
Chapter 1

What is Security?

Chapter Overview

This chapter introduces readers to the most debated question
within research on security: what is security? The chapter begins
by exploring narrow and broad understandings of this concept,
and what these mean for the study of international politics. Here
we contrast theorizations of security as survival with more expan-
sive understandings, such as those based around emancipation.
This helps us to think through what conditions – or needs – must
be met in order to achieve security. A second section then asks
whether security is a material ‘thing’, or something that is socially
created in part through our language, ideas and identities. The
chapter’s third section locates these debates around the definition
of security both historically and politically. Our argument is that
what security 'is' – or what it means to scholars and students, as
well as to people and states – cannot be separated from the histor-
ical and political contexts in which security is being discussed.
Particular attention is paid here to changes within Security Studies
in the periods immediately following the end of the Cold War era
and 9/11. 
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Introduction

This chapter asks a fundamental question, the answer(s) to which
shape the field of Security Studies and this book: what, exactly, is
security? What does it mean? It is not possible to answer this ques-
tion, we will argue, outside of theory and outside of the contexts in
which it is asked. First, whether desiring it or not, students and
researchers of security require theory to inspire and guide the ques-
tions they ask, and the answers they build. Second, understandings of
security – like understandings of anything and everything – are a
product of the (political, cultural, and socio-economic) contexts in
which they originate rather than the creation of autonomous, isolated
scholars and practitioners. Academic disciplines such as International
Relations and Security Studies do not exist in a bubble. They are
shaped by, and help shape, the history of ideas – or intellectual para-
digms – and the history of events and political urgencies. To under-
stand what is meant by the question ‘what is security?’, and to see
why this question is asked at particular times and not others, we need
to move between the linked stories of twentieth century world politics
and the historiography of the subdiscipline of Security Studies. Two
types of narrative, above all others, dominate both of these histories:
realist and liberal.

As Rothschild (1995) has shown, people have been the principal
focus of discussions about security through the long sweep of docu-
mented human history. And, yet, in the minds of many International
Relations scholars and practitioners, the term ‘security’ often conjures
images of the state and its military. This bias is due to the hegemonic
position political Realism occupied during the foundational and forma-
tive years of Security Studies. As shown in Chapter 4, this academic
subdiscipline took shape following the 1947 US National Security Act,
with the onset and crystallization of the Cold War. At this moment in
world politics, the emergence of bipolarity and questions of nuclear
deterrence were the central preoccupations of governing elites. As such,
the codification of containment and theorization of mutually assured
destruction (MAD) were two of the foremost tasks facing practitioners
and researchers of security. The proximity of the new subdiscipline of
Security Studies to the political imperatives of the American govern-
ment in a new era of Cold War ensured that the development of the
former was conditioned by the demands of the latter. This context was
fertile for the development and acceptance of realist ideas in the
vacuum left by liberalism’s apparent discrediting following two World
Wars and an unprecedented global economic crisis beginning in 1929
(Carr 2001).
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In the formative years of its study, at the start of the Cold War,
security was national (i.e. state) security (see Chapter 4). Through a
realist lens, security was understood, simply, as the continued survival
of the state. And, realists suggested, the principal means to ensure sur-
vival was through the acquisition of power, understood as relative
material capability. There is a compelling parsimony to this logic of
realism (e.g. Buzan 1996). If a state has a greater military arsenal than
potential foes, its chances of survival (if war were to break out) are
higher. National security therefore is increased through the militariza-
tion of the state. Unfortunately, of course, if all states buy into such
logic, arms races (see Chapter 4) can occur. What is interesting for our
purposes, however, is to note that the principal critics of realism at the
time bought into the same vision of international relations and its
accompanying logic(s) of security.

Although liberalism – realism’s traditional alternative – had substan-
tial grounds for optimism at the start of the twentieth century, its for-
tunes looked considerably bleaker by the time of the birth of Security
Studies in the post-World War II era. Liberals had undeniably been set
back by the brutishness and self-interest underpinning both World
Wars, the crippling of Germany in a punitive post-World War I eco-
nomic reparations regime, and the rise of protectionist forms of eco-
nomic nationalism. Thomas Hobbes’s ‘state of nature’, in which life,
infamously, is ‘nasty, brutish, and short’, appeared to have trumped
Immanuel Kant’s liberal aspirations for ‘perpetual peace’ (see Box 1.1).
As the realist E.H. Carr (2001: 58) had argued on the eve of World
War I, ‘What confronts us in international politics today is, therefore,
nothing more than the complete bankruptcy of the conception of
morality which has dominated political and economic thought for a
century and a half’. In addition, Realism’s apparent ability to explain
and predict superpower behaviour in the Cold War gave further cause
for concern to proponents of International Relation’s second principal
theory.

By the late 1960s and 1970s, these fortunes were shifting, and liber-
alism experienced an important resurgence. This, however, came at a
cost: a general acceptance of the central tenets of realism, if not their
implications. Liberalism’s cause, in other words, became the mitigation
of realism’s central claims; namely, that a logic of international
anarchy necessitates a relentless pursuit of power by states seeking sur-
vival. Liberalism, during the Cold War, sought to prevent the
inevitable descent into arms races and spirals of insecurity that
realism’s more offensive variants predicted. For Liberals, this inex-
orable logic could be interrupted through dynamics of economic inte-
gration, democratization, and international institutions, which would
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Box 1.1 Thomas Hobbes and the state of nature

The political theorist, Thomas Hobbes, is a figure of major importance
in the development of Realist approaches to security. His book,
Leviathan, set out to explain and justify the emergence of ‘the state’ as a
form of political institution. To do this, he conducted a thought experi-
ment to imagine what life would have been like before its emergence.
This hypothetical condition – the ‘state of nature’ – is one of continual
fear and danger in which all ‘men’ are enemies and, ‘the life of man [is]
solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short’ (Hobbes 1985: 186). Many
realist approaches to International Relations begin with the assumption
that the international system is a similar state of nature. States, just as
‘men’, are self-interested and a potential danger to the survival of one
another.

These assumptions about the state of nature were developed by the
Genevan philosopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau in his ‘stag hunt’
analogy. In this analogy, we are to imagine four hunters in the forest
pursuing a large stag. If caught, the stag would provide enough meat
for the village through several tough winter days, and all four hunters
would certainly get enough to eat. To catch the stag, however, all four
hunters must work together in order to successfully trap and kill it. If
any one hunter does not cooperate the stag will go free and the hunters
go hungry. 

The dilemma arises because each hunter has two options: (i) to coop-
erate and catch the stag; or (ii) to look after their own interest by leaving
the stag hunt and ‘go it alone’ for the easier (and smaller) prize of a hare
which would provide sufficient food for the individual hunter. Consider
now what you might do in this situation. If you opted to cooperate, and
seek to catch the stag together, you had better hope your fellow three
hunters did likewise, or it will be a long, cold, and hungry evening. It is
this inability to rely on others that realism suggests makes it logical for
individuals – whether hunters or states – to act selfishly in order to
ensure their own survival. 

Realists have gone on to use Game Theory to demonstrate the mathe-
matical logic of defecting (not cooperating) in scenarios such as these. It
was the mathematician John Nash (made famous by the film A Beautiful
Mind) after whom this logical outcome was named: the Nash equilib-
rium. When we see states renege on treaties or violate international law
norms it is often possible to develop a realist explanation of this behav-
iour as self-interested because of a lack of trust in others. This is particu-
larly true of the international system for political realists because there is
nobody ‘in charge’ to force states to work together. It is this condition –
the lack of a world government – that is termed anarchy.
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Box 1.2 Realism and its variants

‘Realism’ is an inadequate label to capture and do justice to the variety
of ‘realisms’ within International Relations and their competing explana-
tions of state interaction. While they do share important common char-
acteristics, such as a focus on self-interest and scepticism about the
reliability of others, they are also divided by significantly divergent
emphases. The most important of these differences is that between (clas-
sical) realism and, its later incarnation, neo-realism (sometimes called
structural realism). Where (classical) realism, associated with Thomas
Hobbes, emphasizes the role of human nature within political outcomes,
neo-realism shifts the level of explanation to structural causes of state
behaviour. While both agree that men and states are rational, self-inter-
ested, utility-maximizers, for neo-realists states behave as they do due to
the anarchic nature of the International System, not the inherent selfish-
ness of man. This anarchy – the lack of a world government – inspires
states to look after themselves, potentially at the expense of others. This,
neo-realists suggest, is a more scientific theory of International
Relations, than that offered by their classical forebears. 

To complicate matters, neo-realism itself is not a unified theory, but in
fact splits into two predominant strands: offensive and defensive realism.
Offensive realists, such as Mearsheimer, suggest that the accumulation
of power (in the pursuit of hegemony) is the foremost concern of states,
who act accordingly. Defensive realists suggest alternatively that states
prioritize survival over power, and act accordingly. The reasons for both
are structural. For offensive realists, the international system enables the
pursuit of power and aspirations to hegemony (although this is rarely
achieved) because there is no world government to prevent a state
seeking to do this. For defensive realists, the international system tends
to punish such behaviour, for example through heavy military defeat,
and thus states tend to pursue the more modest goal of acquiring suffi-
cient power to survive.

During the 1990s, a new variant of realism, named neo-classical
realism, gained in popularity. This strand of realism began with neo-
realism’s structural assumptions, but added insights from classical
realism to mediate this structural determinism. Neo-classical realists
suggest, for instance, that the agency of state leaders and context of a
state’s history and foreign policy relations matter. It would, for example,
make a big difference if your President were Al Gore or George W.
Bush, or your Chancellor Angela Merkel or Adolf Hitler.
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bind (accountable) governments together into collective, mutually ben-
eficial arrangements. Today, despite its current woes, the European
Union stands as the greatest ever example of an ‘international commu-
nity’ founded upon the three legs of the Kantian Tripod. The three legs
of this tripod – democracy, institutions, and economic interdependence
– are the liberal’s powerful remedy to the realist’s focus on self-interest
and survival through military pre-eminence (see Chapter 8). For lib-
erals the stability derived from the coexistence of these legs has the
potential to foster the conditions necessary for peaceful cooperation
between states.

As this suggests, the 1970s was a time in which realism and liber-
alism moved steadily towards each other, converging on common
ground in their later, newer, variants: neo-realism and neo-liberalism.
This neo-neo synthesis looked remarkably more harmonious than the
debates between liberals and realists in the interwar years (see Chapter
3). It was marked and made possible, in part, by agreement on the
central tenets of Security Studies. For both, the state was the principal
actor on the world stage and national security was the primary goal.
The risks to security came in the form of external military threats,
which could either be mitigated through the rationality of deterrence or
the mutual binds and benefits of institutions. Within the neo-neo syn-
thesis, the central task of Security Studies was to help prevent the out-
break of (nuclear) war (between superpowers). At the time of this
theoretical narrowing, the answer to the question, ‘what is security?’,
appeared readily apparent: security was the continued survival of the
United States, through the avoidance of nuclear apocalypse.

Key Points

• Although originally focused on the individual human, the term secu-
rity has become increasingly associated with the survival of states.

• Central to this change of meaning was realism’s dominance of IR and
Security Studies in the Cold War era.

• The increasing proximity between realism and liberalism from the
1970s onwards both followed and made possible general agreement
on the fundamental tenets of Security Studies.

Security: a narrow or broad phenomenon?

We contend that to pursue security is to do more than avoid nuclear
annihilation, prevent war, and/or protect the state through military
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strength. In making this argument, we align ourselves with critical
approaches to the study of security, which tend to adopt a more expan-
sive understanding of the concept and its possibilities. In this section,
we explore narrow and broad accounts of security, tracing justifica-
tions for each, and what they mean for the study of international poli-
tics more broadly. Here, we contrast conceptions of security as a
synonym, simply, for survival, on the one hand, and, on the other,
more expansive theorizations associated with Peace Studies literature
and debates around human security and Critical Security Studies (CSS).
In so doing, we ask whether the continuation of life is sufficient for
security, and, if not, what conditions – or basic needs – must be met
for security to be achieved. These are fundamental ontological ques-
tions, which must be considered alongside the epistemological concerns
of Chapter 2 which focus not on what security is, but rather on what
we can know about security.

Perhaps the simplest way to define security is as a condition where
the survival of someone or something is not at risk. Colonel Gaddafi’s
Libyan regime, for example, was far more secure before the emergence
of the popular uprising that led to his overthrow (and death) in 2011.
My personal security, similarly, is far greater if I am stood on top of a
grassy hill than on the side of an erupting volcano. At the same time,
however, while I might be secure from the threat of lava stood on top
of my hill, there might be other – more pressing – dangers that threaten
my life in this context: a poisonous snake near my feet, perhaps, or I
might be allergic to the stings of those honey bees swarming above my
head. Then again, perhaps beginning with my security is to mix up our
priorities in this little scenario. Maybe we should be focusing not on
the likelihood of my own survival in this instance, but instead, on the
security of those bees from the threat I pose to them, and the danger
they face whether they sting me or otherwise.

What this contrived story is intended to illustrate is that to study
security involves making a series of choices about what this term
means. Although we will have much more to say about each of these
choices in subsequent chapters, some of the most important include the
following. First, does security – as in the above example – mean the
same thing as survival? Or, does it mean more than simply staying
alive, or continuing to exist? If I had been bitten by the snake and
needed my leg amputated but avoided the honey bees, would my secu-
rity have been greater? Second, does everything with the capacity to
cause harm to someone or something constitute a security threat? And,
if not, how might we differentiate between, for example, the threat
posed by popular uprisings and natural disasters? And, third, accounts
of security also involve identifying a ‘who’ or ‘what’ that is either
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secure or insecure: this might be the individual human, the state, or (in
our example) the honey bee. What matters, however, is that whichever
‘who’ or ‘what’ we prioritize – whichever referent, in the language of
Security Studies – will greatly influence our view of the possibility or
desirability of security.

The traditional response to many of these questions within Security
Studies has been to keep the meaning of security as narrow – and
therefore as simple – as possible. So, this has tended to involve focusing
on the security of the state (discussed in Chapter 4), from the military
threat posed by other states (discussed in Chapter 5). This ‘tradition-
alist agenda’ (Buzan 1997) associated with political realism in partic-
ular, is one that approaches (national) security effectively as
synonymous with the survival of the state from these external threats.
Because of this, the role of non-military threats (see Chapter 6), and
the insecurities experienced by groups or actors other than the state
have had a very limited influence on the development of this subfield of
study. Instead, the military value and use of particular weapons domi-
nated much work that was done on security, especially in the Cold
War period (Baldwin 1995: 123). The ultimate question underpinning
this work, was how might the state guarantee its survival – its security
– under conditions of anarchy (see Chapter 8). And, for advocates of
this ‘minimalist’ approach to security, doing so would involve a state
prioritizing its own territorial integrity and sovereignty, at the expense
of more expansive concerns beyond its borders (compare Suhrke 1993;
and Meernik 2004).

Although this traditional – narrow – approach to security as the sur-
vival of the state has long dominated research in this area, it has not
gone entirely uncontested. Even during the Cold War it was possible to
identify dissenting voices for whom this framework was unnecessarily
restrictive. One major challenge came from students of ‘Third World
security’ (see Bilgin 2003: 205–7). These authors argued that the
emphasis on military conflict and interstate crises within the traditional
agenda meant that the security needs of developing states, and people
within them, had been largely neglected. For these thinkers – and
arguably for foreign policy elites in many ‘Third World’ states at the
time, too – security meant something quite different to simply surviving
within the unfavourable status quo of the international system. Instead,
it meant pursuing radical changes to this system and the economic,
political and social inequalities which it perpetuated (ibid). For these
authors security was linked to the need for development, and (often) to
grassroots movements and practices.

The importance of ‘Third World’ Security Studies notwithstanding,
it was a related Peace Research literature that really helped to generate
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momentum for the broadening of the meaning of security beyond mere
national survival (see Rogers 2013). The notion of ‘structural violence’
developed by Galtung (1971, see also Chapter 6) was particularly
important here, as a way of bringing attention to, and helping to theo-
rize, the diversity of harms that can threaten security. Structural vio-
lence refers to those largely unintentional, but avoidable harms that
human beings suffer beyond the direct physical violences caused by
other people. For example, although more than enough food is pro-
duced to sustain the earth’s population, there are 870 million under-
nourished people living today: one in eight of the world’s total (FAO et
al. 2012). Clearly, there is an enormous difference between the current
state of affairs, and what could be the case if social, political and eco-
nomic life were organized differently. There is a difference, in
Galtung’s words, between ‘the actual’ and ‘the potential’. And, it is
structural violence that is the cause of this gap between the actual and
the potential: those enduring and entrenched inequalities that cause
insecurity for millions of people across the world every day.

This Peace Research notion of structural violence is important
because it makes it possible to begin thinking about security in a much
broader way than the traditionalist agenda allows. In the first instance,
structural violence points to the range of different harms that can affect
humans and individuals: hunger, disease, poverty, natural disasters and
so forth are as likely to impact an individual’s life chances as are direct
forms of violence such as war, terrorism, or physical assault (see
Chapters 5 and 6). Second, it also suggests that people can suffer vio-
lence, or be harmed, in a number of ways that may not lead directly to
their death. Individuals or groups, in other words, might suffer insecu-
rity in ways that do not necessarily threaten their survival. While
hunger, a lack of access to medication, illiteracy, or the constant risk of
unemployment may not lead directly to my death (although several of
these ultimately might): my experience of any of them is likely to
undermine the extent to which I am secure. Security, in Ken Booth’s
words, may therefore be understood here as ‘survival-plus’. However,
the difficulty (perhaps impossibility) of agreeing to the requirements of
a ‘secure’ life helps us to understand why security is so often described
as an essentially contested concept. What amount or level of food and
education, life expectancy, quality of air, employment opportunities,
access to the internet, and so forth are necessary for security if security
means more than simply staying alive? There are clear parallels here
with debates over whether universal human rights exist, and, if so,
what they might be.

Two trends emerge from the above examples of narrow and broad
understandings of security, both of which speak to a fundamental
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divide running through the heart of Security Studies. First, ‘traditional-
ists’ and ‘broadeners’ tend to be divided by their understandings of
security’s principal referent (see Chapter 4). On the one hand, tradi-
tionalists are inclined to study threats – potential sources of insecurity,
such as climate change – in terms of their relation to the physical
integrity and sovereignty of the nation-state. While these threats, in
many instances, manifest as a security threat via another source of inse-
curity, such as migration, the state remains the focus. For these
approaches, issues such as nutrition, disease and the environment only
enter the (security) debate through their ability to cause violent conflict
or otherwise destabilize the state. ‘Broadeners’, on the other hand, are
willing to consider a range of alternative referents beyond the state,

30 Security: A Critical Introduction

Table 1.1 Narrow and broad approaches to security  

Narrow Broad

Water Referent: The state. Referent: Individuals/Communities.
Scarcity Threat: Resource wars/ Threat: Includes harm through 

‘hydroconflicts’; Damage to drought and famine, and diseases 
national agriculture and associated with (clean) water 
infrastructure. shortages.
Example: The 1980 Iran– Example: 1 child dies from a 
Iraq War was in part motivated water-related disease every 21
by concerns over access to seconds.
the Shatt-al- Arab Waterway.

HIV/AIDS Referent: The state. Referent: 
Threat: Infections to military Individuals/Communities.
personnel; Impact upon Threat: Ill health and potential 
national economic death of HIV infected individuals, 
performance due to adult overrepresented in particular 
illnesses or death rates. groups.
Example: In Botswana, Example: Homosexuals, the gay
President Mogae declared communities and many others in  
HIV a national security threat  the United States faced an HIV/ 
in 2000. AIDS epidemic during the 1980s.

Irregular Referent: The state. Referent: Irregular migrants.
Immigration Threat: Border control, Threat: Death or physical harm in 

therefore territorial integrity transit; Economic exploitation;
and sovereignty. Risk of imprisonment in pro
Example: Recent attempts to cessing centres; Risk of deportation. 
limit legal and irregular Example: The Lampedusa boat 
migration to the United disaster, in October 2013, claimed 
Kingdom and Australia have the lives of 365 migrants, largely 
been premised on cultural and from Eritrea, attempting to travel
economic arguments about between Libya and Italy.
national security 
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such as the security of an individual, or a group of refugees, for
example. They are also, moreover, willing to look at causes of harm –
poverty, famine, disease, and so forth – as security threats in their own
right, irrespective of whether they cause conflict or otherwise. And, in
so doing, they are willing to think about security in terms that go
beyond the simple continuation of existence. Table 1.1 illustrates how
similar issues can spark quite different security concerns across
approaches.

As suggested above, it is the narrower approaches to security that
have traditionally dominated its study. As Ken Booth (2007: 96)
argues, ‘over the years, students have been led where the “conventional
convictions” of their teachers took them, and this has meant that secu-
rity became identified as an essentially military terrain’. Security, he
suggests, was seen for a long time as a ‘common-sense, pre-defined’
term; one that was ‘unproblematic until examined with a critical eye’
(ibid.). For writers such as Booth, the emergence of recent efforts to
view security with a ‘critical eye’ is undoubtedly a positive develop-
ment. There are, however, potential tradeoffs of which to be aware,
and it is important to be keep in the mind the issues involved in broad-
ening one’s understanding of security beyond state survival.

A first potential cost is that the wider the term security becomes, the
less meaningful it is. If war, terrorism, crime, disease, drought, educa-
tion, environmental damage, unemployment, famine, energy shortages,
and so on all become security concerns, what is left outside of security?

What is Security? 31

Box 1.3 Case study: Chilean miners’ crisis

On 5 August 2010, in the Atacama Desert in northern Chile, thirty-three
miners were trapped seven hundred metres underground and approxi-
mately five kilometres from the mine’s entrance, following a cave-in.
‘Los 33’ would remain underground until 13 October 2010, emerging
jubilant over a 24-hour period, covered live on rolling news footage.

Once the miners were discovered alive, seventeen days after the col-
lapse of the mine’s main tunnel, the chances of their survival were con-
siderably higher – although far from guaranteed – than they had been
when they were earlier feared dead. If security is the absence of existen-
tial threat – the absence of threats to the existence of someone or some-
thing – this would imply a massive increase in the security of Los 33 at
this time. Yet, the question remains, to what extent could the experience
of these men isolated underground without access to natural light,
support networks, or any guarantee of rescue – and so on – be thought
of as one of security?
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In other words, if security is everything, is it also nothing (compare
Buzan 1997 and Suhrke 1993)? A second potential cost is one of schol-
arly expertise. How can any academic subdiscipline be involved in the
analysis of all of those aspects of existence – of the state, the indi-
vidual, the community, and so on – that are necessary for survival and
perhaps even more than this? At least the traditionalist agenda had the
advantage of concentrating knowledge in the relatively coherent area
of military strategy. Third, we might also argue that issues such as edu-
cation, maternal healthcare, or unemployment – however important –
are simply of a different order of things to security issues. Whatever
similarity they bear to security issues, perhaps their proper place is
under alternative fields of study such as Development Studies, Gender
Studies, Political Economy, Human Geography, and so forth.

Key Points

• Narrow understandings of security privilege the state and its military,
focusing on the causes of conflict.

• Broader understandings of security offer a wider framework for
analysis, potentially including a greater variety of referents, threats,
subjects and methods.

Security: material, ideational or discursive?

An important additional factor in conceptual debates over security’s
meaning is whether security (and therefore insecurity) is reducible to
brute material realities. In this section we sketch a range of recent chal-
lenges to ontological materialism within the IR and Security Studies lit-
erature, pointing to the contemporary prominence of constructivist
thought. After a brief account of the breadth of constructivism, we
argue that these approaches offer potential for a more complex under-
standing of security, in which identities, interests and threats exist and
interact as social productions, rather than as pre-given entities.
Problematizing the realist and liberal approaches outlined in the intro-
duction, we conclude this section by presenting the contribution of
Foucauldian approaches to thinking through security’s reality.

Approaches within Security Studies and IR occupy a series of dis-
tinct, if occasionally overlapping, positions on the importance of mate-
rial factors – a nuclear warhead, an aircraft, a mountain, and so forth –
in determining social and political outcomes. First, realism dominates,
replete with a materialist ontology. Second, constructivism claims to
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have seized the middle ground (Adler 1997), arguing that social reality
is comprised of both material ‘things’ and the ideas we hold about
them. Third, post-structuralism has gained relatively recent attention,
arguing for an ontology which recognizes that the world is discur-
sively constructed: there is no distance between the world of things
and the world of discourse. Of course, labelling and bracketing any of
these approaches is a(n) (inter)subjective and violent enterprise:
‘realism’, ‘post-structuralism’ and ‘constructivism’ are all diverse enti-
ties with numerous influences and internal debates (although see
Debrix 2002).

Despite these difficulties of labelling, realists share an ontological
commitment to materialism. The possibility of a war breaking out or
being avoided, or the chances of an alliance being formed to balance a
threat, is at root an outcome of material capabilities. While epistemo-
logical commitment to rationalism and a preference for parsimony are
also vital, it is a material ontology, focused on the capabilities of states,
which undergirds realism’s explanatory framework. Material capabili-
ties – or resources – determine the power of particular states in the
international system (Berenskoetter 2007: 6). And, it is the relative
power of different states at particular moments – which will always act
rationally and in their objective, pre-given self-interest – that drives
dynamics of conflict and cooperation. War, conflict and the absence of
either – fundamental questions of national security for realists – are,
therefore, ultimately material phenomena. While evident in the writ-
ings of classical realists from Thucydides, through Hobbes and
Machiavelli, to Morgenthau, this materialist approach to security
becomes very explicit in neo-realist writings. For Kenneth Waltz, for
instance, the global system is ultimately anarchical (lacking any
Leviathan). Its units (states) are functionally equivalent in that they do
broadly the same things as one another. Questions of survival, rule and
domination, therefore, boil down ultimately to physical might. Survival
and the pursuit of power, in the face of potential conflict, inspire state
action. It is the cold, hard (material) reality of guns, tanks and missiles
that ensure any one state’s survival (and therefore security), regardless
of whether one is studying Israel, Iran or India. For Morgenthau,
Waltz, and Mearsheimer, it is material reality that shapes political out-
comes across the globe and throughout history. For realism, interests
are materially determined and political struggles are decided on mate-
rial grounds.

Peter Katzenstein’s (2003a, b) work is a useful point of departure
from realism and into constructivism, as it addresses some of the ques-
tions that realism struggles to provide answers for within its deliber-
ately narrow theoretical framework. Realism, and particularly its more
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offensive variants, has long struggled to account for the dogs that do
not bark in world politics (Snyder 1984/5: 93). For instance, German
non-participation in the 2003 Coalition of the Willing can be chal-
lenging for offensive realists, given that the intervention in Saddam
Hussein’s Iraq was widely viewed to be in the national interest of
Western states seeking the spoils of war at the time (e.g. Halperin
2007; see also Kettell 2009). Katzenstein’s ‘conventional’ or ‘thin’ con-
structivism remedies this flaw by adding an additional variable to be
analysed: the domestic cultural context of a state. For Katzenstein
(2003a: 756), decisions to participate in the ‘War on Terror’ were the
‘consequence of institutionalised norms’, not only raw material
interest. Thus, specific national security cultures and norms made it
‘normal’ for Germany to interpret 9/11 differently to the United States:
with the different histories of these two states a major factor here. As
Katzenstein summarizes, Germany ‘betrayed a distinctive narrowness
in outlook and inwardness in orientation that can be explained only
with reference to their historical experiences in the first half of the
twentieth century’ (Katzenstein 2003b: 53).

Building on the insights of Onuf (1989) and Wendt (1992),
Katzenstein’s (2003a: 756) work makes important references to the
‘bitter lessons from history’ that Germany has ‘learnt’, highlighting the
importance of cultural norms and expectations around how Germany
should behave on the world stage. For Katzenstein and conventional
constructivists, ideas are a crucial missing variable within realist
analysis. Germany declined to participate in the Coalition of the
Willing because of the existence of a particular set of ideas that were
prominent in the country at the time, rather than because of a
cost/benefit calculation around the likelihood of victory and potential
spoils of war. The broader point here is that states will respond to
other actors within the international anarchical system based on their
interpretation of those actors. Self-interest and the absence of any
global hegemonic power, in other words, do not compel states to
behave with aggression or opportunism. Rather, as Alexander Wendt
(1992) famously argued, anarchy is ‘what states make of it’. Whether
this anarchy inspires a zero-sum struggle for survival, a drive to
compete economically, or a sense of community and shared interests at
any one time, depends upon how the self and others are understood by
the actors involved. Consider, for example, Germany’s shift from a
Hobbesian, fear-driven foreign policy in the 1930s, to more Kantian
(and perhaps Grotian) desires to prop-up the European Union in the
twenty-first century. For conventional constructivists, therefore, ideas
are a crucial component within security dynamics, but the material
world is still seen to exist outside of the ideas that are held about it.
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Our own view is that conventional constructivism – sometimes also
described as ‘thinner’ constructivism – overemphasizes the ‘collective
permanence’ of intersubjective understandings about the world
(Widmaier 2007: 750), as well as the direct, causative impact they have
on state interaction. It is problematic to speak of a German culture (in
the singular) as well as to argue that such a culture might cause (in an
unproblematic, linear fashion) German foreign policy. By adding ideas
into the mix, conventional constructivism supplements realism with an
important additional variable. This retains realism’s parsimony and
widens its explanatory scope, but fails to adequately conceptualize
what ‘ideas’ might mean for international relations and our explana-
tions thereof. Fortunately, here, with its mantra that ‘ideas matter’,
constructivism excels. Critical constructivism emphasizes ‘the contin-
gent nature of outcomes by examining how agents frame’ events, in
order ‘to make persuasive claims concerning the need for change’
(ibid.). Language, framing and resonance are crucial, and decisions
must be communicated persuasively to prevail over alternative
accounts of what has been or should be done. In recognizing the
importance of persuasion, critical constructivists pursue an approach
that emphasizes both ideas and language. It really does matter whether
Bush or Obama is crafting a narrative for the US population. Their
strategies and framings will be different, they will employ different lan-
guage and, at times, even divergent security policies, despite plugging
into the same collection of cultural norms, myths and ideas.

Things get more tricky for critical constructivists when questions are
raised as to just how far a researcher has to dig before they hit ‘mate-
rial’ (i.e. extra-discursive) reality. Is the world made up of ‘ideas all the
way down’ (Wendt 1999), for example? Or, is there a point at which
material properties exist – and have impact upon global processes and
events – away from their discursively constructed meanings? This is an
important question. On one hand, critics might point to tanks or oil as
material ‘things’. The rebuttal here is that a tank is a physical manifes-
tation of both liberation and occupation, depending on your particular
vantage point. This is more than simply suggesting that a tank means
different things to different people. Rather, it is to argue that what the
tank actually is depends upon the ideas and language that enable its
comprehension (see Chapter 2). Oil, for example, was a pointless,
sticky mess, prior to knowledge of how to use it for heat, light, move-
ment, and money. Today, it might be seen as a security threat because
of its devastating impact on ecosystems in the Gulf of Mexico, as well
as its broader role in producing greenhouse gases and contributing to
global climate change. Alternatively, oil might be viewed as the guar-
antor of security through the wealth it brings to oil-rich and some
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developing states, or the liberating effect it has had on isolated rural
communities. Whatever its material qualities, then, oil can be an
entirely different phenomenon for different groups, at different times,
depending on the discourses in which it is located. Or, at least, that is
what critical constructivists argue. 

Looking to post-structuralism, we find a similar but slightly dif-
ferent view, whereby notions of ‘buying into’ a particular discourse are
seen to place too high a degree of emphasis on the volition of individ-
uals to choose the meaning of things and, even, themselves. For post-
structuralists, discourse is more than ‘just’ language or political
rhetoric; rather, it is a framework – a series of significations – that
enables, shapes and constrains the way people think. For a post-struc-
turalist, ‘things’ only mean anything, as a result of the discourse – the
framework – in which they are located. A gun for example can be a
weapon, or an ornament; a tool of attack, or defence, or even pest
control; and a symbol of freedom (in parts of the United States where
membership of the National Rifle Association is particularly high), or a
symbol of peace (its barrel knotted, outside the United Nations’
Headquarters in New York). The meaning of the gun is generated by
its placing within a particular discursive framework.

Post-structural IR was inspired by a dissatisfaction with realism
combined with the opportunities that accompanied the breakdown of
bipolarity at the end of the Cold War (e.g. Der Derian and Shapiro
1989). Inspired, principally, by the work of Michel Foucault, Jacques
Derrida and Judith Butler, its basis was (and remains) a belief that
international relations and security is discursively constituted. There is
nothing outside of our discourses on global politics: the world and its
components can only be understood within these unstable systems of
meaning. Post-structural IR takes its normative agenda from a desire to
destabilize particular dominant discourses – such as neo-liberalism,
patriarchy, and political realism, for example – which are seen to be
dangerous and silencing of marginalized voices. This (ethical) project
therefore seeks to create space for ways of thinking, speaking, and
acting otherwise. In stark contrast to realism’s material ontology, a
post-structural approach discards the notion that ‘things’ might possess
intrinsic or essential qualities as ultimately unknowable and irrelevant.
As Wittgenstein suggested, for the post-structuralist, the limits of lan-
guage are indeed the limits of the world.

Of course, as we have argued elsewhere (Holland 2013b: 13), there
are frequent (and unfair) criticisms of an ontology emphasizing the
productivity of discourse. One, for example, is that ‘material facts’ are
downplayed or entirely absent and ignored. Adopting a discursive
ontology does not mean that a researcher denies the world’s materi-
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ality, but instead, a different argument is made: that the world becomes
meaningful through discourse. The material is not wholly eviscerated.
Rather, material and ideational factors are fully interwoven, such that we
cannot see either in isolation (see Chapter 2). ‘What is denied is not that
objects exist externally to thought.’ Rather, the different assertion is
made that ‘they could not constitute themselves as objects outside any
discursive condition of emergence’ (Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 108). As
Richard Jackson (2005a), a constructivist, has argued, ‘while everything
is text (even a bomb is a text – especially when soldiers write personal
messages on them, but also when they are dropped in the name of
“freedom” or as a message to other dictators), text is not necessarily
everything (bombs are also instruments of death that at the moment of
detonation are impervious to any form of deconstruction)’. This is one of
the foremost ontological divergences between post-structuralism and crit-
ical constructivism. For the former, it is neither necessary nor possible to
suggest that material reality exists ‘below’ the realm of discourse.

For our purposes, it is useful to consider this claim with respect to
the interests, identities and ideas that help to shape world politics and
security. While realism assumes that interests exist independently of
ideas about them – they are fixed and given – post-structuralism argues
that they are established through language and other discursive prac-
tices which, when relatively stable, produce meaning in a fairly system-
atic (if always partial) way. For post-structuralists, interests only
become apparent against the backdrop of a discursively constructed
identity. Consider, for example, debates in the United Kingdom in
1997, when New Labour was torn between two competing notions of
what an ‘ethical foreign policy’ might look like. On the one hand, rep-
resented by Foreign Secretary Robin Cook, an ethical foreign policy
put human rights front and centre, premised upon an understanding of
British identity as atoning for the excesses of the British Empire. On
the other hand, represented by Prime Minister Tony Blair, an ethical
foreign policy was about reconciling Realpolitik and altruism in coali-
tion-backed humanitarian interventions for the greater good. This
latter variant relied upon a British national identity that was not
ashamed – perhaps even proud – of the British Empire (Parmar 2006).
In both cases, the British national interest was formed on the basis of a
constructed national identity, premised variously upon notions of colo-
nial guilt or aspirations for global leadership.

Clearly, in each of these examples, we see that the answer to the
question, ‘what is security?’, depends upon the theoretical approach
adopted for its study. For realism, a materialist ontology privileges the
material world, and thus the material interests it inspires and with
which states act in accordance and pursuit. Constructivists, on the
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other hand, in both conventional and critical variants, proffer an
ontology recognizing the importance of the interaction of the material
with the ideational. The ‘truths’ of realism, constructivists recognize,
only become ‘facts’ in a particular matrix of ideas. Anarchy, for
example, is what states make of it, and the world looks decidedly less
Hobbesian for Germany in the twenty-first century than it did in the
twentieth. Finally, post-structuralism challenges all approaches in their
continued appeals to notions of extra-discursive reality. A post-struc-
tural discursive ontology emphasizes the role of language (as well as
images) in the production of meaning. Interests, ideas and identities
interact as social productions; they are not fixed, pre-determined fea-
tures of world politics. The implications of this ontology, for studies of
security, are particularly stark.

38 Security: A Critical Introduction

Box 1.4 Interpreting 11 September 2001

The events of 11 September 2001 were deeply shocking for many
Americans (Holland 2009) and others who watched them unfold live on
television screens around the world. Over the following days, in
response to those events, President George W. Bush asserted that on 11
September 2001, ‘night fell on a different world’ (Holland and Jarvis
2014). Within this understanding, American national security had been
fundamentally changed by the ‘9/11’ attacks. The ‘Homeland’, for
instance, was now a ‘battlefield’, and an era of relative peace was seen to
have ended. How might we make sense of this? Did, as was asserted, the
events ‘speak for themselves’?

For realism, the events clearly demonstrated a challenge to, and attack
on, the United States. The material reality of aircraft destroying centre-
pieces of the US economic and military establishment, and killing 3,000
people in the process, was inescapable. Yet, the relative material capa-
bility of the Al Qaeda network was such that the challenge it posed to
the world’s mightiest ever hegemon was insignificant. US survival was
never really threatened by this non-state actor. Nor was the hierarchy of
states in the global system. How then did a response of War on Terror,
premised upon feelings of intense vulnerability and omnipresent threat,
take hold of and shape the US policy response?

For constructivists, the material reality of the tragic events is impor-
tant, but so too are the ideas and language that were chosen to make
sense of ‘9/11’. For thinner constructivists, the security/strategic culture
of the United States is crucial. Were the attacks to have taken place in a
state more accustomed to witnessing terrorism on domestic soil it is pos-
sible that a different type of response would have been formulated. For
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Key Points

• Realists adopt a materialist ontology, in which interests are pre-given
and fixed. Security and insecurity are, therefore, a product of the dif-
ferent capabilities of dominant actors: usually states.

• Constructivists emphasize the interplay of the material and the
ideational. Security and insecurity depend upon how actors under-
stand the interests, intentions and actions of others, as well as their
role in the world and self-interest.

• Post-structuralists adopt a discursive ontology which recognizes that
ideas, interests and identities are discursively constructed. Security and
insecurity only exist within discourse, yet this does not mean they are
not ‘real’.

What is Security? 39

critical constructivists, the framing of the events as ‘an act of war’ was
all-important. Narratives of American exceptionalism and a historical
calling to defend freedom were crucial in articulating a resonant foreign
policy response that garnered the broad support of the American nation
(Holland 2013b). George W. Bush was never more popular than in the
days after 9/11, reaching public approval ratings of over 90% within the
US.

Post-structuralists take this argument further still, arguing that the
events were meaningless outside of the discourses that enabled their
comprehension. For post-structuralists, events never ‘speak for them-
selves’; rather, they are always located within a discursive framework of
meaning. To witness the diversity of understandings of 9/11, it is pos-
sible to point to distinct discourses, which constructed the events alter-
natively as: sponsored by the US Government; sponsored by the Iraqi
Government; the punishment of God for American toleration of homo-
sexuality; a (natural) tragedy; the inevitable blowback of American
empire; the first or latest strike in a Clash of Civilizations; or the realiza-
tion of biblical prophecy. While all of these framings lost traction in the
days and weeks after 9/11, Post-structuralists would argue that the ‘offi-
cial’, dominant discourse(s) of the ‘War on Terror’ were no more or less
connected to the material reality of the attacks than alternatives. Thus,
the official narrative is one, of many, ways of discursively constructing
the meaning of those events. As a number of critics have noted, a prefer-
able discursive framing might have emphasized that the events were an
intolerable criminal act, rather than an act of war. Such a framing might
have inspired a more effective and less damaging form of response (e.g.
Bulley forthcoming; Campbell 2001; Jarvis 2009a)
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Putting security into context(s)

This section locates the above debates both historically and politically.
Our argument here is that what security ‘is’ – or what it means –
cannot be separated from the historical and political contexts in which
security is being discussed. Particular attention is paid to the opening
up of Security Studies in two periods: first, the post-Cold War era, and,
second, the post-9/11 period.

The post-Cold War era, we argue, was important because it strength-
ened the position of those arguing that a new, expanded, understanding
was required to broaden the concept of security beyond questions of
state survival in a context of international anarchy. As the 1994 United
Nations Human Development Report famously illustrated, this geopo-
litical shift opened space for: addressing a range of sources of human
misery as security issues (including domestic and international sources
of harm, and military and other forms of threat); highlighting the
impact of these harms at the level of individuals and communities; and
rethinking the appropriate mechanisms with which security might be
augmented or achieved. Importantly, these developments also encour-
aged advocates of more traditional understandings of security to
reassert and refine the longstanding, realist approaches to this concept
for reasons including disciplinary coherence and established expertises.

The impact of 9/11, we argue, was more ambiguous. At one level,
these events were interpreted as adding further impetus to the need for
a non state-centric, militaristic approach to security (studies). For
some, they also reinforced the importance of the linkage between
domestic and international security contexts, with the threat posed by
‘failed states’ becoming increasingly prominent after the attacks.
Moreover, their aftermath also opened space for rethinking the obliga-
tions owed to the security of others elsewhere around the world – for
advocates and opponents of the war on terrorism alike. At another
level, however, the attacks and their aftermath were also interpreted as
confirming longstanding assumptions about the international system
and the nature of security therein. These included the continuing perti-
nence of military power, national interests and the externality of the
most urgent security threats (at least for those in the West). In short,
the events of 11 September 2001 raised a number of questions with
which this volume grapples, including the nature of security today.

International Relations, dominated by realism, infamously failed to
predict the end of the Cold War. The fall of the Berlin Wall and the
end of bipolarity came as a surprise, both in the ‘real world’ of interna-
tional politics and in the halls of academe. The space that this event
afforded Security Studies was considerable. Debates about deterrence,
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MAD, and containment were suddenly relegated in significance;
instead, concerns about nuclear proliferation and the arms trade were
elevated in importance. The greatest beneficiary of these events,
however, was the issue of humanitarian intervention. With the over-
bearing concerns of national security (potential nuclear holocaust) sud-
denly slightly alleviated, space was created to consider alternative types
and drivers of international intervention. The 1990s were, perhaps
above all else, the era of humanitarian intervention. As Buzan and
Hansen (2009) have argued, it was the shift in Great Power politics,
and the accompanying de-institutionalization of the Cold War’s
strategic priorities, which rapidly filtered through into the reorganiza-
tion of academic debates.

Just as realism and the neo-neo synthesis had developed and domi-
nated in response to the strategic imperatives of the Cold War, so alter-
natives, such as the English School, rose to prominence in the early
1990s, as practitioners of world politics wrestled with decisions about
‘saving strangers’ (Wheeler 2002). The experiences of Bosnia, East
Timor, Kosovo, Sierra Leone, and Rwanda, to name only a few, are
testament to the importance of humanitarian intervention (or its lack)
during the era of new world order. Images of genocide, for example,
were now broadcast live, and occasionally throughout the day,
increasing the sense that ‘their’ problem was now an issue for ‘us’, in
the Western world. The failure of the international community to act
in Rwanda stands out in the list of human rights atrocities from the
1990s. With over 800,000 slaughtered in that conflict, calls to prevent
re-occurrences were widespread. Rwanda, however, followed shortly
after the bitter US experience in Somalia, where American helicopters
were shot down in Mogadishu (see Chapter 5). With the images of
murdered American military personnel fresh in the public memory,
appetite for a new humanitarian intervention in Africa was extremely
limited. The pendulum of public opinion on humanitarian war would
swing back and forth throughout the decade. It would be matched in
Security Studies and International Relations by English School debates
between pro-intervention solidarists and anti-intervention pluralists
(see Chapter 5), accompanied by the emerging doctrine of the
Responsibility to Protect (R2P).

These debates mirrored the broader expansion of Security Studies,
as the subdiscipline realigned itself with the new post-Cold War secu-
rity environment. The plight of individuals and non-state communities
were, at last, considered security issues. And, the significance of the
military to the provision of security was de-centred by some security
researchers. Debates over the declining utility of military force were
initially commonplace (Fierke 2007), and while this may ultimately not
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have been the case, they do indicate the significance of the paradigm
shift that occurred in the wake of the Cold War. Issues such as climate
change, nutrition, and health became legitimate topics of enquiry for a
redefined and reoriented Security Studies during the 1990s. In 2001,
however, many of those shifts were brought into question. Some saw
the impact of 9/11 to bring to an end the blissful ‘interregnum’ that
was the era of humanitarian intervention, characterized by concerns
about issues of ‘structural violence’, human rights, and development.
The direct challenge to the national security and military pre-eminence
of the United States was a difficult fact to ignore, as was the robust
reassertion of hegemony from the world’s only superpower that fol-
lowed. Once again, after 9/11, the world appeared a Hobbesian place,
where the national interest was paramount in a dangerous dog-eat-dog
world. In this new and dangerous world, it was possible to argue that
the amount of power the state wielded would be the principal determi-
nant of survival in the face of, what was frequently presented as, an
existential threat.

The apparent re-elevation of state-centric, military-preoccupied
approaches is not without contestation, however. The complexities of
international and domestic security, for example, are readily
apparent in debates about ‘failed’ and ‘harbouring’ states abroad, as
well as counter-terrorism legislation and measures at home. Recent
events such as the 2013 Boston Marathon Bombings, the 2013
murder of Drummer Lee Rigby in Woolwich, London, and the 2013
attack on the Westgate Shopping Mall in Nairobi, Kenya, have high-
lighted the intertwined nature of domestic and international griev-
ances, leading, at times, to violent extremism. In these instances, it
appears that international political issues and sources of influence
interacted with the specific circumstances of national politics and
local upbringing. In Woolwich, for example, the juxtaposition of a
South London resident, speaking with a thick local accent about ‘our
(Muslim) lands’, raises questions about identity formation that realist
approaches struggle (or decline) to take seriously. This book con-
siders the continued importance of military force, as well as the role
of ideas and language within contexts such as the War on Terror and
Arab Spring; we argue that it is normatively and theoretically impor-
tant for Security Studies to consider, for example, both IEDs (impro-
vised explosive devices) and identity. Both drones and discourse are
significant in the new post 9/11 security environment. And, as during
the Cold and post-Cold War eras, the subdiscipline of Security
Studies must respond to – and emerges out of – the complexities of
the contemporary period, replete as they are with myriad material,
ideational, and discursive elements.
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Key Points

• The end of the Cold War created space for rethinking Security Studies
away from the state and the military (see Chapters 4 and 6).

• The post-Cold War era brought the issue of human rights and humani-
tarian intervention to the fore, alongside others.

• The post-9/11 security environment has been argued both to return
traditional security concerns to centre-stage, as well as to reinforce the
importance of a more expansive, critical agenda.

Conclusion

This chapter has considered what it means to speak of security,
sketching some of the potential answers to (and issues in answering)
this fundamental, ontological question. We began by considering the
realist dominance of International Relations and Security Studies
during the Cold War. In so doing, we argued that this dominance was
suffocating of theoretical alternatives, whereby even realism’s greatest
challengers came to accept and adopt the central tenets of IR’s pre-
eminent theory. The minimalist understanding of security within
realism came to shape the contours of the subdiscipline of Security
Studies, marking out its relatively narrow boundaries of legitimate
enquiry. Within this tightly bounded field, the state and its military
were the principal components of a materialist ontology. The fall of the
Berlin Wall and the end of the Cold War raised the possibility of
widening Security Studies. One logical expansion of this increasingly
broad understanding of security was the consideration of humanitarian
intervention, which extended Security Studies’ expertise in issues of
war and conflict to the most pressing issues of the day. The intellectual
space created by bipolarity’s demise also, however, created scope for
more diverse inclusions, such as climate change and health (see
Chapter 6), which were now studied beyond their potential to cause or
impact upon armed conflict.

The impact of 9/11 has been claimed by proponents of political
realism, supporting traditional security agendas, as well as those influ-
enced by a range of critical perspectives who have tended to welcome
the broadening and deepening of Security Studies (see Chapter 4). On
the one hand, the importance of military power and national security
have undeniably resurfaced to dominate the security landscape of the
War on Terror. On the other hand, the ideas, identities, and discourses
of our political leaders have rarely been so important in shaping our
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understandings of security and demarcating the parameters of possible
policy responses. In this era of War on Terror and Arab Uprisings,
support can be found for a diversity of minimalist and maximalist
agendas, as well as materialist, ideational, and discursive ontologies. A
useful way of positioning ourselves in these debates is therefore to
think more carefully around what we might be able to know about
security: the focus of Chapter 2.

Further Reading

Buzan and Hansen (2009) is an excellent genealogical account of how inter-
national security studies has developed over time. For a more thematic
overview of the field, Dannreuther (2013) is also insightful and worth
reading. Fierke (2007) provides an explicitly critical introduction which
focuses on issues including representations of danger, and the importance of
identity within security politics, while Nayak and Selbin (2010) offer an
important rejoinder to the Western-centricity of most overviews of global
politics. Not introductory, but important because of its impact on the field,
is Wendt’s (1999) Social Theory of International Politics, which provides a
book length exposition of his constructivist approach to international poli-
tics.

Internet Resources

It is interesting to compare the vision of security contained within the UN’s
understanding of R2P which was developed during the 1990s – UN Office of
the Special Advisor on Genocide (2014) – with that outlined in the stated
aims of the United States Department of Homeland Security (2014), which
was established in 2001 following the 11 September attacks. The United
Nations Food and Agriculture Agency (2012) summarizes and provides
access to their recent report on world hunger, including the headline finding
that nearly one in eight of the world’s population were suffering from
chronic undernourishment in 2010–2012. The World Health Organization
(2014) fact sheet on malaria provides a succinct overview of the disease, and
its transmission, symptoms, treatment and prevention, while the Guardian
(2013) – a UK-based newspaper – provides data and resources on the
‘world’s deadliest migration routes’.
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