PAGE  
1

Moving Towards Humanity:  Human Security, Human Needs Theory, Terrorism, and U.S. Foreign Policy

By Keith Swartzendruber

THEORETICAL SYNTHESIS


The threat of terrorism is not a new one.  It did not suddenly emerge on September 11th.  Terrorism has been a part of daily life for many places around the world.  Northern Ireland, Israel/Palestine, Lebanon, Kenya, Tanzania, Lockerbie, Athens, Tokyo; all of these places and more have had to learn to cope with terrorist acts.  On September 11th terrorism became real to Americans.  What at one time was just another item on a long list of issues to be dealt with has become the highest priority threat in the National Security Strategy.


Immediately after September 11th, the question that was most often asked was, why do they hate us?  Since then there have been numerous attempts to answer this question.  Some answers have been better than others.  Not all, including the aforementioned National Security Strategy, have delved deep enough to discover the causes of terrorism and how to respond.  This paper attempts to look deeply to search for the motivations for terrorism.  This is done by comprehensively exploring human needs theory as well as the paradigm of human security to develop a new, more complete theory of conflict and then applying that theory to the problem of terrorism.  Through the lens of human needs theory and human security, the roots of terrorism become clearer.    

Mapping Human Needs and Human Security


Human needs theory and human security have developed separately from one another.  Human needs theory delves deep into human motivation.  Human security focuses on protecting rights and legal norms for individuals within societies and the global system.  So why combine them?  Despite coming from two separate fields, namely security studies and conflict resolution, human security and human needs are actually in essence very similar theories.  It is useful then to combine them and develop a comprehensive theory that can explain more fully the causes of conflict and the sources of security.  This new and more comprehensive theory arises by first exploring the development of each theory in turn and then gleaning their commonalities.  

Human Needs Theory


Human needs theory can be described as the intersection of development, peacebuilding, and conflict resolution within the broader field of international studies.  In addition, human needs theory is cross disciplinary, including other areas of the social sciences such as economics and sociology as well as the “hard” science of psychology and social psychology.  It is a theory that has evolved to attempt to explain the origins of violent conflict within human society.  But despite a few generally held principles, there are variations in theory development between scholars.  To obtain as broad a picture as possible, therefore, it is useful to explore numerous interpretations and variations upon human needs theory.

Roots of the Theory


Before delving into the current discussion surrounding human needs theory, we must explore its roots.  Most scholars working with human needs theory trace it to psychology and Abraham Maslow’s theory of motivation.  This theory is based on a positive view of human nature.  Maslow rejects the claim that humans are inherently evil.
  This flies in the face of traditional western and especially Christian thought that humans are from the beginning of their existence sinful.  It was this tradition that informed much of the early writing on behavior and international relations, and still does to this day.  Needs theory then is a radical departure from traditional theory.

Maslow divides needs into five specific areas:  physiological, safety, belonging, esteem, and self-actualization.
  First, physiological needs refer to such things as food and water that are necessary for a normally functioning body.  The obvious connection here to conflict is to situations where food and the means to produce it are scarce.  The need for food and the motivation to get it overrides any other needs in most cases.
  It is not surprising then that we find a good deal of violent conflict in those areas of the world that are most in need of food.  David Atwood of the United States Agency for International Development cited hunger as a cause of conflict and instability in poor countries and warned that it threatens U.S. national security as well.


Second, safety needs tie very directly into violent conflict.  In times of instability, war, or other disasters the need for safety become predominant, even over that of physiological needs in some cases.
  Safety is easily tied into security, whether on an individual level, national level, or a global level.  This is where most international relations theorists concentrate their energies, trying to both explain the world as well as the best ways to protect us from hostile forces within the world.  But the focus is placed solely on states rather than on individuals and groups, where a deeper and more accurate understanding of the causes of violent conflict can be found.


Third, belonging needs can also be described as identity.  It is very important to humans to have a sense of belonging to a particular group of one’s own “kind”, whatever that may be.
  The results of attempting to satisfy this need have been played out many times over, especially in the last ten years.  Bosnia, Kosovo, Rwanda, Ivory Coast, East Timor, New York, and perhaps in the future Iraq, as well as many other countries that are not as popularly referenced have all been host to violent conflict and some of the worst atrocities against civilians in recent memory.  War can be the ultimate defining event in the life of a society.  Populations readily rally around the flag to support their own people when a threat arises.  To understand violent conflict, understanding identity is essential.


Esteem and self-actualization are less obviously connected to violent conflict.  Esteem can be tied in with identity, in that people within a given society generally need to have a stable and fairly high self-evaluation.
  This sense of self-respect works to strengthen identity.  Self-actualization refers to a sense of one’s place and the realization of the potential of what one can be.
  This is essential as well to the formation of identity. 


Some within the conflict resolution field who research human needs theory downplay the importance of the hierarchy of needs, concentrating rather on the delineation of categories as a more significant contribution.  Both Dennis J. D. Sandole and Ronald Fisher, for example, both find Maslow’s categories useful in working with nation-states and groups in conflict. Yet both do not consider the hierarchy that Maslow creates as especially useful or accurate.
  The hierarchy seems to suggest that humans only seek to satisfy one need at a time or that one need dominates all of their attention.  Arguably needs can be perceived simultaneously and at varying intensities.  Taken in the context of conflict, this means that any conflict driven by needs is complex and dynamic, forcing the parties to the conflict and those attempting to resolve it to deal with multiple needs at the same time.  Merely providing food helps one need, but if there is a need as well for recognition or respect, the way in which that food is provided becomes just as important as its provision.


With the discussion of needs eventually comes the discussion of satisfiers for those needs.  Indeed the term satisfier itself is a bit of a misnomer.  It seems to suggest 100% complete satisfaction.  In reality, as Maslow argues, satisfaction is only partial.  He suggests that in each of the above need areas we have certain minimum amounts of satisfaction within each.  Once we reach that level, other needs become more salient and garner our attention.
  So when we speak of satisfying a need, it must be understood that satisfaction is considered relative to other needs that one might have.


This can be problematic as well.  The relativity of satisfiers does not lend itself well to objective measurement.  What may satisfy a need in one particular context may not do so in another one.  Additionally, need simultaneity, as discussed earlier, can complicate the process of finding satisfiers.  Every conflict and its dynamic, its causes and effects, is different.  Therefore the satisfiers in each conflict will vary as well.


Despite these criticisms, Maslow’s work provides a base from which other human needs theorists have worked.  His categories of needs, specifically physiological, safety, and identity (including self-esteem and belonging) needs have been generally accepted at least as a starting point for the development of human needs theory as an explanatory theory for conflict.  Additionally, the concept of satisfiers has provided a basis from which to develop strategies, methods, and policies for dealing with conflict and attempting to resolve it.  

The Work of John Burton

From the work of Maslow, many within the conflict resolution field have attempted to develop theories on group and societal behavior, especially to understand the dynamics, causes, and potentially ways of resolving conflict.  The foremost scholar in this area is John Burton, a former Australian diplomat who was a delegate to the UN Charter Conference in 1945 and founded the Centre for the Analysis of Conflict at University College London.  His theory of human needs has influenced a number of other conflict theorists as well.  To look at modern human needs theory we must spend some time then examining the work of Burton.


Burton agrees with the categories of needs delineated by Maslow.  He argues that these human needs are universal motivations that are pursued by any means necessary and are biologically conditioned.  Indeed they may even be described as genetic.
  This is in contrast to values and interests that are often identified in conflict situations.  Needs are non-negotiable.  It is when these needs are threatened that conflict and violence arises.  The goal of conflict resolution then is to identify appropriate satisfiers for those needs.


Values as well are identified as non-negotiable.
  They are habits or customs that are particular to a specific culture.  Since values are not negotiable, they are only changeable over an extended period of time.  Additionally, values are often identified with needs, especially as they help to form the identity of a particular culture.
  Ideologies can be viewed as an extreme form of values.  They are not however always to be considered as values, although values may be at their core.  Ideologies rather are concerned not only with the values central to a particular culture but methods for protecting those values as well.
  Conflict between ideologies arises from competition between systems and tactics but not necessarily the core values.


Finally, interests are often the issues we see at the surface of a conflict.  They are the occupational, political, economic and social aspirations of an individual or a society.  Interests are also malleable and change often over time and usually focus on material items.
  Examples of interests in a conflict may include such things as land and power.  Interests are often the focus of negotiated settlements to conflict which delineate who gets what land and what positions in a new government that may be formed.  While important, interests should not drive attempts at conflict resolution at the expense of other more important needs.  Interests can be negotiated in such a way as to help ensure the satisfaction of those needs for all sides.


Beyond its usefulness in explaining the causes of conflict, Burton argues that human needs theory also posits systemic political change as well.  This means introducing the human element into the development of policy.
  He suggests that instead of focusing on how to resolve conflicts (which is necessary) more attention should be given to what he calls provention.  Put simply, this means moving past merely preventing and containing conflict to actively eliminating the causes of violent conflict.  To do this political institutions must conform to human drives and needs rather than merely attempting to restrict the behavior that results from ignoring those drives and needs.

Other Variations

Burton is without a doubt one of the most pivotal figures within human needs theory.  His work is often cited by others who expound upon and critique the ideas he helped synthesize.
  Additionally there are those coming from different perspectives than that of Burton who have added useful input to the continued development of the theory.  


Katrin Gillwald supports Burton’s argument for the universality of human needs.  She posits that “needs are all the exigencies of human existence.”
  Needs span time, space, and culture to every single person.  They are a universal human motivator.  It follows therefore that needs should play an essential role in conflict, one of the most basic forms of human interaction.  But in spite of their universality, their manifestation can vary.  That is, all needs will not be manifest at all times.  The expression of needs through behavior and awareness is variable over both time and contexts.


Gillwald argues additionally that it is not needs that lead to conflict, but the search for satisfiers.  Further complicating this situation is the scarcity of satisfiers.
  As with economic theory, which assumes a scarcity of resources and prices based on that level of scarcity, competition over a few satisfiers can result in a price being paid, sometimes in terms of human life.  Economic, political and cultural structures place additional restrictions on the types of satisfiers that may be sought.
  Resolving this conflict then requires the expansion of the number of satisfiers considered as well as the substitution of non-material for material satisfiers.


These two parts of Gillwald’s examination of human needs can be tied together to discover the dynamics of conflict, especially in different contexts.  Despite the universality of some needs, the way in which those needs are expressed in behavior can vary greatly, especially between cultures.  Obviously common needs such as food and safety can span societies.  But the levels of satisfaction needs to fill those needs can vary greatly.  More emphasis is placed on economic well being (wealth by global standards) in the west than in eastern cultures, where spiritual well-being may rank higher in comparison.  Satisfiers likewise vary across cultures.  It is essential then in any conflict situation to consider indigenous values as they relate to the definition of human needs as well as the range of satisfiers available to alleviate frustration of those needs.  


Gunner Adler-Karlsson briefly outlines what he calls a new theory of basic human needs.   He argues that humans have three basic human needs:  food, sex, and power.  Gradual social, economic, and political integration over centuries that has enabled the satisfaction of food and sex needs with population growth has also increased the number of individuals who have a strong basic need for power and to rule.  Paradoxically, increased integration reduces the number of leadership positions available within human society.  He argues that this then is the source of violent conflict within the world.


Adler-Karlsson expounds on the frustration of the power need and how it leads to conflict.  He compares the struggle for power with the biblical story of Cain and Able, where Cain kills his brother.  As the world continues to integrate into larger governing units, the number of “number one” positions declines, further frustrating the satisfaction of the need for power.  He suggests that in addition that there are a certain number of individuals that are born with an intense urge to rule.  So intense that they are willing to kill.  These adrenalinomaniacs, as he calls them, feed the world’s conflicts.


This approach is problematic.  All conflict is essentially described as a struggle for power.  While power has played a part in many conflicts, this analysis lacks in sophistication beyond the traditional international relations theories and most closely resembles the balance of power theory.  Adler-Karlsson’s approach is slightly different in that his point of analysis is individuals and individual leaders and not the monolithic state.  Power might explain why leaders go to war, but it doesn’t explain why nations go to war.  By focusing on the extreme power hunger of a few, Adler-Karlsson ignores the complexity of human nature and attempts to make simple what in reality is very complex.  Despite the good but brief description of the process of integration currently in the world and its contribution to conflict, his work offers little else that is of use in trying to gain a broad and complete understanding of conflict.


Richard Rubenstein, writing in a volume edited by Burton, describes human needs theory as merely the latest version of a natural law approach to society.
  This approach emphasizes the fundamentality, universality and permanence of human needs.  This suggests that these needs’ full satisfaction is essential.  But Rubenstein argues that in the current class based production system satisfaction is impossible.
  Any satisfaction that comes will only be partial.  This creates a problem in the application of human needs theory in that if only partial satisfaction can be guaranteed, how are we to choose what degree of satisfaction will either end a violent conflict or prevent one from breaking out?  This indicates a need for more specific attention to the process of selecting satisfiers for needs and their effectiveness in ending or preventing violence.


Ronald Fisher highlights the usefulness of human needs theory in working with conflict surrounding social identity.  In examining social identity more closely, Fisher identifies four propositions:  first, individuals strive for a positive self concept and social identity; second, group membership contributes to an individual’s social identity; third, evaluation of one’s own group is based on comparisons made to other outside groups; and fourth, positive social identity is based on positive comparisons.
  This process of comparison leads to the establishment of in and out groups.  In extreme cases, attempts to carryout comparisons for the purpose of forming or strengthening group identity can lead to demonization, dehumanization, and perhaps eventually violent conflict.  Looking for these identity needs in conflict situations, therefore, is essential to guide the process of identity formation away from destructive manifestations and definitions based exclusively on negation to more positive formulations.


Fisher’s formulation follows Maslow’s ideas on belonging and esteem needs.  But Fisher takes identity beyond just the individual level, which Maslow dealt with, and moves to the group level.  It is at this larger level where conflicts and wars can break out.  Fisher emphasizes the role of group dynamics and the process of identity formation more specifically than Burton, who mainly identifies identity needs as essential.  Fisher’s contribution is essential to better understanding these forces within social groups to aid in the development of better responses and preventative measures to conflicts surrounding identity.


Human needs theory is an area of study that is still developing.  For the purpose of this study however it is important to develop a baseline for further analysis of the similarities between human needs and human security.  Perhaps most essential to human needs theory is its focus upon the individual or individuals in aggregate that form a group by ethnicity, religion, or other social definition as its referent rather than the state that is politically defined as in traditional international relations theories.  Additionally, human needs theory implores us to dig more deeply into conflicts to discover the motivations – psychological, social, political, economic, religious, etc. – behind the actions taken by actors rather than merely attempting to deal at a surface level with the symptoms of violence.  These motivations may appear to be familiar and universal in some cases, but in truth can vary across contexts and cultures.  This necessarily leads us to a more interdisciplinary approach to the study of conflict, moving beyond only international relations to include such areas as social psychology, economics, development, anthropology, and other social sciences as well.  This holistic approach to the study of conflict will enable the development of more effective responses and, perhaps more importantly, ways of preventing violent conflict before it starts.

Human Security

The predominant focus of policymakers within the defense and diplomatic communities during the Cold War was countering the nuclear threat posed by the Soviet Union.  Critiques of realism did not find an audience in the halls of power.  With the collapse of the Soviet Union, the vacuum created by the removal of the central defining threat of U.S. foreign policy offered a new opportunity to those who sought to forward an alternative security model.  While human security has not been adopted as the model for U.S. foreign policy, elements of it can be increasingly found scattered through such agencies as USAID and are on display currently in Iraq.  Human security has been embraced more by governments such as Canada, Japan, and other members of the Human Security Network as well as the United Nations.  The development of human security as a concept however remains incomplete despite its increasing popularity as a policy choice.  Exploring this area then requires mapping the broad range of discussion around finding a definition for human security.

The 1994 Human Development Report


The first large scale attempt to formally institutionalize human security was with the United Nations Development Program’s 1994 Human Development Report (HDR).  Hope had sprung anew that increased attention would be given to development issues that fell victim to the power plays of the previous fifty years.  But UNDP was beginning to come to grips with the fact that the peace dividend that many expected following the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the end of the cold war was not going to materialize.  To more effectively compete for scarce funding and highlight the importance of development, human security was embraced to securitize development issues.  This document, and specifically its chapter on human security, has been a seminal document in the field.  It is one of the most common points of departure when discussing human security and it shall be here as well.


UNDP highlighted four particular characteristics of human security.  First, human security was seen as a universal concern, affecting people throughout the world in rich and poor nations alike.  Threats to human security are common to all people.  What differed was only the severity of a particular threat in a particular location.
  This universality would clearly give the task of providing security to not just individual nation-states, as was the case with the national security model.  Instead, groups of nations and specifically the UN and its specialized agencies have a pivotal role to play in addressing threats that are seen as universal.


Second, UNDP argued that each component of human security was interdependent.
  Many countries had fallen apart in the early 1990s.  A myriad of problems from these civil wars – refugees, pollution, arms trafficking, etc. – had spilled across borders and moved from internal matters to threats to regional and international stability.  In addition, one particular problem could also be indicative of or lead to additional threats.  Famine could lead to social disintegration and ethnic disputes, perhaps resulting in civil war which would create refugee flows into neighboring countries, straining their resources and destabilizing their own social structure.


Third, prevention is seen as an easier and more effective strategy than responding to threats as they arise.
  Save for the recent move to preemptive military action, traditional national security relied on deterrence and the development of an overwhelming response to threats.  Even preemptive military action only removes the immediate threat.  It does nothing to alleviate the conditions that may have led to the development of that threat.  This leaves the possibility for the threat to reemerge in the future.  Within human security, an ounce of prevention could go so far as to preclude the need for military humanitarian intervention, as happened often in the 1990s in such places as Somalia, Bosnia and Kosovo, and didn’t happen in Rwanda.  Prevention would require rapid, coordinated action on the part of nation-states, something that has proven difficult given the number of humanitarian aid appeals by UN specialized agencies that are chronically under-funded.


Fourth, human security is people centered.
  That is, individuals are the referent.  This is in contrast to the state centric focus of the national security orientation.  Human security looks at groups of people (individuals in aggregate) in examining security rather than looking at a state in abstract as the source, subject, and object of security.  This orientation lends itself to the development field, which focuses more on communities and people and less upon the macro economic situation of nation-states.


So what makes humans secure?  UNDP states broadly that freedom from fear and freedom from want have always been understood as the basis for human security.
  This idea dates back at least to Franklin Roosevelt’s Four Freedoms speech before Congress in January 1941.  Among the four, freedom from fear and want were both included.
  If these freedoms are guaranteed, people will be able to exercise choices about their own development.  UNDP further identifies seven areas that make up human security.  These are economic (assured basic income), food (access to basic food), health (infectious disease), environmental (clean water and sustainable development), personal (bodily harm from states, individuals, or groups), community (identity and ethnicity), and political (human rights).

Further Defining Human Security

Even with this attempt by UNDP to create a centrally accepted definition of human security, it is inevitable that others will have additions to or subtractions from that definition.  It is important to understand the full breadth of definitions of human security to gaining a more complete picture of what the conditions are that make for lasting peace.

One of the best collections of comparative definitions of human security is that of the Program on Humanitarian Policy and Conflict Research in the School of Public Health at Harvard University.  The primary approach of this program is to treat conflict as a public health problem.
  Human security in this perspective is seen both as an explanatory theory as well as a predictive tool and guide for developing conflict prevention measures.  The goal is to ward off the disease of violent conflict.


It is good to briefly touch on each of these comparative definitions, so that one can gain a broad understanding of the range of conceptualizations of human security.  This is perhaps more easily done by looking as the Harvard Program did at four particular aspects of the definition; the referent object, key values, the nature of threat, and agents of insecurity.  First, almost all of the following definitions view the individual as the referent object.  Only in a couple of cases does this differ, which will be mentioned with the description of that particular definition.

Beginning at the top, UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan lists economic development, social justice, environmental protection, democratization, disarmament, and the respect for human rights and the rule of law as key values.  Growing out of these values, threats would include weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, AIDS, arms and drugs trafficking, civilian displacement, and environmental disasters.  The agents of insecurity would include states, individuals, nature, and the environment.

UNHCR head Sadako Ogata echoes some of these same ideas.  For her the key values are social inclusion, the rule of law, human rights, and the capacity of states and individuals to settle conflicts nonviolently and carry out subsequent reconciliation efforts.  Both the nature of threats and agents of insecurity for Ogata are similar to those described by Secretary-General Annan.  But to this list she adds rebels and international criminals, perhaps two agents implied in Secretary-General Annan’s definition if not specifically mentioned.

Ramesh Thakur, a scholar at the United Nations University, focuses upon the community rather than the individual in his definition.  Thakur values the total quality of life of a society, with the key element of that being human rights.  As a result, threats would be anything that would degrade someone’s quality of life.  Specific examples include demographic pressures and diminished access to or stockpile of resources.  The agents of insecurity in this approach put Thakur firmly with Johan Galtung and others who are associated with structural violence.  Thakur sees any structure – be it social, administrative, military, criminal, global, or a myriad of other structures – as having the potential of creating a threat.  In addition, like Annan and Ogata, Thakur includes individuals and states as agents of insecurity as well.

To complete the list of UN definitions, including the UNDP approach described earlier, UN Deputy Secretary-General Louise Frechette lists adequate food, shelter, good health, education, protection from violence and natural disasters, and a democratic state as the key values for human security.  She describes threats to security as poverty, disease, violence, and political oppression.  Like her colleagues, Louise Frechette also views states, nature, and individuals as potential agents of insecurity.

Several governments have also detailed their own views of human security.  Canada is one of a group of governments known as the Human Security Network that has been at the forefront of exploring the possibilities of human security.  It defines the key value as the freedom from pervasive threats to people’s rights, safety, or lives.  The list of threats is interminable, but includes such things as the income gap, landmines, failed states, and terrorism.  Emphasis is place on those threats that lead to personal, political, and community based violence.  The agents of insecurity in this context are states, rebels, traffickers, and other individuals.  The government of Japan, another leader within the Human Security Network, defines human security similarly.  To Canada’s key value, Japan adds human dignity.  Threats and agents of insecurity for Japan are also similar to Canada’s position.  To this, importantly, the Human Security Network specifically adds gender-based violence to the threats to human security.

While definitions are fairly similar within UN and government circles (and here I include Thakur as an academic), there is a wider range of definitions within academia.  To merely list these as with UN and government positions give short shrift to the complexity and diversity of ideas about what constitutes human security and their implications for the conduct of international relations and formulation of foreign policy.  It is useful then to examine in detail a number of different academic interpretations of human security.  This is not an exhaustive collection of definitions but a sampling from a broad range of ideas.

To begin, it is good to look at areas of convergence between human security and the more traditional doctrine of national security.  P.H. Liotta posits that after September 11th, the U.S. is faced with a changed security landscape where individuals and non-state actors play a role of increased importance, both as referents of security as well as threats to security.  Rather than focusing on protecting the state, more attention is given to the security of individuals.  Meanings of security have proliferated with descriptors such as ‘national’, ‘human’, ‘gender’, and others being added.  This creates a conceptualization of security so wide that it simultaneously means everything and nothing due to its breadth.

In exploring the bounds of both human and national security, Liotta notes the distinction between threat and vulnerability.  He argues that state security is focused on responding to specific threats, while human security issues often delineate vulnerabilities.  Only in the most extreme instances do these vulnerabilities become threats.  Liotta describes a threat as “identifiable, often immediate, and requires an understandable response,” often military force.
  A vulnerability on the other hand “is often only an indicator, often not clearly identifiable, often linked to a complex interdependence among related issues, and does not always suggest a correct or even adequate response.”
  Military force in these situations is not always relevant.  But these vulnerabilities must be dealt with, both as threats and before they become more acute, in order to protect both the security of the state and the individuals it represents.  This is the convergence of national and human security, what Liotta refers to as the ‘boomerang effect’ of vulnerabilities that become threats.

Liotta’s description of the effects of human security vulnerabilities upon individual and state security rings true.  The concept of vulnerabilities bridges the gap that is often set between the traditional, state-centric, realist notions of security and the more liberal, human-centric theories of security.  Looking at security from the perspective of vulnerability offers a basis for security prioritization.  States must respond first and foremost to threats.  Vulnerabilities must be addressed as well to ward off future threats.  These responses must occur nearly simultaneously.  In addition, threat responses must cast an eye towards existing vulnerabilities so that short-term actions do not compromise longer-term activities meant to prevent threats from emerging.


Canadian political scientist Peter Stoett articulates another view of human security.  He argues for the need for specificity in speaking of human security, lest it pass away like so many other fad theories of the past.  Stoett organizes his theory of human security on its negative manifestations or absence.  The lens Stoett uses for his analysis is threat and the minimalist/maximalist dialectic.  He sees primarily four threats with respect to human security:  genocide, ecocide, displacement, and globalization.
  Definition of each of these then in turn depends on whether one takes a minimalist or a maximalist approach.  Stoett argues that human security should lean more towards a maximalist definition of threat while remaining wary of the negative consequences of defining a concept too broadly.  Human security then exists through preventing and responding to these four threats.


Stoett’s approach can be viewed as a scientific approach, using observed phenomenon (war, poverty, refugees, pollution) and their effects to define a larger concept.  Despite this, his conceptualization falls short.  The reliance on observed phenomenon means that intangible ideas like human rights and freedom are missed.  In addition, using such popular terms as genocide and ecocide limits their efficacy in describing broader concepts due to their understood definitions and political connotations.  Using such loaded terms is unhelpful in this instance in trying to define a broad concept like human security.  Stoett therefore at best gives us an incomplete answer to our question.

Caroline Thomas gives us another piece to the human security puzzle with her examination of the overwhelming problems of poverty and inequality in the face of globalization.  More broadly, Thomas defines human security as a state in which basic human needs are met and human dignity is realized.
  Her analysis focuses on the material aspects of globalization and takes an international development perspective in its critique of the neo-liberal notion that poverty can be alleviated through the full realization of free trade and open markets.
  The problem, as Thomas puts it, is that the wealth created by trade liberalization is not equally distributed.  Therefore the gap between rich and poor widens.  Globalization is a threat to human security because it ignores the importance of ensuring that the individual receives its benefits, not just the aggregate market.

This broader view of human security is a step in the right direction, but remains incomplete.  It focuses mainly on the development aspects of human security and ignores the essential traditional military aspects of security.  In its application, Thomas’ definition offers an important critique of globalization.  It is particularly important in that it reframes the issue of globalization from an economic and development issue into a security issue.  International gatherings such as the World Trade Organization and the World Summit on Sustainable Development take on more importance in trying to ensure that today’s poor and neglected do not continue to be neglected and become tomorrow’s security risk.  But inattention to the military and political dimensions of security makes this again an incomplete although important part of the answer to our question.


One of the most recognized authorities and proponents for human security within the policy community is Lloyd Axworthy, Foreign Minister for Canada from 1996-2000.  He was one of the initial proponents of adopting human security to guide not only Canadian foreign policy but the work of the UN as well.  In a period when a number of states were disintegrating into civil war, Axworthy saw human security, if appropriately guaranteed, as a long-term solution to these areas.  Beyond just basic needs, he argued that human security required sustainable (long lasting and environmentally sensitive) economic development, human rights, good governance, and the rule of law.
  

Foreign Minister Lloyd Axworthy has become an advocate for a new focus on human security in many venues, especially the UN.  In 1996, Axworthy described human security to the General Assembly as “security against economic privation, an acceptable quality of life, and a guarantee of fundamental human rights.”
  This includes fulfilling basic human needs, sustainable development, the rule of law, and fundamental freedoms.  In addition, the main way human security is guaranteed is through peacebuilding activities immediately following the conclusion of an agreement to end a war.

This broad definition both captures the aforementioned concerns as well as puts itself at odds with Thomas’ description of globalization as a threat to human security.  But the underlying concept of poverty alleviation and economic development stills lies at the heart of both conceptualizations.  Axworthy’s definition suggests the need for an intensified effort through the UN to not only be involved at the macro level in separating warring parties but at the micro level as well, ensuring that civilians have access to basic necessities for survival.

William Bain however criticizes the broad definition and practice of human security.  He warns of what he calls the “tyranny of benevolence.”  Bain’s critique rests on an understanding of human nature based on each human’s agency to control his or her own life.  If this is seen as the fundamental nature of humans, the interventionist leanings of human security restrict agency by forcing states to abide by one overarching set of norms.  Instead of a broad definition of human security, Bain would rather limit it to personal security - that is life itself including food, medicine, and safety.  In other areas, people must be allowed to succeed or fail of their own accord.  Given this, contrary to popular sentiment, Bain argues that inaction is sometimes a morally justifiable alternative to action.

This critique is helpful in that it forces us to prioritize human security threats and concerns.  Surely not every threat to human security will require military action or some other intrusion.  In addition, it supports the principle of invitation, meaning that outside parties must be appealed to rather than those parties acting independently and without consent or consultation of the very people they are seeking to help.  But at the same time, any cry for help should be promptly answered.  In addition, this should not keep us from attempting to undertake preventative actions.

Bain’s critique is however dangerous as well.  It offers an easy excuse for inaction and avoiding costly but necessary efforts.  Non-interventionism is an excuse often for a lack of political will.  Additionally, this neglects the extent to which those who are on the outside are actually causing a particular situation of insecurity.  This is especially true with respect to Thomas’ critique of globalization.  In this perspective, we must intervene against our own mistakes and bad policy to alleviate the suffering caused by a first-world governed financial, trading, and economic system.  While interventionism is a slippery slope to determinism for others, non-intervention is an equally slippery slope greased by our own unrepentiveness and lack of political will.

Nicholas Thomas and William Tow attempt to increase the utility of the concept of human security by limiting its scope as well.  Their goal is to give the concept more analytical and political value.  Thomas and Tow argue that the nature of threat needs to be extended beyond military descriptors but that a crisis “becomes a truly human security problem . . . when the ramifications of not overcoming it cross a state’s borders and assume a truly international significance. . .”
  In addition, the referent or level of analysis is not as important to human security as some scholars have argued.
  This indicates that the focus is not so much on who is threatened but rather how to respond to those threats, often through international institutions.

In response to Thomas and Tow, Alex Bellamy and Matt McDonald criticize their attempt to squeeze human security into a more traditional, state-centric security framework.  Bellamy and McDonald argue that states often cause many of the problems identified by human security.  Making the state a central referent ignores situations like Bosnia and Rwanda where the state murders its citizens.  In addition, national security policies often are detrimental to human security, be it trade liberalization, bilateral arms sales, or not participating in international treaties.
  While there are some truly international problems, places like Bosnia, Haiti, Rwanda, rife with ethnic hatred and civil warfare, are every bit as much threats to human security.

Bellamy and McDonald are correct in chastising Thomas and Tow.  Limiting human security threats to only those that cross borders ignores the very essence of human security.  Genocide, as long as it doesn’t cross borders, would not qualify as a threat for Thomas and Tow.  Human security is anti-structualist by its nature.  It is not possible to co-opt a truly authentic human security policy into existing political structures without changing those structures and the ideas that support them.  The concept of sovereignty, for example, has been and must continue to be reexamined in light of the tragedies of the 1990s when it was a stumbling block to preventing genocide.  Thomas and Tow’s effort, while admirable from the viewpoint of making human security tangible for policy makers, fails to provide an alternative model for security.

In looking at security, Ramesh Thakur suggests it is helpful to examine three questions; what are the referents, what are the instruments, and what are the costs.  Since the end of the cold war, our answers to these questions have shifted from national security and military defense of the state to human security and defense of the individual.  This new conceptualization can best be described in terms of freedom.  Negatively, Thakur speaks of freedom from want, hunger, attack and other threats.  Positively, Thakur refers to the freedom to realize full potential.

Thakur’s questions are useful in attempting to get our hands on a practical theory of human security.  They make tangible the abstract notions and ideas that currently make up the debate.  But what is more useful is his use of negative and positive freedom as a framework within which human security can be defined.  Despite being broad, freedom can serve as a starting point to try and develop a well grounded and focused paradigm of human security.


Matt McDonald views human security as a prescriptive attempt to change traditional security discourses at the state level that have emphasized military issues resulting in ever increasing levels of insecurity for individuals.  In that sense, it is more a discourse on the very nature of security rather than an attempt to change the policies that grow from it.  From that discourse has emerged four areas of common conception.  These include the individual as referent, the definition of security threat as threat to individual quality of life, the role of non-state actors as agents to attain security, and an inherent critique of the traditional realist focus upon armed conflict.


McDonald cites a number of critiques of human security, many of which are oriented to its usefulness as a security policy agenda.  One main criticism is that it is hard to see how human security might work, especially within the current international system.  This is primarily a realist response, not only to human security but also to any alternative view of security, according to McDonald.  Here the misconception he spoke of earlier of discourse versus policy is evident.  Human security is more a normative or moral project rather than necessarily a prescription for all that ails humanity.
  In addition, McDonald points out that human security’s focus on the individual as referent may limit our ability to fully understand group conflict.  Issues of group identity and ethnicity may be missed by a human security focus, while they may be central in fully understanding a conflict.
  This would limit its utility in trying to formulate a policy agenda to respond to conflict both generally and specifically.

Another criticism described by McDonald is that there is no mechanism for resolving disputes between different components of human security.
  For example, a conflict could contain competing claims that appeal on one side the need for economic security and on the other environmental security.  Judging between these security concerns is problematic.  Perhaps here is an area where conflict resolution can be a practical way of coming to a common solution to a security paradox.

The most damning of McDonald’s criticisms however is his questioning of the universality of human security.  Many in the international institutions place particular emphasis upon universality as a particular strength of human security.  This can be seen in UNDP’s conceptualization, as detailed earlier.  McDonald argues that any progressive definition of security must allow for difference.
  This would be particularly true when attempting operationalize a policy agenda based on human security.  While freedom from fear and want may be able to be considered as universal ideas, the way that a particular individual attempts to provide for their own security and the way another actor may want to provide that security may be completely different.  This is particularly true in the attempt by the west to create a global free market through globalization, something they may argue increases human security but may run counter to how individuals in non-western societies want to organize their own economies.  Issues of identity and culture therefore in a particular context play an essential role in fostering human security in that context.

In summary, McDonald does see some commonalities between various definitions of human security.  He is critical, however, of attempting to frame a definition based on political efficacy.  He emphasizes that context has a great effect upon perceptions and definitions of security and as a result these definitions are constantly shifting.  This is even true within supposedly stable fields such as national security.  New unperceived threats are constantly emerging and vary in importance from time to time.  September 11th was one example of an unperceived threat that policymakers and theorists equally across the political spectrum struggled to get a grip on to try and develop a method of response and prevention to eliminate the threat of terrorism.


King and Murray take a slightly different tack in describing human security.  Rather than settle for a general theory that remains somewhat vague, they attempt to develop a definition that allows for quantification.  Simply put, their definition of human security would be the number of years spent outside of a state of poverty.
  This is not limited to an economic definition of poverty.  Other areas would include health, education, political freedom, and democracy.
  These combined with income provide a comprehensive picture of a possible human security index that would complement existing indexes like the human development index computed by UNDP.


This definition limits the focus and purpose of human security to identifying those who are most at risk for poverty.
  This is a more negative definition of human security.  It does not appeal to lofty ideals of empowering individuals to live up to their full potential, as some other definitions might.  But King and Murray’s definition is also the most practical for translating a general theory into a concrete framework for the development of policy to address problems such as terrorism.  By creating quantitative measures, it is possible to measure the effectiveness of any policy in promoting increased human security.  But King and Murray acknowledge to make this model useful there needs to be new data collection and models as well as improvement made to existing collections and models to fill in gaps that current measures conducted by various international organizations leave.


In addition, Kanti Bajpai also argues for the development of tools to measure levels of human security.  Bajpai primarily focuses on threats to human security to flush out a full definition.  Broadly, he speaks of both direct and indirect threats.  Direct threats would include such things as crime, terrorism, war, torture, dehumanization, discrimination, and weapons of mass destruction.  Indirect threats would include things such as disease, deprivation, disasters, refugees, environmental degradation, unemployment, and income inequality.


Bajpai goes on to argue for the creation of a human security audit.  Such an audit would include both quantitative measures, creating a human security index, as well as qualitative measures on the degree of implementation of international agreements on such things as carbon dioxide emissions and arms trafficking.
  This audit would enable the world community to assess threats to human security through the quantitative measures as well as the capabilities and tools to respond to those threats via qualitative studies.  This approach would provide a concrete measure, like King and Murray, which could help to inform policy formation both on the national and international levels.


Edward Newman both agrees with this definition and differs.  He argues first that human security to this point has primarily be an ethical movement calling for the reorientation of security from states to individuals.
  He also argues however that human security is an outgrowth of empirical study that suggests that “human security deprivation . . . has a direct impact upon peace and stability within and between states.”
  From this, Newman articulates four different notions of human security:  assertive/interventionist, basic human needs, social welfare/developmentalist, and new security.  I will deal with only the latter three areas.


First, a basic human needs approach concentrates on those areas traditionally addressed by UNDP.  It is not necessary to go into depth at this point on this approach.  Second, the social welfare/developmentalist approach goes beyond the basic human needs approach.  It addresses the complete development of humans, not just the provision of basic needs.  This approach includes concern about the justice of distribution of and participation in development, sustainability, and cultural sensitivity, all areas within international development.


The fourth approach is that of new security.  This approach has developed more in relation to emerging threats and the shortcomings of traditional realist theory.  The threats are global in scope, and include such things as AIDS, terrorism, small arms, human trafficking, and cyber war.  Newman argues that within this approach the referent can be both the state and individual.  Indeed many of these problems grow out of the failure of states to remain viable.
  Despite this slightly different focus, all four approaches make important contributions and together help to define human security.


Roland Paris casts a critical eye toward human security and questions whether a new security paradigm is truly emerging.  In examining the UNDP definition, Paris argues that despite the accurate claim that security had been focused to narrowly in the past, UNDP’s proposed definition lacks precision.
  Additional attempts by individual governments to further refine this broad definition for their own use have likewise still done little to delineate the boundaries of the concept of human security.  Many scholars as well have done little to attempt to sharpen the definition.


Paris does describe briefly the work of King and Murray and Bajpai as mentioned earlier.  He rightly criticizes both of their formulations as incomplete and highlighting certain values over others.  This creates the additional challenge, Paris argues, of not only defining human security but also rationalizing the selection of the particular indicators that they use.
  It is important to remember this point, that even the formation of supposedly objective indicators is value-laden.


Instead of seeing human security as the only type of security, Paris argues that it could be one of many.  He describes the field of security studies in terms of four separate but interrelated areas:  national, redefined, interstate, and human.  Both the national and interstate areas focus primarily upon the military aspects of security.   Human and redefined security, which deals with things like environment and economics, focuses on military but also primarily on nonmilitary threats.  This conceptualization of human security as part of the broader field of security studies that offers a different perspective is more useful.  Human security alone is too vague and has no practical usefulness for academics and policymakers alike.


Astri Suhrke analyzes UNDP’s definition of human security more in depth.  The critical distinction that he makes is between security and development.  The former he argues is more focused on the short term while the latter suggests a longer-term outlook.
  Put another way, security is more concerned with crises while development looks at social and economic change in general.  Human security then refers primarily to the response to crises.


Suhrke relates this to the concept of vulnerability, where immediate action is required to prevent or alleviate catastrophe.
  This concept can then guide the development of policy around human security concerns.
  These policies include measures to protect against physical violence or warfare (including military intervention), provide a safety net, and protect against disasters.  Those who are vulnerable become the object of policies developed to respond to the prospect of or the current instance of suffering.

A Unified Approach


Given the exposition of both of these theories, can any sense be made of them?  Despite the wide variations within definitions of both human needs and human security, there are commonalities both within and between both fields.  To try and develop a new approach to conflict resolution, prevention, international relations, and foreign policy it is useful, even essential to develop a synthesis of commonalities that can provide a single, succinct approach.  This is not to say that this synthesis is not subject to change.  Any sound theory is one that is constantly being tested and adjusted to more accurately reflect the world it is attempting to explain.  The goal here rather is to provide an opportunity for cross pollination between two related but separate fields and delineate the commonly held assumptions from both to aid both theoretical as well as policy development in explaining, responding to, and preventing violent conflict.


The primary point of convergence is that both human needs theory and human security view individuals or groups of individuals as the point of reference rather than the political unit of the state.  This humanizes and makes real the process of finding solutions to conflict as well as developing policy.  Within realism, the abstract notion of the state dehumanizes human society.  This oversimplifies increasingly complex conflicts that are caused by not only balance of power considerations but also environmental, gender, food, economic, displacement, and other issues as well.  Realism then provides at best an incomplete answer to conflicts by focusing on power aspects and at worst exacerbates human suffering by supporting unjust governments for reasons of balance of power.


Both theories also overlap in those issues they define as important in understanding conflict and providing security.  First, human needs and human security both securitize or conflictize development.  Lack of development is seen as a cause of conflict or source of insecurity.  Everything from a lack of food to a lack of gainful employment can create the environment within which violent conflict can break out.  Globalization cannot be viewed only within the context of economics, devoid of a human element.  Rather the struggle on the streets of Seattle and between multinational corporations and developing countries and peasants becomes one of life and death, with not just money at stake but the lives of perhaps billions of people who are affected by global economics.


Additionally, development must be sustainable and include social development as well.  Environmental concerns feature more prominently in human security than in human needs theory.  But it can be argued that a human needs approach would be sympathetic to these concerns as the environment would at the least affect the ability of individuals to provide food for themselves, a basic human need.  Social needs such as education, protection of workers, and gender equality would also appeal equally to human security and human needs as essential means of development.


Second, and equally as important as development if not more so in some areas, identity is an essential need and aspect of security.  All of the conflicts in the Balkans during the 1990s had something to do with identity.  The old Yugoslavian identity that had held a multiethnic society together to some extent for decades became irrelevant with the downfall of its defining ideology of communism.  In the place of Yugoslavianism ethnic identities took on increased importance.  Competition for power naturally then fell along fault lines of identity.  History helped to reinforce ethnic divisions and created an atmosphere within which violent conflict quickly ensued.  A better understanding of identity and the role of identity formation in conflict and violence would enable a more effective response.

Third, related to identity, political freedom is viewed as essential in both fields to fostering conflict free societies.  By ensuring tolerance, identity can be secured and expressed freely, which is especially important in multiethnic societies.  This means democracy, but not one size fits all democracy.  For political structures to be effective they must arise organically from within the society.  These structures and their the process of their creation can be a part of the identity formation process and therefore must be devoid of outside interference as much as possible to provide for the most relevant and effective system possible.

Given these areas of commonality, a combined theory can be developed.  Human needs theory plays a definitional role in relation to human security.  Simply put, human security can be defined as a condition in which individuals within a society have their human needs met.  This is composed of physical needs (food, water, and healthcare), safety needs (freedom from direct killing as a result of war or crime), and social needs (political freedom, religious freedom, gender equality, education, identity).  These sets of needs can be seen as based loosely on the Maslow’s hierarchy of needs described earlier, minus the hierarchy.  I would agree with the arguments made by Sandole, Fisher, and Burton that the interaction of needs is far more complex than just satisfying one and moving on to the next salient need.  One set of needs is not exclusive but is interdependent upon the satisfaction of the other needs as well.  One cannot fulfill physical needs if safety and social needs are not also met.  This is also the case for the other needs as well.  This requires a holistic perspective and comprehensive approach when developing policy in a number of different areas.  The effects of a particular trade policy for example must be viewed not only economically but also in light of its effects upon the satisfaction of all the needs of a society.


Given this more comprehensive approach to conflict and the development of policy, what implications would this have for responding to terrorism?  Suffice it to say at this point that the areas dealt with would move beyond the execution of a military campaign against suspected camps and states that harbor terrorists.  In order to offer effective policy prescriptions to combat terrorism, we must first determine exactly what terrorism is, what causes it, and more specifically what may have contributed to the attacks on New York in 1993 and 2001 as well as other related attacks elsewhere in the world

THE CASE OF TERRORISM


September 11th was the first massive violent attack against the U.S. since Pearl Harbor and against the continental U.S. since the 19th century.  It is understandable then that this attack quickly reordered our priorities in practically every policy area, especially foreign and security policy.  Over the ensuing eighteen months or so, the U.S. has tried to understand this new threat and how best to respond to it.  The responses that have been developed so far have had mixed reviews.  Some regard the war on terror as a success to this point but an ongoing effort.  Others see the seeds of future violence sown in the policies of today.


In attempting to develop policies that respond to the threat of terror, it is important to understand it so that it can be removed and prevented in the future.  Traditional realist notions of security are unhelpful in this case since one of the actors is not a state.  So it is necessary to move to an alternative conceptualization of security, such as the one developed earlier.  Through the unified lens of human needs theory and human security, it is possible to develop a deeper understanding of the causes of terrorism.  This then leads us to the policy prescriptions that will help reduce the threat of terrorism as much as possible.

Examining Terrorism through the Human Needs/Human Security Lens

To understand terrorism, specifically Islamic Fundamentalist terrorism perpetrated by groups and people directly or indirectly allied with Osama bin Ladin, a sense of history is needed.  Within the conflict resolution field this is also referred to as developing a conflict history.  This includes what both sides have said during the conflict.  In addition, an understanding of the concept of terrorism is useful as well.  To this end, statements from both Bush administration officials and Bin Ladin, the history of relations between these two parties, and academic theories on the causes of terrorism will be examined in turn.

Terrorism and its Causes


Over the past two and a half years, much effort has been put into finding the causes of terrorism and what can be done to prevent future attacks.  Proposals have ranged just as wide as the spectrum of political philosophies within the international relations field.  Much attention has been given, especially in official circles, to ways to confront Al Qaeda directly through military and financial means to degrade or eliminate their ability to carry out attacks.  Others have focused more intently on exploring the root causes of terrorism and how they might have contributed to September 11th.
  It is this latter group that will be considered here.  For the true effort against terrorism is a broad and long term effort in a number of areas.


Perhaps the best framing of this discussion comes from John Paul Lederach who is well known for his work in conflict transformation.  Lederach describes a horizon of interdependence as being the best way to address the problem of terrorism.
  This embraces the complexity of the problem of terrorism, arguing that no one approach or action is going to be able to prevent terrorism on its own.  Instead we should focus upon arriving at a point, the horizon, where security is not defined against others but is interdependent upon the security of other communities.  It is this security relationship that forms the basis of our interaction with one another.  An interaction based more upon what is heard rather than what is said.  It is within this context that we should examine the question of terrorism to find common solutions to common problems.


A large number of scholars have tried to offer their own explanation for terrorism.  Many of them offer similar if not identical descriptions of these causes, many of which focus on areas found within human security and human needs theory.  The similarity of explanations supports more cross-disciplinary work to further develop understanding between the two fields.  In general, these analyses focus on four areas, namely multilateralism, economics, human rights, and popular support for terrorist organizations.  Particularly important is the concept of structural violence, which is supported by human needs theory and human security.  In addition, the psychological makeup of an individual terrorist also helps to explain their behavior.  

In both of these areas, human needs theory can serve as an explanatory tool.  Burton argues that terrorist activities can grow out of peaceful protest movements that are continually frustrated and repressed by authorities.  These groups, through their activities as well as their rhetoric, help to provide an identity to an oppressed population.

This frustration is one type of structural violence.  More generally, structural violence can be described as damaging deprivations caused by the nature of social institutions and policies.
  These deprivations can be economic, political, or social.  They could include poverty, a lack of democracy, or attempting to wipe out a particular culture by demeaning it through racism.  Members of an oppressed community will resist this deprivation of human needs, be that nonviolently or violently.  Populations who live in conditions of structural violence are more likely to be willing to follow a terrorist movement to carryout that resistance.
  Addressing conditions of structural violence then is essential to reducing support from local populations for terrorism.

Globalization can be seen as one aspect of structural violence.  Uneven development and division of the spoils of globalization has worsened the gap between the very few rich and the billions of poor.  It is out of this gap that dissatisfaction and resistance develops.  Resistance that can lead to the creation of terrorist organizations who strike at targets that perpetuate the gap, including multinational corporations and countries who benefit the most from globalization.
  Dealing with the inequalities caused by globalization is essential in trying to prevent terrorism.

This falls within the broader area of economic deprivation that many cite as a cause of terrorism.  Those within the human security paradigm such as Axworthy, Dick Bell and Michael Renner of the Worldwatch Institute, and Wolfgang Bendek of the University of Graz believe that levels of terrorism could at least be reduced significantly with a strong international commitment to aiding the world’s poor.
  


Additionally, within psychology, many have attempted to explain what motivates terrorists, especially suicide terrorists, to commit what are popularly believed to be irrational acts of violence.  Martha Crenshaw counters this in her examination of the logic of terrorism.  Crenshaw views the resort to violence as a willful choice.  It is a choice typically made collectively by an organization for political or strategic reasons.  Usually it is a choice made to exploit a particular opportunity for action.


Given the collective rationality of terrorism, advantages and disadvantages to terrorist violence can also be deduced.   The disadvantages are primarily two fold.  First, there is a significant sacrifice necessary in the present.  This can be endured because it may inspire future resistance.  Second, terrorism may result in a loss of popular support.  This would occur because of civilian casualties or extreme government repression.  It is easier to maintain popular support, however, in ethnically divided societies.
  The advantages are four fold.  First, terrorist violence makes the demands of the resistance a salient issue on the public agenda.  Second, it creates the conditions for a revolt.  Third, it can inspire resistance by its example.  Fourth, terrorism can provoke repression, which in turn further strengthens the argument for resistance.


Jerrold Post refutes Crenshaw’s assertions.  Post believes that individuals are drawn to terrorism to commit violence, not by some political program.  They are driven more by psychological logic than political forces to carry out violence.  The logic of terrorism then is constructed to justify these acts that they are psychologically compelled to commit.  This psychological compulsion is the search for identity by the terrorist that they find in opposing the establishment.  Taken one step further, Post argues that a terrorist’s weaknesses and psychoses are projected upon the other and they gain and strengthen their own identity from the group.


This psychological perspective offers a different, more personal take upon terrorist behaviors.  I would disagree with Post in describing terrorism as being driven by a psychological drive to do violence rather than politics.  It ignores that the very search for identity, especially group identity, can be a political act.  I do not dispute that terrorists in some cases may have certain psychoses that they are acting upon.  But the larger phenomenon of terrorism is definitely politically driven.  Crenshaw is correct to describe terrorism as rational.  Despite its grotesque nature, it is a consciously chosen method to accomplish a particular goal.  Understanding this point is essential in developing a policy to counter terrorism.


These postulates on the motivations for terrorism offer a starting point to begin to try and explain why September 11th happened and what can be done to prevent such an event in the future.  To delve more deeply into that particular incident, it is necessary to fully examine the context within which it happened.  This includes looking into history to discover the reasons for the formation of Al Qaeda in the first place, bin Ladin’s descent into terrorism, and the ways in which the U.S. interacted with the world, especially the Muslim world that may have incited resistance to it that turned violent.

A Brief History

While the horrific nature of September 11th was startling in terms of the cost in human lives, to most people versed in the history of terrorism against the U.S. the fact that a terrorist act occurred on U.S. soil was perhaps less surprising.  Al Qaeda’s offensive against the U.S. can be seen as far back as Somalia and is traced through the first World Trade Center bombing, the Khobar Towers bombing, the Kenya and Tanzania embassy bombings, the USS Cole, and finally September 11th.  The breadth of this history indicates the commitment of Al Qaeda in general and Osama bin Ladin specifically to confront the U.S.

Osama bin Ladin and Al Qaeda

This history has its beginning in Saudi Arabia, where bin Ladin grew up as the 17th son of a wealthy father who ran a number of businesses, including a construction company.  His father, a Yemeni, and his mother (one of four wives his father had), a Syrian, gave bin Ladin a broader perspective of the Islamic world than others may have.  Bin Ladin’s father was contracted to refurbish many of the holiest mosques in Mecca, Medinah, and elsewhere, including the Al-Aqsa mosque in Jerusalem (flashpoint of the current Intifada).
  This gave bin Ladin a unique perspective of the holiest places of Islam.

Despite an aversion to politics, bin Ladin’s family was well connected and well liked by the Saudi Royal family.  King Faisal took in the family following the death of bin Ladin’s father in 1968 placing them under royal decree, pledging to support and protect them.
  For many years after bin Ladin’s family was very friendly with the Royal family.

Bin Ladin was the only one who was interested greatly in politics.  In 1980 he took this interest as well as his pan-Islamic perspective with him when he went to Afghanistan to join the fight against the Soviet invasion.  There he set up the Afghan Service Bureau, an office that dispersed funding to the fighters.  Much of this funding was aid from the U.S. and United Kingdom who were supporting the jihadists to prevent the Soviets from expanding their sphere of influence into South Asia.  In addition, bin Ladin also volunteered some of his considerable inherited wealth to the fighters in Afghanistan as well.

In 1986, bin Ladin moved to Peshawar where he helped to found what would become Al Qaeda with Sheikh Abdullah Azzam, who wrote extensively on the political dimensions of Islam.  Al Qaeda was seen as a rapid reaction force that would aid in the reestablishment of the caliphate from Islamic history.  This caliphate would span the Islamic world, including Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Afghanistan, and Pakistan.
  This broad dream was an obvious outgrowth of his upbringing within a pan-Islamic perspective.

Despite his influential writings on politics and Islam, Azzam believed that jihad should only be waged against legitimate military targets and eschewed attacking civilians.  Bin Ladin, however believed otherwise.  This difference of opinion was resolved by bin Ladin employing Egyptian fighters to assassinate Azzam, who in many ways had been a mentor to bin Ladin.  With Azzam out of the way, Al Qaeda was free to turn to terrorist attacks on civilians as one modus operandi.
  This assassination also demonstrated bin Ladin’s ruthless nature, willing to sacrifice anything for the cause of the reestablishment of Islamic power.


This cause was one held in common with the Salafi school of Islam.  It is related to wahabism, a fundamentalist Islamic school of thought primarily located in Saudi Arabia.  Salafism approached Islam in the same way that bin Ladin did, on a broad and universal scale.  It presented solutions to contemporary problems based on Islamic teaching.  The goal was to return Islam to the sublime principles of the Koran and the Prophet’s authentic sunnah (way of life).  This would bridge the traditional divide of Sunni and Shi’a that separates much of the Muslim world today.
  It would bring a return to an Islamic golden age.

Bin Ladin Vs. the United States


The confrontation between Al Qaeda and the U.S. began a few years after the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan with Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait on August 2, 1990.  Bin Ladin was opposed to Iraq’s action and offered his services to Saudi Arabia to forge a coalition against Hussein of 5,000 mujahidin.  At the same time, the U.S. approached the Saudis to ask if they could preposition forces to both protect Saudi Arabia and its oil reserves from further attack by Iraq and to eventually expel Iraq from Kuwait.  The Saudis rejected bin Ladin’s offer and when he expressed opposition to the presence of a non-Muslim army on Islam’s holiest ground, the Saudi government assured him that their stay would be short lived, just long enough to liberate Kuwait.  When this did not materialize, bin Ladin grew more humiliated and enraged, first at his offer being rebuffed and then at the acquiescence of the Saudis to allow what has become a permanent U.S. military presence in Saudi Arabia.  As a result of what he viewed as a betrayal, bin Ladin believed that the Saudi regime lost its legitimacy to rule.
 


Since then, Al Qaeda has engaged the U.S. in what can only be described as a war.  For twelve years, it has targeted the U.S. in a campaign of violence to remove its influence from the Muslim world.  Many have tried to figure out why Al Qaeda has embarked on this campaign of violence.  Some of the same theories described above have been used to describe the larger support of Al Qaeda.  But to create an effective campaign specifically against Al Qaeda, we must respond to it specifically.

To understand its motivations, it is most useful to go right to the source and examine the Fatwa issued by Bin Ladin in 1998.  This basically outlines the primary grievances against the U.S. and the west.  First, Bin Ladin cites the presence of U.S. troops in Saudi Arabia and its attacks from there against Iraq.  This is seen as a humiliating situation in which non-believers are occupying land where the holiest places of Islam are located. 
  In addition, and perhaps equally important, this is also the homeland of bin Ladin.  He has a special connection with the land since he grew up there and his father was involved in maintaining the most important mosques in Islam.  This added personal dimension makes this first grievance even more important.


Second, the war with Iraq and the economic sanctions are seen as an attempt to annihilate the Iraqi people as well as humiliate its neighbors.
  Bin Ladin perhaps today would argue that this scenario is continuing to play out with the U.S. taking over Iraq and completely destroying its military.  Interestingly, Hussein was viewed as an enemy to Islam prior to Gulf War I when his invasion of Kuwait was viewed as an unjust aggression against fellow Muslims.  Once the U.S. had driven out Iraq, Iraq was viewed more as the victim of an aggressive crusader.  This change undoubtedly has to do with the Bin Ladin’s humiliation described earlier when his help was rebuffed.  In addition, this is related as well to the long-term occupation of the Arabian Peninsula by the U.S. following Gulf War I.


Finally, the Fatwa cites U.S. support for Israel and its occupation of Jerusalem and murder of Muslims as a grievance. The wars against Iraq were viewed partially as a means to weaken Israel’s strongest Arab neighbor and to fragment other nearby Arab states to reduce the threat they pose to Israel.
  This ties Al Qaeda’s struggle directly to the plight of the Palestinians.  This also suggests that any response to Al Qaeda will require a broader approach than just what to do with them directly.  The entirety of U.S. relations with the Muslim world will need to be examined.


From this list of grievances as well as interpretations of the threat posed by terrorism, many have attempted to explain in their own words why September 11th happened.  There have been countless critiques of the intelligence infrastructure and the ability of the U.S. to forestall such an attack.  This is not the focus of this paper however.  Rather, to develop a comprehensive strategy, it is important to look at what has motivated Al Qaeda to carry out such a dramatic and horrific attack.  Many of these authors cite the reasons described earlier for the strong support for Al Qaeda.  Economic deprivation, political oppression, and a negative opinion of the U.S. have all certainly played a role in fostering support for bin Ladin.  But tying all of these together, in the view of radical Islam, is U.S. foreign policy.  Groups like Al Qaeda have successfully painted the U.S. as a hegemon bent on the promulgation of its way of life to extract wealth from others.  To achieve any effective campaign against Al Qaeda, this must change.  But to do so will require more than a public relations campaign.  Words are empty unless they are backed up by action.  A new approach is required in the effort against terrorism, one that seeks to guarantee human security for all through the satisfaction of human needs.

DEALING WITH THE THREAT


In developing a foreign policy to respond to terrorism based upon the satisfaction of human needs to provide human security, many have made useful proposals.  Most often these deal with the economic deprivation or lack of human rights within the Muslim world.  But again while these parts are essential, they do not address the broader tenor of U.S. foreign policy.  Perception is often more important than facts.  But in this case it is U.S. actions that are affecting perception.  Our rhetoric tries to sell that we are acting in the interests of the entire world.  But this combined with a history of actions merely portrays a budding empire to those at the business end of U.S. foreign policy.  Many view the U.S. as hypocritical when it demands that other countries not do certain things and then it goes and does those same things.  To alter this perception and minimize support for terrorist organizations will require substantive change in U.S. foreign policy as well as rhetorical tact.


To successfully achieve such a change, the U.S. must learn to listen and work in concert with others.  Leadership does not mean always doing things your way.  To be successful, often leadership requires partnership.  An evangelical foreign policy and a belief in might makes right only serves to alienate friend and foe alike.  Rather than blame everyone else for the world’s problems, we must look inward to see how we can change for the better.  Changing the focus of policy from a confrontational realist framework that perpetuates war and ill will to one based the guarantee of human security for all through the satisfaction of human needs can do this.  But what would this look like?


First, the U.S. must alter its spending priorities to reflect the value it places on human life in addition to American lives.  The U.S. will spend nearly $400 billion on the military in the coming fiscal year.  The comparative amount spent on direct foreign aid, especially humanitarian aid, is miniscule.  Thousands die daily in the developing world from diseases that have been all but eradicated in developed countries.  This must be reversed.  As long as the U.S. appears to remain indifferent to the plight of others that it could easily help in the short term because of ineffective programs and a lack of commitment of resources, it will continue to be viewed as an aloof and uncaring hegemon.


Second, the U.S. must address its hypocritical image in the world.  The war in Iraq is a perfect example of the dichotomous nature of U.S. foreign policy.  It declared that it had the right, even obligation to pre-emptively invade Iraq because of the threat it posed to national security.  In other places, such as Kashmir, the U.S. implores both sides not to go to war when indeed Pakistan would have a very good case for pre-emptive war against the militarily stronger India.  The U.S. has one set of rule for itself and another for the rest of the world.  This double standard is pervasive throughout U.S. foreign policy and must be addressed in order to improve its honor and image in the world.


Third, the U.S. must work to end oppression by governments in the Arab world.  It must use the influence that it has with governments like Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and others to demand that they respect the will of their citizens.  Basic freedoms must be guaranteed and the people must not live under the threat of being jailed for speaking out.  In addition the U.S. can support those voices within a country to encourage a grassroots movement for change.  This more organic approach increases the chance of success by giving citizens a voice and a central role in deciding for themselves how they will be governed.


Fourth, the U.S. must be more publicly honest in dealing with Israel and it must be more supportive and sympathetic to the Palestinian cause.  Blind allegiance to one side or the other only fans the flames of resentment.  Peace in Israel/Palestine is important because of the support the Palestinians receive from the rest of the Muslim world.  This will only come with an evenhanded approach that seeks to discover a solution that solves the human security problems of both sides.  This also ties in to the above point about double standards within U.S. foreign policy.  Israel’s military action is often viewed with a blind eye or only mildly rebuked while terrorist acts by Palestinian groups are roundly condemned and cited as the first stumbling block to peace.  Ending terror and occupation will only come with mutual security.


Fifth, the U.S. must renounce its policy of shoot first and ask questions later.  This relates to the duplicitous nature of its foreign policy.  We have claimed the right to preemptive war, but at the same time demand that other countries not instigate hostilities.  If we will not accept aggressive military action from other countries, we should not engage in it ourselves.  The policy of preemption further reinforces the perception in the eyes of the Muslim world that the U.S. seeks to build an empire with Muslims as its subjects.


Part of this structural violence includes oppression at the hands of governing authorities.  UN High Commissioner for Human Rights Mary Robinson echoes the view of many when she argues that the absence of democracy, rule of law, and respect for human rights leads individuals or groups within society to commit violence as a means of combating that oppression.
  Often the U.S. has supported governments that were not democratic.  This has given the impression to the people of these countries that the U.S. does not care about democracy.
  This allows terrorists to garner popular support for their actions.


In addition, many have focused on the importance of public diplomacy in bridging different cultures.  They argue that this is needed to explain that terrorism is a threat to everyone, not just the U.S. and that U.S. anti-terror actions are specifically against terrorism and are not meant as an attack on Islam.
  Despite these efforts, however, actions speak louder than words within the Muslim world.  While the U.S. tries to convince them that Islam is not their enemy, it continues to occupy many of Islam’s holiest places and wages war that kills civilians within predominantly Muslim societies.  Public diplomacy must do more that just offer excuses for actions.  Rather it should seek to establish real dialogue between cultures to develop not only Muslim understanding of the west but also Western learning about the Muslim world.


These five specific policy prescriptions are essential to developing an effective campaign to eradicate support for terrorist organizations.  They would be part of a larger effort to rehumanize a foreign policy that has become increasingly irrelevant in a world where states are no longer the predominant point of analysis in security.  But this shift moves beyond just the practical. This is a shift of philosophy in many respects.  Replacing shortsighted and self-centered goal of global domination with long-term and holistic strategies to address the human needs of others and provide for their human security will be the best guarantor of sustainable peace.

The horizon is the vision we need to strive for.  Globalization has linked our well being with that of not just other countries but also other peoples around the world.  Relationships have become far more important within this complex world.  Fostering these relationships through two way dialogue and not just one-way declarations are the most important security concern for us.  To address this concern, we must fundamentally transform foreign policy, the international community, and our relationships with people of other cultures.
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