced by an increasing significance of an individual, eventually of a citizen representing a referential unit of security. (Hendrickson, D. – Karkoszka, A., 2002, p. 175-176)  Due to those circumstances, the necessity of focussing on the police and interstate security agencies, that were ensuring the security of the citizens within the state, was incurred.  It was the new approach, since until then the attention was being paid merely to the armed forces, that were ensuring the state security (and the citizens thereof) against any threats coming from outside.


The second factor was the increased stress situated within the system of issues related to any good governance principles and to a democratic deficit of the political determination. (ibid, p. 175) Such issues were becoming very current within the nineties of the 20th century and it started to influence miscellaneous topics of the complex range of political sciences. Even the security and defence policy, which possessed a specific position during the Cold War and which was not being analysed from the view of such criterions, with no limitations to the public participation in the formation of both policies, was becoming the subject of studies in respect thereof.


The third factor, which provided a contribution to the formation of the security sector concept, was the mutual dependence between the developing aid to the third world countries and the condition of their power institutions. The practice of various African and Asian countries have shown, that a successful developing aid is undermined by a relatively stable security situation and that the functioning power apparatus of the particular state shall be the precondition of the achievement of such situation and any retention thereof. This led to a situation where the study of the security sector issues became more intensive, since the security sector is deemed an insensible condition essential for granting of any further human progress and economical progress in the developing countries.  (Winkler, T. H., 2002, p. 4)


The fourth factor was the transposition of the post-communist states of the middle Europe and of the Eastern Europe. Even some radical changes related to the position and roles of the relevant power institutions under oncoming inner political conditions became the part of the transformation processes. It was shown by the development in these countries, that the full-value processing of the transitive and security issues has been limited by the fact that the attention is reduced only to the armed forces and to the reform of the armed forces. Especially the experiences acquired out of the association process of joining the NATO and EU have confirmed that the security sector reform is within its complexity a very important prediction for the achievement of the final of the societal and political consolidation and it is a condition of the Euro Atlantic structures and European structures integration. (Mateeva, R. – Fluri, P., 2003, p. 7)


The last, though not the least important factor contributing to the formation of the security sector concept, were the changes in the most developed western countries. After the end of the Cold War, the NATO member states and the EU member states were displayed to a wide spectrum of oncoming security threats. It led to the establishment of a necessity to make their power institutions adapted to the changed conditions. Progressive elimination of distinctions between the internal security and the external security was a significant feature of this adaptation process. This initiated an improvement of the operation abilities of the armed forces, police, intelligence services and any interstate security agencies and nowadays it has been contributing to the increase of their readiness to face to any oncoming threats.  The military and non-military threats intersection and the internal and external security complexity were also leading to negative effects though, on the other side. Activities and financial costs duplicity, competence disputes and coordination problems deepening between the particular security system institutions of the relevant state have been incurring.


The growing claims that have been imposed on the global security environment by the state power apparatus demand an adequate increase of the human resources and material, eventually of the financial capacities. They even though require the improvement of the system of the democratic political governance and public control over the state security system within an equal standard. With respect to such aspect, the nowadays development has been though hanging behind the rapid improvement of the operation abilities of the particular power institutions. A potential threat concerning the balance between the stress put on the power institutions effectivity and the stress on their accountability against the political authority and the transparency against the civil society, has been incurring. (Huisman, S., 2002, p. 28-29) The occasions dated to 11th September 2001 and the world-wide match with the international terrorism have just underlined such tendency that has been appearing since the end of the Cold War already. Thus, an insufficient parliamentary supervision, low developed independent expert's analysis, low qualification of the media covering and a weak public involvement have thus created a latent precondition of the complex security sector unbalance.

Definition of the term security sector

The security sector issues and any questions related to the reform of the security sector have been appearing to acquire an even more significant position within the agenda of the international and internal politics, as well as within the security studies theory. Despite the expert interest and even the political interest in such topic have been increasing gradually, its conceptual processing has been limited by the shortness of time that has expired since 1997. The scientific consensus neither in respect of the security sector definition, nor in respect of any priorities of the reform thereof have not been successfully achieved yet. On the other side, such consensus is potential only in a very theoretical way, since the security system institutions of each country have their own particularities and the relationships between the particular officials of the security sector are of an individual character that is depending on the local conditions. Due to that fact, it is a problem to form the definition of this term that is valid in general.


Nowadays a complete set of studies and analysis attempting to explain the term security sector and to interprete the characteristics thereof exist. Despite the discrepancies related to the particular details, they have been approaching the main aspects in the equal spirit.  They have been established on the precondition, that the lack of the effective state security system, that has been governed in a democratic way and is controlled publicly, has been causing the ultimate limitation for the total societal and political development. It is not possible to save neither the democracy, nor the international or the home stability and the economical prosperity without ensuring of the security and with the lack of insurance against the abuse of the power instruments. This principle has been limited neither to the developing countries merely, nor to the transition countries, though it has a universal validity.


Dylan Hendrickson and Andrzej Karkoszka have offered a general definition of the security sector. They have outlined four groups of officials that form the security sector. The first group consists of the state power institutions that are authorised to use the power. There belong the armed forces, police, para-military units, intelligence services, frontier guards and coast guards, customs authorities, civil protection structures and any further inter-state security agencies. The second group is created by institutions that are authorised to govern and supervise the first group. There belong the superior constitutional officials and their offices, state coordination security councils, particular parliament committees, particular ministries and any further relevant state bodies. The third group consists of the courts and judicial bodies. There belong the judicial system, public prosecution system and the investigation proceedings system, as well as the ombudsman service, eventually any further bodies set for the protection of human rights and civil rights. The fourth group of the security sector consists of the non-integrated officials and there belong distinct private security services, any rebellion movements or non-state militias. (Hendrickson, D. – Karkoszka, A., 2002, p. 175-176)


Pursuant to a further definition, the security sector has established a frame for the state security granting, though even within the state. These roles have to be fulfilled effectively and it has to be governed by a democratic political authority and has to be supervised by the public. Besides the armed forces, police and intelligence services, a further part thereof are also institutions, starting with interstate security agencies and finishing with private security services. (Edmunds, T., 2001, p. 1-2)


It is possible to define the security system also as particular state security structure components – starting with the armed forces and finishing with the traffic police. The functioning of these should be established on a global security policy, which should be coming out of the documents that are available to the public. These conceptual documents should be adopted by the parliament and implemented by the government even after a prior global public discussion concerning all political parties and the total civil society. Each component of the state security structure has to be accountable not only for the effective performance of the stated roles, though it also has to bear the accountability for any failure.  The accountability against the superior democratic authority and the transparency against the public control are mutually undermined preconditions of the security sector operation in the spirit of the "good governance“concept and of the following of the human rights protection principles. (Winkler, T. H., 2002, p. 6)


A document drafted by the Organisation for Economical Cooperation and Development (OECD) Committee for Developing Aid has been offering a further definition of the security sector. A further part thereof is the power institutions, relevant civil bodies and a complex of their mutual relations, through which the governance and the supervision is granted.  State institutions possessing a legitimate mandate authorising them for granting of the state security and the security of citizens against any violence acting have been included within the security sector.  They are the armed forces, police, intelligence services and any further authorities related to the executive power. A further part of the security sector is the all elected and appointed authorities that are accountable for the governance and supervision of the power institutions. They are the parliament and any local, eventually any regional agencies and any top institutions of the government. (OECD, 2001, p. 22-24)


These and any further definitions may be divided into two categories. Via one of the categories, the security sector is perceived in a more detailed way and it is outlined by the state power institutions, governmental bodies and parliament supervision bodies. The term security sector is identical with the term state security system in this case. The second category of definitions interprets the security sector in a more global way and the security sector is outlined not only by the state institutions, but also by any further officials. Besides the state security system instruments that are of executive character (power institutions) and besides the state security system management (the government and the parliament), even the courts and judicial bodies, relevant non-governmental organisations, media and such specific officials as the private intelligence services, semi-military militias and any further non-state organisations of such similar character are, have been contained in the security sector. These security sector representatives are not a part of the state security system contrary to the first two categories. This perception of the term security sector has been overreaching the extent of the term state security system and it has been considered as a preferable theoretical and methodological frame for the study and analysis of a wide range of the issues that are of military and mainly the non-military character.

Security sector reform

The end of the Cold War introduced not only the transformation of the thinking related to security matters, but it also established the necessity of making the states' power institutions adapted to the oncoming terms within an unchanged global security environment. Even a discussion concerning the reform of the security sector was initiated parallel with the formation of the security sector concept. Thus, the adaptation process of the particular security sector officials to the current situation became an integral part of the complete issue. The issue of the security sector reform was being pertracted since the beginning of its inspection in 1997 due to that reason.


One of the decisive impulses, that resulted therein, was the experiences of the central European and eastern European post communist countries. In relation to the political and societal democratisation and the economical transformation, the subordination of the power institutions under the oncoming political authorities was shown as the overriding priority. The implementation of democratic governance and public control of the state security system was demanding a reform related to power institutions and their exchange from the repressive regime instruments to standard public service instruments. Creation of an adequate legal system, establishment of new management means, introduction of relevant internal regulations, modifications of the activities content and not least even a reduction and restructuring of these institutions have been demanded thereby. (Karkoszka, A., 2003, p. 173)


The state security system reform was a complex, sophisticated and politically sensible process that has still not been finished in many transition countries. The experiences arising out of such reform were one of the factors that had stimulated an expert discussion related to the total security system reform. That reform should have been concerning all countries without exception, since the global security situation and the oncoming types of threats were affecting the developed western states, as well as the countries being on a different level of the different level of their development. The security sector perceived from a complex view and its reform became a universal concept reflecting the adaptation process of power institutions and any further relevant officials to the modified conditions after the Cold War. The significance of the security sector reform was increased after the 11th September 2001, when the importance of that issue was raised rapidly by the world-wide match with the international terrorism.


It is possible to inspect the security sector reform within four fundamental fields. Within the institutional field, the stress is being imposed on the state system operation and effectivity, on its structure and competencies. In the political field, the attention is being paid to the democratic governance and public control of the state power instruments. The first priority of the security sector reform within this field shall be the high-class management of the state security system under the good governance principles. The second priority is its transparency against the civil society, eventually against any items thereof – media, independent research centres and non-governmental organisations. Within the economical field, the stress is being imposed on the issue of costs in the rate of the power institutions efficiency, namely within the context of the financial load for the state. The reasonable exploitation of the human, financial and material resources is dependant on the consensus in relation to the security needs recognition and on the granting of the accurate exploitation of such resources by the state security system. Within the social field, the attention is being paid to the individual security of a citizen. The security sector reform should be orientated to the granting of the individual protection against whatever risky events threatening the life, health and property of such individual.  It is the role that is equivalent to the ensurance of the state security against the military threats. (Brzoska, M.– Wulf, H., 2003, p. 55)


Equally as in the case of the term security sector, neither unique definition exists, and there is also a lack of interpretation used in general in the case of the security sector reform. Experiences achieved out of the reforming processes in various countries have shown, that each of these countries has its own individual particularities and a distinct structure and a character of the security sector. That is why it is possible to define the term security sector reform only globally. Many experts dealing with this issue have attempted to form the fundamental criterions of the security sector reform for the last two years. The aim of their theoretical studies is the recognition of the universally valid policies and principles that have been undermining the reform in general.


Firstly, the preconditions, that are necessary for the security sector reform initiation, have been specified. The transformation of the thinking related to security matters and the global perception of the term security within its military, political, economical, social and societal and environmental dimension is the initial prediction thereof. The legitimate political authority that initiates and executes the reform pursuant to the democratic principles and needs of the society and the state shall be an attached precondition. The third precondition shall be the universality of the reform and its application to all state power instruments, starting with the armed forces, police and intelligence services and finishing with all interstate security agencies. The fourth and the fifth precondition of the security sector reform are related to its continuity and implementation. The reform can not be a one-shot act, though it should be a long-term and interactive process. The reorganisation and the professionalisation of the state security system shall be only the partial aim thereof. The final aim of the security sector reform is granting of the security for individual citizens individually, as well as for the state in total. (Winkler, T. H., 2002, p. 10-11)


Besides the security sector preconditions, even its fundamental principles have been formulated. The reform should be executed only within the democratic constitutional system with following of the internal and international laws and human and civil rights. It should define clearly the roles of particular power institutions and to divide their competencies. The reform should ensure the professional character of the state security system and grant the partial ethnical representation in its institutions. In the field of the democratic governing, the reform should create the functioning hierarchy relationships based on the power institutions accountability against the legitimate political authorities. The accountability against the parliament, which should determine the security and defence budget, acquisition of security equipment and of any military material, and not least the conceptual issues related to the security and defence policy, should be the crucial one. In the field of public control, the security sector reform should ensure the involvement of the civil society, eventually of any independent research centres, non-governmental organisations and media and the creation of the conditions for the permanent society discussion related to the security and defence issues. The effective judicial power, effective enforcement of law, independent media and freedom of speech shall be the global principles of the reform. (Karkoszka, A., 2002, p. 175-176)


The successful forwarding of the security sector reform has established requirements for all officials to adopt any of the exactly specified capabilities. In the case of the particular power institutions it is necessary to increase their professionalism which is based on the transformation of the security, eventually a strategic thinking, on the technological modernisation and on the understanding of the significance and justness of the democratic governing and the public control of the state security system. In the case the management of the state security system is executed by governmental and parliamentary bodies, it is necessary to improve the level of skills of its representatives, in order to make them unable to draft the security and defence state policy and to execute the democratic governing and supervision over its power instruments. In the case of the civil society it is necessary to improve the abilities of its particular items, to execute the public control of the state security system and to enter into the dialogue with the government concerning any security and defence issues. This, in principle an important discussion concerning the whole society is undermined by the transparency of the relevant issues, as well as by its particular power institutions. (Ball, N., 2002, p. 3-4)

The security sector reform in practice

Despite the security sector being too recent as a theoretical and methodological concept, its officials were acting from time to time and this field has been developing from the end of the Cold War. The term security sector was incurred in the course of an expert discussion in 1997 for the first time; however the process of the reform thereof was already in the progress at that time. Experts dealing with civil and military relations and security analysis, as well as the experts dealing with the developing aid and the good governance just responded to the phenomenon introduced by the practice. Any theoretical consideration in relation to the security sector was then initiated due to practical experiences concerning the process of the reform thereof in various countries of the whole world.


In the first half of the nineties, a transition was taking place in the post-communist countries of the middle Europe and the Eastern Europe, whereas one of its priorities was the depolitisation of power instruments and introduction of the state security system democratic governing. Even in many developing countries of the Third world the processes related to post-conflict stabilisation and reconstruction were taking place, whereas by these processes the attention was concentrated on the issues related to such system functioning. The creation of structures and mechanisms was the common feature of such development, through which the legitimate political authorities would be able to execute the management of the power institutions. The role of the parliament and its relevant committees would be further strengthened and not least a process of professionalisation of these institutions would be initiated. It was the first stage of the security sector reform, concerning only the officials acting within the state security system. Since the developed western countries had their traditional and functioning system of power institutions democratic governance, such stage of the reform was not concerning these countries.


The second stage of the security sector reform is of a universal character in contrast to the first stage thereof.  The crucial subject-matter shall be the issue of such sector public control, which has not been sufficiently developed in any of the states regardless the level of development of that particular state. The beginning of the discussion related to such issue was situated to the second half of the nineties of the 20th century, thus into the times in which even the security sector concept was initiated. The countries with the democratic regime, as well as the transition countries and some developing countries were becoming more sensible to the existing transparency deficits within the state security system. They have even noticed the ongoing lack of interest of the non-governmental organisations and media in the security, defence policy and the lack of public involvement in the discussion about such issue concerning the whole society. Thus the need of a complex reform was initiated by the insufficient level of the power institutions public control, as well as by the permanent need to make the democratic governing of the state system more effective. This second stage of the security sector reform, being in its progress nowadays, has been affecting all of its officials.


Besides the transparency deficit in the state security system, the presence of a wide range of oncoming security threats is a very important incentive of the security sector reform. The change of the global security environment has introduced an increase of such threats as the proliferation of the weapons of mass destruction, international terrorism, cross-boarder organised crime, illegal business with humans and goods subject to control, mass immigration, money laundering or computer infrastructure sensibility. These threats have been introducing new challenges in respect of the state security system functioning, whereas it has been naturally reflected by the complex security sector reform. Power institutions have to adapt to such situation and to improve their fighting power and their efficiency. It has been though creating prospective threats of the balance between the state security system effectiveness and its democratic governing and public control. (Karkoszka, A., 2003, p. 184-185) In respect of the occasions dated to 11th September 2001, the discussion related to tendencies leading to a reduction of power institutions transparency and to the weakening of the already too vague state security system public control, has accelerated.


The security sector reform (eventually its second stage) has responded to two basic events - to the oncoming security threats and to the latent deficit in the power institutions transparency
. In order to face to any oncoming threats, it has been stressing the need to improve the qualification of governmental and parliament experts executing the management of the state security system systematically, as well as the readiness, eventually the professionalism of the particular power institutions members. In order to make the reform capable of facing the transparency deficit, it has been focusing on the involvement of the civil society into the public discussion related to the security and defence issue.


In respect of the qualification of the security experts and the skills of the members of the armed force, police, intelligence services and interstate security agencies, the necessity to ensure the continuous education thereof has been becoming significant. Within the context of the security sector reform, the formation of an educational system, which would be used by the target groups during the whole period of their professional carrier, shall be the principle challenge thereto. (Law, D.  Fluri, P., 2003, p. 338-342) The integral part thereof should also be the analytical working places of the relevant power institutions and think-tanks governed by the parliament and coordination security body on the governmental level. Besides the principal activities content, their potential should be also used in favour of the improvement of the training of all experts and state security system members. Any insufficiencies within this field may lead in the future to the situation, where not only the power institutions effectivity by the means of their functioning, but even the accountability against the political authority by the means of their democratic governing will be reduced. In case the governmental and parliamentary experts will not possess the sufficient qualification, the state security system management will be of low quality and the parliamentary supervision principles and principles of democratic governance established by the legislation will not be implemented in practice to the sufficient extent.


In respect of the entering of independent centres, non-governmental organisations, media and any further segments concerning the civil society, into the public control of the state security system, the necessity to increase the awareness of the citizens has becoming significant. The total involvement of the public in the field of security and defence shall be the second crucial challenge for the security sector reform besides the education of experts and state security system members. The civil society is the sole legitimacy source, which is of a principal significance in relation to the power institutions acting within democratic regimes. (Edmunds, T., 2001, p. 8) The state security system effectivity would have been limited in case the support of the public did not exist.


One of the examples might be the use of the armed forces under new conditions. The current security threats require the performance of totally different tasks as it was required during the Cold War. The survived territory defence concept is being substituted by a concept of crises management, whereas consent granted by the parliament and a relevant public support shall be though essential for the acting of the armed forces abroad. In case of a failure of such support and where neither political consensus will be incurred, the expedition military contingents will not be used in order to face the threats, which might interfere with its own state territory and its citizens, in advance. It is one example of how the state security system effectivity may be lowered, provided that neither awareness of the citizens of the current security issue is being reduced.


Many instruments for the public control of power institutions are available to the civil society. The most significant are the media, whereas their supervision function is irreplaceable in the democratic regime. Even the independent research centres and academic places of work, which help to the formation of the discussion related to the security and defence policy concerning the whole society and which offer an alternative resource of views on such issue to the public, play an important tasks. (Edmunds, T., 2001, p. 9) Not least, there belongs a wide range of non-governmental organisations and professional associations, which may participate in the public control within various particular fields. The precondition of the forwarding progress of the security sector reform shall be the creation of such atmosphere, in which the activities of particular segments concerning the civil society will neither be perceived as the destruction of the state security system institutions, nor as a threatening of their experts' and members' positions. Any constructive and active involvement of the public into the discussion related to the security and defence concerning the whole society might have only positive results, since through it the state security system legitimacy will be strengthened and it will make the pressure on the transparency of its institutions.


The necessity to perceive the security sector inclusively, involving all types of officials – either state or non-state officials, has been stressed by the complexity of the current security issue. The state security, as well as the individual security of a citizen has to be ensured within all security dimensions – military, political, economic, social and societal and environmental. The more complex understanding of the term security sector has been also reflecting such crucial topics of the current political and scientific discursus as is the good governance, eventually transition or integration in a better way.


One of the fundamental requirements concerning the good governance shall be the ensuring of the external security and the internal security. Thus, the effective governing shall be dependant on the situation within the security sector. The law enforceability, threats prevention and their elimination, peace and stability, as well as any further security indicators allow the citizens to live their common lives without any worries of anarchy and the threat of an international conflict has been reduced. The significance of the security sector is even more markable in the transition countries, since the processes of the political and societal democratisation and economic transformation require a safe environment. Not least, the compatibility and interoperability of the power institutions of the NATO associated members and EU associated members with the partner institutions of the western countries has been and still remains one of the most important criterions of their involvement into these integration structures. 
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� The term security sector shall not be the synonym of the term security system, both terms are different in the meaning of quality. Further details in the subchapter Defintion of the term security sector.


� In several analysis, the transparency deficit, by the means of the power institutions public control (weak oversight, low transparency) provides the comprehensive analysis, eventually a complex analysis with any deficits related to the accountability against the political authority by the means of a democratic governing of these institutions (accountability gap). In this case the authors use a frame term democratic deficit.
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