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Abstract
Contemporary geographical theory of disasters has evolved from a ‘human ecological’ theory of idealized ‘society-nature’ relations.   The key concepts in this theory were borrowed from organization theory (‘bounded rationality’) and modernizationist development economics (‘stages of economic growth’).  The earlier theory was managerialist (vanguardist, elitist) in keeping with the scientism and notions of innovation diffusion and ‘leadership’ that permeated the U.S. intellectual atmosphere during the Cold War.  

Today, in its place a political ecological theory seeks ‘root causes’ of the vulnerability to extreme natural events of particular groups differentiated by class, gender, age, ethnicity, etc.  Its key concepts are globalization, power, complexity, local knowledge and agency, and the ‘everyday’ or ‘daily life’.  As such, geographical theory of disasters has much in common with current sociological notions of ‘risk’ and ‘risk society’.  This paper argues that a better understanding of the phenomenon of terrorism can be provided by applying the search for ‘root causes’ common in political ecological studies of natural hazards and technological hazards.

Introduction
The events of September 11th, 2001 in New York City have caused disaster researchers to reflect upon the lessons that 21st Century urban terrorism might have for their own work on other kinds of hazards.  If the official U.S. position is correct, that the attack on the World Trade Center constituted the beginning of a war (the “war on terrorism”), then, in fact, such a disaster is not new.  Millions of lives of civilians have been lost in wars during the 20th Century (Hewitt 1994; 1997).  An alternative position is that the attack was not an act of war but a crime (albeit with a large number of victims).  If the alternative view is correct, then there are also precedents such as the gas attack on the Tokyo subway in 1995 and bombing of the Federal Building in Oklahoma City.   Which ever view is correct, those seeking to understand such “acts of war” or “crimes” should look for root causes and not simply quick (including massive military) fixes.  This paper explores what the possible contribution of geographical hazards theory might be toward understanding such root causes.
What’s in a Name?  ‘Hazard’, ‘Risk’, ‘Terror’
Work on disasters within U.S. geography began with a focus on ‘hazards.’  The pioneering work of Gilbert White and his students began with extreme natural events such as floods and showed the complex ways in which society and nature interacted in causing harm and loss (Burton et al. 1978).  From the late 1970s onwards, this ‘human ecological’ departure point was contested, perhaps enriched, by a political ecological theory that emphasized vulnerability and risk (Wisner et al. 1976; Hewitt 1983).   Complex human – nature interrelations were still there, but on the human side, there was a much more detailed dissection of difference.  ‘Humanity’ and ‘society’ at large were not ‘at risk’ rather particular groups of people with identifiable characteristics such as class, gender, age, ethnicity.  Earlier hazard theory had sought the cause of disasters in general psychological terms such as ‘bounded rationality’ or general economic terms such as ‘stage of economic development’.  The political ecological theory looked for historically specific ‘root causes’ and ‘dynamic pressures’ that gave rise to specific ‘unsafe conditions’ (Blaikie et al. 1994). 

Sociologists have also contributed to the understanding of risk (Morrow 1999).  One influential point of view to affect disaster studies during the decade of the 1990s was the idea of the ‘risk society’. Social and environmental thinker Ulrich Beck's foundational work, Risk Society: Toward a New Modernity (1991) sought the ‘root causes’ of environmental crisis, just as the political ecological work in geography looked for the ‘root causes’ of disaster vulnerability.  He found them where most other investigators have, in rampant consumerism (not a surprising finding), but also -- of more interest to disaster studies -- in two forms of social control of the consequences of over consumption.  One is ‘ecological modernization’, by which the technicians of the ‘risk society’ attempt to ‘fix’ environmental problems without ever addressing root causes.  The other is a form of amnesia or form of denial of environmental problems that he terms ‘organized irresponsibility’ (Goldblat 1999: 379). 

If this analysis is transferred to the global scale, one can see that notions of ‘conserving biodiversity’, ‘reversing global warming’ and, more generally, ‘managing the planet’ are a form of ecological modernization conducted by the combined technocracy of rich, consuming nations (Sachs 1993).  By extension, international efforts by the USAID, DFID, WMO, or WHO to ‘manage’ aspects of the impacts of hurricanes, droughts, volcanoes on behalf of poor, former colonial countries could also be considered a form of ecological modernization.  

The fatal flaw in ecological modernization is that it never deals with root causes. It is therefore never ending and self perpetuating.  I will argue below that this is precisely the problem with the narrow “homeland defense” approach to the “war on terrorism.”  This is yet another form of managerialism that fails to address root causes.

Beck proposes ‘reflexive modernization’ as a system that becomes aware of these contractions and attempts to treat root causes.  It is a process driven from the ‘bottom up’ in his view.  This pressure from below is that of citizens organized in what he calls an ‘ecological democracy’ (Beck 1995; Beck, Giddens and Lash 1994).   Giddens (1992) has explored the relationship between ‘risk’ and ‘trust’ in the modern world.  Used in a different context, it was trust between, for example, citizen based organizations and municipal governments, that were critical in mobilizing human resources for mitigating disaster loss and reducing vulnerability in FEMA’s “Project Impact” pilot experiments in creating ‘resilient communities’.

Back to the Cold War?

Until September 11th, 2001, it was hard to image that the wave of ever increasing citizen participation in disaster risk management could break, that the evolution of more and more self conscious agency by citizens could be turned back.  However, there are some very dangerous and troubling signs, at least in the U.S.


To begin with, even before the attack on the World Trade Center, FEMA had abandoned “Project Impact” at the national level, leaving it to the states to continue with its participatory, citizen based efforts to create ‘disaster resilient communities.’  This was one of the first acts of the new administration of George W. Bush.  Since the terror attack, things have gotten systematically worse for citizen participation.


After the catastrophic failure of the Union Carbide factory in Bhopal, India, in 1984, there was an upsurge in citizen interest in knowing more about what chemical factories in their communities had stored, what risks they faced, and what plans there were to deal with these risks.  Legislation was passed that asserted the “citizen’s right to know” about these things.  A Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) was established by the Federal Environmental Protection Agency.  Since September 11th this information has been removed from the internet and is only available in a limited form at a single designated federal library in each state.  


Citizen’s and advocate NGOs’ access to information of many kinds are being cut back.  For example, no longer can one check on the internet to see if a natural gas pipeline runs under one’s children’s school or check whether such a pipe has been inspected on schedule.  The tools for community hazard mapping by the community are being stripped away “because they may be useful to terrorists.”  


Such policies are very short sighted.  If the pressure of monitoring by environmental groups, journalists, and citizens is removed, more people could die because of toxic emissions and explosions from under regulated chemical factories than are prevented from dying in a hypothetical terrorist attack.  Terrorists already have this information or can get it because they will put the labor time into doing so.  The average working class citizen will not dedicate that kind of time to self protection (because of the constraints placed by ‘normal’ life).  That is why the web based information available at almost every small town or neighborhood public library reading room or high school library was a vital step toward creating “a culture of protection” (in the language of the IDNDR).

One witnesses an irony of history.  Even as citizen groups in Botswana, Bangladesh, and Honduras are actively engaged in producing community hazard maps and  vulnerability/ capability assessments, citizens in the U.S. are being discouraged from doing so (Wisner 2002).

David Alexander has pointed out the striking turn back to ‘command and control’ approaches to public safety in the U.S. since September 11th (Alexander 2002).  He documents an evolution toward more and more openness, citizen participation and oversight from the days of the Cold War.  Major changes in the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) after hurricane Andrew in 1991 ushered in a decade of accelerated investment in citizen participation.  This was in line with thinking (but perhaps not practice) world wide.  In 1995, half way through the International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction, the Yokohama Message specifically advocated increased citizen participation (Ingleton 1999: 320).  Since the attack on the World Trade Center there has been a re-militarization and re-centralization of public safety.

Who Studies Risk?
The catastrophe at the World Trade Center challenges everyone who works in hazard research and disaster studies, not just geographers.  As is true of all academic disciplines, hazard research is fragmented, composed of sub-disciplines, fiefdoms, islands and city states.  There is both much duplication of effort, and, because we speak so many professional and academic languages, there are also unidentified gaps. 

During the International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction (IDNDR) some progress was made in getting earth scientists, engineers, social scientists and planners to the same meetings, even engaged in the same applied projects such as RADIUS, a multi national effort to come up with better ways of reducing urban earthquake risk.
  However, despite small glimmers of interdisciplinarity, for the most part researchers and even practitioners continue to hoe their own cabbage patches.   This is understandable for at least two reasons.

· There are very different methods and languages associated with the large number of disciplines involved in hazard research.  Think of the differences between, say, civil engineering, community psychology, toxicology, and political science.

· Each focus of research concern and professional practice is a matter of life and death.  Each compels attention because of the high stakes in terms of human well being.  Each presents complex problems that are not easily solved so that researchers can say, “Right then, that’s earthquake taken care of; so what shall we tackle now?”  No one can say that engineers in Kobe are wasting their time finding ways to secure the water supply, or that research into indigenous famine coping systems in Sudan is unimportant.

The list of areas in which parallel, sometimes overlapping, work is taking place would have to include, at least:

· NATURAL HAZARDS RESEARCH.  This, in itself, is a microcosm of this fragmented academic universe.  Research is focused on the extreme natural events and underlying processes that can produce harm including tectonic, climatological, hydrological, and geomorphological.  Individual sciences such as geology or seismology can be involved, or interdisciplinary groups involving a number of sciences, engineers, and planners.  Sometimes human geographers and other social scientists approach such extreme natural processes from the point of view of the socio-economic and political processes that make people, their possessions, built environment and livelihoods vulnerable, or they study the psychology, economics, and politics of recovery from the impacts of a hazard event.  The vulnerability and capacity of specific groups of people (e.g. women, illegal immigrants, disabled people, the elderly) has been the focus of a growing amount of social science work on natural hazards in many parts of the world, particularly those influenced by the political ecological theory of disasters (Hewitt 1997; Blaikie et al. 1994; Alexander 1993).

· TECHNOLOGICAL HAZARDS RESEARCH.   This is the domain of the systems engineers and public administration specialists that deal with legal regulation of recognized high risk factories and other activities.  The goal is to avoid future Bophals and Chernobyls.  Some social scientists have been interested also in these phenomena, and Charles Perrow, a sociologist at Yale, wrote a very much under utilized book after Three Mile Island called Normal Accidents (1984).  Geographers, anthropologists and others have been concerned with the social response and social consequences of a range of similar, though less catastrophic events: oil spills, road accidents involving hazardous materials, possible risks associated with biotechnology, factory explosions at Seveso, Flixboro and Toulouse, for example (Cutter 1995).  

· ENVIRONMENTAL RISK ASSESSMENT.  This is a mini-industry which began in the mid-1970s in the U.S., involving chemists, epidemiologists, and statisticians in the calculating, for government agencies of the benefit/ risk ratios of environmental pollutants.  It is driven by the technical requirements of a succession of legislation in the U.S., Europe, and elsewhere (“Clean Air Act,” “Clean Water Act,” etc.  (Morris 2000; O’Brien 2000).

· ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE RESEARCH.  Beginning in the late 1980s, a mixture of community activism and science has resulted in evidence that many hazardous waste facilities and dangerous processes are located in areas where low income, minority populations live in the U.S. and elsewhere (Bullard 1990; 1994; Foreman 1998). 

· PUBLIC HEALTH RESEARCH. This dates back at least as far as Dr. Snow’s 1853 discovery of cholera cases spatially clustered around a particular well in the City of London.   The global HIV/ AIDS pandemic has received a lot of attention by these researchers, as have new and emergent diseases associated possibly with growing polarity between rich and poor, climate change, and increased international mobility (e.g., Hanta and Ebola viruses, dengue, West Nile virus, antibiotic resistant tuberculosis, cholera born in coastal blooms of algae) (McMichael et al. 1996).  There is also increasing attention to the public health consequences of a wide range of disasters (Noji 1998; de Boer and Dubouloz, 2000).

· URBAN PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH.  The last three years of the IDNDR placed heavy emphasis on “Cities in Risk” and urban risk reduction.  There has also been increasing interest in megacities (urban regions with many millions of people) and the complex problems involved in planning for the safety as well as livability of such places as Buenos Aires, Rio de Janeiro, Mexico City,  Lagos, Cairo, Johannesburg, Manila, Mumbai, Los Angeles, London, or New York (Mitchell 1999).  Such major urban regions have also been the focus of much capacity building and study under the rubric of UNEP’s Local Agenda 21 (“sustainable cities”) and WHO’s “health cities” initiatives (Burby 1998; Werna et al. 1998).

· GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE RESEARCH.  Here researchers have participated in the work of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPPC) directly or indirectly, or they have focused on other trends and the risks they may pose, such as the decline in biodiversity, the spread of genetically modified crops, the growing imbalance between fresh water supply and demand (Kasperson and Kasperson 2000).

· SUSTAINABILITY SCIENCE.  Some researchers from diverse fields who have been working on issues of “sustainable development” in rural and urban environments have wondered whether their work could not provide the underpinning for a cross cutting theory of society – nature relations that allow future generations to live in greater harmony with their surroundings (thus avoiding risk).  Although some of the impetus comes from studies of contemporary climate change, inspiration has also come from architects designing “living” buildings and social scientists and social theorists desirous of a rebirth of “community”.  What unites them is a view that partnerships with practitioners are necessary to fill in large gaps in knowledge of complex, even chaotic,  society- environment systems (Kates et al. 2001).

· DEVELOPMENT STUDIES.  Inherently interdisciplinary, development studies, as practiced principally in Europe (understandable given the colonial/ post colonial history of this academic discipline).  Development studies often focused on food aid, famine, refugees, complex emergencies, conflict management, and the stability/ instability of the nation and local state in the face of crisis and disaster (de Waal 1997; Walton and Seddon 1994; Pirotte et al. 1999).  Development studies has also been interested for many years in the ‘vicious circle’ of poverty- powerlessness- marginality- and risk (Chambers 1983; Wisner 1988; World Bank 2001).

· PEACE STUDIES.   In the past ten years, there has been a dramatic increase in civil wars and the resulting growth in numbers of refugees and internally displaced persons.   This created so much emergency work for international, bilateral, and non-governmental aid organizations that resources for economic and human development have been diverted to meet the human needs of “complex humanitarian emergencies” (in the words of the United Nations).   Conflicts create their own direct risks to life, property, infrastructure, and social relations.  However, they also create many indirect risks for displaced people with shattered livelihoods (Suliman 1999).

· CORPORATE RISK ANALYSIS.  The global reinsurance industry has been involved in a wide variety of hazard research for a long time.  Some of the best maps of natural hazards have been produced by Munich Reinsurance. Swiss Re has put up money to support the ProVention Consortium,
 that also involves the World Bank, and academics in thinking of new kinds of insurance instruments to spread losses.  Some of the best computer models that simulate extreme events, some of which is now in the public domain, come from private corporations such as Risk Management Solutions, headquartered in the U.S. and Oyo Corporation, based in Japan.  Also in this category falls the academic study of the insurance industry (Kunreuther and Roth 1998) and applied research on financial and other risks facing corporations (Knight and Pretty 1996).

· PUBLIC SAFETY STUDIES.  Finally, coming back specifically to the attack on the World Trade Center, there is also a highly developed professional and academic focus on public safety.  This runs the gamut from the work of the International Maritime Organization, IATA, national and local transportation safety commissions to practical and academic interest in crowd safety at soccer matches and other mass events, to the criminology of organized crime, to safety in the streets and work place.  Since the release of sarin gas in the Tokyo subway, there has been a rapid growth of research on potential chemical, biological, and nuclear attacks on civilians, especially in densely populated areas.   Within this broad category emergency management has begun to emerge as a distinct specialty that is rapidly becoming professionalized (with its own journals, associations, professional training, accreditation).

Each of these dozen areas of professional and academic activity utilizes the terms “risk”, “hazard”, “vulnerability”, and many of them also the words “safety” and “security”.   They use these terms in very different ways, however, and that is only the beginning of the challenge.  Their research methods, epistemology, and philosophy of science of these dozen are often quite different.  What “counts” as data, information, and knowledge is different.  Some rely solely on quantitative data, others admit the importance also of qualitative narrative.  The ways in which these approaches attempt to influence professional practice and policy, and public opinion are also quite different.  Some academic work is closer to non-governmental activism (e.g. advisors to Greenpeace), while some consult with government bodies, and yet others hold themselves aloof from both.

Confronted by this diversity of scientific activity, three questions arise.  First, what would be the place of a ‘geography of terrorism’ within this existing intellectual landscape?  Second, how will this landscape change as a result of September 11th?  Third, in order to understand and deal with the root causes of terrorism, will it be necessary for a common language to emerge that can integrate and coordinate the insights of all these dozen (or more) approaches?

When and Where?  Complexity, the Butterfly, and the 737

I do not disregard or underestimate the intellectual challenge of dealing with the complexities and uncertainties brought to mind to vividly by the attack on the World Trade Center.  There are some who think that such enormously complex systems as a megacity is impossible fully to understand, hence fully to protect (Mitchell 1999; cf. Homer-Dixon 2001; Rubin 2000).   Perrow (1984) made that argument years ago regarding even ‘simpler’ systems such as single large jet aircraft or a nuclear power station.  It also may be that when one adds the additional level of complexity and uncertainty of a global economy and the relations and histories that constitute ‘international relations’ among 178 nations, it is impossible to predict the consequences of actions.  For example, there was a deadly mudslide in Algiers in 2001 (Wisner 2001).  A key factor was heavy rain, to be sure.  However, in addition, in their own ‘war on terrorism’ the Algerian authorities had cut and burned the forest on the mountain above Algiers and blocked up the storm water drainage system.  Both actions were taken to deny ‘terrorists’ a hiding place. 

Another contribution that hazards theory can make to an understanding of terrorism is role of complexity and uncertainty in human affairs as well as natural systems.  For example, consider the treat of biological terrorism.
  In this case no doubt the ‘science’ devoted to building military stockpiles and refined technologies of dispersion during the cold war has created the hazard.  The anthrax spores that became famous in the U.S. for shutting down congressional office buildings in 2001 originated in U.S. Army laboratories.  Are such events to be expected as part and parcel of the ‘risk society?’  The situation is very complex, and involves the relations among groups in a highly stratified economic and techno-social system.  These groups include a military-strategic planning elite, a political and economic elite, rank and file scientists and technicians, and, ultimately, the largely black, working class postal employees were most ‘at risk’ of harm from letters containing anthrax. 

2001 budget priorities in the U.S. have been skewed away from routine public health activities (occupational health, environmental health) and extra money ($6 billion) provided for laboratory identification of terror pathogens and rapid communication of information about outbreaks.  One has to ask whether the increased risk of running down “routine” public health activities is not greater than the risk of missing the start of a epidemic created by terrorists (Stolberg 2002a: A20).  U.S. inward looking preoccupation with “homeland security” may also cause it to cut back on foreign assistance in the fight against biological hazards that dwarf the tiny risk of bio terrorist attack.  When U.N. Secretary General Kofi Annan approached the U.S. President in early 2002 with a request for more money toward the global campaign against AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria, the response was that the needs of the war against terrorism came first and limited the ability of the U.S. to contribute.

Why do they hate us?  

This is the wrong question.  A lot of people hate a lot of other people in the world of 2002.  There have been dozens of violent conflicts in the world during the past decade (Wallensteen and Sollenberg 2001).  The 20th Century saw a long list of genocides beginning in the King Leopold’s Congo in the first years of the century, and the Turkish genocide against the Armenians in the century’s teens, continuing through the Nazi holocaust, Stalin’s gulags, and Pol Pot’s Cambodian killing fields, the Dirty Wars in Argentina, Chile, Guatemala, and El Salvador, right down to Bosnia, Rwanda, and Kosovo.  The 21st Century shows no sign of breaking the pattern.

What a geographical theory of terror must come to grips with is the truly global distribution of conflict, displacement, despair, and hopelessness: in short, the failure of human development.  Some examples of these situations in a typical year will show what I mean.

Medecins Sans Frontieres  reports on “the most under reported humanitarian crises” each year.  Those in the list for 2001, like those for 1999 and 2000, tend to be slow onset, long wave disasters, most often linked to war or post war situations.  These include (MSF 2001)
:

· Malaria epidemic in Burundi: 3 million cases in a population of 6.5 million because of the severe spatial dislocation and displacement of people due to war since 1993.  

· Precarious situation of Chechnyan refugees in Ingushetia.  In early 2002, in the former Soviet Union, the Ingushetia government cut off food supplies to Chechen refugee camps because payments had not been made by Russian Federation officials to “Ingush businessmen” who produce bread for the refugees on contract (Agence France-Press  2002).  Similarly gas and electricity supplies were in danger of being cut off during the harsh winter.  One has to ask where the money had gotten lost, or, if, perhaps, this was ‘business as usual’ using the lives of refugees as bargaining chips in a effort to renegotiate a more lucrative contract.

· North Korean famine refugees in People’s Republic of China: brutality against hundreds of thousands of Koreans fleeing across the remote border with PRC.  This is a fairly typical knock on effect of famine.  

· Rural violence and urban marginalization in Colombia:  2 million people have become internally displaced in Colombia since 1985; 300,000 alone in 2000.  Rural health services have been destroyed.  In urban areas these displaced persons live in very dangerous places.  This is a recipe for increasing vulnerability to flood, landslide, earthquake, and epidemic disease.

· Breakdown of health care services in Democratic Republic of Congo:  MSF estimates that there are 2.5 million internally displaced persons in Congo.  The recent volcanic eruption in the East of that country has added to this number.  Camp environments are hazardous in many ways as is isolated survival on the margins of the ongoing conflicts.  

· Continuing violence in Somalia:  Despite inter clan peace talks in Djibouti and other diplomatic initiatives, war lords continue to dominate Somalia.  People there are exposed to drought, flood, cyclones, and even earthquakes.  Without a viable state, their vulnerability to these extreme events increases. 

· 20 years of war in Sri Lanka:  60,000 people have died in 20 years of war, and there are hundreds of thousands of internally displaced people.  During 2001 there were both drought and flood in various parts of the country, and the conflict situation complicates mitigation of these hazards, response to their impacts, and recovery. 

· Many displaced people in West Africa.  Liberia, Sierra Leone, Guinea Bissau, Senegal, Nigeria, and Angola have all been affected by severe internal, organized violence.  In all these countries the result is to notch up vulnerability to ‘normal’ hazards such as flooding (e.g. Senegal in 2001), drought, and outbreaks of human epidemic and animal epizootic disease.

· Refugees and displaced people world wide:  MSF estimates that in 2001 there were 22 million refugees in the world (who had taken refuge across a national border) and another 20-25 internally displaced people.  Even before one begins to layer on additional risk factors associated with gender, class, ethnicity, age, disability, etc., the very fact of being a refugee or internally displaced raises a person’s vulnerability to some natural hazards.

· Neglected diseases:  MSF finishes up its list of top ten under reported humanitarian crises with an account of chronic diseases of the poor that did not made headlines the way that HIV-AIDS did.  These include tuberculosis, malaria, human sleeping sickness (of which there is an African and Latin American variety), and Kala Azar (visceral leishmaniasis)
.  All four of these chronic, debilitating, and potentially lethal conditions are linked to living conditions and there is considerable disease agent resistance to available medication.  Debilitation and disability means that people have less labor time to invest in protecting themselves from other hazards by, for example, constructing or maintaining terraces, fire and wind breaks, farm or community wood lots, or irrigation works.

Toward Some New Questions

Peace is not the absence of war.  Security is not the absence of terror attacks.   Economic growth is not the same as human development.   Terrorism is the product of disorder and  failure of human development.  Only stable, well ordered, democratic states and fulfillment of human needs (material and immaterial) world wide will eliminate this threat.

The relevant question, then, seems to be how to attain global political stability and fulfillment of human needs.  I don’t pretend that the answer is simple.  However I do know that not enough time is spent on this question in the U.S., where our global reach is only matched by our myopic fixation on “homeland defense.”

At least one possible answer to this big question can be refuted right away.  Limitless economic growth is not the answer.  A critique of the belief in economic growth as the sole goal development has grown rapidly since the United Nations Development Programme began to publish its Human Development Report (HDR) in 1990.  It’s Human Development Index (HDI) measures equity, health, education, not simply economic activity.  In 1995 the HDR added gender specific measures, and in 1997 two separate measures of human poverty, one for more developed countries and one the less developed.  Other international institutions have responded to the reintroduction of social and other human goals into the development discourse (UNRISD 2000).  Finally, in 2001 the World Bank devoted two chapters to poverty and disaster vulnerability in its World Development Report.

In its World Disaster Report 2001, the International Red Cross presented data from UNDP and the Center for the Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED) that compares the impacts of extreme natural events on countries with high, medium, and low scores on the Human Development Index (IFRC 2001: 162-165).  They looked at data for 2,557 disasters triggered by natural events from 1991-2000.  Half of these disasters took place in countries with medium HDI, but two-thirds of the deaths occurred in countries with low HDI.  Only 2% of the deaths were recorded in the countries with a high HDI.  Tabulating deaths and monetary costs per disaster the relationship with HDI is even clearer.
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145


209




High HDI

23


636




[Source: based on IFRC 2001: 162 &164]

UNDP took this analytical work even further in 2002 by commissioning the mathematical study of more than 200 possible indicators of disaster risk vulnerability in coming up with an index for use in its World Vulnerability Report (UNDP/ERD 2002).  The result was striking.  The Human Development Index again turns out to be the best predictor of deaths due to extreme natural events, world wide, on average over the twenty years 1980-1999.

A World Without Hunger and Disease = A World Without Terror

During the 1990s in many parts of the work, especially in many African countries, advances in access to education, health care, and longevity achieved in the 1960s and 1970s continued to slip away.   The programs for managing international debt imposed on these countries by the World Bank and IMF had increased vulnerability to disaster.  Despite reformulating, renaming, and giving a “human face” to these “structural adjustment programs” (SAPs) during the 1990s, the effects have continued.

In 1998 the UNDP’s Human Development Report was able to conclude that on average health had improved world wide over a 30 year period (UNDP 1998: 21-23).   However Gardner (2002: 10) observed that while health officials in the 1970s believed that the era of infectious disease was about to come to an end world wide, they were wrong.  One now finds that “20 familiar infectious diseases – including tuberculosis, malaria, and cholera – [have] re-emerged or spread … and at least 30 previously unknown deadly diseases – from HIV to hepatitis C and Ebola – [have] surfaced” (pp. 10-11).  

HIV-AIDS deaths have grown from 500,000  world wide in 1990 to nearly three million in 2000.  Most of the deaths from HIV-AIDS occur in the less developed countries (LDCs) – note the similarity to the world wide distribution of disaster deaths presented above -- and four-fifths of these in sub-Saharan Africa (p. 12).  In the world at the end of 1999, there were 34 million people living with HIV, of whom 25 million (74%) lived in sub-Saharan Africa.  Of these, one million were African children, and there were over 12 million children orphaned by AIDS.  The magnitude of this disaster dwarfs anything else terrorist attacks have produced or can conceivably cause.  The sheer numbers are staggering.  HIV-AIDS in Africa also presents great complexity in its  “long wave” consequences for production, social relations, and vulnerability to future crises including the effects of global climate change.

Conclusion

This is the reality of the world we live in.  Geography maps reality.  It explores the hidden corners of the ecumene and brings to light the ‘under reported humanitarian crises’ of the kind listed by MSF.  Such suffering, displacement, risks of daily life, and ‘brown’ (as opposed to ‘green’) environmental challenges are the growth medium for terrorism.  Terrorism’s root is  hopelessness in the face of such overwhelming socio-environmental conditions and political powerlessness.

Geography’s contribution to the ‘war on terrorism’ is to help to theorize the crises of governance and human need that have produced conflict, hatred, and terrorism.  Geographers should not allow demagoguery, ignorance, or confusion to focus our attention ONLY on terrorism.  It is a symptom.  By theorizing the crisis of sustainable human development and mapping its challenge, geography can contribute to rooting out its cause.
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� � HYPERLINK http://www.cnie.org/2000conference/30.cfm ��http://www.cnie.org/2000conference/30.cfm� ; � HYPERLINK http://sustsci.harvard.edu/ ��http://sustsci.harvard.edu/� .


� � HYPERLINK http://www.proventionconsortium.org/ ��http://www.proventionconsortium.org/� .


� U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention bioterrorism site � HYPERLINK http://www.bt.cdc.gov/ ��http://www.bt.cdc.gov/� .





� U.S. Secretary of Health and Human Services testifying to the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee said “under the circumstances that we are facing right now, I think [$200 million toward the U.N. goal of $7-10 billion] is a tremendously generous contribution.”  (Stolbert 2002b, who comments that “under the circumstances” is an apparent reference to the war on terrorism.)


�  The list for 2001 is sadly similar to ones compiled by MSF for previous years.  In 2000 their list included displaced persons due to war in Angola, Chechnya, Indonesia, Burma (minority Rohingya Muslims who have fled across the border to Bangladesh), Democratic Republic of Congo, Afghanistan (not much of a story until 11 September 2001), Sierra Leone, and Colombia (MSF-USA: � HYPERLINK http://www.doctorswithoutborders.org/publications/reports/2001/top10.htm ��http://www.doctorswithoutborders.org/publications/reports/2001/top10.htm� ).  In 1999 the list included conflict, displacement, and acute vulnerability to environmentally linked disease on the part of hundreds of thousands of people running from conflict in DR Congo, Afghanistan, Angola, Colombia, Sri Lanka, Burundi, and Somalia.  In addition, they list a little known severe outbreak of cholera in Mozambique (December 1998 to mid-May 1999) that infected 62,263 people and killed 2,063 (MSF-USA: � HYPERLINK http://www.doctorswithoutborders.org/publications/reports/1999/top10.shtml ��http://www.doctorswithoutborders.org/publications/reports/1999/top10.shtml� ).


�  Kala Azar is caused by infestation by a protozoan transmitted by the bite of the sand fly.  It causes fever, weight loss, swelling of the spleen and liver, and anemia.  Untreated, it is almost always fatal (World Health Organisation fact sheet: � HYPERLINK http://www.who.int/inf-fs/en/fact116.html ��http://www.who.int/inf-fs/en/fact116.html� ).


�  The Bush administration recently announced an increase in foreign aid.  While welcoming this, one has to appreciate the fact that most so-called foreign aid over the years has taken the form of military aid (such as the billions presently going to Colombia and Israel).  Secondly, it will be important to scrutinize carefully the conditions placed on this new aid, to the extent that it is for economic and human development, and not the recipient country’s military.  By insisting on a whole series of neo-liberal economic reforms, the US (and the World Bank) have accelerated the marginalization of millions of people world wide.  Thirdly, one has to distinguish between infrastructural investment that benefits a small economic and political elite in the recipient country and aid directly to health, education, and infrastructure that actually benefits the majority, including women, isolated rural people, squatters in urban areas, and small businesses (see UNRISD 2000; Bennholdt-Thomsen and Mies 1999; Sen 1999; Fernandes and Varley 1998; Rahnema and Bawtree 1997; Wisner and Yapa 1995; Norgaard 1994).
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