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e "Of course | support blowing up, It Is our
right. Maybe no one will sympathize with us
when they hear that children blow
themselves up, but that, that's called

heroism."

Sabrine, 19 years old interviewed
on PA (Palestinian Authority) TV



Can we try to learn about terrorism
threugh securiity?

o VVery emotional subject — understanding terrorism Is
equivalent to justifying terrorism

e “How can the peace-loving people on the planet escape
the plight that terrorizes them? How can people learn
to walk dally in the valley of the shadow of death,
without fear, but in knowledge that no government can
protect everyone and everything, everywhere?”
(Kegley Jr, 2003: 2)
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Key features (see Cronin: 2002):

Terrorism always has a political nature (about justice, or
SOMeoNne’ s perception of It)

Non-state character (non-state actors, even when
supported by states through military, political, economic,
or other means)

Deliberately targets the innocent — innocent people are
victims but not the target audience — governments,
sources of power usually target audience

Do not abide by international law, and are deliberately
unpredictable (maximize pyschological effect)



\WWhat terrorism/terrorists are not:
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One possihle definition (Crenin):

“enensm IS tne: tinreat: o USe 01 Seemiingly/
faneem Vi | P s f
POltICE ENaS Py aNensicle acton




Modern terrorism originated with French Revolution
Dependent on political and historical context
Broadly almed against: 1. empires, 2. colonial powers; and now
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. Allenatlon andpowerliessness sireng motivatiens fer weuld-hbe
terrorists

o [Dangerous because not sufficient to reform system — want to
replace it



Isthere” good” terrorism?

“M easures to Eliminate I nternational Terrorism”
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Using security theory to learn about
terrorism depends on our view as
Lunderstood by international relations
theory

o |R theory presents different ways to see and
understand our world

e Theseviews also influence what we are
willingtosee . ...
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Realism

anarehy — warr of all against all
Severelgnty — antagenistic supreme authority Thucydides- 4th century BC
State — primary. actor

natioenal Interest — equated withiindividual sali-interest>primary. goal

State off Wal — natural condition

physicall security: (militany) primany, Mmere Important tham econemic

ECONemICcs — protectionist

histery unchanging — pregress unlikely

power — relative gains, balance of power

morality — ofi the state

objective view (study the world from a distance — something the researcher Is
NOT part of but a disconnected object of study)
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|dealism

cosmopolis

severeignty — eliminated?

aclors— puklic epimien, Individuals rank very high
noenatienal Iterest — hamoeny: ef Inteiests

naiurall condition —peace (War eliminaied)

Secunity, of enels security: of all

Econemics— firee trade (larmngsipeace and pPresperiiy)
RUman nature changes— progressineviiable (ie; Kant or Vliarx)
morality —reasenor diVine seurce
ohjective view:

Immanuel Kant 1724 - 1804 f‘
p
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Critical Theory (World Politics 102)

» Anarchy/society —all social constructs

e Sovereignty — social construct

» Actors— anyone and everyone — no predetermined
|egitimate actors

o National interest — social construct, Impossible to
embody all true interests into ene grand meta interest

« Natural condition— condition of largely unrecognized
Inegualities due to fiabricated constructs that We Use 1o
create our werld

s Security — rooted in inequalities —will never have
Securnity without address for inegualities

o Economics—acondition ef grossinequality

* Human nature — socially constructed te conform to
dominant interests

o Morality — socialy constructed, but should be rooted
In Interest to address inequalities

o Subjective view broadly speaking challenging the
global order, the researcher acknowledges her place in
the system she is analyzing

Friedrichi Nietzsche 1844-1900
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thresats, dependent upon the interests of the contents of
the state, the people who reside within it?

How is athresat to the people determined? By the state

apparatus/elites?

Must a certain percentage of the population cometo
harm before a situation is deemed a matter of security?

What is required to put the ‘trickle-down’ (state-
centric) security in motion?

If the people are threatened, is the state also




Realiism and state security,
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o Understanding and responding te security through
a state-centric lens leads to problems



 “The threats we are now confronting have roots in surprising
places. And yet, even after September 11, and now post-
Operation Iragi Freedom, national security by and large
continues to be defined In the traditional way. Threats are
concrete, specific, and grounded in material capabilities. At 1ssue,
for the moest part, are political-military guestions such as power,
terntory, aliances, credibility, and presiige. Most Important, the
iesponse when challenged 1Is to deploy the triedl and true
elements of reapolitike — military: action, coealition; Bulliding,
threats and promises, Intervention overt and covert.”

Michael J. Mazarr, Professor ofi National Security.
Strategy, U.S. National War College






As we gather tonight, hundreds of thousands of
American servicemen and women are deployed
across the world Iin the war on terror. By
bringing hope to the oppressed, and delivering
justice to the violent, they are making America
Mor e Secure.

e Protection comesin theform of a militarized and
miltarily-dependent state.
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e Having broken the Baathist regime, we face a remnant of

violent Saddam supporters. Men who ran away from our
troops in battle are now dispersed and attack fromthe
snadows. These killers, joined by foreign terrorists, are a
Serious, continuing danger. Yet we're making progress
against them. . . . Of the top 55 officials of the former regime,
we have ... We are dealing with these
thugsin lrag, just as surely aswe dealt with Saddam
Hussein's evil regime.. . . Thekilling fields of Iraqg -- where
nundreds of thousands of men and women and children

vanished into the sands -- would still be known only to the
killers.

Not just al Qaeda are “killers', but Iragi men. Demonized.
Acceptable to kill them (no justice through law, courts, etc —
not worthy of such treatment as non-humans)



\We also hear doubts that democracy Is a realistic goal for the

greater Middle East, where freedom is rare: Yet it 1s mistaken, and
condeecendl ng, to assume that wiolie cultures;and great_ rellgl Ons
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accordl g toithe prescri bed valles. However Americals

apparently’ aware that the well-bang of people inithe (In this case)
Middle East is linked to their own well-being and security.




boys and girls ofi Afghanistan are back in school. With
tihe hel pfrom th_e new Afghan arimy, our qogal itioniIis

fnﬂfo~h> oI LIF rrW(LM<UJ:dH e menanad

WOMEN oI Algnanistan ane QIJJJ ding e natien taatis
ifeazlplel gro)l flejpitlplefiisr fo)r

. | ovvJ cole
e/ rfe SEVe Meelfenifselo)] CONAING te
ndarads set | LJrs J




|dentities

L 1|

o \USIIin men cast 1in UFOI bad”

s ViUSiimWeme

discourse




o “Trig securlty iriresis irie Urlliec] Staies
es toclay nave evervining to do wiin
the pressures  of  modernity  and
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United States and T errorism

StioyIng State goveErnments
Jur( oS

v P
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QIJQW fJJ oJ Omacy er ionflIiaing,
International’ law, and foreigniaid (Cronin,
2002).




o “he barbarity of the "new werld order’
aims et little more than presaving the
present configurialien of pPropelity: and
prvilege. Newoender the license of
September 11 Isinet consideredivalid
Py’ sormany!™ (IDesall, 2004)



The state 1s not sufficient
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Internetional securlity
Regional security
Stete security
Societal security

" Human” security




HUMAN SECURITY
Expanded notion of security

Popularized in 1994 in the UNDP
Human Development Report

'Freedom from Fear, Freedom from
Want’

Identlfled 7 broad categorles of security:
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Traditional versus Human Security

 HStoo broad — all " motherhood
and applepie’, and means
noething

o Cannot Iraentify alll security.
needs of all individuals— need

to restrict

o " Securty” Is different firam
everyaday security — High
politics, state-oriented, urgent
action of extraordinary means
(usually military)




Societal security - Identity
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