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Abstract

This chapter proposes a framework for considering and responding to the current public 
discourse about the events of September 11, 2001, and about political activities defined as 
"terrorism." The chapter first considers and challenges several alternative stories about the 
definition and roots of "terrorism." Second, the chapter reframes "terrorism" as highly 
escalated moral conflict in which all parties to the violence claim the ethical high ground in 
the justification of force. Third, the chapter summarizes some ways conflict emerges and 
escalates toward intense violence. Finally, the chapter points to several basic approaches to 
conflict intervention, including power-based, rights-based, interest-based, and relational 
approaches. The chapter concludes that for a response to be stable over time, power-based 
approaches need to be nested within international human rights and founded in approaches 
that emphasize human flourishing and the building or restoration of relationships. 

Introduction

Since the events of September 11, 2001, we have probably all heard the word "terrorism" 
several times a day. The news has been almost continuously filled with commentary from 
politicians, academics, military analysts, journalists, religious leaders and civil society 
leaders.

Gordon Smith has said that Americans now see the world as a dangerous place where they 
and their values are threatened and vulnerable.(1) He suggested that George W. Bush's 
administration now sees itself driven into the role of a High Noon style "reluctant sheriff," 



with a single-minded mission(2) to eradicate black-hatted bad guys through the exercise of 
"full-spectrum dominance."(3) Not only is the US pulling the whole world further into its 
own political and economic orbit, but Gordon Smith pointed out that American lives also 
seem to be valued more than other lives. The rest of the world may not like this, he said, but 
there has been a surprising acquiescence to the attacks on Afghanistan, and so far we have 
not seen the feared popular uprisings in the Middle East against the United States. 
Nevertheless, he noted, "the virulence of anti-American sentiment in Palestine is at an all-
time high."(4)

There is very high approval of George W. Bush in the United States and Canada. Many 
Americans, including young women and men, are as galvanized to join the "war on 
terrorism" as the president is. Here in Canada, at the end of January, 2002, more than 67 
percent of Canadians supported expansion of the military "war on terrorism" into countries 
beyond Afghanistan.(5) A few Canadians have aimed blistering verbal salvos at the United 
States, calling it a "dangerous . . . global force" whose foreign policy is "soaked in blood."(6)

Other Canadians privately agree, but decry such inflammatory rhetoric. Others repudiate 
both the polemical language and the sentiments, but uphold the right to speak out. Concerns 
have been expressed about seeming informal suppression of voices opposed to Western 
government responses.(7)

The clash of these voices all talking at once has been confusing. How can we make sense of 
it all?

In this chapter, I call attention to some ways we are talking about the events of September 
11 and about terrorism. The ways we talk to one another tend to frame the ways we are 
invited to think and the ways we are then led to act. In trying to make sense of things, I want 
to address three questions. First, what are the roots of something we might call "terrorism?" 
Second, how does this kind of conflict emerge and escalate? Third, how do we evaluate the 
choices of interventions that are being carried out or proposed?

The events of September 11, the war, the threats and worries about extending the war, and 
the conflicted public discourse are not only confusing, but also arouse strong and mixed 
emotions of compassion, fear and anger. We have heard metaphors like "rooting out," 
"flushing out," "smoking out," "rounding up" of "evildoers."(8) We have heard terms like 
"evil" over and over again, to the point that the potency of this ancient word might be lost. 
We have also been hearing other moral language, including words like "justice." We have 
heard the language of power in the threat that there is no middle ground(9); one can only 
choose to be "with or against" the United States' actions.(10) We have also heard a lot of 
religious language. In the first shock of the events, people prayed and talked publicly of 
prayer, including in Canada where this is uncharacteristic. We witnessed or took part in a 
variety of worship services. Some invoked the Almighty in their causes. Religious language, 
like "crusade" and "holy war," was used on all sides. Military uniforms were prominent in 
religious services, particularly in the United States where religion and politics have been 
legally divorced but (as elsewhere) have never really stopped their pillow talk in aid of 
various agendas.

In the first days after September 11, the term "war on terrorism" sounded like a metaphor for 
addressing the roots of terrorism in a variety of ways that had long been called for - 



something like a "war on poverty" - including restraint and reasoned deliberation. It was not 
just about military options but also, according to then foreign minister, John Manley, 
"diplomatic, legal and financial measures."(11)

But in just a few weeks, war was a literal reality in Afghanistan. We quickly became 
accustomed to military words like "targets" and "casualties." This language removes the 
human faces of war. The public discourse hardened, with opposing voices calling for non-
military options for seeking justice, including the use of methods and processes that stay 
conservatively within the bounds of international conventions on war, humanitarian law, 
and international human rights law. Still other voices have called for economic and social 
justice to address the sources of terrorism. 

What are the sources of "terrorism"?

And what are the sources of violent acts that we might call "terrorism"? A key tension in the 
public discourse about the "war on terror" is in competing answers to the question about 
where the threat is coming from.(12)

Bad actors

The voices with the most clout and money are saying that the enemies are individual 
"evildoers"- persons or networks of persons - currently personified as Osama bin Laden and 
the al-Qaeda network. These enemies can be found in specific places - foxholes, huts, 
villages, and caves - and can and will be tracked down and eliminated through a 
combination of good intelligence and strategically applied force. Certainly we have noticed 
that the United States and Canada are spending a lot of money fighting this enemy in these 
ways. More than US$1 billion dollars a month is spent by the US alone in the military "war 
on terrorism."(13)

But addressing terrorism this way isn't easy. Lloyd Axworthy, when he was minister of 
Foreign Affairs, pointed out that today's security threats come

increasingly from the international criminal, drug trafficker, political extremist, 
small arms vendor, warlord, or petty tyrant. These people are adept at using the 
modern tools of organization and intelligence gathering and know how to 
exploit global communications technology.(14)

Contemporary insurgency groups and organized crime networks are not patterned in ways 
that can be mapped in tidy organizational charts or military-style chains of command. 
Rather, they operate within small, interconnected, flexible cells that easily move, transmute, 
and reconfigure.(15) They are difficult to trace. Traditional policing, military ,and state 
structures and international legal structures developed during the eighteenth, nineteenth, and 
twentieth centuries. They do not suit twenty-first-century realities. International criminals 
and political insurgency movements do not operate neatly with the borders of states, nor 
within the boundaries of the rule of law. It is not possible to build military, political, or legal 
Maginot lines that will control the flow of information, environmental hazards, small arms, 
drugs, criminals, or political insurgents.



Globalized social structures

Other voices call out that personifying this enemy will not defeat it. In this view, terrorism is 
found less in foxholes than it is in social systems.(16) The phenomenon of terrorism is part of 
the dark side of globalization which Lloyd Axworthy calls "global consumerism."(17)

Stephen Owen calls it the "reverse thrust" of globalization, which is "linked to poverty, 
sickness, human rights abuses and autocratic governments that abuse their citizens."(18)

Other critics from civil society call the enemy "Western domination."(19) Some name it 
"patriarchy."(20) What these voices have in common is their call to address inequalities and 
injustices as the way to attack terrorism at its roots.

This kind of voice is present within the Bush administration itself. In the wake of George W. 
Bush's hawkish statements in January, 2002, Secretary of State Colin Powell made a 
commitment to fight poverty, pointing out that "terrorism really flourishes in areas of 
poverty, despair, and hopelessness."(21)

But is it really true that situations of poverty are breeding grounds for terrorists? This can be 
debated. If one looks at the profiles of famous insurgents and revolutionaries, including 
Osama bin Laden, many do not appear to have emerged from particularly impoverished 
backgrounds. Nevertheless, bin Laden's rhetoric and that of other insurgency movements 
does call attention to inequality of resources and opportunities as the raison d'être for their 
actions. I will come back to the issue of poverty.

It does seem important to acknowledge that particular acts occur and have their meaning 
within particular contexts, which in the case of September 11 include the contexts of deep-
rooted historical conflicts in the Middle East, South Asia, East Asia, and Southeast Asia. 
They also include the context of technological, economic, and political issues of 
globalization. 

Culture and religion

Others point to "cultures of violence" that seem to saturate both Western and non-Western 
societies. What are the cures in this diagnosis? Education(22) and dialogue are the main 
proposals. I will come back to these later.

Some scholars, like Samuel Huntington, might see the current battle lines as a symptom of 
what they call the "clash of civilizations."(23) Some scholars see the current world situation 
as part of a struggle between tribalism and globalization, Jihad vs McWorld, as Benjamin R. 
Barber puts it (although Barber is careful to explain that he is not referring to the Islamic 
principle of jihad as the spiritual struggle toward holiness and submission to God, but in the 
sense of "bloody holy war on behalf of participant identity . . . of a kind known to Christians 
no less than Muslims [and others]").(24)

Are cultural or religious differences really the cause of political violence? Certainly the 
current conflict invites us to look at fissures between groups with different religions and 
with cultural and ethnic differences. Differing cultural and religious values are apparent in 
the rhetoric on both sides. Certainly the sense of threat to ethnic identity and religious goals 
is sharply evident. But the situation also invites us to look at the differing religious values 



within religious traditions. As Elise Boulding points out, most religions have both war 
themes and peace themes,(25) and this seems to be so within Christianity, Islam, Judaism, 
Hinduism, and even Buddhism. There are also differences among co-religionists in what 
they believe, the fervency of their faith, and their levels of politicization. I have personally 
experienced heated discussions along these lines within churches and even around family 
dinner tables right here in Victoria! Fortunately, these conversations don't even become 
verbally violent because of the close and often long-standing relationships involved. We 
often love to hate one another's points of view! And we still continue to remember one 
another's birthdays. There seems to be very little one can do to coerce or persuade people to 
change their values or religious beliefs. Are we helpless, then, in the face of conflicts that 
seem to involve endless "dialogues of the deaf" between people who identify with religious 
beliefs that seem opposed to one another? (Please notice that I do not use the term 
"fundamentalism" to conflate religious conservatism and political authoritarianism or 
extremism. Accusing religious conservatives through the pejorative use of the term 
"fundamentalism" is one kind of stereotyping and discrimination. Political extremism, 
authoritarian belief structures, and willingness to use violence are what are dangerous, 
whether driven by religious or secular ideology.)

Summary: Sources of political violence

Those who see the enemy as personified and in specific places tend to think in terms of 
individual accountability, often in military or legal terms. Some of these voices advocate 
military approaches, and these are the approaches that are currently dominant in the 
responses of governments. Others advocate legal approaches to accountability of individual 
terrorists through international and domestic law, emphasizing the rule of law. Both these 
approaches are actor-oriented. On the other hand, those who see the enemy as primarily in 
social structures want to aim at economic and social change. Those who see the problem as 
cultural may seek cultural change, but this approach runs into problems when deeply held 
moral and religious values seem to be at stake. I will return to this theme. 

These three kinds of voices are often heard in opposition to one another, sometimes in 
pugilistic or patronizing monologues which are not only unpersuasive but also offensive to 
the other. The debate is heard as promoting either personal accountability of actors or
addressing systemic causes, or addressing the cultural roots of violence. Each accuses the 
others of being unrealistic or worse. Resources are perceived as fixed, necessitating choices 
between spending either more time and money on defensive security or more on relief of 
global inequalities or more on education and dialogue for cultural change. 

But why this "either/or" thinking? Can we not give equally serious priority to vigorous 
pursuit of accountability of perpetrators of atrocities and their supporters, and at the same 
time work on changing the social, economic, and cultural factors that perpetuate the causes 
of political instability, organized crime, and networks of violent political activists?(26)

Taking the lead from peace researcher Johan Galtung, the actors, the social and political 
structures, and the cultural dimensions are all important factors in the problem of political 
violence.(27) I will come back to the question of priorities later.

Political violence and "moral conflict"(28)



One fact we seem to face in this world is the absence of universally accepted moral 
foundations. The so-called postmodern condition is one in which no one truth is accepted by 
all human beings as a universally legitimate moral foundation for law or public policy.(29)

Many people have decried this, and we promote our own visions of truth and morality. (This 
is true even for those of us who fervently promote the vision of pluralism.) There are many 
public policy debates and human rights debates that rotate around the competing notions 
that, on the one hand, there ought to be universal standards, and, on the other hand, that 
particular norms should govern in the places they predominate. While there are many 
international conventions about humanitarian law and human rights, not all states have 
signed all of them, and there is no universal consensus about what they mean, even among 
those who have signed them. The current "debate," if we can dignify it with that word, 
between the truth claims of Osama bin Laden and George W. Bush are laden with such 
arguments. Bin Laden argues for a polity that is singularly devoted to the God and society of 
his imaginings, and George W. Bush singularly argues for devotion to the universal values 
of the "civilized world."

Some theorists within the field of conflict resolution have been suggesting that many deep-
rooted conflicts are really moral conflicts.(30) My own experience is that virtually no serious 
conflict is free of moral claims, with disputants all staking their claims on the high ground 
of truth and morality. Of course, an individual's or group's morality is created through the 
social interaction that takes place within particular historical, cultural, and religious 
contexts. An example of intractable moral conflict in North America is the abortion debate, 
which has produced its own share of political violence. Both sides of this debate take the 
moral high road, accusing the other of moral deficiency. The debate is rarely well-
mannered. Neutrality or uncertainty are not allowed; both sides demand "you are with us or 
against us." 

Similarly, if you compare the rhetoric of George W. Bush and Osama bin Laden, you will 
see that each claims righteousness while accusing the other of evil. Both appear to be utterly 
sincere. 

These moral conflicts are deeply enmeshed within entrenched global social and economic 
and political patterns in which there are many acknowledged inequities or injustices. With 
some exceptions, it is people in Europe and North America who are the main beneficiaries. 
Charges of inequality of economic and political power and advantage are almost always 
featured in the rhetoric of insurgency movements. It is the sense of profound injustice 
arising from inequality, exclusion, poverty, persistent humiliation, and a sense of 
victimhood and powerlessness - more than the poverty itself - that breed political violence. 
The sense of injustice breeds anger. Anger has been called the "judicial emotion", in that it 
asserts an "ought and expresses demands and [sometimes even] threatens retaliation."(31)

Anger becomes dangerous when it is tied to a moral willingness to accept violence as 
legitimate. 

If you look at the full text of Osama bin Laden's October speech, you will note the 
expression of anger about long-standing and persistent injustices and violence against 
millions of innocent people in places like Japan, Iraq, Palestine and other Islamic areas.(32)

He personifies these evils as the "morally depraved" people of the United States.(33) We are 
aware from seeing demonstrations in several places in the world that many share Osama bin 
Laden's point of view and anger, even as they deplore his methods. Unless we read the full 



speech, we are likely to have seen only those parts of it that focus on bin Laden's chilling 
thanksgiving for the September 11 destruction and his threat that no one living in the United 
States "will enjoy security before we can see it as a reality in Palestine."

On the other side of the power and wealth equation, it seems difficult for powerful and 
wealthy groups to share power and wealth. It is difficult for the privileged to look at those 
who are not and admit we have a part in unfairness, particularly when "they" express anger 
with "us." After all, we don't intend any harm. We don't understand the anger. The other's 
violence is always illegitimate, but we try to find ways to legitimate our own violence as 
"just." 

Please do not misunderstand me. I do not justify any kind of violence or killing of other 
human beings. I do wish to point out that when we look at the various possible sources of 
violence, to blame something called "terrorism" on "evildoers" alone, or to excuse it 
because of "poverty" or "imperialism," is inadequate analysis. We must recognize that the 
events of September 11 and since that time are highly escalated manifestations of deeply 
rooted historical conflicts that will persist until they are addressed at their sources. 

Some in the field of conflict studies have been exploring ways of understanding and 
addressing such conflicts through carefully facilitated public dialogue projects which focus 
less on argumentation and more on relationship building. What emerges during these public 
conversations is quite interesting - both sides begin to see their moral opponents as human 
beings much like themselves, with whom they share much in common.(34)

I suspect you have noticed that I have been shifting my terminology from "terrorism" to 
"conflict." This is deliberate. We have heard on the news that various international and state 
bodies have prepared documents or draft laws about "terrorism" without defining this word. 
This is because the definition of "terrorism" is really quite problematic and contested. It is 
really a matter of political perspective that particular groups are labelled as "dissidents" or 
"activists" or "freedom fighters" or "crusaders" or "holy warriors" or "terrorists." More than 
once in the past twenty-five years we have seen "terrorists" transformed into "statesmen," 
not through any personal conversions, but through changes in international perception over 
time and through changing events. We can likely all think of several examples. Possibly we 
even know someone who is or was a "freedom fighter" in one conflict or another over the 
past century. People do not generally label themselves as "terrorists." What we might be 
able to agree on is that whatever we label "terrorism" is a kind of conflict - very violently 
expressed conflict.

Conflict escalation

How do the seeds of violently expressed conflict take root and spread? Some research on 
ethnic conflict over the past decade suggests that ethnic and religious groups tend to 
mobilize when for a long time they have been frustrated and angry about injustice, 
discrimination and the exclusion of their groups.(35) It seems that the greater the 
discrimination, the greater the anger, the more things the members of the group have in 
common, the more cohesive the group, the stronger its leadership, and the more long-
standing the injustice, the more likely the group is to mobilize. Interestingly, the more 
suppression and violence are used by political authorities against mobilized groups of 
dissidents, the greater the likelihood that challengers will respond with increased violence.



(36) Thus, violence tends to beget retaliatory anger and violence. Conversely, the more 
tolerant a political environment is of a wide range of political participation, the more likely 
it is that ethno-political groups will voice their opposition non-violently.(37)

Conflict researchers have noted some stages of conflict escalation.(38) Conflict tends to move 
from incipient stages of discontent through to stages in which conflict becomes manifest and 
claims are made. At this stage, discussion or other peaceful resolution is possible. If 
negotiation or reform do not resolve things, it can become polarized. The conflicting groups 
may organize and mobilize. The groups may become segregated, exchanging no 
communication but escalating insults and threats. At this stage, conflict can easily be 
triggered or incited to out-of-control stages characterized by volleys of reciprocal and 
escalating destruction and violence. Sometimes conflict can escalate or be incited(39) further 
into "contagion," in which violence spreads uncontrollably. As conflict escalates, there is 
less direct contact, less communication, less trust, less respect. As conflict escalates, parties 
talk about the other in terms that are less respectful, more caricatured, and less human. More 
is known about conflict escalation than about de-escalation.

There were fears that the United States war in Afghanistan would trigger escalation of 
tensions and violence between Islamic and non-Islamic peoples in several parts of the world. 
Gordon Smith suggested that the feared escalation of conflict has not occurred. I am not so 
certain. We have seen an escalation of reciprocation of violence on the West Bank. We have 
all been alarmed about the buildup of arms and threats and a million soldiers at the borders 
of Pakistan and India. And we have seen an emboldened widening (and threatened 
widening) of the "war on terror" into other parts of the world. When George W. Bush 
accused North Korea of being part of an "axis of evil," North Korea's foreign ministry in 
Pyongyang counterattacked by accusing the US of "moral leprosy."(40) Will the current 
power-based approaches led by the United States settle the regions they see as sources of 
terrorism? I really don't know. 

The earlier the intervention, the more chance there is of addressing conflict constructively 
before it escalates toward violence. Unfortunately, we do not have the luxury of early 
intervention in the case of the conflicts involving the Middle East. It is quite a few decades 
too late. But there are many other situations in the world where there are opportunities to 
address the roots of conflict before it escalates to the point of violence. What about right 
here in Canada? It was recently suggested that the anger of some frustrated Aboriginal youth 
means we have some dangerously brewing conflicts in Canada.(41) The bearer of this bad 
news, Stephen Owen, was publicly contradicted by the minister of Indian Affairs, but, alas, 
several organizations of Aboriginal people agreed with Mr. Owen. In world terms, Canada 
has been peaceful,(42) and the historical record indicates that Aboriginal people in Canada 
are unlikely to take up organized violence in a doctrinal way. But surely we are well-
advised to prevent escalation by seriously addressing these protracted historical conflicts at 
their roots.

Choosing and evaluating interventions

This brings me to the question of how we choose and evaluate various options for 
intervention. First, intervention strategies may be different at different levels of escalation. 



Let me present a very general framework to help us think about the various interventions 
being implemented or proposed.

Power-based interventions

We have been intervening militarily, and have discussed strengthening our military options 
and resources. We have talked about gaining more and better intelligence. There has been 
talk of financial resources to track the flow of money and other resources used in the 
international flow of international criminals, arms, drugs and money. There have been laws 
passed or proposed to strengthen law enforcement and security. In the language of conflict 
resolution, these are called "power-based" approaches, and we have already seen that most 
of the resources are being spent on the military "war on terrorism."

I think it may be fair to say that when the fire is raging, it may not be possible to get to its 
causes without first containing the blaze for the safety of those around. Also, it seems 
important to do careful conflict analysis before deciding on the best containment strategies. I 
really don't know what kind of conflict analysis was done before the United States decided 
on its present course of action. It seems to me that there is a need for careful and ongoing 
conflict analysis at a lot of different levels involving those who are familiar with historical 
and current relationships among people in several very different regions, from the Middle 
East to Central and South Asia to China to Korea to Southeast Asia. I hope some conflict 
resolution practitioners and scholars will be among those consulted.

Rights-based interventions

We have also heard about several "rights-based" approaches. Examples include bringing 
perpetrators of international crimes to justice through the existing international and domestic 
legal system. We have seen a decree by President Bush about how foreign combatants and 
those charged with crimes are to be treated (this might also be seen as a power-based 
approach.)(43) The United States has been careful to prepare legal arguments as to why its 
military actions fit within international law related to entitlement of states to use military 
force. But many scholars(44) and civil society groups have mounted public critiques of and 
legal challenges to these justifications, including challenges to the United States' definition 
of "prisoners of war" as it has applied it to some of the people interned at Guantanamo Bay.
(45) We can use rights-based analysis to evaluate military interventions, as well as the laws 
and methods by which people are arrested, detained, or tried, and the new domestic anti-
terrorism laws that have been passed.(46) We can become part of civil society efforts that call 
upon states to comply with international humanitarian and human rights law principles, and 
with the international conventions their states have signed. Gordon Smith has stressed the 
importance of international civil society groups which collectively have become a powerful 
global movement. I want to underscore this.

Interest-based interventions

Gordon Smith comments on the need to consider "interest-based" approaches, including 
interest-based conflict resolution. In this approach, there would be consideration of how to 
meet human aspirations and needs(47) of all parties. I might follow the lead of thinkers like 
Martha Nussbaum and Amartya Sen and move from the "basic needs approach" to a 



"capabilities approach" that asks instead how people might flourish, including "being able to 
live to the end of a human life of normal length; not dying prematurely, or before one's life 
is so reduced as to be not worth living."(48) Nussbaum and Sen also redefine poverty as 
"capability deprivation,"(49) which concept is better at getting to problems of inequality and 
lack of choice that diminish human capabilities to flourish.

Examples of interventions that work toward human flourishing include official overseas 
development assistance (ODA) and efforts to address global inequalities. We can use 
international agreements to evaluate proposals made for these interventions, and perhaps the 
time is ripe for civil society groups to apply more pressure to the Canadian and American 
governments to move toward the 1970 UN General Assembly agreed targets of 0.7 percent 
of a country's GNP instead of continually cutting back.(50) We can also get personally 
involved by donating to civil society groups that are working on practical development 
projects and global justice issues.

Transformative relational approaches

I want to mention another approach called a "transformative" approach to conflict 
resolution. This involves working on ways to create, restore, and transform relationships, 
not just among allies, but among political enemies. These relational approaches are also 
being tried in intractable conflicts involving radically different world views and moral 
claims. At this point I can hear some of you thinking: "Surely you are not suggesting we 
negotiate with terrorists!?" I have often heard this challenge. It's true that direct negotiation 
between conflicting parties becomes less and less possible at the most severe levels of 
conflict escalation. A better time to negotiate political or moral conflict is before one of the 
parties decides to take up arms.(51) And of course, there are also many kinds of roles for 
negotiators and mediators to help de-escalate violent political conflict. 

We are unlikely to achieve consensus on some universally accepted moral standards. But 
perhaps we can aim for better and more sustained dialogue about moral conflicts before they 
turn into warfare. With apologies to the famous anthropologist Clifford Geertz, whose 
words I am rephrasing: ". . . progress is marked less by a perfection of consensus than by a 
refinement of debate. What gets better is the precision with which we vex each other. . . 
Monologues are of little value . . . [and] because there are no agreements to be reached; 
there is merely a discussion to be maintained."(52) My own view is that the field of conflict 
resolution can make its most important contributions by fostering sustained dialogue in 
which we do not stop vexing one another with things we disagree on, but we do so in ways 
that allow us to keep on listening and talking.(53) Even without specific accords, sustained 
dialogue can itself prevent violence and save many lives. A number of scholar-practitioners 
in the field of conflict resolution are working to develop theory and practice strategies along 
these lines to help people navigate public ideological, cultural or moral conflicts through 
sustained dialogue.(54)

Power-based approaches are notoriously unstable. If force is the primary approach used to 
suppress grievances, it is likely that suppressed groups'grievances will live on until the next 
opportunity to raise them, particularly if the power-based approaches do not meet basic 
standards of internationally agreed morality and legitimacy. If the emphasis is primarily on 
building good relationships, there is a better foundation for addressing interests while 



respecting rights. In such a climate, power-based approaches are less necessary. The 
questions for us as individuals, and for our leaders, are "Where is the emphasis in the current 
'war on terror'?" and "How effective is this in the long term to root out political violence?"

Suggestions for Further Reading:

J.P. Lederach. Building Peace: Sustainable Reconciliation in Divided Societies
(Washington, DC: United States Institute of Peace Press, 1997.

W. Barnett Pearce, and Stephen W. Littlejohn. Moral Conflict: When Social Worlds Collide. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, 1997.

Harold H. Saunders. A Public Peace Process: Sustained Dialogue to Transform Racial and 
Ethnic Conflicts. New York: St. Martin's Press, 1999.

References

Augsburger, David W. Conflict Mediation Across Cultures: Pathways and Patterns. 
Louisville, KY: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1992.

Axworthy, Lloyd. Make Sense, Not War. September 17, 2001. Available from 
http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2001/09/17_axworthy_make-sense.htm.

------. Terrorism and International Justice (Summary) Pearson College, 2001. Available on 
February 19, 2002 from http://www.pearson-
college.uwc.ca/alumni/Weekly_News/Week151001/lloyd_paul.h tm.

Barber, Benjamin R. Jihad vs. McWorld: How Globalism and Tribalism Are Reshaping the 
World. New York: Random House, 1995.

bin Laden, Osama . Text of a Speech First Aired on the Arabic Station al Jazeera. BBC, 
October 7, 2001. Available from http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/south_asia/1585636.stm.

Boulding, Elise. "Two Cultures of Religion as Obstacles to Peace." Zygon 21, December 
(1986): 501-18.

Bush, George W. Military Order: Detention, Treatment, and Trial of Certain Non-Citizens 
in the War Against Terrorism. White House, November 13, 2001. Available from 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/11/20011113-27.html.

------. State of the Union Address. White House, January 29, 2002. Available from 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/01/20020129-11.html.

------. Transcript: Bush, in Press Conference, Decries Terrorist "Evildoers." October 11, 
2001. Available from http://archives.cnn.com/2001/US/10/11/gen.bush.transcript/.

"Bush's 'Evil Axis' Comment Stirs Critics." BBC, February 2, 2002. Available from 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/americas/1796034.stm.



Clinton, Bill. The Struggle for the Soul of the 21st Century The Dimbleby Lecture 2001, 
BBC, December 14, 2001. Available from http://www.australianpolitics.com/news/2001/01-
12-14.shtml.

Daniels, Ronald J., Patrick Macklem, and Kent Roach, eds. The Security of Freedom: 
Essays on Canada's Anti-Terrorism Bill. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2001.

Duffy, Helen. Responding to September 11: The Framework of International Law. London, 
UK: Interrights, 2001. Available from http://www.interights.org/.

Felstiner, William L.F., Richard L. Abel, and Austin Sarat. "The Emergence and 
Transformation of Disputes: Naming, Blaming and Claiming..." Law & Society Review 15 
(1980-81): 631-53.

Folger, Joseph P., and Robert A. Baruch Bush, eds. Designing Mediation: Approaches to 
Training and Practice within a Transformative Framework. New York: Institute for the 
Study of Conflict Transformation, 2001.

Forester, John. "On Not Leaving Your Pain at the Door: Political Deliberation, Critical 
Pragmatism, and Traumatic Histories." In The Deliberative Practitioner: Encouraging 
Participatory Planning, 201-20. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1999.

Galtung, Johan. Human Rights in Another Key. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 1994.

Garamone, Jim. Joint Vision 2020 Emphasizes Full-Spectrum Dominance June 2, 2000. 
Available from http://www.defenselink.mil/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=45289.

Geertz, Clifford. "Thick Description: Toward an Interpretive Theory of Culture." In The 
Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essays, 3-30. New York: Basic Books, 1973.

Gurr, Ted Robert. Minorities at Risk: A Global View of Ethnopolitical Conflicts. 
Washington, DC: United States Institute of Peace Press, 1993.

------, ed. Peoples Versus States: Minorities at Risk in the New Century. Washington, DC: 
United States Institute of Peace Press, 2000.

Gurr, Ted Robert, and Barbara Harff. Ethnic Conflicts in World Politics. Edited by George 
A. Lopez. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1994.

Habermas, J�rgen. "Human Rights and Popular Sovereignty: The Liberal and Republican 
Versions." Ratio Juris 7, no. 1 (1994): 1-13.

------. Legitimation Crisis. Boston: Beacon Press, 1973.

Harris, Peter, and Ben Reilly. Democracy and Deep-Rooted Conflict: Options for 
Negotiators. Stockholm: Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance, 1998.

Human Rights Watch. Leave None to Tell the Story: Genocide in Rwanda. Human Rights 
Watch, March 1999. Available from http://www.hrw.org/reports/1999/rwanda/.



------. U.S. Officials Misstate Geneva Convention Requirements. Human Rights Watch, 
January 28, 2002. Available from http://hrw.org/press/2002/01/us012802.htm.

------. U.S.: Geneva Conventions Apply to Guantanamo Detainees. Human Rights Watch, 
January 11, 2002. Available from http://hrw.org/press/2002/01/us011102.htm.

Hume, Stephen. "Don't Sugar-Coat the Issue." Vancouver Sun, February 7, 2002.

Huntington, Samuel P. "The Clash of Civilizations." Foreign Affairs 72, no. 3 (1993): 22-
49.

Jai, Janet J. "Getting at the Roots of Terrorism." Christian Science Monitor, December 10, 
2001.

Kelman, Herbert C. "Social-Psychological Dimensions of International Conflict." In 
Peacemaking in International Conflict: Methods and Techniques, edited by I. William 
Zartman and J. Lewis Rasmussen, 191-237. Washington, DC: United States Institute of 
Peace Press, 1997.

Krushinsky, Andrey. The East: On the Moral Leprosy of the White House PRAVDA.Ru, 
February 4, 2002. Available from http://english.pravda.ru/main/2002/02/04/26205.html.

LeBaron, Michelle, and Nike Carstarphen. "Negotiating Intractable Conflict: The Common 
Ground Dialogue Process and Abortion." Negotiation Journal 13, no. 4 (1998): 341-61.

Lederach, John Paul. Building Peace: Sustainable Reconciliation in Divided Societies. 
Washington, DC: United States Institute of Peace Press, 1997.

------. The Challenge of Terror: A Traveling Essay (Mediate.com, 2001). Available from 
http://www.mediate.com/articles/terror911.cfm.

------. Quo Vadis? Reframing Terror from the Perspective of Conflict Resolution. Joan B. 
Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies, University of Notre Dame, October 24, 2001. 
Available from http://www.nd.edu/~krocinst/sept11/ledquo.shtml.

------. "Understanding Conflict: Experience, Structure and Dynamics." In Mediation and 
Facilitation Training Manual: Foundations and Skills for Constructive Conflict 
Transformation, edited by Carolyn Schrock-Shenk, 70-73. Akron, PA: Mennonite 
Conciliation Service, 2000.

Luttwak, Edward. "Who's Holding the Reins?" Globe and Mail, February 15, 2002.

Mandel, Michael. "Say What You Want, But This War Is Illegal." Globe and Mail, October 
9, 2001.

Manley, John. Notes for an Address by the Honourable John Manley, Minister of Foreign 
Affairs to a Special Session of Parliament, Ottawa, Ontario, September 17, 2001. 
Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, 2001. Available from 
http://webapps.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/minpub/Publication.asp?
FileSpec=/Min_Pub_Docs/104518.htm. Locate through link at http://www.dfait-
maeci.gc.ca/arms/statement-en.asp



McIntyre, Alisdair. After Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory. 2d ed. Notre Dame, IN: 
University of Notre Dame Press, 1984.

McKinnon, Catherine. "Rape, Genocide and Women's Human Rights." Harvard Women's 
Law Journal 5, no. 7 (1994): 7.

Nussbaum, Martha. "Women and Equality: The Capabilities Approach." International 
Labour Review 138, no. 3 (1999): 227-45.

Nussbaum, Martha C. "Capabilities and Human Rights." Fordham Law Review 66 (1997): 
273-317.

Nussbaum, Martha C., and Amartya Sen, eds. The Quality of Life. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1993.

O'Neil, Peter. "B.C.'s Rookie Minister Warns of Potential Violence." Vancouver Sun, 
February 5, 2002.

------. "Owen Gets Official Scolding." Vancouver Sun, February 6, 2002.

Over Two-Thirds (67%) of Canadians Support Expansion of Military Activity against Other 
Countries in "War on Terrorism." Ipsos-Reid poll, January 31, 2002. Available from 
http://www.ipsos-na.com/news/pressrelease.cfm?id=1415.

Owen, Stephen, MP. Attacks on the US Stephen Owen constituency office, September 17, 
2001.

Owen, Stephen (Chair), R. Stewart, and R. Bergman. "Report of the Organized Crime 
Independent Review Committee." Victoria, BC: Ministry of the Attorney General of British 
Columbia, 1998.

Pearce, W. Barnett, and Stephen W. Littlejohn. Moral Conflict: When Social Worlds 
Collide. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, 1997.

"PM Says Critics Are Defending Terrorists." Globe and Mail, February 12, 2002.

Powell, Colin. Address to the United States Mission to the European Union. United States 
Mission to the European Union, 2002.

Saunders, Harold H. A Public Peace Process: Sustained Dialogue to Transform Racial and 
Ethnic Conflicts. New York: St. Martin's Press, 1999.

Sen, Amartya. Development as Freedom. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1999.

------. Inequality Re-Examined. New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1992.

Smith, Gordon. "Global Terrorism: What It Means for Canada." Paper presented at the 
Responses to Terrorism: An Analysis, University of Victoria, February 12, 2002.



Thobani, Sunera. Speech Given at Women's Resistance: From Victimization to 
Criminalization October 1, 2001. Available from 
http://www.casac.ca/conference01/conf01_thobani.htm.

Winslade, John, and Gerald Monk. Narrative Mediation: A New Approach to Conflict 
Resolution. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 2000.

"You Are Either with Us or against Us" CNN, November 6 2001 . Available from 
http://archives.cnn.com/2001/US/11/06/gen.attack.on.terror/.

Endnotes

1. Gordon Smith, "Global Terrorism: What It Means for Canada" (paper presented at the 
lecture series "Responses to Terrorism: An Analysis," University of Victoria, February 12, 
2002).

2. Edward Luttwak, "Who's Holding the Reins?" Globe and Mail, February 15, 2002. Dr. 
Luttwak is a senior fellow at the Centre for Strategic and International Studies in 
Washington, DC. 

3. Dr. Smith was citing the current language of the US Department of Defence, language 
which predates September 11. See Jim Garamone, Joint Vision 2020 Emphasizes Full-
Spectrum Dominance (June 2, 2000); available from 
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=45289. 

4. Smith, "Global Terrorism: What It Means for Canada."

5. Over Two-Thirds (67%) of Canadians Support Expansion of Military Activity against 
Other Countries in "War on Terrorism" (January 31, 2002); available from 
http://www.ipsos-na.com/news/pressrelease.cfm?id=1415.

6. Sunera Thobani, Speech Given at Women's Resistance: From Victimization to 
Criminalization (October 1, 2001); available from 
http://www.casac.ca/conference01/conf01_thobani.htm.

7. Prime Minister Chretien recently accused opposition members of parliament of defending 
terrorists after they questioned the treatment of prisoners captured in Afghanistan. The 
Speaker of the house did not find that Mr. Chretien's language was unparliamentary or ask 
the Prime Minister to apologize or withdraw his remarks, but urged all MPs to control their 
language during debate. "PM Says Critics Are Defending Terrorists," Globe and Mail, 
February 12, 2002. 

8. George W. Bush, Transcript: Bush, in Press Conference, Decries Terrorist 
"Evildoers" ( October 11, 2001); available from 
http://archives.cnn.com/2001/US/10/11/gen.bush.transcript/.

9. George W. Bush, State of the Union Address (White House, January 29, 2002; available 
from http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/01/20020129-11.html. 



10. George W. Bush, quoted in You Are Either With Us or Against Us (CNN, November 6, 
2001 cited February 15, 2002]); available from 
http://archives.cnn.com/2001/US/11/06/gen.attack.on.terror/. 

11. John Manley, Notes for an Address by the Honourable John Manley, Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, to a Special Session of Parliament, Ottawa, Ontario, September 17, 2001
(Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, 2001 ); available from 
http://webapps.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/minpub/Publication.asp?
FileSpec=/Min_Pub_Docs/104518.htm. Locate through link at http://www.dfait-
maeci.gc.ca/arms/statement-en.asp

12. John Paul Lederach, Quo Vadis? Reframing Terror from the Perspective of Conflict 
Resolution (Joan B. Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies, University of Notre 
Dame, October 24, 2001 ); available from 
http://www.nd.edu/~krocinst/sept11/ledquo.shtml.

13. President Clinton estimated in December 2001 that the war in Afghanistan cost US$1 
billion per month, which is "as cheap as a war gets." Bill Clinton, The Struggle for the Soul 
of the 21st Century (BBC, December 14, 2001); available from 
http://www.ndol.org/ndol_ci.cfm?&kaid=124&subid=307&contentid=3917. See also Bush, 
State of the Union Address, White House, January 29, 2002, available from 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/01/20020129-11.html

14. Lloyd Axworthy, Make Sense, Not War (September 17, 2001 ); available from 
http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2001/09/17_axworthy_make-sense.htm. 

15. Stephen Owen, MP, Attacks on the US, September 17, 2001, Hansard, 37th Parliament, 
1st Session, available from http://stephenowen.ca/Content/Default.aspx?pg=1054. Prior to 
going to Parliament, Mr. Owen conducted a major study of organized crime in British 
Columbia in 1998. Stephen Owen (Chair), R. Stewart, and R. Bergman, "Report of the 
Organized Crime Independent Review Committee," (Victoria, BC: Ministry of the Attorney 
General of British Columbia, 1998). 

16. John Paul Lederach, The Challenge of Terror: A Traveling Essay, September 11, 2001 
(Mediate.com, 2001); available from http://www.mediate.com/articles/terror911.cfm.

17. Lloyd Axworthy, Terrorism and International Justice (Summary) (Pearson College, 
2001); available from http://www.pearson-
college.uwc.ca/alumni/Weekly_News/Week151001/lloyd_paul.htm.

18. Stephen Owen, Attacks on the US. 

19. Thobani, Speech Given at Women's Resistance: From Victimization to Criminalization. 

20. Catherine McKinnon, "Rape, Genocide and Women's Human Rights," Harvard 
Women's Law Journal 5 (7) (1994).

21. Colin Powell made a commitment to fighting poverty in Colin Powell, Address to the 
United States Mission to the European Union (United States Mission to the European 
Union, 2002).



22. "If the mind is more open, that will automatically bring less fear. Education can narrow 
the gap between appearances and reality." Dalai Lama, quoted in Janet J. Jai, "Getting at the 
Roots of Terrorism," Christian Science Monitor, December 10, 2001.

23. Samuel P. Huntington, "The Clash of Civilizations," Foreign Affairs 72, no. 3 (1993): 
22-49.

24. Benjamin R. Barber, Jihad vs. McWorld: How Globalism and Tribalism Are Reshaping 
the World (New York: Random House, 1995), 9.

25. Elise Boulding, "Two Cultures of Religion as Obstacles to Peace," Zygon 21, December, 
1986 (1986): 501-18.

26. Lederach, Quo Vadis? Reframing Terror from the Perspective of Conflict Resolution.

27. See especially Johan Galtung, Human Rights in Another Key (Cambridge, UK: Polity 
Press, 1994).

28. J�rgen Habermas draws attention to a distinction between "ethics" and "morality." 
Ethical issues are "those that come up when we are concerned with questions of my or our 
own plan of life..., while moral issues are at stake when we wish to solve interpersonal 
conflicts in concordance with the interests of everybody involved and affected." Thus, when 
dealing with societal conflict over "human rights," one is concerned with the realm of moral 
conflict. J�rgen Habermas, "Human Rights and Popular Sovereignty: The Liberal and 
Republican Versions," Ratio Juris 7, no. 1 (1994): 1-13. 

29. See J�rgen Habermas, Legitimation Crisis (Boston: Beacon Press, 1973).

30. W. Barnett Pearce and Stephen W. Littlejohn, Moral Conflict: When Social Worlds 
Collide (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, 1997). See also Alisdair McIntyre, After 
Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory, 2d ed. (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 
1984).

31. David W. Augsburger, Conflict Mediation Across Cultures: Pathways and Patterns
(Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1992).

32. Osama bin Laden, Text of a Speech First Aired on the Arabic Station al Jazeera (BBC, 
October 7, 2001); available from http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/south_asia/1585636.stm. 

33. Ibid.

34. Michelle LeBaron and Nike Carstarphen, "Negotiating Intractable Conflict: The 
Common Ground Dialogue Process and Abortion," Negotiation Journal 13, no. 4 (1998): 
341-61. 

35. Ted Robert Gurr, Minorities at Risk: A Global View of Ethnopolitical Conflicts
(Washington, DC: United States Institute of Peace Press, 1993); Ted Robert Gurr, ed., 
Peoples Versus States: Minorities at Risk in the New Century (Washington, DC: United 
States Institute of Peace Press, 2000); Ted Robert Gurr and Barbara Harff, Ethnic Conflicts 
in World Politics, ed. George A. Lopez (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1994).



36. Gurr, ed., Peoples Versus States, 85.

37. Gurr and Harff, Ethnic Conflicts in World Politics.

38. This section is based on material in William L.F. Felstiner, Richard L. Abel, and Austin 
Sarat, "The Emergence and Transformation of Disputes: Naming, Blaming and Claiming..." 
Law & Society Review 15 (1980-81): 631-53; Peter Harris and Ben Reilly, Democracy and 
Deep-Rooted Conflict: Options for Negotiators (Stockholm: Institute for Democracy and 
Electoral Assistance, 1998), Herbert C. Kelman, "Social-Psychological Dimensions of 
International Conflict," in Peacemaking in International Conflict: Methods and Techniques, 
ed. I. William Zartman and J. Lewis Rasmussen (Washington, DC: United States Institute of 
Peace Press, 1997), John Paul Lederach, "Understanding Conflict: Experience, Structure and 
Dynamics," in Mediation and Facilitation Training Manual: Foundations and Skills for 
Constructive Conflict Transformation, ed. Carolyn Schrock-Shenk (Akron, PA: Mennonite 
Conciliation Service, 2000).

39. Human Rights Watch, Leave None to Tell the Story: Genocide in Rwanda (Human 
Rights Watch, March 1999); available from http://www.hrw.org/reports/1999/rwanda/.

40. Andrey Krushinsky, The East: On the Moral Leprosy of the White House
(PRAVDA.Ru, February 4, 2002 ); available from 
http://english.pravda.ru/main/2002/02/04/26205.html. The lead to this article states: "George 
Bush's hysterical tirade pertaining to the imaginary 'axis of evil,' his threats to North Korea, 
characterized by Pyongyang as 'moral leprosy,' were perceived rather negatively in Beijing 
and Seoul. Seoul is alarmed: Bush's rhetoric, which included North Korea in the mythical 
axis of evil, threatens to bury the peaceful process between the North and South Koreas 
forever. The Korea Times wrote, being concerned about the bellicosity of the American 
president: 'Normalizing relations with the U.S. is seen as the North's ultimate diplomatic 
aim, whose isolated economy is suffering from a severe lack of hard currency after decades 
of sanctions. The setback in Pyongyang-Washington ties due to the Bush administration's 
hard-line North Korea policy also bogged down inter-Korean relations last year. There have 
been fears that the renewed tension between North Korea and the U.S. recently will interfere 
further with inter-Korean family reunions and dialogues, which have lately shown signs of 
getting back on track." In another story about this incident, the BBC comments that North 
Korea's foreign ministry suggested that Washington's recent problems were "entirely 
attributable to the unilateral and self-opinionated foreign policy, political immaturity and 
moral leprosy of the Bush administration." Bush's comments aroused criticism in Europe 
and even by Madeleine Albright in the United States. "Bush's 'Evil Axis' Comment Stirs 
Critics" (BBC, February 2, 2002 ); available from 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/americas/1796034.stm.

41. Peter O'Neil, "B.C.'s Rookie Minister Warns of Potential Violence," Vancouver Sun, 
February 5, 2002. See also Peter O'Neil, "Owen Gets Official Scolding," Vancouver Sun, 
February 6, 2002, and Stephen Hume, "Don't Sugar-Coat the Issue," Vancouver Sun, 
February 7, 2002.

42. Several incidents including events in 1990at Oka and in 1995 at Gustafsen Lake as well 
as other incidents of less prominence, should make us aware that Canada is not invulnerable 
to violent expression of deep-rooted historical conflicts. 



43. For the text of George W. Bush's military order concerning military trials for non-US 
citizens found to be members of the al Qaeda network or involved in international terrorism, 
see George W. Bush, Military Order: Detention, Treatment, and Trial of Certain Non-
Citizens in the War Against Terrorism (White House, November 13, 2001 ); available from 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/11/20011113-27.html. For critiques, see, 
e.g. "PM Says Critics Are Defending Terrorists."

44. For commentary on the controversial international law position that the United States 
and its allies have relied on in support of the war in Afghanistan, see Helen Duffy, 
Responding to September 11: The Framework of International Law (London, UK: 
Interrights, 2001 ); available from http://www.interights.org/. Duffy's article provides a 
balanced perspective, pointing out ambiguities in the relevant international law. Osgoode 
Law Professor Michael Mandel, founder of a Canadian group called "Lawyers Against the 
War," states unequivocally that the US war in Afghanistan is "illegal," and that Canadian 
participation is "complicity in this lawlessness." He asserts that the "bombing of 
Afghanistan is the legal and moral equivalent of what was done to the Americans on Sept. 
11." Michael Mandel, "Say What You Want, but This War Is Illegal," Globe and Mail, 
October 9, 2001. This opinion article has been promulgated on numerous websites.

45. For Human Rights Watch commentary about the humanitarian law considerations 
related to the status of those interned by the United States at Guantanamo Bay, see Human 
Rights Watch, U.S.: Geneva Conventions Apply to Guantanamo Detainees (Human Rights 
Watch, January 11, 2002); available from http://hrw.org/press/2002/01/us011102.htm. 
Human Rights Watch, U.S. Officials Misstate Geneva Convention Requirements (Human 
Rights Watch, January 28, 2002 ); available from 
http://hrw.org/press/2002/01/us012802.htm. 

46. For commentary on Canada's anti-terrorism legislation, Bill C-36, see the criticisms of 
the Canadian Bar Association, the Federation of Law Societies, the Canadian Commission 
on Human Rights, the Canadian Council for International Cooperation, Amnesty 
International and a long list of academics. See e.g. Ronald J. Daniels, Patrick Macklem, and 
Kent Roach, eds., The Security of Freedom: Essays on Canada's Anti-Terrorism Bill
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2001). Bill C-35 has received less public attention, 
but provides considerably increased authority and discretion to the RCMP for security at 
intergovernmental conferences, including trade meetings. See An Act to Amend the Foreign 
Missions and International Organizations Act (Bill C-35). This bill contains proposed 
amendments concerning authority of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police for security at 
intergovernmental conferences in which two or more governments participate. A 
consolidated draft of the Foreign Missions and International Organizations Act, including 
the proposed changes, as at February 19, 2002, is available at 
http://www.parl.gc.ca/PDF/37/1/parlbus/chambus/house/bills/government/C-35_1.pdf.

47. Note that some scholars are moving beyond the needs approach to "poverty" as "income 
poverty" to a more nuanced understanding of "capability deprivation." Nussbaum and Sen 
have envisaged functional equality, not formal equality or equivalency of needs. For 
discussion, see the collection by Martha C. Nussbaum and Amartya Sen, eds., The Quality 
of Life (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993). For Amartya Sen's theory of justice, which draws 
on but critiques John Rawls, see Amartya Sen, Inequality Re-Examined (New York: Russell 
Sage Foundation, 1992). See also Martha Nussbaum, "Women and Equality: The 



Capabilities Approach," International Labour Review 138, no. 3 (1999): 227-45, Martha C. 
Nussbaum, "Capabilities and Human Rights," Fordham Law Review 66 (1997): 273-317.

48. Nussbaum, "Capabilities and Human Rights."

49. Sen, Inequality Re-Examined.; Amartya Sen, Development as Freedom (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1999).

50. Canada's aid in the past several years has fallen to record lows, yet many Canadians 
believe Canada is generous - even too generous. This perception needs to be measured 
against standards agreed on by the members of the UN General Assembly in 1970, that 
countries should aim to contribute 0.7 percent of their GNP in overseas development 
assistance (ODA). Only four countries meet this standard: Netherlands, Norway, Sweden 
and Denmark. The Canadian government itself continually says it strives for 0.7 percent. In 
1992, Canada seemed to be moving toward this standard. Its contributions were 0.49 
percent. Since then, Canada's contributions have consistently gone down to the point that in 
2001 they fell to 0.24 percent. (The United States contributes even less, 0.10 percent.) Yet 
Canada ranks third in the UN's Human Development Index. How do we account for this 
inconsistency? Canadians can write to their MPs to urge the federal government to move 
toward the internationally agreed standard. While this is an area in which citizens often feel 
helpless, perhaps we are less helpless than we think. The Jubilee initiative for debt relief for 
some of the world's poorest countries is widely acknowledged to have been led by churches 
and other civil society groups. Perhaps it is time for similar initiatives to encourage political 
leaders of wealthy nations to live up to their international commitments. 

51. Even at times of highly escalated conflict, it seems unwise to exclude illegitimate actors 
or goups (including those designeated as "terrorist") from consideration for two reasons. 
First, violent actors and groups generally all claim legitimacy, whether or not their intersts, 
behaviours, or even their very existence is seen as legitimate in the eyes of others. The same 
group of people may be defined as "terrorists," "freedom fighters," or "legitimate rulers" 
depending on ideological and others perspectives. Social norms about legitimacy change 
through time and interaction. Second, sometimes actors that are universally seen as 
illegitimate are nevertheless very powerful. Even if morality warrants exclusion of their 
voices from negotation tables or decision-making processes, it is important that their 
interests be contemplated by those who seek to make decisions that affect the group's 
interests, however illegitimate. 

52. Clifford Geertz, "Thick Description: Toward an Interpretive Theory of Culture," in The 
Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essays (New York: Basic Books, 1973), 29. Geertz was 
talking about anthropological research and debate, and said: "[a]nthropology, or at least 
interpretive anthropology, is a science whose progress is marked less by a perfection of 
consensus than by a refinement of debate. What gets better is the precision with which we 
vex each other. . . Monologues are of little value. . . because there are no conclusions to be 
reported; there is merely a discussion to be maintained." 

53. See, for example, John Forester, "On Not Leaving Your Pain at the Door: Political 
Deliberation, Critical Pragmatism, and Traumatic Histories," in The Deliberative 
Practitioner: Encouraging Participatory Planning (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1999), 
Pearce and Littlejohn, Moral Conflict: When Social Worlds Collide, Harold H. Saunders, A 
Public Peace Process: Sustained Dialogue to Transform Racial and Ethnic Conflicts (New 



York: St. Martin's Press, 1999), John Winslade and Gerald Monk, Narrative Mediation: A 
New Approach to Conflict Resolution (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 2000); 
Dorothy Della Noce's work in Joseph P. Folger and Robert A. Baruch Bush, eds., Designing 
Mediation: Approaches to Training and Practice within a Transformative Framework (New 
York: Institute for the Study of Conflict Transformation, 2001).

54. See, for example, John Forester, "On Not Leaving Your Pain at the Door: Political 
Deliberation, Critical Pragmatism, and Traumatic Histories," in The Deliberative 
Practitioner: Encouraging Participatory Planning (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1999), 
W.B. Pearce & S.W. Littlejohn, Moral Conflict: When Social Worlds Collide.

55. See, e.g. Pearce and Littlejohn, Moral Conflict: When Social Worlds Collide; H.H. 
Saunders, A Public Peace Process: Sustained Dialogue to Transform Racial and Ethnic 
Conflicts (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1999).

Ordering information: To order Responses to Terrorism: A Reader, edited by Brishkai 
Lund. Victoria, BC: University of Victoria Division of Continuing Studies, 2002, telephone 
(+1) 250-721-8481, e-mail arts&sci@uvcs.uvic.ca . This publication contains the papers in 
the lecture series "Responses to Terrorism: An Analysis" held at the University of Victoria 
in February and March, 2002. See a brief excerpt of Ms. Morris's paper in The Torch 23 (1) 
(Spring 2002): 24-25. Another talk on the same theme entitled "Preventing and Responding 
to Political Violence" (not reproduced here) was given May 6, 2002 at Interventions: How 
do times of crisis intervene in our communities/How can our communities intervene in times 
of crisis?, a Community Seminar sponsored by the University of Victoria Centre for Studies 
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