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Hypothesis for the Volume

It is our hypothesis that, in the contemporary world, one cannot effectively engage in humanitarian actions or affect the human security of people unless one understands the role that religious non-state actors provide in supplanting, supplementing, or contesting the state’s role or policies with regards to the welfare of their populations. In the contemporary period states have demonstrated little understanding of the power, force, and impact of these religious non-state actors. Religion is an intensely motivating and mobilizing force for good and ill. 

Contemporary governments are now faced with conducting foreign policy and negotiating power with religious non-state actors. The decisions and behaviors of these groups, governed by potent religious ideologies and leaders, often have cultural authority that can equal or even exceeds existing governments. Thus, national security (the defense of the state) must accede to human security (a basic quality of life), often disrupted or challenged by religious subcultures. There are multiple examples of these non-state actors, including both secular and religious groups:

· Economic activists, organized crime groups, and certain types of religious sects can create severe disorder, undermining human security.   

· Private charities – secular or religiously-based – can deliver education and essential social services that the government is unable or unwilling to provide.   

· In countries without an independent judiciary, human rights-based or religiously-based groups may act as an essential shadow branch of government, checking the power of the political branches.  

· Indigenous religious groups can play a crucial role in educating and mobilizing a public.

Religious ideologies in contemporary societies provide groups with incentive and opportunity to question the assumptions and legitimacy of governing elites, whether in secular or religious states. The organizational infrastructure of religions (churches, mosques, religious schools, religious orders, mystical brotherhoods, and other organizing units) have provided avenues through which non-state actors can circumvent state control over information and financial resources for communities.  These groups deliver social services the state cannot or does not want to deliver. 

Some religious groups may choose to sustain their status as external transnational actors, and others choose to institutionalize their influence within the formal machinery of the state. The former maintain their status as non-state actors and threaten states, while the latter continue to be a non-state actor, though they work through legitimate institutional means for change. How these groups decide to institutionalize their influence will have defining consequences for human and national security in our modern world.  Groups such as Hezbollah, the Taliban, or Jewish Fundamentalists for example, have the ability to preserve or undermine the peace within states and between neighboring states.  Their influence translates into the power to shape domestic and foreign policies of existing governments and regimes. Nonetheless, neither extremists in Islam nor in Judaism are unique in this process or pattern. Socially engaged Buddhism in Southeast Asia has become a potent influence in shaping states and a form by which groups come to resist political oppression, with Myanmar being one clear example. In these ways national security is challenged by religious non-state actors in ways that have multiple affects on human security depending upon political power and context. 

Given the power of religiously motivated, non-state actors around the world, modern states find themselves compelled to combat, to co-opt, or to accommodate religious groups. Often nominal governmental authorities tolerate them as subcultures that control territories and deliver services within these territories that the governments are unable to provide. In return, the groups “promise” not to interfere with the internal political machinery of the nominal state institutions. Afghanistan, Lebanon, and much of Pakistan fall into this latter category where governing and public services are essentially outsourced to private, non-state actors, and in return the state authorities retain nominal power. How are these arrangements affecting human security?  How do these public policy choices influence the relationship between political decision makers and their citizens?  

Definitions and Historical Background

In this volume, experts from a variety of fields discuss the growing role of “religion” in providing “human security” around the world. Each of these terms demands definition as well as an understanding of how the two interact and impact one another. By religion we mean a system of symbolic and social boundaries related to a power or force experienced within and beyond the self and group most often related to spirits or gods. In the modern world, this same system of symbolic and social boundaries is institutionalized, often forming its own center of power and authority, out of which a group seeks to share and live out this moral worldview in the world. By human security we mean the provision of services that are essential to ensure that people enjoy a basic quality of life. The two have been related throughout human history; in the modern world, the differentiated nature of states, whether secular or religious, and non-state groups, whether secular or religious, create unique tensions that demand analysis. This book shows how religion and human security are related through contemporary case studies that come from around the globe and reflect on the dynamics, tensions, and potential policy implications of the interaction between religion and human security.  

The longer history of the relationship between religion and culture, religion and political is dynamic and has shifted over time. In smaller human communities there was no need for institutionalized religion per se, since there was greater social interdependence and a decreased need to differentiate social and political roles, or to create separate centers of religious or political power. The specialization of religion and its institutionalization in relation to political power are functions of the growth of human populations. Religion, in the ancient world, whether as an indigenous and organic force in the spirit of small groups, or as a bureaucratic organization in states and empires, sacralized and legitimated state power through ritual, story, and sacrifice (e.g. the Aztecs and the Incas; the religions of the Near East; ancient Hindu India; Greek and Roman Religions; Confucian religion in China, and the Persian Empire); religion, in these ancient empires provided a systematic support of the status quo. In this way religion was not only a function of the state’s human security but also part and parcel of the national security of states and empires—sanctifying and legitimizing wars to defend against enemies and to extend the empire’s power.  

Over the last two millennia with the growth of the world religions as independent and self-sustaining organizations, political communities have experienced religions as autonomous centers of power, most often supporting and sustaining states, but also, on occasion, creating tension and competition with states and even empires. Supportive religions have included Hinduism in ancient India; Islam as the force behind Arab expansion; the medieval Orthodox Church in its partnership with the Byzantine Empire; Buddhism, as its political force waxed and waned in relation to the various nations of Southeast Asia. In the category of creating tension and competition with states and empires, the Jewish rebellions against Rome and Judaism’s later quiescence exemplify a religion that has adapted to circumstance in order to survive and thrive; the Roman Catholic Church battled and at times partnered with the Roman Empire; in the early modern period the Reformed Protestant Churches competed with and at times ruled states. In the late modern era, the relationship between religion and the state has continued to be complicated, though with a new twist. States secularized, at times obliterating the religion of the state, and at times creating a more benign separation of church and state. In either case, states took on secular ideologies in multiple forms whether as democratic governments, republics, or oligarchies, which have sometime formed autocracies, rationalized in both secular and religious terms. In the midst of rising state secularity, religions as non-state actors operate in multiple ways in relation to human security in states—as threatening competitors, (e.g. Falun Gong in China), and sometimes as both competitor and as partner, (e.g. Hamas in Gaza, and Pentecostals in Guatemala). Religious non-state actors have been partners in advancing care and rights to persons (e.g. Protestant Christians in Canada, Evangelical Christians in Korea, or Hezbollah in Lebanon), or as agents that threaten non-state secular groups and secular states (e.g. Orthodox Jews in Israel; the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt; Islamic charities in Turkey, and the Taliban in Afghanistan and Pakistan). In all these cases religions have the social force and power to create tenacious group identities that can disrupt empires and undercut states, as well as support states and empires that are both religious and secular. Thus, the dynamics of the relationship between religion and human security in the midst of this complexity could not be a more important subject to comprehend. 

Broadening Human Security in the Contemporary Context

We argue then that religion has been a perennial presence in human communities. It sustains individual and group identities, inspires people to help others, and can act to mobilize groups to nurture and defend or resist the state and empire. Whether associated with the state or non-state subcultures within states, religions have often managed the welfare of groups and shaped the quality of human life. Negotiating and understanding religion as it relates to states is a critical aspect of how the welfare of human groups is sustained. 

We have defined human security above as the welfare and quality of life of a state’s peoples, which ensures the ability of people to enjoy a basic quality of life, and in the contemporary period, interest in human security moves beyond just physical well-being. Traditionally, in terms of public policy, discussions of “security” have been focused on the delivery of only one type of service—the physical security necessary for a state to protect its citizens from violence and to give them the freedom to structure their affairs as they choose.  Indeed, the focus has often been specifically on “national security,” which is centered on the question of how states can develop a sustainable plan to ensure their long-term political independence in a world of nation-states, while forcing their citizens to endure the minimum amount of violence and privation.

In the last two decades, scholars and institutions have begun to question—we think correctly—the utility of training people primarily to understand the dynamics of national and physical security to the exclusion of understanding the dynamics that lead to the promotion of other types of “security.”  Surely there are things other than the threat of foreign invasion or domestic insurrection that make people feel, personally or as a community, deeply insecure. On an international basis, the Declaration of Human Rights and the United Nations Charter express the right to cultural and social protection. Thus, without minimizing the importance of studying how to protect people from the threat of war, it seems that we should also study how we can protect people from other fear-inspiring conditions.  In his famous speech preparing America for World War II, Franklin Roosevelt noted that the United States and the global community should focus their energies on promoting not just the freedom from fear of physical violence, but also the freedom from “want”, not only in terms of hunger or disease but also of persecution on the basis of religious or political opinion—two conditions that would seem to be central to human security but not necessarily to national security. 

Indeed, the United States developed its own indigenous political rhetoric of “social security” to respond to the economic devastation of the Great Depression. The voluntary societies of the nineteenth century and social gospel of the early twentieth century simply did not and could not meet the massive needs of an American society with more than a quarter of its adult population without work. Government became the guarantor of a minimum level of social security. This concern for human security evolved in the 1960s into Lyndon B. Johnson’s Great Society program, with the expansion of social welfare and the rise of the Civil Rights movement. Religion was central to this push to address poverty and human rights—each were issues of human security with religion playing a significant role in social and political advocacy and the delivery of services. The question of who would provide these services, and who would pay for these goods continues to create debate in the contemporary period in discussions around US faith-based initiatives. That is, when government funds charitable organizations, and particularly religious organizations, how are these organizations affected and what are the unintentional consequences of government involvement in the provision of human welfare? 

Human security in clearly related to and overlaps with other security issues that relate to broader issues of human rights, as well as to concerns about sustainability in terms of global security and environmental sustainability. We have seen an expansion of stakeholders in the contemporary period concerned with larger global issues of peace and ecological conservation. The argument is that to guarantee a secure humanity, we must secure the globe against pandemics of various kinds as well as against ecological catastrophes. All of these issues are critical to any conversation about human security. For this volume, however, we have chosen to pursue questions and problems relating to religion and human security in particular, believing that this relationship is relatively understudied and needs the attention of scholars and policy-makers in understanding of the contribution that religious communities make to human security. Moreover, we would suggest that religion may be an important partner in both promoting programs of global sustainability not only in terms of the delivery of services, but in encouraging cooperation across national and religious differences as well as promoting stewardship of the earth, to use the Christian vocabulary, as a way to inculcate a cultural system of ecological responsibility.

Negotiating Human Security and Religious Non-state Actors 

As academics and policy makers alike have focused on “human security”, they have uncovered multiple phenomena—many of which had been hiding in plain sight. Among them is that the degree to which a people enjoy core freedoms increasingly depend not only on the actions of state actors, but of non-state actors.  Among these non-state actors, religious groups are among the most powerful and appear to have become ever more important. By mobilizing religious subcultures within populations, religious groups have used their power to provide for the needs of human populations directly. In some cases, this act of charity puts them in direct competition with states. In some cases, the effect is benign, allowing the religious groups to provide essential services that undemocratic states are unwilling or unable to provide. In other cases, the effect can be malignant. Often, states become hostage to grassroots movements that force the states to do the will of these non-state groups. The resultant power struggle can lead to violence. The humanitarian consequences from these dynamics have been extraordinary. 

In the Islamic world, for instance, one sees both the positive role of religious organizations in providing human security and also the catastrophic consequences that religiously motivated violence can have on the human security (as well as the national security) of nation states.  Throughout the Islamic world, the Islamic revival has facilitated the organization of Muslims into groups that organize and act with remarkable effectiveness.  Among them, one finds Islamic organizations effectively providing essential educational, medical, and humanitarian services—services that many weak states in the Muslim world have been unwilling or unable to provide.  At the same time, one finds politically motivated groups, often linked directly or indirectly to Islamic service providers.  These can play a role in destabilizing state structures—weakening even farther the state’s ability qua state to provide for the security of its citizens and, at times, unleashing devastating political violence.  

In the 1990s, Algeria lost as many as 200,000 people due to a civil war between a “secular” government that was deemed corrupt and an Islamist movement that won an election and was subsequently ousted by force. As a result of sectarian violence, both indigenous and imported, there were more than 100,000 deaths in Iraq and many more millions wounded and even more who became refugees. Hamas, which began as an Islamic social services and religio-political organization, won a democratic election in Gaza, displacing the secular Palestinian Authority as the primary political force in Gaza in 2007. This development was in part the result of the effective nature of Hamas in serving the needs of Gazans—forms of human security that had become exacerbated by the continuing economic and social strictures that Israel has placed on Gaza. The 2009 incursion of Israel into Gaza cost the lives of over 1,400 Palestinian men, women and children. The Israeli rationale behind the attacks was that Israel would no longer accept the random firing of rockets into southern Israel by Hamas. Human and national security is deeply interwoven with religion in the region, mobilizing forces in Palestine to defend Palestinians and to instigate violence against Israel. It is also crucial to note that in many Muslim countries that are not undergoing political violence, Muslim groups are politically active and play a role in shaping the human security environment.  

Throughout the Muslim world, policy preferences are increasingly shaped by religious commitments or, at least, are increasingly justified and argued-for in religious terms.  Again, this has both benign and malign effects—largely because Muslims themselves understand the core principles of their religion in very different ways. Islamic liberalism continues to a real, though an underreported phenomenon.  Thus, in the Muslim world, many movements for political democratization, human rights and social justice often conceptualize themselves as “Islamic” and are perceived as such.  And conversely there are other movements that push for (or implement) policies gravely harmful to human security (and particularly to the security of women and religious minorities). Both are meaningfully described as Islamic movements. This is important precisely because Islam, like other modern world religions, is not monolithic. 

Furthermore, we do not and, we argue, we should not treat the Islamic world as exceptional.  As the contributions to this volume make clear, one should not treat the growing importance of religion as a factor in human security as being somehow a Muslim phenomenon.  Africa and Latin America are seeing a rising tide of Pentecostal Christian religion, with multiple ramifications on national and human security. In Africa, nations such as Nigeria are now split evenly between Muslim and Christian populations, with implications toward rising sectarian battles and a continuing civil war. Across Latin America, the hegemony of the Roman Catholic Church is being displaced by Protestant groups; in Guatemala the first Protestant Christian president was elected, further shifting the power of political religion from the Roman Catholics to the indigenous Protestant sects. What this means in terms of human security remains to be studied and understood.

In India, the emergence of an explicitly Hindu political party, the Bharatiya Janata Party, has led to disastrous violence in several states. The recent Mumbai violence perpetrated by the Lashkar-e-Taiba – an extremist Islamist group originating in Pakistan – made a symbolic attack at the heart of India’s financial sector. They sought out British and US citizens, as well as Jews as a way to provoke a wider conflict: not only between Pakistan and India but also between Palestine and Israel, and more globally, between the United States and international Islamists. These religiously motivated extremist groups seek to disrupt the financial and civil arteries to create wider conflicts and to mobilize and recruit soldiers on the side of their movements. The toll on human security is obvious, killing many, but the disruption of national security and the instigation of interstate conflict are even more daunting and dangerous. 

Buddhist organizations the world over have focused attention on and impacted China’s policies towards Tibet, seeking to push the United States and other Western nations to put pressure on China to allow greater autonomy for Tibet. As recent events have shown, however, the nonviolent advocacy on the part of Dalai Lama, as he has admitted, has done little to give freedom to his people. Tibetans continue to pay a heavy price in human security for their lack of power and autonomy in national security. Buddhist governments in South Asia (Sri Lanka), have a history of questionable human rights records toward ethnic and religious minorities; in Southeast Asia, Thailand’s Buddhist dominated government struggles with its Muslim minority population. In either case, religion disrupts human security by supporting states that oppress others. Of course, Myanmar’s Buddhist populations, particularly its leadership, have been jailed and assassinated by a secular, military junta. In the case of Myanmar, religious non-state actors have both sought to protect human rights and have paid a heavy price in doing so. 

We argue that religion, because of its mobilizing force in the modern world acts to has supported states that violate rights, performed as a bulwark of non-state groups in resistance to oppressive governments, and partnered with religious and secular governments to provide human security to vulnerable populations. Indeed, we do not claim that religions offer a guarantee that human security will be held sacrosanct. We do assert that religions and particularly non-state religious groups are frequently a critical group with which states must negotiate in order to maintain and sustain the human security of their populations. More than anything else we argue that to ignore the power of religion to nurture security or compromise it is a mistake. Thus, when religion is underestimated by states, it is an error in judgment and undercuts public policy that can support human security for all. 

Outline of Chapters in the Book

1. Karen Bhangoo, George Mason University: “Religion, Resilience and Relationship: Civil Society in Malerkotla.”

2. Shane Barter, University of British Columbia: “Ulama, The State & War: Islam-State Relations in the Aceh Conflict.”

3. Bernadette Nadya Jaworsky, Yale University, and Sara Curran, University of Washington: “Immigration, Religion and Human Security in the United States.”

4. Charles McDaniel, Baylor University: "Reinventing the Brotherhood: Unintended Consequences of Egyptian Government Policy-Making and the Transformation of al-Ikhwan al-Muslimun.”

5. Emily Morrison Griffin, University of Washington: " In Violence and in Peace: The Role of Religion in the Existential Security of Northern Ireland.”

6. Gladys Ganiel, Trinity College, Ireland: “Religion and Human Security in Zimbabwe.”

7. Lucien Leustean, Aston University, UK: “Eastern Christianity and Security in Post-War Europe.”
8. Rowena Robinson, Indian Institute Bombay: “Indian Muslim Leadership: Possibilities and Predicaments.”

9. Sayres Rudy, Hampshire College: “Washed By a Deluge:  Explaining Religious Peace in Poland and War in Algeria.”

10. Murat Somer, Koc University, Istanbul: “Religious Non-State Actors and Secular Democracy: Evidence from Political Islam in Turkey.”

11. James Tiburcio, Ùniversity of Brasilia: “Beyond Basic Human Security: The Role of Religious Institutions in Angola.”

12. Christine Fair will speak on “Pakistani Attitudes Towards Militancy in and Beyond Pakistan.”

13. Walter Russell Mead will speak on “After Fukuyama and Huntington: Prospects for American Power.”

Afterword: Policy Recommendations

Questions and Recommendations for Public Policy (This will be the final chapter put together over the summer as the chapter are finished and potential policies come into greater focus.)

In this volume, we have created general principles for public policy grounded in research and with the hope of enabling states and religious groups to nurture human security and to sustain human life. We seek to answer the following set of questions:

· Under what conditions do religious groups promote human security? 

· Under what conditions do religious groups undercut human security?

· In what ways can states negotiate most effectively with non-state religious groups?

· In what ways can non-state religious groups deal effectively with states? 

· In what ways can religion groups nurture peace and reconciliation between diverse groups? 

· How do religious groups negotiate and interact with human rights?

· How can religious groups’ best produce aid to those in need? 

Our policy recommendations follow along these lines:


� Citations to the broader literature have not yet been added. 
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